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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.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank all of the patient, caring, and
understanding people who made this thesis possible; and 1
would especially like to thank my parents, whose support

shows no bounds.

iii



CHAPTER

e
=W DN

CHAPTER

DNDNDNDDNDNDNDDNDDN
R IDOCT A W=

-

CHAPTER

ST W=

Wwwwwww

CHAPTER

4.1

4.2
4.3

1

2

3

Jkdkuhohub

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LANGUAGE AND DESIGN

Natural Language

Symbol, Metaphor, and Sign
Structuralism of Saussure
Language and Meaning

DECONSTRUCTION

Post-structuralism
Deconstruction and Philosophy

Deconstruction as Literary Criticism

Context and Text

Speech and Writing
Stability and Disjunction
Infrastructures
Reinscription

DECONSTRUCTION IN ARCHITECTURE

Introduction

The Architectural Tradition
Deconstruction in Architecture
Derridian Deconstruction
Deconstruction and Philosophy
Deconstruction in Architecture
Meaning in Architecture

Deconstruction in Design
C Study - Parc de la Villette
Systems
Points
Lines
Surfaces
Design Strategies
Graphematlc and Phonetic Language
Design Methods

S

Hkﬂh*thm
m¢>wtoham

iv

10
14
17

19

20
22
25
29
32
34
38
42

45

47
48
56
57
60
62
67

69

70
78
81
84
89
89
93
97



CHAPTER

ST T Or O OV O O O
. e s e e e s e

.

.

W00 ~1IO O W W

5 DECONSTRUCTION IN LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

Mimesis or Mediation
Deconstruction of Concepts
Hierarchy Dynamics
Double Gesture
Landscape’s Representative Function
Landscape’s Generative Function
Mediation
Taxonomy
Plan One

0 Re-collections

BIBLIOGRAPHY
APPENDIX A

VITA

103

106
107
110
113
115
119
120
122
125
137

141
148
158



Table 1

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

3.1

3.2

4.5

4.6

4.7

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

Representative and Generative
Functions of Language

Classical Architectural Form
The Parthenon.

Modern Architectural Form
Two Houses.

Post-Modern Architectural Form
Venturi House

Deconstruction in Architecture
Coop Himmelblau

Deconstruction in Architecture
Peter Eisenman

Deconstruction in Architecture
Bernard Tschumi

Parc de la Villette
Axonometric Drawing

Parc de la Villette
Aerial Perspective

Parc de la Villette
Three Autonomous Systems

View Four of La Villette
Folie Variations

View Four of La Villette
Covered Galleriesl

View Four of La Villette
Cinematic Promenade

View Four of La Villette Series of
Garden Frames

View Four of La Villette
Pecision Matrix

vi

13

50

51

54

65

66

73

74

79

82

85

87

88

91



Table 2

Table 3
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

5.1

Characteristics of Synthesis and
Deconstruction

Hierarchy Dynamics and Deconstruction
Plan One - Generative Drawing

Plan One - Illustrative Plan

"Dogwood House" Bosque

Tatlin’s Tower

Early Constructivist Image
Suprematist Image

Late Constructivist Image

Deconstruction - Influences by
Constructivist

The Peak Competition

vii

101

116

129

130

132

149

150

152

153

155

157



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
rlague 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
rhilosophical 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 1t 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
rark 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
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

' simple "point-like structures" of meaning

as "atomistic;'
(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 them.

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 in a
translation of ordinary expressions, the presumed
logical structure of statements (Ihde, 1986,
p.68)."

The passage above outlines how logocentric, western
prhilosophy 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. 1In 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
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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









































































































