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(ABSTRACT ) 

The possibilities for a rigorous deconstruction in landscape 

architecture are explored, based largely upon the 

theoretical work of Jacques Derrida, and the architectural 

work of Bernard Tschumi. Deconstruction is described in its 

philosophical context and as a form of literary criticism. 

This deconstruction is compared with recent architectural 

projects influenced by Derrida’s ideas, with particular 

attention to Parc de la Villette by Tschumi. Deconstruction 

as a design tool is compared to traditional design 

synthesis, and various methods of applying deconstruction to 

landscape architecture are described.
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CHAPTER 1 

LANGUAGE AND DESIGN 

The argument which follows is based on the assumption 

that the design of architecture and landscape may be thought 

of as a language. Language, a media able to both create and 

express ideas, varies considerably, from the verbal and 

written expressions with which we are all familiar, also 

encompassing a wide variety of artistic media including the 

expressions of form and space used by architects and 

landscape architects. The use of language as a metaphor for 

design is not new, it has established a tradition ( Rowe, 

1987). Like natural language, the design of form and space 

is able to create and communicate, making references, 

comments, and arguments. The work which follows expands 

upon this tradition. 

The metaphor of language and design is an assumption 

used as a point of beginning, for a traditional discourse 

has been established which requires such an origin. It is 

this beginning which allows deconstruction, which originated 

in literary criticism and philosophy, to be applied to 

architecture and Landscape architecture. The purpose of 

this paper is to explore the possible links between 

deconstruction and landscape architecture.



Deconstruction might be introduced to landscape 

architecture in conventional terms using the design/language 

metaphor, applying a transitive logic which argues that the 

Similarities between language and design will allow 

linguistic theories to be applied to the design of 

landscapes. The design/language metaphor and this 

conventional logic provides both a framework for this paper 

and a site for deconstruction. 

While the design/language metaphor may be questioned, 

the possibility of deconstruction in landscape architecture 

does not rely solely on this assumption. The appropriation 

of deconstruction by artists and architects is also 

independent of such a metaphor, for the possibility of 

deconstruction already exists within each of these 

disciplines. Because each of these disciplines has been 

heavily influenced by the western philosophic tradition, 

deconstruction has always been possible. Deconstruction is 

possible wherever philosophy stakes it’s claim to truth 

(Culler, 1982). The design/language metaphor is used, here, 

primarily as a rhetorical opening for a discussion of 

deconstruction. 

Of course before deconstruction can be applied to 

landscape architecture, or before it can occur within 

landscape architecture, deconstruction should be defined.



Strictly speaking, however, no precise definition of 

deconstruction is possible, or could be allowed; but it can 

be understood through a process of accumulation, or 

condensation. A description of deconstruction through an 

accumulation of examples must be substituted for a precise 

definition. To talk about deconstruction, is, very 

literally, to talk about deconstruction. 

The French philosopher, Jacques Derrida is the author 

and architect of deconstruction. Derrida became aware that 

linguistic theories, including structuralism, were unable to 

completely account for meaning. He also understood that 

western philosophy has been used to institute meaning; to 

govern "the play" of language. Derrida was also concerned 

with certain contradictions and aporias that continued to 

plague even the most logical and well-reasoned philosophical 

arguments. Deconstruction accounts for these seemingly 

systematic errors that appear not just in philosophical 

arguments, but seem to be a by-product of all types of 

language. Deconstruction questions philosophy’s search for 

a unified truth, even as it attempts to fulfill those ends. 

Because of such duplicity, deconstruction is considered by 

Gasche to be a heterology; apart from, and a part of, 

traditional philosophy. 

Deconstruction’s "double gesture," interpreted in its 

broadest and most pervasive terms, illustrates how meaning



depends upon the arbitrary authority of philosophy (Derrida, 

1988). Philosophy’s desire for unified truth effectively 

determines its ends. Critics of deconstruction claim that 

undermining philosophy destroys truth and meaning. But 

while deconstruction forces a new perspective on truth and 

meaning, it does not result in the loss of meaning. 

Deconstruction clearly illustrates how philosophy must rely 

on metaphor and rhetoric, as does literature. By reading 

philosophical works as a literary critic, Derrida 

underscores this point. 

Deconstruction questions or displaces the authority of 

philosophy, through a double movement, or "double gesture.” 

First, the priority of philosophy over literature is 

reversed: philosophy/literature becomes 

literature/philosophy; philosophy is now derived from 

literature. Derrida realizes that both hierarchies are 

arbitrary, but rather than equate literature and philosophy, 

he prefers instead, to maintain their differences, and the 

force of both possibilities. Second, this new order of 

significance (literature/philosophy), and all that it 

implies, is grafted onto the old hierarchy 

(philosophy/literature). This reinstatement of the original 

system amounts to a reinscription; but the graft remains, 

serving as a reminder that meaning, and the use of language 

is indeed a forceful action. The "double gesture” is named,



adding a third term, a product of the reinscription. This 

term, itself, takes the form of a "double gesture" (Derrida, 

1988), somehow representing both the original hierarchy 

along with its graft; philosophy/literature-- 

(literature/philosophy). The term deconstruction is itself 

such a product. 

This paper also takes the form of a double gesture, it 

uses the design/language metaphor to apply linguistic 

theories such as deconstruction to landscape architecture, 

and it explores the possibility of deconstruction in 

landscape architecture that already exists due to the 

dominance of philosophy. This bifurcated approach, or 

"double gesture", is required by deconstruction. The 

design/language metaphor is used as a conventional means of 

introducing deconstruction to landscape architecture, even 

as it outlines how a unique form of deconstruction must also 

appear within landscape architecture. 

Structured in accordance with the design/language 

metaphor, chapter one introduces in fundamental terms some 

of the problems posed by recent linguistic theories. The 

chapter ends with a discussion of the limitations of 

contextual meaning described by Ferdinand de Saussure, also 

known as the "structuralist dilemma" (Leitch, 1983).



Chapter two further discusses the dilemma which 

constitutes a "yawning gap" between meaning and language. 

The chapter also describes Derrida’s rigorous, though 

perhaps unsatisfying, solution to this problem. 

Deconstruction is described as a linguistic theory, as a 

form of literary criticism, and as an extension of 

Philosophy. Literary deconstruction is intended to be a 

prototype for the deconstruction of design of architecture 

and landscape architecture. 

Chapter three explores how deconstruction has been 

applied to architecture by Peter Eisenman, Bernard Tschumi, 

and others. The rigor of these applications is discussed 

With particular attention to the connection between 

Philosophy and architecture. 

Chapter four introduces an example of deconstruction in 

design, Bernard Tschumi’s Parc de la Villette. Tschumi’s 

park and his design methods are analyzed and explained. 

Then, deconstruction is evaluated as a both a design theory 

and a method, or strategy. Some speculation is offered on 

how to apply deconstruction to the design of landscapes. 

Chapter five explores the language of landscape 

architecture, developing several linguistic themes as a part 

of landscape architecture. Certain critical differences 

between the natural languages of literature and philosophy, 

and the design languages of architecture and landscape 

architecture are outlined. The design languages have been



limited by this difference, making deconstruction an 

imperative. The bifurcated strategy used to apply, or 

incorporate, deconstruction in landscape architecture allows 

any number of possibilities, or points of departure, for 

deconstruction in landscape architecture. 

While the paper is structured around the conventional 

logic of the design/language metaphor, the reader should be 

aware that thematic elements are introduced that question 

the logic of this metaphor and the concepts upon which it is 

based. The reader is certain to be faced with ambiguity and 

contradiction, but based upon a new assumption, the "double 

ft 
gesture, one is required to reinterpret such incongruities. 

The discussion of linguistic theories with which we 

begin will advance and enrich the design/language metaphor 

and present the dilemma of structuralism. Deconstruction 

deals directly with this dilemma by reevaluating the 

philosophical presumptions which are the scaffolds of 

meaning. In this critical reevaluation lies the value of 

deconstruction. Deconstruction can be used to investigate 

the concepts that govern landscape architecture, and the 

historical accidents which are their origin. This 

investigation re-examines the conceptual limits of landscape 

architecture by limiting the authority of philosophy, 

defining an arena specific to landscape architecture.



Deconstruction, coupled with other linguistic theories, 

also offers some valuable insights into the creative, and 

iterative processes of design. It seems that language, or 

any type of symbolic notation, is more than a simple means 

of communication; it is also a creative mechanism, a 

mechanism which acts beyond the intentions of the author. 

Philosophy, ultimately, is unable to fully control language; 

its own media. Deconstruction, develops readings and 

misreadings that explore the generative forces of language, 

the same forces that sometimes thwart our intentions. 

1.1 Natural Language 

Language has often been thought of as the product of 

perception and interpretation, or a cognitive product based 

indirectly upon experience. Experience forms a common basis 

for both the natural language of literature and philosophy, 

and the design language of architecture and landscape 

architecture. 

In either case, language has long been characterized as 

stable, symbolic systems. When perception, interpretation, 

and language are defined as isolated and passive processes; 

the possibility of misunderstandings is minimized. This 

view is supported by certain philosophical assumptions which 

value the stability of meaning and interpretation. 

Traditionally, language gives names to objects and 

actions; references are made in an absolute sense. Meaning



relies upon semantic structures and rules of syntax which 

govern usage. Based on this definition of language, 

interpretation merely consists of unraveling meaning uSing 

these same semantic and syntactic rules. Under these 

circumstances our senses might be thought of as scientific 

instruments rather than embodied sense organs. 

As stated earlier, languages may take a variety of 

forms. Natural language, consisting of the written and 

spoken word, is considered to be a phonetic language, 

because it is based upon speech. The written word encodes 

the sounds of the spoken word. Graphematic languages 

consists of writing based upon images; in such languages 

writing is considered primary. But as we shall see later, 

languages cannot be strictly reduced to either phonetic or 

graphematic types, one is inextricably bound within the 

other. 

This difference between graphematic and phonetic 

languages will prove to have significant implications. 

Western philosophy has granted primacy to phonetic forms of 

language. Much of Derrida’s project consists of the 

reversal of this hierarchy between phonetic and graphematic 

languages. It should be noted that design languages are 

primarily graphematic, and if deconstruction is to be 

applied to design, then this distinction must be taken into 

account.



1.2 Symbol, Metaphor, and Sign 

Just as language is believed to be a system of stable 

symbols with a common interpretation, symbols or words are 

believed to be basic units of meaning (Ihde, 1986). Symbols 

are considered to be abstract representations of "real" 

referents, whether they refer to people, places, objects, 

ideas, or events. Both concepts and symbols are thought of 

as "atomistic;" simple "point-like structures" of meaning 

(Culler, 1982; Gasche, 1986; Ihde, 1986). Recently, this 

"logocentric" bias has been questioned (Derrida, 1988; 

Leitch, 1983; Norris, 1988, Sussman, 1983). The "atomistic” 

model of concepts and language is unable to account for a 

number of linguistic devices; ambiguity, metaphor, and 

polysemy among then. 

The logocentric notion of symbols and language 

overlooks linguistic creativity, preferring to emphasize 

instead precise communication. This representative function 

has been favored by a philosophical tradition which values 

the stability and certainty of meaning, it is this bias in 

favor of the representative function which allows language 

to accurately communicate meaning (Ihde, 1986). 

"Charles Taylor, in a seminal article, 

"Theories of Meaning," characterized these two 
traditions as designative and expressive theories 

of meaning. Within this difference there is also 

embedded a difference in the conception of what 

10



counts as foundational for language. The Anglo- 

American tradition, dominantly designative, founds 

its architectonic upon the declarative, predicting 

statement, thus making problems of reference and 

the isolation of logical form the primary 

interests of philosophy. This places metaphor and 

other similar "complex" linguistic phenomena in a 
derivative position. I shall call such a theory 

explicitly metaphysical in the sense that its 

ideal is (a) foundational, (b) its paradigm of 

meaning univocal or monodimensioned, and (c) its 

tactic reductive in that philosophical work 
consists of either reducing complex expressions to 

logically simple ones, or in isolating ina 

translation of ordinary expressions, the presumed 
logical structure of statements (Ihde,1986, 

p.68)." 

The passage above outlines how logocentric, western 

philosophy is rooted in the conflicting functions of 

language. The "designative and expressive theories of 

meaning" characterized by Taylor, correspond with what will 

be called here, the "representative" and "generative" 

functions of language. The term "generative" is substituted 

for expressive to more precisely emphasize the creative uses 

of language. While the "representative" function of 

language allows stable communication and the repetition of 

phrases, the "generative" function of language contains its 

ability to produce an abundance of ‘possible’ meanings 

(Ihde, 1986). Language, with both representational and 

generative functions, can be thought of as an improvised 

system of signs; half symbolic, half metaphoric. Only 

context and usage stabilize the intended meaning allowing 

accurate communication to occur. 

11



The representative function of language is the basis 

for communication, and the generative function of language 

is the basis for creativity. These conflicting functions of 

the sign account for languages ability to communicate, 

evolve, and create a world of meaning. 

These two functions are also responsible for 

misunderstandings and misreadings. Though the generative 

function of language is habitually subordinated, it always 

exerts an influence, whether the language takes the form of 

a gesture, an utterance, a symbolic picture, or a written 

word. Although this influence often goes unnoticed, the 

generative function is always present. Even the 

"structural" component of meaning can cause problems when a 

strict interpretation is needed, for the context may not 

always supply the precise meaning of a word or a symbol. 

Under poetic circumstances the relationship between the sign 

and context, can be used to great advantage. The use of 

metaphor is a deliberate attempt to expand the context, and 

infuse a text with new meanings. Very often this infusion 

is uncontrolled; symbols or signs may bring associations and 

meanings from other contexts. This subjective and "free" 

interpretation, although not unstructured, gives a text its 

"life". 

Table 1. categorizes some of the representative and 

12



Table 1 

Representative and Generative Functions of Language 

  

  

Representative | Generative 

symbol sign 

stable meaning unstable meaning 
communication creativity 

concept metaphor     
  

13



generative qualities which seem to inhabit all languages. 

These common functions account for the flexible and dynamic 

nature of meaning and language, but also are a functional 

bridge between natural language and design language. The 

language/design metaphor will be used to apply these 

linguistic functions to architecture and landscape 

architecture. In addition, these conflicting terms 

exemplify the inherent "double gesture" of all language, a 

gesture that is consistent with deconstruction. 

1.3 Structuralism of Saussure 

Realizing the limited utility of an "atomistic" model 

of meaning, Saussure’s structuralism attributes meaning to a 

sign in context, rather than any ‘likeness’ that may exist 

between the sign and its referent. Meaning is ‘structured’ 

within the context, not within the sign or the intended 

object. As Norris explains below: 

"For it is a major precept of modern 
structural linguistics that meaning is not a 
relation of identity between signifier and 
signified but a product of differences, the 
Signifying contrasts and relationships that exist 

at every level of language (Norris, 1987, p.85)." 

Meaning is derived not from the sign, but from 

relationships between signs, and a whole network of 

oppositions between signs and concepts. Because each usage 

is unique, no absolute interpretation is possible. As 

Norris points out below, whatever meaning is derived from 

14



the relationship between a sign and its context is based 

solely on convention. 

"One result of this theory is the doctrine 
of the ‘arbitrary’ sign, the denial that there 
could possibly exist any natural relation between 

Signifier and signified, since each occupies its 

own distinctive place in a separate economy of 

signifying elements (Norris, 1987, p.88)." 

Meaning is no longer concentrated within a word or a 

Sign, as in the atomistic model, it is dispersed throughout 

a "field" or "an economy of signifiers" (Norris, 1987; 

Norris 1988; Sallis, 1987). This dispersion of meaning 

operates not only within the immediate context in which a 

Sign is used, but also outside that context throughout 

language. 

"What was taken as a special problem of 
symbols, turns out to be a structural element of 

language in general (Ihde, 1986 p.175)." 

This dispersion of meaning raises some interesting 

problems concerning language and interpretation. Not only 

is the representative function of the sign in doubt, any 

equation between sign and meaning must be considered 

arbitrary and unstable. While meaning is still possible it 

is dispersed and contingent upon an “economy of signifiers." 

Thus, there are no true symbols, only signs. 

15



Structuralism concludes that meaning cannot be located 

Within a sign or symbol, but because meaning is dispersed, 

structure is unable to fully account for meaning. The 

structure or context can never be fully determined or 

successfully limited. This is the dilemma of structuralism; 

a gap is left between meaning and language. 

Until structuralism, linguistic theories have often 

overlooked the more creative uses of language, preferring 

instead, to explain only the most obvious and intentional 

use of language. These theories have emphasized the 

representative functioning of language at the expense of the 

language’s generative functions. Any comprehensive theory 

of language must account for both representative and 

generative functions. Structuralism realizes this 

necessity; post-structuralism realizes this impossibility. 

Structuralism and post-structuralism, have been 

carefully distinguished by Johnathan Culler. 

"In simplest terms, structuralists take 
linguistics as a model and attempt to develop 
"grammars'"--systematic inventories of elements and 
their possibilities of combination--that would 
account for the form and meaning of literary 

works; post-structuralists investigate the way in 
which this project is subverted by the workings of 

the texts themselves. Structuralists are 
convinced that systematic knowledge is possible; 

post-structuralists claim to know only the 

impossibility of this knowledge (Culler, p.22)" 

16



Culler later comments that "...post-structuralists 

skeptically explore the paradoxes that arise in the pursuit 

of such projects and stress that their own work is not 

science but more text (p.25)." Although deconstruction can 

be considered a major form of post-structuralism, ultimately 

Culler avoids describing deconstruction as an extension of 

either of these linguistic theories; choosing instead to 

site (or cite) it as a function of reading. 

1.4 Language and Meaning 

Before exploring the details of deconstruction, it is 

important to examine some of the implications of the gap 

between meaning and language. By replacing the atomistic 

model of the sign with a “field” of meaning or an "economy 

of signs,” meaning is no longer absolute, but is arbitrarily 

imposed. Interpretive schemes are based not just on the 

Similarity between signifier and signified, but upon 

differences between the sign and other metaphorical 

relationships. Therefore, no absolute meaning can be fixed 

or interpreted; there are only readings. Reason actively 

and willfully produces "an economy" of signifying elements. 

