The essays address the task of
learning to dwell by exploring
what might be retrieved in a
manner adapted to today, or
avoided, if we are to solve the
problems of how to design, plan,
and build. ...

rather, as the not-yet-pondered, it belongs to the realm of the mysterious, upon which we must meditate.
Reflection on the past makes clearer how hard it is to imagine the futwre. Not surprisingly, it is necessary o
proceed from what we have valued and remember as well as from what we imagine and hope for. Gregory
Hise’s essay, “Living in the ‘Town of Tomorrow’ Today: 1939 World’s Fair,” examines how seeking the
future in the strange and faraway may lead us to find it in what was close at hand but initially unrecognized
as a rich resource.

Thus, the essaya in this jownal of CENTER help us undersiand prioe and ather modes ol dwelling aned
also enable us ta belwr interprer our aiarent sitnation. 'They all address the 1ask of learning to dwell by
exploring what might be jeideved in a maoner adapred o today, or woided, il we ate 10 solve 1he prab-
lems of how to desigin, plan, und build altordably el 11 a socially and environmentally appropriate man-
nee. In the end, sharper and stronger questions are mised about how our buildings and actions operae in
classed, gendered, racial. and consumerisi patterns of inclusion and exclusion: abour how archetypal -
terns still danee forth i ever new guises, lor a new play in which we paricipate. By such questioning, we
begrin to explore our potential for dw elling
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DWELLING, ARCHETYPE AND IDEOLOGY

Kimberly Dovey

Duwell: To make one’s home (fwellan: to seduce, to deceive).

Duwelling, according to Heidegger, includes not just where
we live, but how we live and whe we are. From this view, the
nature of dwelling is inextricably embedded in the experience
of Being-in-the-world. Heidegger maintained that an authen-
tic art and architecture is rooted in dwelling, in a chthonic
spirit of expression which springs from an authentic connec-
tion with place. The Australian Aboriginal connection to the
landscape and its expression in art is a good example. Or,
drawing from his world, Heidegger wrote approvingly of a
Black Forest farmhouse, where “the self-sufficiency of the
power to let earth and heaven, divinities and mortals enter in
simple oneness into things, ordered the house...” (see
figure).!

Concurrent with this philosophy of dwelling, the Nazi’s
developed their ideology of ‘blood and soil’. Folk architecture
was propagandized as a representation of an authentic
German spirit, with a deep connection to the earth—a confla-
tion of “soil” and “soul”.” Many of the Nazi youth camps and
Hitler’s summer retreat at Karinhall were of this type—rusti-
cated, thatched or whatever the local folk style demanded.

What might we learn from these phenomena? There is, in
my view, nothing whatever wrong with German folk architec-
ture, although it still wears the semiotic stain of that era. Its
authenticity was the very thing that made it ripe for appropria-
tion (which was also an expropriation). And Heidegger’s sup-
port for Nazism does not negate his philosophical contribu-
tion. It does, however, seriously problematize it, since authen-
ticity was appropriated as a tool of tyranny. My concern, how-
ever, is not with this particular example, but with the general
question of the relation of the theory and practice of dwelling
to issues of ideology. My aim is to further problematize this
relationship in order to explore an argument that I believe we
need to have about the nature and nurture of the dwelling
experience.

Recognition of the problem is present in Heidegger’s work
(which has been a source for a philosophy of both dwelling
and deconstruction). Heidegger invented the tactic, now pop-
ularized by Derrida, of writing ‘under erasure’.’ When using
the word ‘Being’ he would cross it out with diagonal lines and
let both the word and its erasure stand. For Heidegger,

“Blood and Soil” mythology or authentic folk architecture, Fischerhude,
Northern Germany

‘Being’ precedes, and cannot not be captured by, language.
Writing ‘under erasure’ was his manner of indicating that the
connection of language to reality is problematic. Since this
paper is an exploration of architecture as a language of
dwelling, it is also an attempt to speak about the unspeakable.



Much of what follows, and especially the terms dwelling, arche-
type, and ideology, should be considered as ‘under erasure’.

With this in mind I want to outline two opposing ways of
looking at the experience of dwelling: essentialist versus rela-
tivist, The first view posits certain universal essentials of the
dwelling experience, while the second denies them. For
rhetorical purposes I will oversimplify and characterize them
as the archetypal view and the ueological critique. I shall then
examine the relationship between them as they bear upon
issues of house and home as both archetype and ideology.