Deconstruction, a double gesture involving reversal and 

reinscription, highlights the political nature of language, 

and displaces the authority of philosophy. The reversal of 

an established hierarchy (or meaning) locates concepts in 

17



their context of force, and reinscription acknowledges that 

meaning necessitates some use of force. 

The structural dilemma and the discrepancies between 

meaning and language occur in all types of languages, the 

design language of architecture and landscape architecture 

is not excluded. As Derrida has aptly demonstrated, the gap 

between meaning and language is produced by the synthesis of 

conflicting terms. Philosophy’s desire for unity overlooks 

the differences between phonetic and graphematic languages, 

and between the representative and generative functions of 

language. It creates an inherently biased system, and 

establishes a hierarchy. Deconstruction attempts to account 

for the structuralist dilemma and these apparently 

contradictory aspects of language. 

18



CHAPTER 2 

DECONSTRUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to derive a general 

definition of deconstruction, so that it might be applied in 

architecture and landscape architecture. As outlined in 

chapter one, meaning is elusive, and any definition of 

deconstruction developed here must be provisional. Before 

beginning it should also be noted that deconstruction 

presents itself only in specific actions, and its general 

form must remain undefined. With a provision such as this, 

perhaps only a description or a characterization of 

deconstruction is possible. 

Deconstruction is, minimally, the name given to a graft 

" that consists of the reversal and or "double gesture,’ 

reinscription of a hierarchical opposition. Derrida’s 

project is to deconstruct the hierarchical opposition 

between philosophy as truth, and literature as fiction. 

Deconstruction will first be elucidated in a similar 

fashion, first as philosophy, then as literary criticism. 

Before this, I would like to further explain how 

deconstruction functions as a post-structuralist linguistic 

theory. 

19



2.1 Post-structuralism 

Like other post-structuralist theories, deconstruction 

deals with the problems raised by structuralism. 

Deconstruction acknowledges the dilemmas of structuralism: 

the arbitrary nature of the sign, the dispersion of meaning, 

and the accompanying loss of an origin or foundation for 

meaning (Shumway, 1989). Deconstruction is unique in its 

ability to simultaneously account for the dispersion of 

meaning and the apparent stability of meaning that allows 

accurate communication; it is the “double gesture" of 

deconstruction that makes this possible. 

From the discussion of language, one can conclude that 

hierarchy and meaning are necessarily manufactured. Meaning 

is imposed, or as in the case with philosophy, instituted. 

Social constructs and philosophy are used to fabricate or 

improvise an origin. 

"Derrida has laid increasing stress on the need 
for deconstruction to address these issues in the 
politics of knowledge, and to show how the system 

ultimately rests on a series of deeply-entrenched 

hierarchical oppositions whose logic may yet be 

called in doubt by a deconstructive reading of its 

primary text (Norris, 1988, p.24-25)." 

Historically, philosophy has provided an arbitrary 

origin or foundation, a systematic privilege to one term of 

an opposition; it has imposed a hierarchy (Ihde, 1986; 

Norris, 1987). The unconscious conformance to this 

20



traditional role of metaphysics has provided an artificial 

origin and an end for language. 

"Logocentrism - or the Rousseauist 
‘metaphysics of presence’ - is the desire not to 
recognize this order of necessity inscribed in the 

texts of Western tradition from Plato to the 

structuralist sciences of man. It is a desire 

that would finally erase all traces of historical, 

social and sexual difference in order to dream a 

presence beyond their bad, disruptive effects 

(Norris, 1987, p.127)." 

By temporarily reversing this hierarchy, deconstruction 

demonstrates the arbitrary authority of philosophy, and the 

absence of an origin or foundation as well. But, as we 

shall see, the original hierarchy is re-established or 

reinscribed; and inscribed with it is, an understanding of 

its artificial nature. 

This new definition of language provides a new context 

for meaning, itself. Meaning is attributed to the sign only 

in accordance with an established social order, meaning is a 

product of a commonly desired state. The institution of 

meaning is an act of force, a product of "desire" and human 

will, as Benjamin notes below: 

The challenge that shapes the need, if not the 

desire to interpret, when it is enacted within the 
frame of dominance, is inevitably marked by a form 

of perversity; as much cruel as pointless. The 

object thus interpreted is brought to order by 

order (Benjamin (2), 1988, p.48).” 

21



With no absolute origin or fixed meaning, language has 

become politicized. Deconstruction highlights the political 

nature of language, by displacing the authority of 

philosophy. The reversal of an established (or meaningful ) 

hierarchy locates concepts in their context of force. 

Reinscription acknowledges that meaning necessitates a use 

of force, and that the philosophical framework for meaning 

is valuable, although it is provisional. 

Deconstruction establishes a logical and necessary 

opposition to any system of meaning. Deconstruction 

recognizes the necessity of systems of meaning, even as it 

defines itself against such systems. To further enhance 

our understanding of deconstruction, we shall examine its 

relationship to other disciplines, beginning with philosophy 

and literature. 

2.2 Deconstruction and Philosophy 

In The Tain of the Mirrer, Rodolphe Gasche provides 

what is perhaps the most complete and concise explanation of 

deconstruction and its relationship to philosophy. Gasche 

characterizes deconstruction as the next logical step in the 

tradition of western metaphysics, and in this sense, a 

continuation of philosophy. But as deconstruction aspires 

to a "higher" or "purer" logic, it also questions and 

displaces the origin and ends of philosophy. 

22



Gasche describes the evolution of reflection from 

Descarte’s self-consciousness to Hegel’s absolute 

reflection, or speculation (p.19). Gasche explains how 

Hegel reduces the two terms of reflection to one, producing 

an absolute philosophy: 

"The standpoint of speculation, unlike that of 
reflection, is a structured and absolutely 

encompassing totality, comprising both difference 
and unity. Its standpoint is that of absolute 

identity, and its mode of cognition that of pure 

reasonable (vernunftige) knowing of the Absolute.” 
(p.44) 

Since philosophy’s goal has always been, "a totality of 

knowledge free from contradiction and accounting for 

contradiction and opposition," Hegel’s synthesis is 

justified (p.63). But Gasche points out that such an 

absolute philosophy is incapable of grounding itself, and 

necessarily implies some "other", or must be divided itself 

(p.90-91). 

Gasche also compares Heidegger’s phenomenology and 

Derrida’s deconstruction; both "reach for originary 

structures," or a more original foundation or ground for 

philosophy. Derrida’s work strives for a theory able to 

fulfill the desires of western philosophy, and to ground 

itself, without contradicting or destroying the 

philosophical tradition of reflection. In this respect, 

Derrida attempts to account for both phenomenology and 
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reflection. But to accomplish this task Derrida’s ground 

must be provisional, not absolute. Derrida’s philosophy is 

totalizing, but it does not unify; and, as Gasche states, it 

is not philosophy, but "heterology.” 

According to Gasche, Derrida’s work illustrates how 

philosophy and language are "interlaced" together; 

deconstruction is clearly, neither. 

"Rather than being a more profound ground of the 
systems of what can be known and thought, of what 

is meaningful, it is precisely the alterity of the 
structural conditions of that which is determined 

as knowledge and its ground within 

tradition."(p.103) 

Deconstruction’s relationship to philosophy is clearly 

ambiguous. Perhaps this is one reason Derrida’s project 

originates in literary criticism. Deconstruction questions 

the clear-cut boundaries between genres such as philosophy 

and literature. 

Gasche’s work illustrates the indeterminate nature of 

philosophy. It can be divided into; reflection, 

speculation, phenomenology, and perhaps, heterology. 

Philosophy can no longer be easily distinguished from 

literature. Before turning to other examples, let us 

explore deconstruction from the standpoint of the literary 

critic. 

24



2.3 Deconstruction as Literary Criticism 

Johnathan Culler’s book, On Reconstruction, provides an 

excellent explanation of deconstruction’s relationship to 

literature. Culler treats deconstruction as a form of 

reading; a reading which extends the meaning of a text 

beyond its intentions and contexts, to the limits of 

structural possibility. Just as deconstruction questions 

the structural relationship between philosophy and language, 

it questions the terms of literature. 

With meaning based on context, Culler claims that the 

reader replaces the author as the central figure of 

language. First, Culler uses Feminist criticism to 

illustrate his point, explaining a progression of 

dissociations that occur when reading as a woman. Feminists 

may: take "considerable interest in the situation and 

" show how women are psychology of female characters (p.46), 

forced to identify with male characters, or "avoid reading 

as a man, to identify specific defenses and distortions of 

male readings and provide correctives (p.54)." This third 

reading (or misreading), may be thought of as a gender- 

specific deconstruction. This form of mis-reading 

identifies an unconscious and systematic bias; a bias so 

ubiquitous that it helps establish, or fix, the meaning of a 

text. This mis-reading, in a more obvious way, demonstrates 

the impossibility of any "correct" or absolute reading. It 

also illustrates both the impossibility of a unified 
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reading, and the need for a text to address a unified and 

homogeneous audience. 

According to Culler all readings are a species of mis- 

reading, because each interpretation is based upon the 

reader’s context and experience. "The best a reader can 

hope for is a strong misreading...(p.79-80)." For Culler, 

deconstruction is a very strong misreading, because it 

identifies, specifically, the systems and structures of 

interpretation used within language. On the surface, 

Culler’s examples of literary deconstruction highlight the 

fragility of systems of meaning, but deconstruction probes 

the sign deeply, it has what might be called a speculative 

aspect. 

In order to closely scrutinize the economy of 

Signifiers that produces an intended meaning, deconstruction 

attempts to: "imagine the ‘birth’ of language and describe 

an originary event that might have produced the first 

structure...(p.96)." Invariably, this origin takes the form 

of a metaphor, because the birth of a new concept implies 

that no other existing concept is capable of providing the 

intended meaning. The birth of the concept or word 

"structure" has been investigated by Derrida, as Gasche 

describes: 

Thus, an analysis pretending to exhaust the 
meaning of the modern concept of structure would 

have to begin by explaining why it seemed 

necessary at one point to replace more traditional 
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concepts with this new term. "To know why one 
says ‘structure,’ is to know why one no longer 

wishes to say eidos, ‘essence,’ ‘form,’ Gestalt, 
‘ensemble,’ ‘composition,’ ‘complex,’ 
‘construction,’ ‘correlation,’ ‘totality,’ ‘Idea,’ 
‘organism,’ ‘state,’ ‘system,’ etc. One must 
understand not only why each of these words showed 

itself to be insufficient but also why the notion 

of structure continues to borrow some implicit 

Signification from them and to be inhabited by 

them" (WD, p.301)." (Gasche, p.144) 

Each word or concept is defined in this way by a 

constellation of possible misreadings, all of which 

contribute in some significant way to the proper, correct, 

or intended meaning. Continuing this example, Gasche 

explains Derrida’s claim in Writing..and.Difference, that the 

use of "structure" in a literary context, must be 

"inhabited" by its original use in architecture or 

construction. 

",..-deconstruction, in this case, posits all of 

the similar concepts that provide the context, or 
structure the meaning, for the concept of 

structure. The most figural meaning of structure 
comes from architecture, but, here, it is intended 

to refer to thought and meaning. The reference is 
divided into figural genetics and metaphorical 

genetics." (Gasche, p.144) 

Derrida’s project is to investigate how these divisions 

within a concept or an argument are habitually ignored in 

favor of the “correct” reading, and how "metaphorical 

genetics" provide an intended meaning with its essence. 

Gasche’s explanation of the deconstruction of "structure" 
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illustrates Culler’s point that deconstruction is, indeed, a 

very strong mis-reading: 

tt 
»-»--to deconstruct a discourse is to show how it 

undermines the philosophy it asserts, or the 
hierarchical oppositions on which it relies, by 

identifying in the text the rhetorical operations 

that produce the supposed ground of argument, the 

key concept or premise (p.86).”" 

Deconstruction can be sited (or cited?) in the 

figurative nature of concepts, as in the example of 

structure above; or wherever an argument relies upon 

rhetoric. Deconstruction must point out the conflict 

between the figurative or literal elements, the systems of 

meaning they constitute, and illustrate how they make a 

necessary contribution to that system. 

The example above describes how the modern use of the 

word "structure" relies upon a previous metaphor. In this 

way architecture may have covertly influenced linguistics 

and philosophy. In another example of deconstruction, 

Derrida’s reduction of "context" can easily be mis-read in 

reference to architecture and landscape architecture.- Such 

a mis-reading clearly illustrates how the term "context" has 

influenced architecture and landscape architecture. 

Derrida’s notion of "text" will, no doubt, have a similar 

influence. The section which follows may be mis-read, 

interpreting context and text from an architectural 
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perspective. As in the case of philosophy and language, the 

distinction between architecture and language seem to have 

become blurred. 

2.4 Context and Text 

The locus of meaning has shifted from the sign in 

context, to the context of the sign. It is not surprising 

that Derrida reinscribes, or grafts, these two orders of 

Signification. In Signature.s_._Eyvent...Context, Derrida 

questions the traditional notion of context, and in doing 

so, nominates "the text" as a substitute. This 

reinscription of context, refers to an unbounded context. 

For a structuralist the context is the source of 

meaning. For Derrida, an abstract conception of context is 

by definition not the context, but a false idealization 

(Derrida, 1988). "The text" postulated by Derrida exposes a 

conceptual inconsistency in the accepted definition of 

context. 

"To treat context as a factor from which one can 
abstract for the sake of refining one’s analysis, 
is to commit oneself to a description that cannot 
but miss the very contents and object it claims to 

isolate, for they are intrinsically determined 

context. The method itself, as well as 

considerations of clarity should have excluded 
such abstraction. Context is always, and always 

has been, at work within the place, not only 

around it (Derrida, 1988,p.60)." 
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Derrida replaces (or dis-places) the term context with 

"the text," an idealization too, but unlike the 

predetermined context, it refers directly to the logical 

inconsistency of "the context," and to possible contexts 

outside the normal limits of the term. "The text" refers to 

"fields of possibilities", "contexts without any center or 

absolute anchoring (Derrida, 1988)." 

"Every sign, linguistic or nonlinguistic, 
spoken or written(in the current sense of 

opposition), in a small or large unit, can be 

cited, put between quotation marks; in so doing it 

can break with every given context, engendering an 

infinity of new contexts in a manner which is 

absolutely illimitable. This does not imply that 

the mark is valid outside of a context, but on the 

contrary that there are only contexts without any 

center or absolute anchoring [ancrage] (Derrida, 
1988,p.12)." 

"The text" hypothesized by Derrida, is not a concept, 

but a kind of meta-concept made necessary by the 

' and the inconsistencies which it idealization of "context,' 

allows. This “text” is a preperceptual field, from which 

concepts and perceptions are drawn. In Derrida’s own words 

"the text” implies the general uncertainty of 

interpretations. 

»-»-it does mean that every referent, all reality 

has the structure of a differential trace, and 
that one cannot refer to this "real" except in an 
interpretive experience (Derrida, 1988,p.148)." 
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"The text” is an expression implied by the 

inconsistencies between the definition of context and the 

Manner in which it is used, and it also alludes to the 

absence of an absolute foundation or origin, the 

referentiality of the sign, and the arbitrary nature of 

meaning. Or as Culler aptly states: "Meaning is context- 

bound, but context is boundless (p.123)." 

One of deconstructions most shocking, and perhaps most 

elegant aspects, is the consistency between the force of its 

actions and the terminology it employs. "Context" and 

"text," while they are in a kind of opposition, are also 

codependent. If the literal and most natural meaning of 

"context" is derived from the contraction of con and text, 

"context" must mean: that which is not the text, and is 

therefore defined by its opposing and prior term. Derrida’s 

use of "text" refers exactly to this origin, and their 

codependence. 

The point is elegant because of the correspondence 

between the terms in their written form, and the concepts 

themselves, and horrifying because there is physical 

evidence of the disjunction within language and it is 

intentionally highlighted by deconstruction. In more modest 

terms deconstruction can be said to exhibit the properties 

it seeks to represent. 
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2.5 Speech and Writing 

Before exploring the application of deconstruction to 

design disciplines such as the languages of architecture and 

landscape architecture, Derrida’s analysis of speech and 

writing must be mentioned. By questioning this hierarchy, 

Derrida has directly challenged the authority of western 

Philosophy, and draws a parallel between the representative 

functions and phonetic languages, and the generative 

functions and graphematic languages. Of course, the thrust 

of Derrida’s argument is not to replace speech with writing 

as a new origin, but to displace its claim to truth, or to 

describe "the contingent unity of meaning." 

Deconstruction redefines hierarchical terms such as 

speech and writing in post-structural terms. It searches 

for meaning that is not located within the concept, or 

within the immediate context, but in the origin of the 

concept, or in an order of an opposition. 

Deconstruction examines the origin of concepts and 

hierarchies; these hierarchies exists throughout language. 

Derrida acknowledges the privilege given to speech and 

explores language’s latent graphematic qualities. 

Hierarchies, like the one between speech and writing, are 

necessary for meaning and the representative function of 

language, but they are not beyond question. Deconstruction 

is a systematic interrogation of the forces that may have 

established hierarchies and concepts. 
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In Of Grammatelogy, Derrida deconstructs the opposition 

between speech and writing, two terms fundamental to all 

language. Derrida reverses their priority and makes a case 

for the primacy of the written word, ‘the inscription,’ or 

‘the trace.’ 

The bias (or hierarchy) of speech over writing has 

persisted since Plato; Norris summarizes Plato’s disdain for 

writing below. 

Writing is preeminently the realm of 
repetition, of a language that mimics the true 

form of knowledge by exploiting the resources of 

dead mechanical notation (Norris, 1987, p.34)." 

This bias exists because the representative function of 

writing is imperfect or incomplete. Writing breaks from the 

context of the spoken word, and it is carried beyond the 

control of the author. Because of this "flaw," writing has 

always been suspect. 