¢ The Archetypal View

In the first view, the forms of thwelling, while manifest in higls-
ly diverse cultural variations, have universal roots which are
somehow natural, ecological or archetypal. In this view,
dvellirg names (he capacity for intrinsic meaning and the rask
is o get in touch with this deeper miversal substructure of
the dwelling experience. This substructure s linked to the
human body as person, and to the structires of i per-
ception and action in space, T will eall it the evelielyfied posi-
tion to be provocative and because it holds the hope that
designers may tap a bedrock of natural or as chetypal symbol-
It b generate powerful meanings in evervday life, Ly the
Jungian sense, archetypes are formless structures of meaning
in the collective unconscious thal may become manifest
through form in evervelay life,' Thus, archewpal symbolism is
immanent in the world, rather (han reflecting wanscenden:,
ideal forms in any Platonic sense.

Most phenomenological approaches locate the human
body as a primary source of spatial meaning.” Merleau-Ponty
argues that the very concept of space is constituted from a
“gearing” of our body to the world. Norberg-Schulz posits the
vertical axis on a horizontal plane as an “existential space,”
reflecting at once both the structure of the upright human
body on the earth and an avis mundi connecting earth and
sky. The oppositions of front/rear, left/right and up/down
become the primary axes of this archetypal space. The house
has often been described as a metaphoric body: walls as skin,
roof as head, facade as face, and so on. While the formal and
symbolic details differ markedly cross-culturally, anthropo—
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The dialectics of vertical/horizontal and
inside/outside: Facing page, top: Praivie House,
Frank Lloyd Wright, Heartley House, Oak Park,
lllinois, 1906. Facing page, left, middle: Glenn
Mureult, Ball House, New South Wales. Facing

page, left, bottom: Nankani housing, Upper
Volta. Facing page, right, boltom: Christopher
Alexander, Sala House, California,

maorphic symbolism related o tie house s pervasive in the
anthropological literature.®

Harries argues for a substructure of natwal an fesymbials
which are based in a set of universal oppositions: primarily ver-
tical/horizontal and inside/outside.” The first of these entails
A recognition of the horizontality and verticality of deing. This
is linked to the universal experience of gravity, both our intu-
ition of load and support, and the symbolization of human
aspiration as directed against gravity. One expression ol this is
in Bachelard's cellar/garre apposition, The opposition
nsicle/owtside has been linked 1o an an hevpal stricture of

the experience of *home"” as the center of a dialectie of

arder/chaos, security/danger, and the familix fstrange. Sich
archetypal structures ave not preseripiive of architectural
form, they are more a source af meaning tan of form, They
are given a variety of formal interpretations from Wright's
earth-hugging and hearth-centered praivie houses, w
Murcutt’s lightly articulated connections of inside to outside
and of earth to sky. Many of Alexander’s patterns are manifes-
tations of these oppasitions, “Sheltering Rool” and “Ceiling
Height Variety” engage with the vertical/horizontal dimen-
sion while the inside /outside dialeciic is manifest through -
terns such as "Entry Transition”™ and "Window Place."
Indigenous architecture furtlier shows the EIOTTIOUS Variery of
expression of these oppositions (see Agures),

Some writers see an archetypal link in the idea of 3 prin-
tive hut, perhaps represented by the andicieds, or in (he CaVE 18
i first model of the house," Others posit @ set of archewypal
ronnections with elements of the natiral world— fire, water,
plants, sunligh, earth and stone— as well as i more general-
ized connection o landscape, sky and cosmos. Tlus archetyp-
al meaning is thought 1o connect architecture 1o Basth the
microcosm of the body iand the macrocosm of & larger cosmic
or ecological system. This view has philosophical connections
to Bateson’s notion of an ecology of mind, to Sheldrake’s pro-
posed morphogenetic fields and to Fuller’s ecological aesthet-
ies.'! Though 1 cannot do credit here to the range of arche-
typal approaches, the differences between them, their
strengths and considerable weaknesses, my purpose ls to
least introduce the position in a manner that will enable us 1o
explore its tension with the various critiques of architecture as
ideology.




Thus archetypal meaning is
thought to connect architecture to
both the microcosm of the body
and. the macrocosm of a larger
cosmic or ecological system.

* The Ideological Critiques

ldeology is a highly problematic terin, Tt niay e defined as
both the critique of the natre and sonmree of jdeas, and ay the
Laken-Tar-rranted tramework of ideas which COMSINITtesS o
world. Irlealogy, in this sense. is not a “Blse” consciousness
that we might stand ouside of and criticize: rather, it % o nee-
essary condition for meaningiul expervicnee, An ideological
critigue sces the dwelling experience as predominanty o
wholly a social construet lelealogy is immanent in everyday
life, in the forms and struciures of architecture.™ 1t underlies
the dwelling experience as a package of cultural beliefs about
the “good life,” the “nice house,” about property, individual-
ism, starus, and identity. Any talk of archetypes is seen as dan-
gerous from this view because it reduces social reality to cer-
min unchanging essentials, Ty confuses the typical with the
archetypal, Bevond such a brogd introduction, the idealogical
eritiques are o diverse with oo many internal disagree-
MEenes, 1o permit any univocal description. However, | will
briefly introduce some relevant, common themes,

Barthes' key contribution in semiotics has been o expli-
cate the social construction of myih which wvcowrs when an
arbitrary meaning is made 1o seem natural and therelfore
remains unquestioned.™ From this view, the danger of an
archetypal approach 1o dwelling is that a bitrary forms of
dwelling will be raised to the leve] of myth as the archetypal
dwelling experience. The single-family detached house has
established its position as the ideal house type through the
weaving of a myth which conflates it with a naturalized image
of nuctear Gumily, home, secu ity independence, and individ.
ualism, In many contexts, the single-family detached honse
has become so naturalized as to form a sub-structure to all dis-
course about dwelling.

We not only construct this myth, it constructs us. Bourdjen
argues that the built environment embodies divisions and
hierarchies between things, persons, and practices which pre-
serve and perpetuate social order. “The most successful ideo-
logical effects” he claims, “are those that have no words, and
ask no more than complicitous silence. ™ Thuy architecture,
as the taken-for-granted context of social life, reproduces
social structure and ideology more effectively than if it were
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brought to consciousness. Differentiation between genders
within the household and between races and classes through
house type and location are cenwrally structured through built
form. The anthropelogical evidence for this also is cousider-
able, bug, it is rather more difficult for us to see in our own
culture. When women are trapped into suburban housework
and child care, the situation has been seen as somehow natur-
al. Similarly, our manifestation of the dialectic hetween
“horme™ and “away” serves patrinrchal ends, The suburban ide
vlogy. lounded ona 19th century retreat from the urban
excesses of industrialism and capitalism, constructs 3 gender
based division between home and wirk, This division privi-
leges a made-dominated formal economy while it devalues (he
informal cconomy of the household, Tt creates a male myvih
that home s o place alf consimption and resy, while for many
wamen it is a place of production and entrapment.” Thye
archetypal image of home as haven is used b support ol this
vt and the nanualization process is aided by the archerypal
siieture of the saburban form. The detachment i space with
a pitched roof and front/ rear arientation is congrient witli g
human standing ercct on 3 hevizontal ground with o vertical
aspiration. The ideology of the house seems matural becanse
the symbolic discourse has heen mobilized in the interest of
prrivilege (see figure),

Locating archetypal meaning in sellidentity and the s
ture of the body is especially problematized by the critiques of
the social construction of 1he subject, Fouchuly argnes that
overt forms of hierarchical power in society have been dis-
placed by disciplinary technologies which constitute the body
as subject."” All of this undermines any notion of a supposedly
autonomous subject, inhabiting a “natural” body, with access
i origimal meanings, From this view, sellidentity and even the
buody are social construets, Nothing is sacred; indeed, the
“sacred” is especially suspicious.