This systematic or structural bias favors: speech, 

representation, and certainty. Our philosophic penchant for 

the absolute has led to a deep-seated mistrust of writing, 

generativity, and the undecidable. 

"So the ‘logocentric’ bias in Western thought 
goes along with the idea of phonetic-alphabetical 
writing as the only form that can possibly 

approach the dignity of truth and origins. Other 

kinds of writing - for instance, the ancient 

Egyptian or Chinese - operate according to a 
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wholly different logic, one goes straight from the 

idea itself to a graphic inscription on the page 

(Norris, 1987, p.69).” 

Deconstruction originates with logocentrism, in the 

space between speech and writing, between phonetic and 

graphematic language, between representation and 

generativity. 

2.6 Stability and Dis junction 

In answering the dilemmas of structuralism, Derrida 

presents an enigmatic solution. Seizing upon seemingly 

trivial conditions or contradictions, deconstruction 

strategically examines the authority of philosophy over 

language. Deconstruction is positioned at the boundary of 

language, examining its philosophical foundation; it is at 

the margin between logocentric reason, and that which lies 

beyond it. The strange "double" logic of Derrida’s 

deconstruction allows it to examine the language of which it 

is, itself, a part; this is a movement that philosophy is 

unable to duplicate. 

But, if it is true that meaning is dispersed, and 

concepts such as "context" are intrinsically flawed, then 

how is communication possible? The stability of language 

that we enjoy is based on accordance with certain rules of 

discourse. What establishes the stability of the sign, 
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whether it is a series of statements or images, are rules 

which limit the interplay of absent meanings. That bias is 

the privileging of presence over absence, unity over 

disjunction, speech over writing, and the author over the 

text. Overlooking an arbitrary foundation in order to lay 

claim to the absolute, is a natural and intrinsic habit of 

western thought (Norris, 1988). 

Philosophy attempts to contain the generative functions 

of language, and latent or absent meanings, but the rules 

governing the generative functions of language cannot be 

completely repressed; some evidence of slippage, 

discontinuity, and disjunction can always be found. 

For every effort that is made to stabilize or strictly 

determine the meaning of a sign, there is a logical 

inconsistency with which it corresponds. Because generative 

functions are always present, indeterminate meaning or 

logical inconsistencies must result. These products, or by- 

products, are termed, disjunctions. Although repressed, 

generative functions seem to produce disjunctions; but they 

also make signification possible. The specific generative 

functions, or structures, that govern the slippage of 

meaning; Derrida calls "infrastructures." They are 

responsible for the sometimes awkward hoops through which we 

are forced to jump in the name of unity and presence. 
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Unseen infrastructures correspond to the disjunctions 

that can be found throughout language. One form of 

disjunction has already been described in the conceptual 

inconsistencies within the traditional definition of 

context. Deconstruction produces from this disjunction, 

"the text." 

Sallis has described three sites of disjunction within 

language; each is subject to deconstruction. 

"Deconstruction must be understood, we contend, as 

the attempt to "account," in a certain manner, for 
a heterogeneous variety or manifold of nonlogical 
contradictions and discursive inequalities of all 

sorts that continues to haunt and fissure even the 

successful development of philosophical arguments 

and their systematic exposition.... These 

dissimilarities are to be located, first, in 

concept-formation; second, on the level of 

strategies of philosophical argumentation; and 

third, on the level of the textual arrangement and 

disposition of the different parts of a 

philosophical work (Sallis, 1987, p.4). 

Discrepancies within a text, and discrepancies within 

the logic of an argument are more easily understood than 

discrepancies within the concepts themselves. Sallis 

continues, explaining what is meant by ‘the dissimilarities 

within concept-formation.’ 

"...(a) All major philosophical concepts (being, 
essence, the good, the One, logos, etc.) are 

values of unbreachable plenitude and presence. 

Yet concepts are not point-like simplicities, 
because in order to be what they are, they must be 
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demarcated from other concepts to which they 

incessantly refer. In addition to such 

referentiality to other concepts with which they 

form binary oppositions, they are, moreover, 

caught in systems and conceptual chains. The 

aimed-at conceptual homogeneity is, thus, 

"contradicted," in a certain manner, by the 
concepts’ constitutive relation to other concepts 

(Sallis, 1987, p.4). 

The stability of a concept is therefore undermined by 

the manner in which it is formed or defined. 

The slippage of meaning is yet another form in which 

disjunction is manifested. No doubt we have all experienced 

slippage between what we intend to say and what is actually 

said. In this way, through speech, language has had its 

influence. Sallis touches on how this slippage affected 

Rousseau. 

"Far from being an Aristotelian position 
whereby language would simply be an extended 

representation of a pre-thought and formulated 
idea, Language for Rousseau always already (or at 

least, often already) is saying things he neither 

intends to say, wishes to say, or can justify 

having said (Sallis, 1987, p.66)." 

This type of slippage, where speech demonstrates its 

ability to function independently of a ‘pre-thought’ or 

‘formulated idea,’ is an example of disjunction located at 

the "textual" level. 

The task of deconstruction is to locate disjunctions 

and investigate the infrastructures which bring them forth. 
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2.7 Infrastructures 

When the representative function of language is no 

longer deemed absolute, and language’s latent generative 

abilities are realized, what is left undiscovered are the 

devices or apparatus which govern these seemingly 

incompatible functions, Infrastructures, govern the play of 

meaning within language. While these infrastructures 

account for the dual functions of language they cannot be 

experienced or conceived of directly. Sallis constructs an 

adequate description of this dynamic using some of Derrida’s 

words. 

"By virtue of their position as constituting a 
Space in between conceptual dyads and, at the same 

time, comprising them, the infrastructural 

undecidables are "the medium in which opposites 
are opposed, the movement and the play that links 
them among themselves, reverses them or makes one 

side cross over to the other" (D 127). Their 
undecidability, their "floating indetermination,"” 
permits the substitution and the play of the 

conceptual binary oppositions which, by turning 

into one another, become incapable of denominating 

and defining the medium from which they emerge (D 
93) (Sallis, 1987, p.10) 

In short, infrastructures describe the interplay 

between conceptual oppositions. But infrastructures cannot 

be conceived of in conceptual terms; their indetermination 

prevents this. Infrastructures, they can therefore only be 

perceived indirectly (Gasche, 1986). 

Infrastructures account for the slippage of meaning, 

the disjunction, or the gap between meaning and language. 
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They also refer to the overlooked generative or graphematic 

linguistic function, that allows the synthesis or resolution 

of contradiction. Each deconstruction names a specific and 

unique infrastructure; the arbitrary forces of philosophy, 

become their common theme. 

Differance, can be used as an example of how an 

infrastructure can encompass two conflicting functions. 

Norris provides an explanation of differance which refers 

also to structuralism. 

"Take the word differance, a neologism that 

Derrida coined in order to suggest how meaning is 

at once ‘differential’ and ‘deferred’, the product 
of a restless play within language that cannot be 
fixed or pinned down for the purposes of 

conceptual definition.® It is a cardinal precept 
of modern (structural) linguistics that signs 
don’t have meaning in and of themselves, but by 

virtue of their occupying a distinctive place 
within the systematic network of contrasts and 

differences which make up any given language. And 
this picture is complicated, in Derrida’s view, by 
the fact that meaning is nowhere punctually 

present in language, that it is always subject to 

a kind of semantic slippage (or deferral) which 
prevents the sign from ever (so to speak) 

coinciding with itself in a moment of perfect 

remainderless grasp (Norris, 1987, p.15)." 

Derrida further illustrates the infrastructure 

differance below: 

"Differance, the irreducible absence of intention 
or attendance to the performative utterance, the 

most "event-ridden" utterance there is, is what 
authorizes me, taking account of the predicates 

just recalled, to posit the general graphematic 
structure of every "communication" (Derrida, 1988, 
p.18-19). 
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It is Derrida’s attention to discourse, its 

circumstance and surroundings, which ‘authorizes’ the 

graphematics of language and meaning. Without interruption 

he further qualifies this proclamation. 

"By no means do I draw the conclusion that there 
is no relative specificity of effects of 

consciousness, or of effects of speech (as opposed 

to writing in the traditional sense), that there 

is no performative effect, no effect of ordinary 

language, no effect of presence or of discursive 

event (speech act). It is simply that those 
effects do not exclude what is generally opposed 

to them term by term; on the contrary, they 

presuppose it, in an asymmetrical way, as the 

general space of their possibility. (Derrida, 1988, 
p.18-19)." 

Thus, infrastructures assume that meaning relies upon 

graphematics, as well as, formal constructs of meaning. 

Another type of infrastructure is iterability. 

Iterability can be thought of as a function which combines 

repetition and alteration. This infrastructure explains the 

relationship and ordering of these opposing concepts. The 

iterative functions of mathematics provide a useful analogy, 

such functions are the result of more than one unknown, they 

require the repeated substitution of values until an 

adequate solution is found. Derrida’s comments on 

iterability, below; he has already established language as a 

boundless concept. 
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"Rather, the very structure of the mark (for 
example, the minimum of iterability it requires) 

excludes the hypothesis of idealization, that is, 
the adequation of a meaning to itself, of saying 

to itself, of understanding in a sentence, whether 

written or oral, or to a mark in general. Once 

again, iterability makes possible idealization-- 

and thus, a certain identity in repetition that is 

independent of the multiplicity of factual events- 

-while at the same time limiting the idealization 

it makes possible: broaching and breaching it at 

once [elle l’entame]." (Derrida, 1988,p.61). 

"Iterability alters, contaminating parasitically 
what it identifies and enables to repeat "itself"; 
it leaves us no choice but to mean (to say) 
something that is (already, always, also) other 

than what we mean (to say), to say something other 

than what we say and would have wanted to say, to 

understand something other than...etc." (Derrida, 

1988,p.62) 

Iteration alters a sign when it is repeated, and so 

with this repetition there is a transformation of meaning. 

The generative and creative properties of this 

infrastructure is clearly evident. 

Yet another infrastructure is supplementarity, 

described here by Sallis. 

"In passing we should recall that Rousseau is both 
a mere example and a particularly good example of 
supplementarity which in itself has this same 

foundation--a mere addition to something already 
full and constituted in itself, and also, at the 

same time, an essential addition which fills a gap 
and makes the whole what it is." (Sallis, 1987, 

p.62) 
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This infrastructure functions as a necessary addition to 

what is already complete, and alludes to an understanding 

which is always fragmented, and indeterminate. 

"What Derrida calls the ‘logic of supplementarity’ 
is precisely this strange reversal of values 

whereby an apparently derivative or secondary term 

takes on the crucial role in determining an entire 

structure of assumptions." (Norris, 1987, p.67) 

Infrastructures are a kind of conceptual glue -- they 

make concepts possible, and also account for disjunction. 

Thus, infrastructures are a contrivance able to explain 

language’s ability to be both representative and generative. 

Deconstruction, itself, is the most generalized form of 

infrastructure. 

2.8 Reinscription 

A deconstructive reading is unlike any traditional 

critical study. The reader must not only pay strict 

attention to the concepts and meaning intended by the 

author, but also, their relationship to the philosophical 

discourse. 

Deconstruction, put succinctly, is a strategic reversal 

of a hierarchical opposition, which is then reinscribed 

"within a different order of textual signification (Norris, 

1987, p.19)." This type of reversal, operating upon what 

might be considered the insignificant details of a 

discourse, can lead to surprising results. Within a 
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discourse, deconstruction is able to account for the 

exchange that takes place between conceptual pairs, and the 

price of privilege, or subordination. Revealing the 

arbitrary nature of hierarchies may reveal unspoken 

Philosophical, political, or social agendas. 

Much has been said about reversal of hierarchy and 

opposition, and it is easy to understand how this gesture 

challenges traditional assumptions. But, the second gesture 

of deconstruction, reinscription, is equally important. 

In the following passage from Susseman, the double 

gesture of deconstruction is fully outlined. 

"Explorations of how the works of a discourse 
undermine the oppositions on which it relies do 
not destroy the boundaries, yielding a monism in 

which, for example, there would be only writing, 
only accident, only body, only metaphor. Very 

schematically, the deconstruction of hierarchical 
opposition involves (1) the demonstration that it 
is a construction or imposition by showing how an 

inversion of opposition is implicit in its textual 
functioning, and (2) the reinscription of the 
inverted and displaced opposition with a different 
status and impact. If speech and writing are 

distinguished as two versions of a generalized 
protowriting, or "arch-writing," the opposition no 
longer has the same function and implication as 

when writing is seen as a technical and imperfect 

representation of speech. Or again, the 
distinction between the literal and the figurative 

works differently when the deconstructive 
inversion identifies literal language as figures 

whose figurality has been forgotten (Sussman, 

1983, p.37-38)." 
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The grafting together of two hierarchical oppositions 

gives them equal force, or an equal claim to truth. This is 

reinscription, holding open both possibilities, with the 

implications of both systems of order. It does not destroy 

truth or meaning, but exposes the political nature of the 

ordering systems used to produce them. 

I would like to turn now to the application of 

deconstruction in architecture. Deconstruction, operating 

at what must be considered a fundamental level, has far 

reaching implications. Its has significant impacts on the 

design language of architecture and landscape architecture. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DECONSTRUCTION IN ARCHITECTURE 

The purpose of this paper, as stated earlier, is to 

explore a possible relationship between deconstruction and 

landscape architecture. The original assumption, an analogy 

between language and design, allows linguistic theory and 

deconstruction to be applied in architecture and landscape 

architecture. This association, however logical, requires 

that particular attention be paid to fundamental differences 

between natural language and the language of architecture 

and landscape. An evaluation of both the similarities and 

differences between natural language and design language 

provides a clearer understanding of possible modes of 

deconstruction in design languages. 

But, the description of deconstruction in the previous 

chapter hints that a clear distinction between natural 

language and design language may not be necessary, in fact, 

the two cannot be mutually exclusive. If Derrida’s project 

were interpreted literally, writing and graphematic 

languages would precede speech and representation, becoming 

@ new origin. But even if Derrida is understood to merely 

illustrate the necessity of writing and graphematics, it 

shakes the foundation of language, as it has been founded on 

speech and representation. In either case, the graphematic 
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structure of all language would allow theories of meaning 

developed in natural language to be applied to design 

language as well. Generally, deconstruction is possible 

wherever philosophy stakes a claim to truth. 

In view of the profound influence of deconstruction on 

language and literary criticism, it is not surprising that 

deconstruction has taken place in other disciplines. Both 

artists and architects have followed the example set by 

literary deconstruction critically examining the assumptions 

of their disciplines. But the practice of deconstruction in 

architecture or landscape cannot be a simple appropriation 

of some literary prototype. For although architecture is 

laden with the tradition of ‘Western’ metaphysics, the 

language of forms and space differs greatly from natural 

language (Norris, 1989). Using the design/language metaphor 

to apply deconstruction to design requires this distinction. 

Clearly deconstruction and design must hinge upon 

philosophy’s influence over the media of a discipline. But 

the "double logic" of deconstruction also dissolves, and 

questions, the distinction between design language and 

natural language. This chapter traces the influence of 

Derrida’s deconstruction on architecture. 
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3.1 Introduction 

Though deconstruction has been applied in architecture 

for only a short period of time, its influence has been 

fairly dramatic. A quick overview will illustrate how 

deconstruction has been applied and adapted in architecture 

and in other disciplines. Examples will be used to define 

deconstruction in architecture, to suggest some of its modes 

and operations in design, and demonstrate their rhetorical 

force. 

In the early eighties the influence of deconstruction 

could be found in architectural work such as Bernard 

Tschumi’s ‘Parc de la Villette’ (1982-83), and Peter 

Eisenman’s ‘Wexner Center for the Visual Arts’ (1985). In 

1983 Tschumi’s scheme for Parc de la Villette won an 

international design competition putting deconstruction in 

architecture in the public eye for the first time. In 1988 

an international symposium on deconstruction was held at the 

Tate Gallery, the results of which were published in 

Architectural Design. Also in 1988 an exhibition called 

"Deconstructivist Architecture" was held at the Museum of 

Modern Art, Philip Johnson was the guest-curator, with Mark 

Wigley as associate curator. The symposium at the Tate 

Gallery and the exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art were 

primarily intended to publicize new architecture, little 

attempt was made to explain deconstruction. Despite the 
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resulting confusion, deconstruction continues to have a 

Significant influence in architecture. 

3.2 The Architectural Tradition 

Providing a complete background in architectural 

history for the introduction of deconstruction into 

architecture would take considerable time and effort and is 

beyond the scope of this thesis. However, the major 

architectural movements with which deconstruction is 

associated will be briefly characterized; bearing in mind 

the risks of gross simplification. Some efforts have been 

made to categorize deconstruction in architecture as 

’ ’ ‘Modern,’ ‘Late Modern, *‘Neo-Modern,’ or ‘Post-Modern.’ 

Clearly, deconstruction, and deconstruction in architecture 

cannot be subsumed within any of these groups, for it is a 

Strategy of criticism that is formulated in response to 

architectural tradition (Norris, 1988, article). 

The philosophy of ‘Being’ first established by Plato, 

has dominated western culture. This same tradition 

established Truth and Beauty as absolutes, also forming the 

foundation, and ultimately, the ends for other disciplines. 

Both architecture and landscape architecture are heavily 

influenced by this tradition. Deconstruction in 

architecture might be thought of as a momentary break with 

the influence of ‘Western’ metaphysics and its architectural 
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manifestations exemplified by both Classical and Modern 

forms. 

Classical architecture, derived from the logocentric 

tradition, with its Classical orders and rules of 

composition has been defined in accordance with ideal 

notions of Truth and Beauty (see figure 3.1). 

Although Modern architecture was considered to be a 

break with architectural tradition, Classicism and Modernism 

share a common philosophical heritage (Fujii, 1989). 

"As many architectural historians and, more 
recently, historians in general have already 

pointed out, Modernism in architecture was based 

on anti-Classicism and replaced ornamentation and 

compositional principles based on orders with 
abstract forms and the idea of function. This 

was, strictly speaking, true for only a very short 

period of time, but the statement certainly 

applies to movements such as Futurism, Dadaism and 
Russian Constructivism (Fujii, 1989, p.67).” 

Modern architectural forms are still dominated by the 

same western philosophical tradition which were the 

inspiration of Classical forms. In fact, modern 

architecture has reached a level of formal purity that 

surely is derived from Platonic and Euclidian ideals, and 

which Classical architecture cannot equal (see figure 3.2). 

Recent trends in architecture have attempted to escape 

from the dogma of Modern architecture, "Post-Modern" 

architecture has restored the use of ornament and principles 

of composition to architecture. This revival of symbol and 
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Figure 3.1 

Classical Architectural Form: The Parthenon. 
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Figure 3.2 

Modern Architectural Form: Two houses. 
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ornament in architecture, has produced an uneasy mixture of 

Modern and Classical forms (see figure 3.3). 

"The movement called Post-Modernism may simply be 
an expression of impatience with the impasse in 

Modernism or it may represent a genuine 

reassessment of the situation. In either case, 

Post-Modernism is certainly a reaction against the 

deadlocked condition of Modernism, yet it itself 

has promoted an excess of ornament and remains 

concerned with the surface aspects of forms. 

Post-Modernism has yet to deal with systematic 

(i.e structural) problems that might really shake 
the foundations of architecture (Fujii, 1989, 
p.-67)." 

Robert Venturi also describes his frustration with 

Modern architecture, in what is probably the thesis 

statement of Post-Modern architecture, he also avoids the 

moral stance of Classicism and Modernism. 

"Architects can no longer afford to be intimidated 
by the puritanically moral language of orthodox 
Modern architecture. I like elements which are 

hybrid rather than ‘straightforward,’ ambiguous 
rather than ‘articulated,’ perverse as well as 
‘interesting,’ conventional rather than 
‘designed,’ accommodating rather than excluding, 

vestigial as well as innovating, inconsistent and 

equivocal rather than direct and clear. I am for 

messy vitality over obvious unity. I include the 

non sequitor and proclaim the duality (Venturi, 

p.16) 

Deconstruction in architecture shares the sensibilities 

described by Venturi but goes beyond the ‘surface’ 

treatments of Post-Modernism. The relationship of 

deconstruction in architecture to the Classical/Modern 
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tradition is uncertain. It attempts to criticize and 

complete this tradition, however, in this effort the entire 

architectural tradition is displaced. 

In the rooftop renovation of an apartment building in 

Vienna, Coop Himmelblau seems to have given birth to a 

foreign organism made of steel and glass (see figure 3.4). 

Although chaotic in appearance, the forms have been derived 

from the existing structure. The architectural expression 

that results is of two conflicting or contradictory forces; 

no attempt is made to unify the final form. 

Bernard Tschumi, quoted here by Benjamin, offers a 

label for deconstruction in architecture, and describes 

several important facets of the efforts of deconstruction. 

"Tt might be worthwhile...to abandon any notion of 
post-modern architecture in favour of a post- 

humanist architecture, one that would stress not 

only the dispersion of the subject and the force 

of social regulation, but also the effect of such 

decentering on the entire notion of a unified, 

coherent architectural form.*! (Benjamin (2), 
1988, p.40)" 

Deconstruction in architecture bears the same relationship 

to philosophy as its literary counterpart. Because 

deconstruction questions the dominance of 

*‘Western’metaphysics, it cannot be considered entirely a 

part of the tradition it criticizes; yet it is also not 

wholly independent either, for it operates within the 

tradition using accepted rules of discourse. The result of 
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Figure 3.3 

Post-Modern architectural form: Portland building 

Micheal Graves, architect.



  

Figure 3.4 

Deconstruction in Architecture: 

Rooftop remodeling 
Coop Himmelblau, architects 
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deconstruction amounts to a re-founding of that tradition, 

along with a corresponding displacement. 

Deconstruction in architecture does not mean "anything 

goes," it is a comment on the oversights of philosophy and 

the architectural tradition. It uses reversal, and 

reinscription to displace or de-center these traditions, 

paralleling literary deconstruction. But deconstruction in 

architecture must do more than contradict or reverse 

architectural conventions. As Tschumi states, 

deconstruction in architecture must reevaluate "the force of 

social regulation" in architectural terms. Similarly, 

Derrida defines architectural deconstruction as a visual 

critique of the authority of philosophy and architecture. 

"Derrida has tried to specify the relationship 
between architecture and deconstruction in the 

following terms: ‘Architectural thinking can only 
be deconstructive in the following sense; as an 

attempt to visualize that which established the 

authority of the architectural concatenation in 

philosophy.!’’ (Norris, 1988, art.) 

In architecture as in philosophy, the purpose of 

deconstruction is to question accepted boundaries and 

definitions, exposing previously unexplored possibilities, 

while dutifully attending to and reappraising tradition’s 

seminal role. 

3.3 Deconstruction and Architecture 

There are two forces which have influenced 

deconstruction in architecture; one is, of course, the work 
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and ideology of Jacques Derrida, the other is a renewed 

interest in Russian Constructivism. While it is the 

influence of Jacques Derrida and the ideological form of 

deconstruction which is of particular interest here, the 

influence of Russian Constructivism cannot be completely 

ignored, for it is often difficult to distinguish between 

these architectural influences based on the appearance of a 

project alone. Derridean deconstruction is the primary 

concern here; a brief discussion of Russian Constructivism 

is included in Appendix A for those who wish to pursue this 

distinction. 

The exhibition of "Deconstructivist Architecture" at 

the Museum of Modern Art displayed the work of seven 

architects. This exhibition has linked the word 

deconstruction with a variety of influences and agendas that 

have shaped recent architectural work. Due to the elusive 

nature of deconstruction and because of the understanding 

and rigor it requires, the deconstruction of architecture 

has often been misunderstood. What follows is an attempt to 

account for this heterogeneous architecture, and to describe 

how Derrida’s ideas have reshaped architecture. 

3.4 Derridian Deconstruction 

Deconstruction in architecture, much like its literary 

counterpart, is a critical mechanism directed at the system 

of traditional architecture. With respect to architectural 
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ideas, it is possible to re-examine any number of 

hierarchies which have been established by architectural 

tradition, for example: form and function, ornament and 

structure, program and context. 

Derridian deconstruction examines such traditional 

hierarchies for contradictions or disjunctures. One might, 

for example, use deconstruction to examine architectural 

dogma, such as the credo of Modern architecture, "form 

follows function." Indeed, the credo violates itself, in 

the act of speech, itself, or in its transcription. Sallis 

would describe this as a "textual" site of disjunction. At 

a strategic level one may question the methods used to 

employ this credo, for though function may be given initial 

consideration, it seems suspicious that the deference of 

form to function would result in the pure aesthetics of 

Modernism. What seems more likely is that the aesthetics of 

Plato and the geometry of Euclid, have always unconsciously 

been accepted as a common end, and this acceptance 

encourages the modern aesthetic. 

Concerted efforts have been made to break away from the 

architectural tradition in the past, but few have realized, 

or questioned the authority of philosophy over architecture. 

In practice, architecture defines itself along a formal 

axis; for only in its artistic aspirations is architecture 

separated from construction. The Pompedieu Center in Paris 
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carries the "form follows function" credo to its logical 

limit, the utilities of this building become a color-coded 

exoskeleton. While this structure reverses or inverts the 

buildings skin, few people would describe this building as 

beautiful. Though this building contradicts Classical and 

Modern ideals, a Platonic, Euclidian, or Cartesian geometry 

still describes the boundaries of the inverted building 

wall. 

Post-modern architecture instinctively recoiled from 

modern architecture. Venturi’s thesis (see previous quote, 

p. 52), spells out its contradictory nature; in a strict 

sense it is not post-modern, but anti-modern. Though this 

architecture encourages a healthy skepticism, its force is 

weakened because it represents a reversal of modern 

architecture and a return to Classical traditions without 

reexamining their origins. 

Some deconstructivist architects have reversed the 

function/form opposition demonstrating that the purity of 

forms is no longer absolute, and that any correspondence 

between form and function is tenuous at best. 

"This displacement of traditional thinking about 
structure also displaces the traditional thinking 

about function. The modernist argued that form 

follows function, and that functionally efficient 

forms necessarily had a pure geometry. But their 

streamlined aesthetic disregarded the untidy 

reality of actual functional requirements. [In 

deconstructivist architecture, however, the 

disruption of pure form provides a dynamic 

complexity of local conditions that is incongruent 
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with functional complexity. Moreover, forms are 

disturbed and only then given a functional 

program. Instead of form following function, 

function follows deformation (Wigley, 1988 p.19).” 

Deformation explores form, imagining what might have 

given birth to platonic or euclidian ideals. It 

demonstrates an architectural metaphor, as if, in some 

oblique way, it made "pure" form possible. The force of 

these actions on architectural tradition cannot be 

understated. Whether they are co-dependent or independent, 

form and function must constantly be reexamined. But 

strangely, the intention of the credo; function’s priority, 

is not really what is at stake. The main target of 

deconstruction is the systematic, blindness or aporia of 

both philosophy and architecture, and the apparent 

contradiction between architectural theory and practice. 

3.5 Deconstruction and Philosophy 

Deconstruction exposes how philosophy has influenced 

literature, art, and architecture. Deconstruction has a de- 

centering effect, these endeavors are no longer defined or 

predetermined by philosophical ideals. The importance of 

this is underscored by Benjamin: 

"What has hitherto been the case in the 
relationship between philosophy and art, and 

philosophy and literature, was a state-of-affairs 

in which philosophy dominated the literary text or 

work of art. Philosophy re-expressed them in its 
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own terminology thereby denying the specificity of 

both the literary text and the work of art 

(Benjamin (2), 1988, p.34-35)." 

"The relationship between discourse and art 
becomes ‘unproductive’ if discourse aims to take 

over and express the painting (Benjamin (2), 1988, 

p.44)." 

Two important points are made here by Benjamin, that 

philosophy has denied the specificity of the formal language 

of art and architecture, and philosophy has determined their 

ends in advance. Deconstruction, operating from within the 

architectural tradition, ‘displaces’ it and at the same 

time, effectively ‘re-grounds’ it. Deconstruction searches 

for the origins of form even as it questions the 

authenticity and authority of a foundation. If it seems 

unreasonable for architecture to control philosophy, the 

authority of philosophy over architecture can also be 

questioned. 

"So the question has always been: what can art 
tell us, philosophically speaking, of its own 
relationship to Being and Truth? At a certain 

point - as with Nietzsche and Heidegger - the 

emphasis may shift to give art (music, poetry or 

painting) the privileged position, and then to 
demand that philosophy (or Western metaphysics) be 
measured against this deeper, more authentic 
source of wisdom. But we would be wrong to accept 

this shift at its own valuation, or to take their 
(Nietzsche’s and Heidegger’s) word for it that 
henceforth thinking will follow a different path. 
For as Derrida remarks, it has been one of 

philosophy’s most ‘natural’, spontaneous gestures 
to present itself as turning back toward some 
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origin or authentic point of departure that has 

somehow been forgotten in the subsequent history 

of thought (Norris, 1988, p.17).” 

Unlike Nietszche and Heidegger, Derrida’s move is not 

mere reversal, it is a reevaluation or a reframing of the 

assumptions on which philosophy and language are based. 

Through reinscription, the philosophical discourse which 

Derrida criticizes, is maintained. Traditional philosophy 

is not destroyed by deconstruction, it is merely appended. 

3.6 Deconstruction in Architecture 

As in all languages, deconstruction in architecture 

invites mis-reading. In this way deconstruction alludes to 

the metaphorical root of all communications, a reminder that 

meaning is contingent upon a traditional philosophic 

framework. What Derrida has called the "classical 

philosophical architecture, (Positions, p.5)" when referring 

to philosophy, also controlled architecture. Derrida’s use 

of architecture as a metaphor for systems of thought, 

demonstrates how language "disseminates" meaning across 

established disciplinary boundaries. 

Architecture may profit from the explanations provided 

by both Gasche and Culler. Deconstruction can be understood 

through both philosophy and as literary criticism. Gasche’s 

description of the reversal and reinscription of conceptual 

pairs, or what Culler describes as the "grafting" together 
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of two hierarchies of signification, may be applied to 

architectural language as well as natural language. But 

these descriptions of the force of signification and the 

systematic institution of meaning, are carried out in very 

specific and self-reflexive terms. 

Rather than re-express philosophical ideas of order and 

beauty, deconstruction in architecture should attempt to 

investigate space, form, and images to determine what might 

have given birth to these controlling concepts. This 

investigation expands the limits of architecture, and 

contaminates its "purity." 

Let’s have a look at the work of two architects that 

have been heavily influenced by Derrida’s ideas. 

Deconstruction forces nothing less than a reevaluation of 

conventional definitions of architecture and philosophy. 

Andrew Benjamin has carefully evaluated the relationship 

between architecture and deconstruction, and cites two 

points of departure, the "link between architecture and 

habitation,” and the distinction between theory and 

practice. 

"In relation to architecture this can begin with 
the attempt to break the automatic link between 
architecture and habitation. In regards to 

philosophy it would involve calling into question 

the distinction between theory and practice that 

positions the architectural edifice, or in broader 

terms, works of art, as an enactment of a 
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particular theoretical/philosophical discourse 

(Benjamin (2), 1988, p.37)." 

Peter Eisenman is an architect that has explored the 

link between habitation and architecture (see figure 3.4). 

While architecture must still shelter, Eisenman claims 

habitation and shelter can no longer define the sole purpose 

of architecture. 

"Architecture must however shelter and yet 
sheltering should not be coextensive with the 
edifice itself. This lack of coextensivity is the 

shift that marks a movement of the boundary of 
meaning (Benjamin (2), 1988, p.41)." 

The result of this deliberate departure from architectural 

conventions is that "Architecture is no longer reducible to, 

or explicable in terms of, the telos or end established for 

it (Benjamin (2), 1988, p.42)." Benjamin’s second point of 

departure for deconstruction in architecture is the 

distinction between theory and practice. This distinction 

has been explored by Bernard Tschumi (see figure 3.5). 

"Tt is above all the historical split between 
architecture and its theory that is eroded by the 

principles of deconstruction (Tschumi, 1988, 

p.38)." 

The "split" between theory and practice, can be taken as a 

site of disjunction within architecture. The strategy of 

deconstruction is to take full advantage of this split, and 
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Figure 3.4 

Deconstruction in Architecture: 

House El Even Odd 

Peter Eisenman, architect 
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Figure 3.5 

Deconstruction in Architecture: Parc de la 
Villette 

Bernard Tschumi, architect 
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to produce an architecture consistent with its theory, whose 

theory, methodology, and practice correspond. 

3.¢7 Meaning in Architecture 

In the past, meaning has been equated with words, 

Signs, symbols, and objects. As described in the preceding 

chapters recent linguistic theories have changed our 

understanding of language and interpretation. The 

architectural tradition has always attributed the meaning in 

architecture to the symbolic quality of various 

architectural elements. Like the words of a sentence these 

elements can be repeated and recombined to express different 

architectural ideas. 

"The architect has always dreamed of pure form, of 

producing objects from which all instability and 
disorder have been excluded. Buildings are 

constructed by taking simple geometric forms-- 
cubes, cylinders, spheres, cones, pyramids, and so 

on--combining them into stable ensembles, 
following compositional rules which prevent any 

one form from conflicting with another (Wigley, 

1988,p.10)." 

Architecture has always reiterated philosophy’s ideals, 

artificially limiting its possibilities, rather that pursue 

architecture on its own terms. More recently, Derrida 

reframes meaning as a product of iteration, an imperfect 

process of repetition and alteration. 

"Deconstruction is not a theory of 

meaning....Derrida is concerned to present a 
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theory of meaning where the conditions of 

possibility for meaning are to be found in 

iteration rather than contextualization. 

(Benjamin (2), 1988, p.35)." 

Derrida’s point is that the author’s intentions cannot 

precisely correspond with a singular meaning which is 

represented by a literary text or an architectural form; any 

number of interpretations are always possible. 

Deconstruction concerns itself with the conditions which 

attempt to establish a singular meaning, and the inevitable 

failure which results. 

"To ‘deconstruct’ a text is to draw out 
conflicting logics of sense and implication, with 

the object of showing that the text never exactly 

means what is says or says what it means (Norris, 

1988, p.7)." 
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CHAPTER 4 

DECONSTRUCTION IN DESIGN 

The previous chapter describes how deconstruction has 

been applied in architecture. This chapter describes the 

relationship between conventional design and deconstruction 

by first examining an example of deconstruction in detail, 

and then, discussing design theory and method. 

Deconstruction in design is both an appropriation of a 

literary prototype, and a product of the unique 

possibilities of a design media. Deconstruction may be 

applied to design provided it carefully responds to the 

specific media of a discipline. 

The intent of design deconstruction is to challenge the 

idealized, phonetic concepts that currently limit design. 

Architect Daniel Libeskind describes the intent behind his 

deconstruction of architecture, as follows: 

"IT am a fascinated observer and a perplexed 
participant of that mysterious desire which seeks 
a radical elucidation of the original 

precomprehension of forms - an ambition which [I 
think is implicit in all architecture (Libeskind, 

1989, p.39).” 

Because of the similarities between architecture and 

landscape architecture, many of the deconstructive gestures 

made by architects might well have been made in landscape 
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architecture. By virtue of this same proximity, 

coincidental similarities might also be found between 

architecture and landscapes informed by deconstruction. 

4.1 Case Study - Parc de la Villette 

Parc de la Villette is unique because it is perhaps the 

first built architectural project to acknowledge 

deconstruction, and is supported by the rigorous and well 

substantiated theoretical argument of its architect, Bernard 

Tschumi (Tschumi, 1987). It is a particularly appropriate 

example for a discussion of deconstruction aimed at 

landscape architecture, for one of the purposes of Parc de 

la Villette is to deconstruct the boundary between 

architecture and landscape. This connection between La 

Villette as architecture, and La Villette as landscape, will 

be exploited, but before examining the project itself, some 

of the circumstances surrounding Parc de la Villette should 

be described. 