There is also a range of work which argues that architectur-
al symbolism has been subverted by the commodification of
architecture wides eapitalism, Harvey, Jameson, Lipman and
others have argued that the broad cultural shift from mod-
ernism to postmodernism, while cembodying liberating
aspects, also embodies a new “depthlessness” of cultural life

that involves a triumph of surface over depth." In architec-

ture, built form has been detached
from its social context. In this view,
postmodernism represents the com-
modification of meaning under the
aesthetic guise of a revival of meani.ng.
Architectural symbolism gains
renewed importance as symbolic capi-
tal." Style becomes a form of currency
as the exchange-value of buildings
dominates their use-value in everyday
life. The qualities of lived experience
in the built environment, based in use-
value, become secondary to the quanti-
ties of exchange-value. Buildings
become formal texts to be decoded or
read rather than an integral part of a
world in which we dwell and act. The
dwelling experience as a packaged
commodity becomes reduced to a
seductive image, because once we have
been induced to buy, the image has
fulfilled its role.

Baudrillard’s work on the political
economy of the sign takes this 1‘edu.c—
tion further."” He argues that capital is
now concerned with the production of
signs and images rather than tl.lings.‘
Use-value is reduced to the meaning of
the image in an economy governed by
codes of signification wherein symbols
are consumed. From this view, what is
crucial is not dwelling, archetype or home
as experienced, but that the consumer
finds such a meaning in the commodty.

The philosophy of deconstruction
involves a persistent questioning of.the
nature and structure of meaning
through textual analysis. Derl"id.a
regards the relationship between signi-
fier and signified, between form and
connotation, to be unstable, always

The single-family detached house
has established its position as the
wdeal house type through the
weaving of & myth which
conflates it with a natwralized
image of nuclear family, home,
security, independence, and
individualism.
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Reproducing patriarchy. Model house advertisement, Perth, 1984.
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Style becomes Jorm of currency

as the exchange-value of
buildings dominates theiy
use-value in everyday life.

su'bject to the play of meaning,™ From
this view, language creates an illusion
of stability and represses the play of
me.aning. Deconstruction oppéscs
notllons of unity, presence and authori-
o dndeed ol any thing thar perpetuates
an tlusion of stable meaning. The
avowed aim is 1o expose buried meta-
phors and conceptual oppositions in a
text and to undermine any presup-
posed edarrelation betwern /language
and reality. For Derrida, language privi-
leges certain Binanm concepts while i
]'L']ill't'.'i!if‘.‘i the *other,” Thuy the [rosiect
umversal oppositions of the archerypal

position are to be interrogated and
deconstructed as ideological constructs
masquerading as essential truths
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Eisen man argues:

Architecture is so rooted in presence

Atehite and in
sceing itself as shelter

o and institution, house
ﬁln.t name, I is the guardiag ol realit... |

1nk []?15 is the real problem... I think it is
exactly in the home where the

unhomely is
where the terror is alive.?! '

Thus, Eisenman's Project is o war on
the _I:.':lmJ. the reassuring and the fos.
talgic which are conflated with any
archewpal sense o dwelling. Fornial
Bpes such as entranee, t'n]llllim. aned
even Moar are st once evaked anil then
placed under ernsure, His work 5*»3;1::11.1-
atically undermines the possibiliiies of
seman.tic coherence and archetypal
form, fn an assault on the foundaﬁons
of architectural neaning (see figures)

. DC.C()HSU‘UC[iOll, as currently pm;"-
.uccd woarchitectiure, however, jo i
nadequate response 1 jssiies of tlealo-
gy, both hecayse of irs detae himene
J_rum ‘M"IL'i:lJ Practice aid is Appropria-
ton for ideological ends. The formal
assault on the conventions of dwellin

have led to a retreat to a gallery archig-r
tecture of often unbuildable drawings.
The 2.1[l€l‘]lpl to undermine pure form
remains ironically rapped in the pure
formy oldrawings, The filure [0 simmn.
la_iu* (and therefiore reconstruct) a pos-
sible {and therefore ].'IU]:iIiJ'I:':l”.fliilll'.t'
nuakes the attick an the idealogies af
architecture a feeble ane. A further
lrony is that deconstruction’s most sue-
rq_*.-.isr'l il comstructions, such as Tsehumi's
f."r:."rﬂ'. al Pave de la Villere, hive bc:‘rum.-
idevlogical window-dressings for the
French state. Deconstruction has be-

From this view, what is curcial is
not dwelling, archetype or home
as experienced, but that the
consumer finds such a meaning
in the commodity.

come reduced to a formal style, fragmented and severed from
everyday life. At best, it helps to clear away ideological rubble
in preparation for reconstruction. At worst, it reproduces the
formal ideology of the profession, providing another round of
images for consumption in the meaning market.”