An international design competition was held by the 

French government for a park to be located on the outskirts 

of Paris, the park was to be one of "les Grands Projets," 

and the competition attracted some of the world’s best 

architects and designers (Tschumi, 1987, p.ii). The program 

for the park was also unusual; 

70



",...the park as designated in the competition was 
to be no simple landscape replica. On the 

contrary, the brief for this "Urban Park of the 
Zlst Century" develops a complex program of 
cultural and entertainment facilities encompassing 

open air theaters, restaurants, art galleries, 

music and painting workshops, playgrounds, video 

and computer displays, as well as the obligatory 

gardens where cultural invention rather than 

natural re-creation, was encouraged ({Tschumi, 

1987, p.ii)." 

Clearly, the program for the design competition is 

well-suited to both an unconventional design process and 

product. In a conventional approach, park programs and 

functions might be analyzed to produce a site plan, later 

design would produce forms that correspond with program and 

function, or which were legible as symbolic elements. 

Further, the project as whole would usually be organized, 

formed, or united by a central theme or concept. MTschumi 

comments on the traditional process below: 

"The paradigm of the architect passed down to us 
through the modern period is that of form-giver, 

creator of hierarchical and symbolic structures 

characterized, on the one hand, by their unity of 

parts and, on the other, by the transparency of 

form to meaning (Tschumi, Deconstruction in 

Architecture, AD, 1988, p.33)." 

Tschumi’s proposal for La Villette distinguished itself 

from other designs, in that it contradicts the accepted 

definition of "good design." Tschumi’s "design," if it can 
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be categorized as such, amounts to a deconstructive reading 

of traditional architectural design. 

"However, the Parc de la Villette project had a 

specific aim: to prove that it was possible to 
construct a complex architectural organization 

without resorting to traditional rules of 
composition, hierarchy, and order (Tschumi, 1987, 

p.vii)." 

Carefully reviewing Tschumi’s project and his 

theoretical explanation, reveals a productive deconstruction 

occurring within Tschumi’s "architecture." When referring 

to La Viilette, "architecture" must also be placed in 

quotation marks because it is "an architecture" that 

architecture might not claim. Visually, the project is a 

novelty (see figures 4.1 & 4.2). 

While a project such as La Villette has always been 

possible, the rules that constitute architecture and 

landscape architecture would not sanction such an effort. 

Judged by the purposes and intents of traditional design, La 

Villette is unappealing and disturbing. But when the park 

is judged using the agenda it describes, the project seems 

quite successful. 

First, the theory and methodology of deconstruction as 

it applies to architecture will be explained using Parc de 

la Villette as an example; then, La Villette, will be 

evaluated based upon the ends which it establishes for 

itself. Some conclusions can then be reached concerning the 
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Figure 4.1 

Parc de la Villette: Axonometric Drawing 
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Figure 4.2 

Parc de la Villette: Aerial Perspective 
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success and the ‘meaning’ of La Villette (to use a decidedly 

inappropriate term). 

Tschumi certainly acknowledges a debt to Derrida’s 

literary criticism, his intent is to draw a parallel between 

literary criticism and architectural design. Tschumi has 

stated that his purpose, like Derrida’s, is to challenge 

convention. Tschumi’s deconstruction, like Derrida’s 

deconstruction, positions itself at the margins, apart from, 

but still able to criticize the discipline. 

Tschumi offers a comprehensive explanation of the 

intent of La Villette in the quote which follows, and there 

is a noticeable coincidence between this exploration and the 

deconstruction in literary criticism. It is also evident 

that his methods and products are clearly intentional. 

"The argument behind our La Villette project 
attempts to demonstrate, first, that any "new" 
architecture implies the ideas of combination, 

that all form is the result of combination. It 

then proceeds to indicate that the notion of 

combination can be articulated into different 

categories. It should be emphasized that 

architecture is not seen here as the result of 

composition, a synthesis of formal concerns and 

functional constraints, but rather as a part of a 

complex process of transformational relations. 

Our purpose is not to propose the kind of new 

moral or philosophical role often associated with 

architectural endeavors. Instead, we aim to 

consider the architect first as a formulator, an 

inventor of relations. We also aim to analyze 

what will be called in this context the 

"combinative," that is, the set of combinations 
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and permutations that is possible among different 

categories of analysis (Space, movement, event, 

technique, symbol, etc.), as opposed to the more 

traditional play between function or use and form 

or style. 

In this perspective, architecture is regarded as 

no longer concerned with composition or the 

expression of function. Instead, it is seen as 

the object of permutation, the combination of a 

large set of variables, which is meant to relate, 

either ina manifest or secret way, domains as 

different as the act of running, double expansion 
joints and the free plan. Such a play of 

permutations is not gratuitous. It permits new 

and hitherto unimagined activities to occur. 

However, it also implies that any attempt to find 

a new model or form of architecture requires a 

full range of possibilities as in the permutations 

Matrices used by research scientist and 

structuralist alike. Indeed, perhaps the most 

important legacy of structuralism has to do with 

heuristics, demonstrating that meaning is always a 

function of both position and surface, produced by 

the movement of an empty slot in the series of a 

structure (Tschumi, 1987, p.26)." 

The parallel between linguistic theory and 

architectural theory redefines architecture in terms of "a 

complex process of transformational relations." MTschumi 

wishes to purge architecture of its "moral or philosophical 

role", reducing it to its barest elements. By removing 

these "structures" of meaning and intention, Tschumi 

demonstrates that architecture is without foundation, and 

that meaning is produced by force. 

The traditional design process, involving the synthesis 

of elements into a unified whole, reflects the dominance of 
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Hegelian philosophy. Tschumi depends upon any number of 

transformational relations to derive space and form; his 

"architecture" has no recourse to unity. He opposes design 

habits or conventions; and ina strategic reversal, 

identifies four design strategies. In the quote below 

Tschumi outlines possible strategies, and his reasons for 

selecting the design strategy employed in Parc de la 

Villette. 

"When confronted with an urbanistic program, an 
architect may either: 

a) design a masterly construction, an inspired 

architectural gesture (a composition); 

b) take what exists, fill in the gaps, complete 

the text, scribble in the margins (a complement); 

c) deconstruct what exists by critically analyzing 

the historical layers that preceded it, even 

adding layers derived from elsewhere--from other 

cities, other parks (a palimpsest); 

d) search for an intermediary-- and abstract 

system to mediate between the site (as well as all 

given constraints) and some other concept, beyond 

city or program (a mediation). 

During the Parc de la Villette competition, 

thought had been given to employing as a 

methodology either the palimpsest or the 

mediation. The composition and complement were 

rejected outright, the one for its subscription to 
old architectural myths, the other for its 

limiting pragmatism (Tschumi, 1987, p.iv)." 

An initial design strategy is selected based on how 

well-suited it is to the problem at hand. The abstract 

mediation was chosen by Tschumi largely because of its 
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adaptability. It is interesting to note that the 

deconstruction or ‘palimpsest’ is not used, for it closely 

resembles deconstruction as literary criticism. Tschumi 

does not explain this choice, but perhaps he wishes to avoid 

appropriating literary deconstruction, allowing the project 

to be deconstructed on its own terms. Merely appropriating 

literary deconstruction and applying it to architecture 

using mimesis or analogy would contradict the premises of 

deconstruction. It would also deny the differences that 

exist between literary language and architectural language. 

A credible deconstruction within architecture or landscape 

architecture must avoid this problem. Tschumi’s use of 

abstract mediation rather than the palimpsest might be seen 

as a desicion to avoid mimesis in favor of an "internal" or 

a "pure” form of deconstruction. 

Whatever the case, La Villette still relies heavily on 

deconstruction as a theoretical model, for deconstruction 

exposes the dominant influence of logocentric 

philosophy.Design informed by deconstruction must, itself, 

be a study of repetition and alterity, or iterability. 

4.1.1 Systems 

As is clear from Tschumi’s previous statement, La 

Villette is not composed. Tschumi has organized by 

superimposing three independent systems: points, lines, and 
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Figure 4.3 

Parc de la Villette: Three Autonomous Systems 
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surfaces. These systems may conflict to create tension, or 

“dynamism” (Tschumi, 1987, p. 3). 

"Much of my earlier theoretical work had 
questioned the very idea of structure, paralleling 

contemporary research on literary texts. One of 

the goals at La Villette was to pursue this 

investigation of the concept of the structure, as 
expressed in the respective forms of the point 

grid, the coordinate axis (covered galleries) and 

the "random curve” (cinematic promenade). 
Superimposing these autonomous and completely 

logical structures meant questioning their 

conceptual status as ordering machines: the 
superimposition of three coherent structures can 

never result ina megastructure, but in something 

undecidable, something that is the opposite of a 

totality (Tschumi, 1987, p.vii)." 

This superimposition of ordering systems is used by 

Tschumi as an alternative to "synthetic" design. By 

avoiding the preconceptions of architecture that require 

synthesis and a unified design, he also avoids 

inconsistencies, or disjunctions, between practice and 

theory. 

In the sections that follow each of these systems will 

be explained and possible interpretations will be offered. 

As a result of these explanations, the similarities between 

design deconstruction and literary deconstruction should 

become clear. 
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4.1.2 Points 

Within La Villette a point grid is used as an ordering 

system for a series of structures called "folies.”" To fully 

appreciate Tschumi’s methods, we should examine both the 

deployment of the folies, and the follies themselves. 

Tschumi chooses the point grid as a mediating system between 

the site and the architecture. This system accomplishes 

several things. First, the point grid can be read as an 

abstract reference to a Cartesian system, a kind of 

primordial ordering of space. The grid also allows Tschumi 

to evenly disperse the building or the “architecture" 

throughout the site. Tschumi admits that the points might 

just as well have been distributed randomly, but he prefers 

the grid because it more readily suggests an infinite and 

uncentered extension of the system beyond the boundaries of 

the site. Second, in a traditional sense, the folies are 

deployed throughout the site as identifiable symbols, 

linking together and attempting to unify the heterogeneous 

elements and activities on the site. The folies hold 

together the project in a most tenuous fashion, they negate 

a clear boundary and deny a center or origin for the park, 

and for the system of points which governs them. 

Tschumi has described La Villette as "the largest 

discontinuous building in the world (Tschumi, 1987, p. ii)." 

For this reason the point grid might also be read literally, 
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Figure 4.4 

View of La Villette: Folie Variations 
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as the structural plan for some enormous and incomplete 

building, each folie representing a column placement. 

The folies, it seems, are fragments of a building 

dispersed throughout a landscape. But La Villette cannot be 

considered either "a building" or "a park," at least in 

traditional terms. Tschumi’s project is a clear attempt to 

deconstruct the boundary between architecture and landscape, 

as well as, the "proper" notion of a park or a building. 

In the quotations below Tschumi describes the 

neutrality of the folies, and how they are used to question 

the architectural relationship between form and function, or 

in the terms used by Tschumi, architecture and program. 

The general circumstances of the project, then 

were to find an organizing structure that could 

exist independent of use, a structure without 

center or hierarchy, a structure that would negate 

the simple assumption of a causal relationship 

between a program and the resulting architecture 
(Tschumi, 1987, p.iv)." 

Tschumi would not deny that a relationship is possible 

between architecture and program (form and function), but it 

is his intention to question this as architecture’s sole 

purpose, and ultimate end. 

"Indeed, the abstraction of the grid as an 
organizing device suggested the disjunction 

between an architectural signifier and its 
programmatic signified, between space and the use 

that is made of it. The point grid became the 

tool of an approach that argued, against 

functionalist doctrines, that there is no cause 
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and effect relationship between the two terms of 

program and architecture (Tschumi, 1987, p.vi 

(from Joyce’s Garden))." 

Deployed in this way throughout the site, the folies 

themselves, are also a product of a deconstructive design 

strategy used to explore and question the assumptions of 

architecture, space, and form. 

Through a unique series of transformations, each folie 

explores the cube, or more specifically, the genealogy of 

the cube. Rather than demonstrate the power of the cube in 

an idealized and philosophically pure form, Tschumi use them 

to imagine the formal possibilities and approximation that 

might have given birth to, or prefigured, the concept of a 

cube, and in amore literal way he challenges the very idea 

of a cube (see figure 4.4). 

These transformations are not governed by specific 

architectural programs, the folies maintain "programmatic 

flexibility.” In this sense the Folies are also 

interchangeable (Tschumi, 1987). 

4.1.3 Lines 

The second ordering system used in Parc de la Villette 

in a system of lines. Part of this system is formed by 

coordinate axes which take the form of covered walkways or 

galleries. These elevated walkways are major circulation 

routes connecting Paris to its suburb, and a metro stop to 
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Figure 4.5 

View of La Villette: Covered Galleries 
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the north of the park with another stop to the south. These 

galleries are only partially related to the folies; the 

north-south axis intersects several of the most frequently 

used folies, and the east-west gallery is aligned with the 

point grid. 

The second linear system used in La Villette is 

dramatically opposed to the coordinate axes; the "cinematic 

promenade" takes the form of a random curve. While the 

covered galleries promote a functional and dramatic kind of 

movement through the park, the cinematic promenade is quite 

different, it promotes a playful and leisurely movement 

throughout the park. 

As the name suggests, the cinematic promenade uses film 

as a metaphor for the experience of movement through space. 

The promenade winds through a series of thematic gardens 

which represent the frames of the film, and though the curve 

of promenade is seemingly random, it is a "carefully planned 

circuit (Tschumi, 1987, p.8)." 

"The linearity of sequences orders events, 
movements and spaces in a progression that either 

combines or parallels divergent concerns. Each 

part, each frame of a sequence qualifies, 

reinforces or alters the parts that precede and 

follow it. The associations thus formed allow for 
a plurality of interpretations rather than a 

singular fact."(p.12) 

While Tschumi intends to control the "cinematic" 

sequence of gardens, he hopes that artists, architects, 

86



   

  

JE
 
I
T
r
n
 
i
r
e
t
 

   \ ) 

         

       
   

   

  

TR
UT
TI
ET
 

  

| 
ny
 

  

fy
 ‘ 

rm
 

U
T
I
 

yd 

w
e
 

‘ \\ 
me
 

SN 

W
u
!
 
I
E
 

tT
 

  f 4 

    

t 

o
o
 

T
U
T
 

CL
 

T
a
 
o
t
i
 

m
i
m
;
 

  

Figure 4.6 

View of La Villette: Cinematic Promenade 
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Figure 4.7 

View of La Villette: Series of Garden Frames 
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philosophers, landscape architects, and others will work to 

fill in the frames. The participation of other designers 

effectively denies the importance, and the centrality, of 

the author. Just as deconstruction in literary criticism 

makes the reader the central figure, in this design the 

viewer becomes the central figure. 

4.1.4 Surfaces 

The surfaces of the park are determined by programmatic 

factors, these requirements may change and the surfaces of 

the park may be changed accordingly. 

"The various park surfaces have their own 

textures, corresponding to their respective 

programmatic needs (pavements, grass, sports)" 
(Tschumi, 1987, New Design, p.6). 

"So called left-over surfaces (when every 

aspect of the program has been fulfilled) are 
composed of compacted earth and gravel, a park 

material familiar to all Pariseans" (Tschumi, 
1987, New Designs, p.8). 

4.1.5 Design Strategies 

Before making any generalizations about deconstruction 

in design, let’s examine the methods of deconstruction 

employed by Bernard Tschumi in Parc de la Villette project. 

One may fairly ask: "Is this design?" For his methods are 

heterogeneous, and may seem irrational. Tschumi himself 

asks: "Is the Parc de la Villette a built theory or a 
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theoretical building?" (Tschumi, AD, p. 35) Tschumi’s park 

and his methods are intended to ask questions, rather than 

provide answers. 

The superimposition of points, lines, and surfaces is 

an effort by Tschumi to employ systematic logic without 

using synthesis, without composing a "design," and no 

attempt to unify. The strategic dissociation between these 

systems, produces ambiguity, and the desired level of 

incoherence. The systems themselves are also compromised, 

for example, the coordinate axes could have easily been 

perpendicular to, or "square" with, the point grid. 

Perhaps Tschumi’s most impressive display of 

deconstruction is the creation of the follies. Tschumi 

exploration of the "“combinative" and other "transformational 

relations" is a systematic study of form generation, with a 

marginal effort made to allow each folie to recall the cube 

(see figure 4.6). 

Tschumi uses matrices to demonstrate how formal 

possibilities, and the functional possibilities of floor 

plans can be explored independently. While a certain 

compatibility is desired, one is not used to determine the 

other. These matrices also reveal a number of Tschumi’s 

"transformational relations" including: intersection, 

repetition, qualification, distortion, and fragmentation. 

I would like to suggest that each dissociation, or 

transformational relation, can be considered an 
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architectural version of the infrastructures described by 

Derrida. Each is used to investigate some discrepancy, or 

to expose some myth, that has been established as an 

architectural tradition. More importantly though, Tschumi 

wishes to produce an architecture where theory and practice 

correspond, as Tschumi himself explains: "There were no 

‘theoretical drawings’ for La Villette (AD, Tschumi, p.35)." 

Deconstruction uses disjunctions in design as a source 

of method, and sheds the preconceived desire for unity. 

This design strategy is clearly a reversal of the 

"synthesis" traditionally used in architectural design. 

Using deconstruction Tschumi is able to question the 

architectural and social privileges inscribed within 

architecture, landscape, philosophy, and design. 

What is the point of all his ambiguities, 

dissociations, and disjunctions? Beyond challenging the 

philosophical assumptions already mentioned, Tschumi 

describes the purpose, below: 

"The Park’s three autonomous and superimposed 
systems and the endless combinatory possibilities 

of the Folies gives way to a multiplicity of 

impressions. Each observer will project his own 
interpretation, resulting in an account that will 

again be interpreted (according to psychoanalytic, 

sociological and other methodologies) and so on. 

In consequence there is no absolute ‘truth’ to the 
architectural project, for whatever ‘meaning’ it 
may have is a function of interpretation: it is 

not resident in the object, or in the object’s 

materials." (AD, Tschumi, p.39) 
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Parc de la Villette provides an excellent example of 

deconstruction in design, because it can be read in many 

different ways. It deconstructs the authority of 

Philosophy, it interrogates the difference between landscape 

and architecture, and questions conventional design theory 

and practice. Deconstructive gestures are exhibited 

throughout every aspect and level of the project, from the 

uncomposed superimposition already mentioned, to the steel 

Sheathed concrete which reverses the conventional reinforced 

concrete building techniques. The project displays the 

pervasive heterogeneity of deconstruction and its methods. 

4.2 Graphematic and Phonetic Language 

The ideas of western philosophy have had a tremendous 

impact on landscape architecture. Philosophy has provided a 

common ground for interpreting the landscape that otherwise 

would not exist. As Derrida points out in Of Grammatology, 

philosophy has systematically favored phonetic languages 

over graphematic languages; concepts and words have been 

favored over experiences and images (Derrida, 1976 Whiteman, 

1986). 

When addressing deconstruction in architecture, 

Whiteman has commented extensively on the qualities and 

differences of specific linguistic media. Whiteman asserts 

that because of the ease of verbal communication 
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deconstructive architecture has fallen prey to "the word" 

(Whiteman, 1986). Whiteman also acknowledges two points 

made by Derrida: that phonetic language has been granted 

primacy leaving graphematic languages in a derived position. 

He also contends that a reversal is possible, saying, "(the) 

image is the prophecy of language." He argues that the 

differences between the graphematic language of architecture 

and the verbal language of literature have been overlooked. 

Whiteman believes the project of deconstruction in 

¢ architecture should be to cause people “to see," and to 

' learn what it means "to see," that architecture should try 

to "create a sense, (and) exhibit a metaphor on which that 

sense is based," or to "exhibit the base metaphor of the 

senses." The point Whiteman makes is that a proper 

deconstruction is specific to the media of the language, and 

the media for architects and landscape architects is based 

on images and spatial experience. Further, the task of 

deconstruction is to interrogate the origins of these 

senses. 

Whiteman is not the first to observe the 

incompatibility between natural language and architecture. 

When discussing design theory Alexander provides an example 

of the incompatibility of natural language and the media of 

architecture. The following citations from Alexander’s 

book, Notes on a Synthesis ef Form, suggest that 
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conceptuaiization and natural language conflict with problem 

solving and form generation in architectural design. 

"The arbitrariness of the existing verbal 
concepts is not their only disadvantage, for once 

they are invented, verbal concepts have a further 

ill-effect on us. We lose the ability to modify 

them. In the unselfconscious situation the action 

of culture on form is a very subtle business, made 

up of many minute concrete influences. But once 

these concrete influences are represented 

symbolically in verbal terms, and these symbolic 

representations or names subsumed under larger and 

still more abstract categories to make them 

amenable to thought, they begin seriously to 

impair our ability to see beyond them.?2°9 
Where a number of issues are being taken into 

account in a design decision, inevitably the ones 

which can be most clearly expressed carry the 
greatest weight, and are best reflected in the 

form. Other factors, important too but less well 
expressed, are not so well reflected. Caught ina 

net of language of our own invention, we 
overestimate the language’s impartiality 
(Alexander, 1964 p.69-70)." 

"Under the influence of concepts, he (the 
designer) not only does things from a biased point 

of view, but sees them biasedly as well. The 

concepts control his perception of fit and misfit- 

-until in the end he sees nothing but deviations 

from conceptual dogmas, and loses not only the 

urge but even the mental opportunity to frame his 

problems more appropriately (Alexander, 1964 

p.70)." 

According to Alexander the primacy of verbal language 

causes problems in the design process. He also mentions the 

"arbitrariness" of verbal concepts and supports Whiteman’s 

hypothesis that verbal concepts have been dominant because 

of the "ease of communication." Although landscape 

architecture is primarily graphematic, the interpretation of 
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landscapes relies upon verbal explanations and concepts. 

Should landscape design be governed by words and concepts, 

or by images and experiences? 

Though the primacy of phonetic language has in some 

respects enhanced the development of landscape’s 

representative abilities, according to Benjamin, it has also 

"limited the scope of its endeavors (p.36)." Derrida 

clearly illustrates that this bias can be traced to the 

privileged position that Plato gives to the spoken word and 

his disdain for writing (Derrida, 1976). Ultimately, this 

primacy condemns architects and landscape architects to 

merely reexpress philosophical notions of absolute beauty or 

unity. The paradigms used by landscape architects cannot 

help but reflect, or be constructed from, philosophical 

speculation concerning the relationship between the culture 

versus nature dichotomy. For example, one Classical notion 

of landscape architecture considers the landscape as an 

extension of architecture into the building’s surroundings. 

Another example is the attempt during the Romantic era to 

use landscape architecture to simulate natural vistas. 

Deconstruction undermines the authority of verbal 

concepts, allowing a fuller exploration with the media of 

landscape architecture. Landscape design need not be 

identifiable in conceptual terms, instead design may focus 
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solely on visual, spatial, and functional parameters. The 

drawings and sketches used to explore possible landscape 

designs should gain primacy over ‘value laden’ concepts. 

Then the graphematic origin of landscape architecture, which 

has loosely tied meaning to the landscape through 

experience, is unrestricted. 

4.3 Design Methods 

Before moving, finally, to the possibilities of 

deconstruction in landscape, some general questions 

concerning deconstruction in design must be answered. The 

connection between philosophy and design will be described, 

then, design and deconstruction can be reappraised with 

particular attention given to the differences between 

Phonetic and graphematic languages. The value of 

deconstruction as a design method and theory can then be 

weighted. 

The conventional design process has been influenced by 

prevailing philosophical concepts, the design process, 

therefore, is open to a deconstructive questioning. 

Questioning the authority of these limiting concepts, will 

allow the full range of design possibilities to be explored. 

If Newton, Whiteman, and Alexander are to be correctly 

understood, concepts should be derived from good designs 
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{not the reverse). All too often during the design process, 

concepts are used as the controlling interest. 

Deconstruction is a systematic means of suspending 

conceptual reasoning, and exploring unauthorized 

possibilities. 

Traditional design methods seem to reflect the same 

synthetic processes found in western philosophy. Synthesis 

in design parallels the synthetic, Hegelian reasoning 

described by Norris. 

Hegel’s dialectic claims to transcend all previous 

philosophies of mind and nature by showing how 

their various problems or antinomies are finally 

resolved through the movement of speculative 
thought. This movement is epitomized in the 
famous Hegelian triad of ‘thesis’, ‘antithesis’ 
and ‘synthesis’. Reason proceeds by positing and 
initial idea which then turn out to have further, 

contradictory implications beyond its power to 

explain or control. The only way out of this 

logical impasse is through the leap to a higher, 

dialectical plane of reasoning where the old 
contradiction no longer applies since its terms 

have been transformed in the process. This moment 

of conceptual Aufhebung - the emergence of a logic 

or an order of meaning undreamt of previously - is 

the heart of Hegel’s idealist metaphysics. It 
claims to represent not only the highest form of 
logical thinking but also the dynamics of change 

at work both in nature and in the unfolding of 
world-historical events." 
(Norris, 1987, p.71-72) 

The terms of Hegel’s opposition (thesis, antithesis) 

presumes conceptual unity as the desired end. Synthesis, 

occurs when the original terms are transformed by the 

emergence of a new logic, order, or hierarchy. In design, 
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as in reason, synthesis is used to overcome conflicting 

elements. 

Design synthesis is governed by a unifying concept or 

principle. Synthesis is said to occur when: the finished 

product is greater than the sum of its parts. But, 

synthesis does not fully describe the creative design 

process, it focuses on representation and the application of 

meaning. Synthesis fails to explain, or simply overlooks, 

the creative processes and strategies that precede concept 

and synthesis. 

Tschumi’s design process can be used as an example, his 

process, like deconstruction, avoids unity and synthesis. 

It is a heuristic approach that allows room for 

improvisation. Deconstruction is based upon heterogeneity, 

and it attends to limitless creative mechanisms and design 

methods. Deconstruction must be unique to a discipline, and 

within landscape architecture it can only occur within the 

scope of a project, for it is the project that dictates the 

method. 

Traditional design processes seem to have mirrored 

philosophy’s evolution. Now, design must deal with the 

terms of post-structuralism. Deconstruction of architecture 

and landscape is an adaptation to these post-structuralist 
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terms. Table 2 on page ??? summarizes some of the 

characteristics of both synthesis and deconstruction. 

Peter G. Rowe closely examines design processes and design 

theories in his book Design Thinking. Rowe’s notion of 

creativity is anything but unified, his book documents a 

vast collection of creative strategies (Rowe, 1987). If 

Synthesis truly intends to unify design, its seems to come 

along rather late in the process. Any rigorous analysis 

occurring during the initial stages of design, must remain 

skeptical of the synthetic desire for unity which follows. 

There appears to be an inconsistency, a gap, or 

disjunction, between the prevalent synthetic theory of 

design and the actual methods used by designers. The desire 

for unity and meaning that motivates synthesis, rather than 

revealing some truth or origin, is arbitrary not absolute. 

Design synthesis, and the desire for unity and meaning, must 

be re-evaluated or revalued. 

When viewed from a traditional perspective 

deconstruction appears to oppose synthesis, but it does not 

annul or invalidate traditional design. The philosophic 

tradition that influences design would like to exclude 

deconstruction; but deconstruction includes and depends upon 

this tradition, and distinguishes from it a newly expanded 

sense of "design". 
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Table 2 

Characteristics of Synthesis and Deconstruction 

  

  

Synthesis | Deconstruction 
  

promotes similarities promotes differences 
resolves conflict Maintains disjunction 

creates concepts creates possibilities 

seeks unity is pluralistic 
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Derrida’s deconstruction reduces language beyond the 

limits of meaning. This reduction reveals meaning as a 

product manufactured and instituted by philosophy. 

Deconstruction suspends the rule of philosophy, questioning 

its authority and intent. This deconstruction or reduction 

is an alternative to "synthetic reasoning," sacrificing 

meaning for the limitless possibilities of language. 

Deconstruction is an extreme form of analysis; and an 

appendix, adjunct, or supplement to reason as it is defined 

by philosophy. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DECONSTRUCTION IN LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 

A method of applying deconstruction in landscape 

architecture is developed in this chapter. Since 

deconstruction has already been applied in architecture, 

this would seem to be a fairly simple task, but 

deconstruction’s heterogeneous nature complicates the issue. 

Deconstruction might best be thought of as a vast collection 

of critical strategies applied with extreme specificity. 

Strictly speaking, each application must be unique and 

deconstruction must remain undefined. 

The same qualities that complicate deconstruction, 

making it difficult to comprehend, are precisely the 

qualities that are useful to designers. The iterative and 

creative functions sited (cited) by deconstruction, can be 

considered theoretical adjuncts to "the design process." 

Because each of these functions is unique, "the design 

process” is no longer generic. Therefore, deconstruction 

can invigorate landscape architecture, providing designers 

with systematic methods of questioning the philosophical 

tenants and other assumptions of the profession. 

How then might the strategy of deconstruction be 

applied to landscape architecture? No doubt, deconstruction 

in landscape architecture involves strategies similar to the 
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examples found in literature and architecture, and yet, in 

much the same way that meaning relies upon specific context, 

deconstruction in landscape architecture must be media 

specific. Because of this specificity, deconstruction in 

landscape architecture (as opposed to literary 

deconstruction or architectural deconstruction) must be 

performed in the context of a design problem, using 

landscape media. Though the force of deconstructive 

strategies may exceed disciplinary boundaries, when 

referring to deconstruction in landscape architecture, 

clearly the sites of disjuncture must be located within the 

traditional realm of landscape architecture. Deconstruction 

' using in landscape architecture cannot occur "by proxy,’ 

only a phonetic type of language. 

Fundamentally, the concern is to distinguish between 

what constitutes deconstruction in landscape architecture 

and deconstructive influences which may have been 

thoughtlessly imported from literature or architecture. 

Deconstruction in landscape architecture must pay careful 

attention to the differences between natural, phonetic 

language and the design language used by architects and 

landscape architects. Both the similarities and differences 

between these types of language will be accounted for, and a 

full range of possibilities will be examined. 

An awareness of only the differences between natural 

language and design language might be used to divorce the 
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ruling concepts of philosophy from the creative play of 

designers, to effectively "purify" the language of landscape 

architecture of philosophy’s influence. 

A second perspective emphasizes only the similarities 

between natural language and design language, in favor of a 

unified language. No longer "pure" the language of 

landscape architecture would be "contaminated" by 

expressions from other languages. Thus, the pursuit of 

linguistic unity (the telos of philosophy), results in the 

disintegration of both philosophy and landscape 

architecture. Together these two possibilities outline the 

"horns" of the post-structural dilemma: whether to seek 

unity or purity. 

In addition to the choice between unity or purity, one 

must choose to either to appropriate literary deconstruction 

and simply apply it to landscape architecture in a mimetic 

fashion, or to acknowledge certain linguistic differences 

and thereby attempt a mediation between the two. 

First, the differences and similarities between natural 

language and design language will be described, then a 

strategy is employed which allows both mimesis and 

mediation. The second part of this double gesture, a 

mediation between natural, phonetic language and design 

language, uses the levels of disjunction described by Sallis 

(see quotation, p.37). 
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Sallis cites (sites) three levels of disjunction: 

concept formation, strategy of argumentation, and a textual 

level. At the conceptual level mimesis can apply 

deconstruction to various phonetic concepts that govern 

landscape architecture; at this level no mediation is 

needed. 

For example, a deconstructive strategy can explore the 

use of the term "design" in landscape architecture. A new 

reading or misreading of the term might lead to a 

reevaluation of how it is used in landscape architecture. 

5.1 Mimesis or Mediation 

Presuming all types of language are Similar, the 

linguistic theories derived from verbal language can be 

applied to landscape architecture. Both natural language 

and design language are comprised of signs with both 

representative and generative functions, and phonetic and 

graphematic components. But significant differences between 

these languages also exist which cannot be easily 

overlooked. 

If these differences are ignored, deconstruction can be 

directly appropriated from literary criticism and applied in 

landscape architecture. This mimesis would amount to a 

reiteration of the concepts, ideas, images, and forms 

produced by Derrida, Tschumi, and others. The results might 

become known as deconstruction, but this approach somewhat 
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erroneously treats deconstruction as a pure and unified 

concept or as "one thing." 

Deconstruction should do more than merely re-express 

prior literary forms, or the will of philosophy. Informed 

by deconstruction, rather than conforming to it, landscape 

architecture must produce its own strategic criticisms. 

Later, deconstruction will be applied to the language of 

landscape architecture through mediation. But first, lets 

examine how natural, phonetic concepts are used to govern 

landscape architecture. 

5.2 Deconstruction of Concepts 

Concepts can be defined as "point-like" or "atomistic,” 

and they can also be said to describe "fields" of possible 

meaning. By comparing "fields of meaning" with the 

' previously unknown motives, forces, and "intended meaning,' 

intents that accompany all communications can be discovered. 

These unseen forces are the prerequisites of language. 

In Landscape..Jcournal, Peter Jacobs uses diagrams of 

"expanded fields" to illustrate related concepts and 

oppositions (Jacobs, 1991). These diagrams enable us to 

better understand that it is the interactions between 

concepts that is truly their defining aspect. 

Single, isolated concepts, or even oppoSing concepts, 

are not meaningful in themselves. In context, the power and 

meanings of concepts is amplified. But because context can 
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never be fully described, meaning can never be fully 

present. The very notion of a "unified" or "absolute” 

meaning is flawed. Further, our western philosophical 

tradition (a necessary and commonly desired system of 

meaning) anda tightly circumscribed context can contribute 

to the illusion of a "correct," "unified," or "absolute" 

meaning. 

Two primary means of applying leverage to this gap 

between meaning and concepts will be described. Gasche has 

suggested that the metaphorical genetics of concepts can be 

investigated by attempting to imagine the necessity for, or 

birth of a term (see quote p. 27-28). For example, 

"landscape" means exactly what cannot be expressed using 

closely related terms such as: ‘land,’ ‘scene,’ ‘vista,’ 

e * 9 t ® 3 t * 3 e s 3 e » ? t view, environs, domain, field, picture, open 

space,’ ‘park,’ ‘realm,’ ‘country,’ ‘territory,’ ‘grounds,’ 

> Apart from their semantic proximity to or ‘gardens. 

"landscape," each of these terms contributes (in an inverse 

way) to our understanding and use of the term. "Landscape" 

means precisely what these other terms fail to represent. 

A second approach to conceptual deconstruction involves 

conceptual dichotomies, or oppositions. Deconstruction is 

not simply the exploration of metaphorical genetics, but 

also the study of how and why hierarchies are established. 

Every new concept creates a second, opposing term, and 
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invariably a hierarchy is granted which leaves one of the 

two terms in a primary position. 

Schematically, deconstruction analyzes an established 

conceptual hierarchy uSing reversal and reinscription. The 

initial reversal of an opposition exposes the arbitrary 

nature of the hierarchy originally imposed on the two terms. 

Reinscription, returns the hierarchy to its previous order, 

but with a new status: the co-equivalence of the terms. The 

hierarchy is now recognized as an arbitrary, political 

institution, rather than an original or authentic ordering. 

For example, this deconstructive strategy can be 

applied to the Man/Nature hierarchy, but an initial 

investigation of the two terms is required. The two terms 

of the Man/Nature hierarchy are critical concepts that, ina 

sense, govern landscape architecture. This hierarchy, 

dichotomy, opposition, polemic, or ordering has always been 

one of landscape architecture’s defining aspects. For 

landscape architecture has established two goals: to allow 

for the functional requirements of human use of the land 

(man/nature), and a stewardship ethic which seeks to protect 

natural systems (nature/man). This is the contradiction 

that is central to landscape architecture, and is evident in 

the conceptual dichotomy between man (or culture) and 

nature. 

It has been the dream of landscape architects (and not 

coincidental philosophers) to somehow, either neutralize, 
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unify, or bring harmony between these two terms. Tuan and 

Newton, among others, provide historical accounts of the 

dynamics of this relationship (Tuan, 1974; Newton, 1971). 

5.3 Hierarchy Dynamics 

The hierarchy between man and nature has changed 

dramatically over the years, and a short discussion of these 

changes is needed to introduce their deconstruction. 

Let’s examine the forces governing the Man/Nature 

opposition. According to the Judeo-Christian tradition man 

was granted dominion over the earth; man’s challenge was to 

overcome nature and bring order to the world. Thus it might 

be argued that man was the original or prior term, and that 

nature was created as an opposing concept. With the 

creation of this opposition, there was also the creation of 

a division. 

This perspective was first transformed during the 

Romantic era, when it became clear that man was a part of 

nature, and natural systems. Now nature occupied the 

dominant position. In the passage below, Norris emphasizes 

how even this reversal is flawed: 

"Always it is a matter of setting up some 
cardinal oppositions between nature and culture, 
with everything authentic and original on one side 

and everything false modern and degenerate on the 

other. Nature for Rousseau is the source of all 
goodness and virtue, while culture represents an 

inherently corrupting influence, a perpetual fall 

into error and bad faith (Norris, 1987, p.103)." 
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The Romantic reversal of the man/nature opposition also 

brought about a revolution in landscape aesthetics, a 

reversal that is largely responsible for the birth of the 

profession of landscape architecture. In the passage below, 

Newton describes the disjuncture (or logical oversights) 

that this reversal has allowed in the ever-popular, Romantic 

landscape garden. 

"The mistaken premise put "Man" and "Nature" 
verbally in opposition instead of treating humans 

as a part of the totality of nature. One 
regrettable effect of this false premise was a 

downgrading of things produced by the human 

organism, a regarding of them in one verbal sweep 

as man-made-and-therefore-unnatural. Actually, of 

course, the pastoral and sylvan arrangements of 

vegetation comprising the landscape garden were 

themselves man-made, but by a convenient slip of 

logic the proponents of the "new-style"” contrived 
to ignore this contradiction--at least verbally 

(Newton, 1971 p.208)." 

As both Newton and Norris have pointed out, the relationship 

between the two terms is somewhat ambiguous, i.e. the 

concept "nature" is distinguished from, and produced by man, 

which, of course, is also "of nature." 

More recently, the two terms have undergone further 

alterations; man has necessarily been supplanted by 

"culture." The precision of this term is preferred because 

it overtly includes women and embraces, in a seemingly 
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manifest way, a multitude of cultural variations which 

until now were deemed insignificant. 

The transformation and fluidity of these seemingly 

"absolute" terms (first, through the reversal of the 

romantic era, then through the substitution of the term 

"culture" for man) demonstrates how intent, use, and meaning 

are closely tied. Intrinsically, a choice must be made 

concerning the order of oppositions; but any order or 

hierarchy is arbitrary, rhetorical, and political. Mere 

reversal still leaves the opposition unresolved. 

The human need for stable meaning requires a clear 

distinction between culture and nature. This desire 

corresponds with a need for self-identification, what Martin 

Buber calls the I-Thou relationship (Buber, 1965). This 

fundamental cognitive need has also been termed the 

subject/object split (Pirsig, 1991). Below Norris 

emphasizes the contingent quality of the "nature/culture" 

distinction. 

"The distinction between ‘nature’ and 
‘culture’ is prerequisite to any kind of 
anthropological theory. So there is always 

already a concept of nature, a particular way of 
drawing that distinction which carries along with 
it a whole tacit system of cultural values and 
presuppositions. Such is the ‘law’ which operates 
not only in Rousseau’s text but whenever thinking 
tries to hark back to some authentic 

(preconceptual) state of nature.? ... What is in 

question is a powerful mythology of human nature 

which can only be asserted (as Rousseau asserts 
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it) by forgetting or effacing the signs of its 

cultural production (Norris, 1987, p.107).” 

The desire, or need, for meaning and self-identification, is 

so strong that "the system of cultural values" overlooks 

contradiction, in favor of an arbitrary Truth, when the 

concept of "nature" is best described as a cultural product. 

5.4 Double Gesture 

With an awareness of the traditional split between 

nature and culture and an understanding of the evolution of 

these two terms, how might a deconstructive strategy, a 

conceptual double gesture, be applied? First, an existing 

hierarchy is reversed. For example, the current and 

prevailing viewpoint considers "culture" to be a part of, or 

derived from, "nature." A reversal of this hierarchy gives 

tt priority to "culture," placing "nature" in a derived 

position. Similar to the reversal of the Romantic era, this 

new ordering has no special authenticity, or claim to Truth, 

it is but another equally vaiid perspective. Deconstruction 

refuses to grant priority, preferring instead, to 

acknowledge ambiguity through a second gesture. 

Reinscription, the second gesture, rather than trying 

to resolve or synthesize these possibilities, grafts both 

possible hierarchies together forming: Nature/Culture-graft- 

Culture/Nature. This graft is named using an intentionally 
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ambiguous third term which refers both to the original 

disjunction and the force (or infrastructure) which brought 

it forth. In this case the graft can be called "justa- 

position." This infrastructure refers to the site of 

disjunction or aporia, in this case the arbitrary division 

between culture and nature, and a force which is neither 

entirely cultural or natural which brings these two terms 

forth and is their origin. "Justa-position" refers to the 

graft or juxtaposition of all possible hierarchies of the 

nature/culture dichotomy. Each possible ordering, and the 

rhetorical positions derived from them, are considered 

t t equally "true," each position or ordering is "just a 

position." This relative or qualified truth and the 

deliberate ambiguity of "justa-position" signify that 

meaning, as well as the terms nature and culture, are by 

necessity manufactured products. 

Because of deconstruction’s unorthodox strategies it is 

shunned by the tradition of logocentric philosophy. Yet, in 

naming the infrastructure or graft, deconstruction 

reinscribes itself within the very logocemtric tradition it 

criticizes. Therefore, deconstruction has been said to be 

' occupying an ambiguous place "at the boundary" or "margin,' 

with respect to disciplines such as: philosophy, literature, 

architecture, or landscape architecture. Derrida’s work 

occupies the margin between literature and philosophy, 

Tschumi’s Parc de la Villette is not quite architecture and 
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not quite landscape. In naming the products of their work 

both Derrida and Tschumi reinscribe their work within the 

logocentric tradition. "Deconstruction" and "Parc de la 

Villette" are terms that are carfully choosen not as 

singular, isolated, conceptual terms, but as deliberately 

ambiguous or contradictory. 

Once reinscribed, the original terms have been altered 

and we are reminded of their arbitrary origin and latent 

possibilities which remain suppressed. Further, it becomes 

apparent that culture and nature are signs which contain no 

meaning by themselves, and reveal much more about human 

nature and intention than they do about "nature." 

Table 3 summarizes the dynamic relationship between the 

two terms, and graphs the double gesture of deconstruction. 

(Note: Jacque Derrida has applied deconstruction to culture 

and nature in his reading of Rousseau, see Of Grammatology, 

1974.) 

5.5 Landscape’s Representative Function 

To better understand how deconstruction can take place 

within the media of landscape architecture, we should first 

examine the language of landscape architecture. Only then 

can a proper mediation or translation of deconstruction 

begin. This section develops the idea of a landscape 

language, broadening the definition of language to include 

such disparate media as cinder blocks and palm trees. 
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Table 3 

Hierarchy Dynamics and Deconstruction 

The Dynamics of a Conceptual Opposition 

Classical Order Man/Nature 

Romantic Order Nature/Man 

Modern Substitution Nature/Culture 

The Deconstruction of a Conceptual Opposition 

Reversal Culture/Nature 

Reinscription Nature/Culture-Culture/Nature 

Name for the Graft "Justa-position" 
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Gilmour has described various artistic media in 

linguistic terms, and even expressed post-structuralist 

theories. 

"Natural materials become transformed into a 
medium when they are isolated from their normal 

function and turned into ‘a mode of language’!7 
(Gilmour, 1986. p. 120)." 

In landscape architecture both plants and architectural 

elements are thought of as signs. Yi-Fu Tuan has studied 

the symbolic qualities of various landscapes and landscape 

elements. His hypothesis is that some landscapes have a 

universal interpretation, whereas more specific elements do 

not. 

A symbol is a repository of meanings. 

Meanings arise out of the more profound 

experiences that have accumulated through 

time....Natural phenomena such as sky, earth, 

water, rock and vegetation are interpreted in 

Similar ways by different peoples. Specific 

objects and places like pine tree, rose, spring, 

or grove, probably have unique interpretations 

(Tuan, 1974 p.145). 

As Tuan points out, specific elements of the landscape may 

acquire a culturally unique significance. These landscape 

Signs, or symbols, coupled with the landscape archetypes 

described below, are evidence of the linguistic 

characteristics of the landscape. 

"Certain natural environments have figured 
prominently in humanities’ dreams of the ideal 

world: they are the forest, the seashore, the 
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valley, and the island. The furnishing of an 

ideal world is a matter of removing the defects of 

the real one (Tuan, 1974, p.247)." 

The symbolic landscape elements described below by 

Fujii, recall the landscape archetypes mentioned by Tuan. 

Both Fujii and Tuan underscore the ideal or sacred 

connotations of these landscapes. 

"Naturally it is impossible to discover and 
interpret the religious meaning of the landscape 

based on the teachings of history. From olden 

times it has been known that the pond symbolized 
the ocean and the rock arrangement in the pond an 

island or mountain in the ocean. In particular, 

the rock arrangement is the nucleus of the 

Japanese garden and symbolizes the sacred mountain 

at the center of the universe (Fujii, 1989, 
p.-68)." 

From the universal landscape elements described by Tuan 

(vegetation, earth, rock, water, and sky) a landscape 

language has evolved. Through the combination of ideas and 

elements this symbology might be used to represent ideal 

worlds or environments (forest, seashore, valley, and 

island). 

Clearly, landscape architecture possesses certain 

linguistic characteristics, for landscapes may recall 

landscape archetypes, represent microcosms, or conjure up 

images of past experiences. The interpretation of 

landscapes requires a common cultural and historical 

tradition. For example, Magnolia grandiflora, commonly 
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rt referred to as "Southern Magnolia,” has become a symbol of 

the South. Another example might be the stones of a 

Japanese garden, to the Japanese each stone has a specific 

name and purpose, the foreigner is unaware of such specific 

meanings and is impressed by the visual balance and harmony 

of the composition. It is no coincidence that the garden of 

Roanji, whose stones are idealized islands ina gravel sea, 

is the product of an island nation. The language of 

landscape architecture remains primarily generative, and 

like natural language, is likely a regional phenomenon. 

5.6 Landscape’s Generative Functions 

Landscape architects strive to compose meaningful 

landscapes through the arrangement and combination of plants 

and architectural elements. If Tuan and Fujii are correct, 

landscape architecture involves the creation or re-creation 

of "ideal worlds" through the use of symbolic landscape 

elements. 

Like signs, elements of the landscape have both 

representative and generative functions, but very few have 

universal interpretations. Landscape architecture is a 

language of visual images, spaces, and experiences. It is 

primarily a graphematic language that is necessarily 

influenced by natural, phonetic language. The 
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interpretation of landscape elements often relies upon 

shared culture, experience, or a common philosophy. 

Philosophy has claimed dominion over conceptual or 

phonetic languages. Through the "government of the word," 

Philosophy defines the boundaries of architecture and 

landscape architecture. The representation of "ideal" 

worlds in design is often merely a restatement of previously 

expressed philosophical concepts. Landscapes evoke images 

of idealized lifestyles, or visions of Eden. Again and 

again, we return to these "ideals." 

But the similarity between natural language and the 

language of landscape is limited. Natural language is 

usually based on speech, the language of the landscape is 

based upon images and experiences. Unlike natural language 

the language of landscape is graphematic, not phonetic. Any 

attempt to adopt the techniques of literary deconstruction 

in landscape architecture, must carefully attend to these 

differences. 

5.7 Mediation 

As stated earlier, landscape meaning is often traced to 

the conceptual opposition between culture and nature. The 

history of garden design and landscape architecture can be 

considered an extended commentary on this opposition, an 

attempt to conceptualize and express our current 

understanding of the world. Through a commingling of 
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' "natural" and "artificial" signs, this opposition has become 

the primary ‘dialogue’ within the discipline. 

Landscape meaning is expressed not only through the 

choice of appropriate signs or symbols, but also through 

geometric orders and spatial compositions. It is the 

abstract configurations of landscape elements, or spatial 

concepts, which landscape historian Norman T. Newton finds 

most important. 

But, in the strictest sense, plants are of 

importance to landscape architecture mainly in 

their capacity to aid in forming and modulating 

spaces. It is obvious that spaces are what humans 

do their living in; space must be therefore be 

comprehended as the major medium of design 

(Newton, 1971 p.xxiii). 

Clearly, the language of landscape architecture must do 

much more than re-express conceptual dichotomies. The media 

of landscape which may include an incredibly diverse palette 

of organic and inorganic signs is both expression and 

exploration. In some respects this language must remain 

independent of natural, phonetic language. 

Deconstruction interrogates the concepts and 

hierarchies governing landscape architecture, but a more 

direct form of criticism is possible within landscape 

architecture itself. If the levels of disjunction Sallis 

found in phonetic language can be located in the 

graphematics of landscape architecture, then an effective 

mediation is possible. Because of the differences in 
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linguistic media, Sallis’s second and third levels described 

in chapter 2 (see p. 37) are incongruent with the 

disjunctions that occur in landscape architecture. 

The first level of disjunction described by Sallis is 

the conceptual level. As we have already seen in the case 

of the nature/culture dichotomy, this conceptual level 

applies equally to the concepts governing landscape 

architecture. But the second level of disjunction, the 

! "strategy of argumentation," cannot be directly applied. 

However, this level is analogous to the composition or 

arrangement of landscape elements into a plan in landscape 

architecture. The third level, "textual arrangement and 

disposition," also requires some mediation. This third 

level can be interpreted as design geometry and form. In 

the language of design the "textual" level corresponds to a 

"graphic" level. Once loci of disjunction have been 

identified within the discipline, deconstructive strategies 

can begin within landscape architecture. Now, let’s examine 

a number of such deconstructions occurring within landscape 

architecture. 

5.8 Taxonomy 

To clearly illustrate the limitless possibilities for 

deconstruction in landscape architecture, and perhaps to 

demonstrate the implications of this potent form of critical 

analysis, an attempt will be made to develop a means of 
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cataloging or describing the effect and implications of a 

number of deconstructive fetes. Having already described 

examples of deconstruction in literature, architecture, and 

landscape architecture, a taxonomic system will be developed 

to describe deconstructive strategies and the 

infrastructures that result. Obviously, the taxonomy is 

modelled after the biological taxonomy used by scientist to 

describe the diversity of living organisms. This taxonomy 

makes no claim to truth or objectivity, it merely describes 

the circumstances of particular critical strategies and 

outlines possible interpretations. For example, in the 

earlier discussion and subsequent deconstruction of the 

culture/nature dichotomy, an infrastructure named "justa- 

position" resulted. Some clarification of this 

infrastructure is possible by describing the type of 

strategy employed, the circumstances or context, and the 

site of disjuncture. Thus, this infrastructure may be 

denoted as follows: Conceptual, mediation, nature/culture, 

Juxtaposition-justification, “justa-position." The 

taxonomic system follows the general form: level, mimesis or 

mediation, original term or opposition, illustration of the 

graft, name given the infrastructure or graft. This 

taxonomy can be supplemented with a brief description or 

interpretation of the critical force of each infrastructure. 
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Conceptual, mediation, nature/culture, 

Juxtaposition-justification, "justa-position” 

"Justa-position", refers to a force, in this 
case neither natural or cultural, which values and 

positions both of these opposing terms, while also 

needing to justify some form of hierarchy or 

synthesis. 

Because deconstruction is largely a critical 

interrogation of the systematics of western philosophy, when 

a site of disjunction is examined using a deconstructive 

strategy, the critical forces present in, and represented 

by, the infrastructures ripple outward. Thus, "justa- 

position" suggests any hierarchy between nature and culture 

is arbitrary, and this interpretation will no doubt 

challenge landscape architects to somehow represent this 

understanding. An expression of this kind would be 

considered a mimetic form of deconstruction. 

It should be recalled that all infrastructures are 

self-similar, exhibiting certain common characteristics. 

They all must express double gesture, and being self- 

reflexive, must also exhibit double gesture. For example, 

' expresses juxtaposition, justification, and "justa-position' 

just a position. The term is constructed to exhibit the 

intersection of these possible meanings. When spoken 

"justa-position" is easily mistaken for "juxtaposition." 

The term should also be read as a contraction of the phrase 

' "just a position,” and its prefix is closely related to 
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justification ("justi-position" might easily be used instead 

of "justa-position"). 

5.9 Plan One 

This taxonomy of deconstruction will be used to 

describe and summarize a number of deconstructive strategies 

as they have been employed in Plan One, a residential 

landscape plan. Plan One for the Ganoux Residence in 

Arlington, Virginia, is an example of a post-structuralist 

landscape plan that uses a number of deconstructive 

strategies. The name "Plan One" is an intentional misnomer 

because it is based on an imaginary "typical" landscape 

plan. It is a collection of double gestures that reacts to 

what might be called the ‘status quo’ in residential 

landscape planting. 

Plan One - " Strategic, mediation, typical 
Pplan/plan one, (rename or renumber)-(repropose or 
reappoint), "“re-nomination.” 

Plan one interrogates the creation of 

"original" landscape plans, through an initial 
survey of typical or proto-typical plans. Rather 

than selecting ideality, Plan One uses banality as 

point of departure. The infrastructure refers to 

when a mere change of name, number, or order is 

mistaken for true innovation. 

Before illustrating other deconstructive strategies 

used in Plan One, the conditions of the site and the primary 
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landscape goal should be described. The property is 

sandwiched between a quiet residential street, and a busy 

arterial along the rear property line. There is a 

moderately steep slope to the site downward toward the rear 

property. Because the client wished to create a private 

setting, the most important design consideration is to 

effectively enclose the property, creating a pleasant and 

useful landscape. 

Due to the proximity of the arterial, a privacy fence 

was initially considered, however, the effectiveness of this 

solution was limited because of county set-back requirements 

and the downward sloping terrain. In fact, an effectively 

(and legally) placed fence, would fence-out a considerable 

portion of the property. Therefore, a successful landscape 

plan must enclose the property, while not eliminating 

access, or effectively reducing the size of the site. 

Deconstructive criticism was adapted to the Ganoux 

Residence as follows: first, using the cue of metaphorical 

genetics, an attempt was made to imagine the most typical 

(or almost automatic) landscape strategies, then a critical 

response to these strategies was developed using 

deconstruction. 

A typical landscape approach to the Ganoux property 

might be: first, to plant an evergreen hedge for privacy 

screening out unfortunate views; then, to design a 
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foundation planting that "favors" the building; and finally, 

add specimen plants or other landscape features. Of course, 

there is really nothing wrong with a typical approach, and 

to be fair, it requires a considerable amount of work, 

certainly a great deal more than has been described. Yet, 

Plan One does poke fun at "typical" landscape plans and 

repetitive design strategies, this is its critical force. 

The typical landscape approach described above is used as a 

point of departure. For example, by using only the most 

commonly available landscape plants (dogwoods, azaleas, 

etc.), the plan both salutes and pokes fun at their nearly 

icongraphic status. 

"Discontinuous Hedge" 

The typical landscape approach might begin with a 

hedge of evergreen trees planted adjacent to the property 

boundary, subsequent plantings might then be used to define 

outdoor spaces. The deconstructive strategy used by Plan 

One reverses this convention, rather than planting the 

Property boundaries and defining space, an alternative is 

sought which occupies the outdoor spaces and "re-define" the 

property boundaries. The new alternative must also meet the 

unique site considerations and landscape goals already 

mentioned. 

Through some initial graphic exercises a curving line 

was "de-scribed" which encloses the rear yard, redefines the 
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Site, and occupies the property. As a single line it 

occupies the entire site and "re-defines”" it by moving 

between property boundary and building foundation. The 

single line represents a "discontinuous hedge." Unlike the 

typical evergreen hedge, the discontinuous hedge has no 

clearly defined beginning or end, it is not necessarily 

comprised of a single plant species, and it is broken, 

discontinued, or intercepted to allow circulation throughout 

t the site. The "discontinuous hedge" by these measures would 

not be considered a hedge at all. Typically, a hedge would 

consist of a single, continuous, evergreen species, perhaps 

punctuated by gates or some other form of opening. But in 

Pian One there is no obsession with this kind of uniformity, 

any number of plants may be substituted, or interchanged. 

Though the "discontinuous hedge" violates the pure, 

formal notion of a hedge, as a single linear landscape 

element, it is an attempt to unify the typical boundary 

hedge and typical foundation plantings. Thus, it represents 

a truly unified planting scheme, and at the same time, 

criticizes such a prospect. 

"Discontinuous Hedge" - Graphic, mediation, 
boundary hedge/foundation planting, defining 

boundaries-making spaces, "de-lineation.” 

The "Discontinuous hedge" investigates ‘spatial 
framework’ as the telos of landscape architecture. It 

also questions the typical figure/ground treatment of 

landscape elements. The infrastructure "de-lineation" 
refers to the property boundary which is described 
without being drawn and to the broken line of the hedge 
itself. 
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Figure 5.1 

Plan One - Generative Drawing 
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Figure 5.2 

Plan One - Illustrative Plan 
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"Dogwood House" 

Again, based on the typical landscape plan, a landscape 

feature was developed for Plan One. The "dogwood house" 

makes multiple references. It represents a literal 

translation of landscape architecture, as it parodies the 

idea of a building made of trees and shrubs. The "dogwood 

house" is planted far too tightly to comfortably occupy, and 

is thus a landscape object. The bosque of white dogwood and 

azalea which form the cube are normally used ina "natural" 

setting, here they are "domesticated pets." Trimmed into 

the form a white cube, the "dogwood house" may be also 

interpreted as reference to, and a criticism of, modern 

architecture. The cube also references (at least 

privately) Tschumi’s folies in Parc de la Villette. In this 

way the "dogwood house" is a recognizable, legible, and 

mimetic form of deconstruction. 

The "dogwood house" is imposed directly upon the 

"discontinuous hedge," and is situated such that it takes 

advantage of flat terrain, acting as a kind of deciduous 

portal to the site’s far corner. Directly beneath the 

dogwood house is its foundation of crushed stone which has 

been more "correctly" aligned with the hedge, but needless 

to say, the alignments do not correspond. 

"Dogwood House" - Formal, mimetic, 
landscape/architecture, Form-inform, "mis-form." 
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Figure 5.3 

"Dogwood House" Bosque 
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The "Dogwood House" critically examines form as a 
symbolic element in landscape architecture. A 

disjunction is apparent between the legibility of 

landscape elements and the required scale of a useful 

outdoor environment. The infrastructure represents 

both the desire to use forms to communicate and the 

inevitable mis-communications which result. 

Several other strategies supplement Plan One. These 

strategies pay particular attention to practical details, 

and also constitutes a critique of the "typical" approach to 

landscape design. A "non-foundation planting" has been 

added which abuts the back porch. Typically, a traditional 

foundation planting for Virginia homes consists of boxwood, 

faced with tulips. In Plan One the "non-foundation 

planting" inverts this typical placement; boxwoods now face 

tulips. Further, the plantings are disconnected from the 

building, and retain only a rough ordinal geometry. 

By inverting the boxwood shrubs and tulips 

composition, this strategy recognizes that the view from the 

porch is more important than perimeter views back to the 

house. 

"Non-foundation Planting” - Compositional, 
mediation, foundation/foreground, enframe- 
masking, "masque." 

This strategy investigates how landscape 

elements have been traditionally used to hide the 

connection (disjunction) between earth and 
architecture, and to enframe views or vistas. The 

infrastructure also alludes to the ‘disguise’ of 

intent that occurs when one viewpoint gains 

priority. 
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White concrete pavers have been added to the plan. 

These pavers mark the set-back line for fences in Arlington 

County; however, they are "not a fence." This name is a 

covert reference to the Magritte painting, "Ceci n’est pas 

une pipe" (This is not a pipe). The use of the point grid 

can also be read as a symbolic reference to city form and a 

direct reference to the point-grid used by Tschumi, 

Eisenman, and Fujii. Beyond this allegory, there is a 

relationship between the white "dogwood house" that will be 

most noticeable when the plants bloom. 

"This is not a fence" - Formal, mimetic, 
abstract fence/concrete fence, defend-(de)fence, 
"defence." 

This contradictory gesture, building an 

abstract fence along the politically acceptable 

set-back line, symbolically represents both the 

defense of property normally associated with fence 
building, and connotes the community restrictions 

that have been placed on this activity. Thus, 
this multi-referential infrastructure represents 

the grafting of these two landscape formations 
(deformations). 

Two bulb plantings have been added to the plan, one of 

daffodils, and another of crocus. These bulbs are not 

planted in masses, as is usually the case, but take linear 

forms. Both of these inscriptions, allude to the graphic 

basis and origins of landscape plans. The "crocus line" is 

a straight line of crocus aligned with two of the trees of 
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the "dogwood house." This correspondence tenuously connects 

the alignment of the bosque of trees with a specimen tree 

planted along the discontinuous hedge and aligned with the 

centerline of the back porch. The intent is to demonstrate 

the arbitrary nature of such contrived coincidences. The 

name “crocus line" is also a kind of homonym for "chorus 

line." The "crocus line" will only make itself known for 

the few weeks that crocus show themselves, in the early 

spring. 

"Crocus line" - Graphic, mediation, 
origin/myth, ordinate-ordain, "ordination." 

This graphic inscription investigates the 

disjunction between the desire for an absolute 

origin or point of beginning and the desire for a 

pure design geometry. It represents the pure 

geometric forms and the erasure of various 

inscriptions and axes that control a final 

landscape plan. The infrastructure combines the 

re-creation of ordinal geometry with the 

establishment of authority or order commonly 

associated with priesthood. 

The second bulb planting is a "daffodil arc," its form 

is derived purely from the property boundary line. The 

arc’s center is the far corner of the property, its radius 

defined by the length of the rear property line. 

Simultaneously, this inscription alludes to the desire for 

pure geometry and the arbitrary and irregular geometry of 

the lot lines. 
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"Daffodil arc" - Graphic, mimesis, Geometric 
Circle/Property circumscription (limits), 
(Geo)logic-Cartography, "geo-graphy." 

This circumscription alludes to the 

disjunction of Geometry (comb. earth and measure) 

and the graphic inscriptions that comprise 

landscape architecture. The infrastructure 

signifies a "writing about the earth," much as the 
"daffodil arc" is itself a symbol of the earth. 

The final addition to the plan was a "barberry bar." 

The bar adds interest to the side yard, and the barberry’s 

thorns pose a barrier to those who would intrude. The 

"barberry bar" demonstrates the ability of landscape 

elements to control people, and it witnesses the territorial 

behavior of property owners. The name references the bars 

of a cell, and is similar to the "bar" forms made famous in 

the Museum of Modern Art’s show: "Deconstructivist 

Architecture." 

"Barberry bar" - Compositional, mimesis, 
symbol of deconstructive architecture/landscape 

exclusion or barrier, symbolism-symmetry, "syM- 
Metric." 

This deconstructive strategy acts as a symbol 

of deconstruction in architecture. But it is also 
a compositional contrivance added to Plan One to 

add symmetry. Symmetry refers to ‘likeness’ or 
‘equivalence’, and at the same time requires a 
central division or opposition. Further, the bar 
is deliberately placed to discourage pedestrians 

from "bisecting" the site. 
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The collection of deconstructive fetes used in Plan One 

for the Ganoux Residence illustrates how landscape elements 

are both symbolic and metaphorical. It also demonstrates 

how elements of landscape form and composition can be used 

as critical devices to question the assumptions of landscape 

architecture. 

5.10 Re-collections 

Generally, deconstruction is an acute form of political 

analysis focusing on human motives and desires. More 

specifically, deconstruction in landscape architecture is a 

critical inquiry into the philosophical presumptions that 

establish meaning in the landscape. 

The introduction of deconstruction to landscape 

architecture has necessarily covered a number of aspects 

worth recalling, or "re-collecting." First, deconstruction 

goes beyond metaphorical genetics seeking to analyze the 

forces that establish meaning and hierarchy. Second, rather 

than trying to resolve contradiction or unify two terms, 

deconstruction maintains contradiction. 

These reversals or analyses describe unique mechanisms 

that govern and maintain the contradictions of traditional 

design. Whether they are referred to as "infrastructures" 

" deconstructive mechanisms or "transformational relations, 

are an alternative to speculation and synthetic reasoning. 

The process of design, formerly consisting of analysis and 

137



synthesis, is now supplemented by the discovery of new 

devices which govern conflicting systems and forms. 

In the example of Parc de la Villette specific 

deconstructive operations occurred at a number of levels 

throughout the project. Operations such as overlapping 

systems of points, lines, and planes; and the iterative, 

repetition of the follies, are excellent examples of 

deconstructive strategies. Each involves the reversal of an 

existing conceptual, strategic, or textual hierarchy; and 

amounts to an analysis of the philosophic, social, or 

political forces that established and maintain those 

hierarchies. 

Philosophy has controlled the development of landscape 

architecture; through the "ease of communication" allowed by 

"the word.” But, meaning is a product of an "economy" of 

Signifying elements which traverse the boundaries between 

disciplines. Meaning does not depend solely upon landscape 

elements, or even their context. 

Deconstruction does not overthrow traditional landscape 

architecture, but it certainly displaces or refounds it. We 

are now made aware and constantly reminded, that there are 

no "True" readings, only misreadings. Since deconstruction 

in landscape architecture questions absolute meanings and 
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invites misreadings, the landscape architect (like the 

author) is no longer the central figure. This 

deconstruction of landscapes does not destroy or deny 

meaning, but emphasizes the fact that meaning results from 

many possible interpretations; the reader, or the person who 

is absorbed in the landscape, now becomes the central 

figure. Originally, it is experience that makes the 

landscape such a fascination. 

Perhaps meaning is now more important, when its claim 

to truth must be contingent, or deferred. The value of 

landscape architecture, and deconstruction in landscape 

architecture in particular, may not be the ability to 

communicate, but the ability to be "thought provoking." 

There are assumptions and implied ends ‘structured’ 

within every communication, whenever an interpretive 

strategy implements an order, or hierarchy. It is the main 

enterprise of deconstruction to expose these systems of 

force, for deconstruction reveals the rhetorical basis for 

all arguments, while avoiding the interpretive fray. But 

deconstruction cannot avoid the force of its own argument, 

for indeed, deconstruction does have its own force. Does 

one wish to purify the language of landscape architecture, 

or contaminate it? In either case, one is forced back 

within the established system of meaning. For the very 

notion of some "pure" or "authentic" deconstruction is 
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erroneous. Perhaps the term "post-structuralist landscape" 

might better describe the products of deconstructive 

criticism, for if one speaks of deconstruction in landscape 

architecture, one certainly speaks from a logocentric 

position. 
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APPENDIX A: Russian Constructivist 

The influence of Russian Constructivism on 

deconstructivist architecture can be viewed in a number of 

different ways. On the surface it can be seen as a play on 

words (de-constructivist), and at an historical level 

deconstruction in architecture possesses formal similarities 

to the work of the Russian Constructivist, an avante-garde 

group of architects who, during the twenties, conducted 

ongoing research into the nature of architectural form. 

"Tt was an explicit and central principle of 
formal research throughout the Russian avant-garde 

that it had a role as what the Constructivist 

architects called ‘laboratory work’, or what their 
designer colleague Alexander Rodchenko referred to 
as a ‘spatial inventory’ (Cooke, 1988, p.13)." 

For a brief period the Russians explored forms which 

could be described as twisted, dynamic, and impure. Their 

work was indeed an exercise in formal linguistics. But ina 

few short years these forms would be purified, expressing a 

more mainstream Modern image. 

"The Russian avant-garde posed a threat to 
tradition by breaking the classical rules of 

composition, in which the balanced, hierarchical 

relationship between forms creates a unified 
whole. Pure forms were now used to produce 
"impure," skewed, geometric compositions. Both 
the Suprematists, led by Malevich, and the 

constructors of three -dimensional works, 

primarily Tatlin, placed simple forms in conflict 

to produce unstable, restless geometry. There is 

no single axis of hierarchy of forms but a nest of 
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Figure A.2 

Early Constructivist Image 
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competing and conflicting axes and forms (Wigley, 

1988, p.11)." 

Their earlier investigations are characterized by 

the use of ‘impure’ or distorted forms to produce 

dynamic futuristic images. The later Suprematist 

images are a experiments in non-representational forms 

(Cooke, 1988). 

"The early work was not concerned with 
destabilizing structure. On the contrary, it was 

concerned with the fundamental purity of 

structure. Its irregular geometry was understood 
as a dynamic relationship between forms floating 

in space rather than an unstable structural 

condition intrinsic to the forms themselves 

(Wigley, 1988, p.15)." 

"The resource upon which the Constructivist 
Leonidov was drawing there was Suprematism. 
Kazimir Malevich’s ‘ultimate abstraction’ provided 
a tabula rasa to which many of the avante garde 
generation were drawn as some point in their 

development precisely in order to clear the 
accidental and the conventionalized from their 

language, in order to build up a new vocabulary of 
expressive elements without accrued redundancies 

or superfluous ‘noise’ in the transmission of the 
message (Cooke, 1988, p.14)." 

"The Suprematist ‘field’ is thus a space of 
collisions and ‘events’ rather than objects with 

precise measure. Any Suprematist work is 

manifestly scaleless and measureless (Cooke, 1988, 

p.14)." 

This movement is considered to be a part the Modern 

architecture, which was then very young. Wigley sees the 
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Suprematist Image 
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Figure A.4 

Late Constructivist Image 
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advent of modern architecture as being responsible for the 

demise of Constructivism. 

"The Russian avant-garde was corrupted by the 
purity of the modern movement (Wigley, 1988, 

p.16)." 

Despite a difference of sixty years the formal 

vocabularies bear a striking resemblance. While some 

architects today’s borrow directly from the Constructivist, 

others have come upon these dynamic forms on their own. 

"I am fascinated by these formal similarities, of 
our architect’s to each other, on the one hand, 

and to the Russian movement on the other. Some of 

these similarities are unknown to the younger 

architects themselves, let alone premeditated 

(Johnson, 1988)." 

"They(these projects) are not capriciously 
imitating the vocabulary of the Russians; the 
point is that the Russians discovered the 

geometric configurations which can be used to 

destabilize structure, and that these 

configurations can be found repressed within high 

modernism (Wigley, 1988, p.16)." 

The Constructivist, might now be considered an 

unintended episode of deconstruction within the formal 

language of Modern architecture. The Russian Constructivist 

were practicing a type of architectural deconstruction, 

simply because this "impure" form of Russian architecture, 

seeking a new architecture uninfluenced by Classical themes, 

is now associated with the "purity" of the Modern tradition 

in architecture. 
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Deconstruction -Influenced by Constructivist 
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Architects such as Elia Zenghelis and Rem kKoolhas of 

O.M.A. and Zaha Hadid have consciously used the Russian 

Constructivists as a source, or a point of departure. 

The architecture of Coop Himmelblau (Skyline Towers) 

and others might also be considered to be conscious attempt 

to privilege the written and the graphic aspects of language 

over its spoken and phonetic aspects. There work has 

stressed the appeal of dynamic images, and utilize graphic 

techniques of the fine arts. The design methods include 

formal research similar to the Russian Constructivist and 

"automatic drawing", where the intentions of the artist are 

sublimated to the sensuousness of the drawing. 
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Figure A.6 

The Peak Competition 
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