¢ Oppositions

To sum up, the major weakness of any approach which posits
universal structures of dwelling (here called the archetypal
position) is that one cannot disentangle the #ypical from the
archetypal. Further, any confusion of these two operates in the
interest of existing power relations. The built environment
plays a role in the production and perpetuation of social prac-
tice. The more its forms can be seen as archetypal, then the
more effectively it enslaves us through its mythology, its struc-
ture, its disciplinary technologies, and its seductive imagery.

While we should be skeptical about the existence and
nature of archetypal meaning, the major problem of those who
would undermine any essentializing discourse by means of ide-
ological critiques is the lack of a convincing argument that
such meanings do not exist. Deconstructive philosophy has
shown that structures of meaning are unstable, that the rela-
tionship of language to meaning is forever uncertain. It fol-
lows that the uncertainties of language preclude any certainty
that all meaning is ideological. The lesson, it seems to me, is
to explore this inferface between the supposedly archetypal and
the ideological critiques. A critique which convincingly under-
mines the naturalization of the arbitrary can easily slip into an
equally unconvincing repression of the archetypal. With this
in mind it seems that the unpacking of meaning through ide-
ological critique may be useful for more than mere rug-
pulling.

This opposition between the supposedly universal and its
ideological criticism has been playing out a gentle dialectic in
my mind for years. It is one of those interminable conflicts
where, although the arguments seem mutually exclusive, I am
unable to adopt one without reconsidering the other. I would
maintain that both sides of this argument are valid and neces-
sary, but that neither alone is sufficient for an understanding
of dwelling in our current circumstances. What if there are

powerful universal archetypes of dwelling experience, and, at
the same time, experience is subject to powerful ideological
control? To put it another way, what if the power of archetyp-
al meaning is one of the tools of political and economic
power? How can we reconcile the incorporation of
Heidegger’s authentic dwelling experience as a naturalized
myth in Nazi ideology? And, more pertinently for current
practice, how do we reconcile a belief in the depth of arche-
typal meaning with the proliferation of packaged archetypal
imagery under capitalism?

* Model and Archetype

To this end I want to explore some of the models and corre-
sponding images which drive the dwelling market on the
outer rim periphery of our cities.” Here we are offered the
ultimate range of dwelling experiences. The advertising
brochures claim the exceptional, the exquisite, the different,
the authentic. The landscape reveals endless variations of a
standard norm with a pitched roof, many windows and chim-
neys, with a 2 or 3 car garage dominating the front facade.
The house itself has a strong vertical element, usually
detached in space with a pitched roof. Chimneys and other
vertical elements figure strongly in the design. Inside the
house, the vertical elements are continually featured. In one
model “an exciting entry whisks you past a stately column.”
This is a discourse of status and stability; the primary load on
these columns is symbolic and in some cases they are option-
al. The stairway is a pivotal point in the house and the idea
too is a spiral movement embodying circular progress
upwards. The advertised meanings are about elegance and
grace: the stairs sweep, ascend and curve, often towards a sky-
light as they wind around the axis mundi of an indoor tree.
The model houses are both “inspired by nature” and infused
with it. Potshelves often fringe the main living spaces which
are “bathed in light” from “delicately proportioned sunburst
accent windows” (see figures).

Fireplaces proliferate and appear to be on a quest for
authenticity and visibility in the absence of function. These
fires are not for gathering, warmth and reverie as Bachelard
would have it. * They are visual props grafted on to almost
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every room of the dwelling, including
dlmng room, li\r'ingroom, family room
bathroom, breakfast nook, be/droom’
recreation room, and library. The ﬁl‘e:
placeslare often constructed with ele-
mental stone where they ¢ i
hearths of marble, Sthl/lll'!)ie]ill:'in‘i]‘!\ll'::]
ding thei lirelight onta the "1'n1ii'|'<-+l
ceiling” o an archetypal “cave,” .

. The apotheosis of (the ar herypal
leash is perhaps the new symbolism of
the bathroom. Hepe Yo ean lie in
fromt of 4 marhle heavth, ina “eyl-
tured onyx® spa-bath framed witl
mur_.J?: Roman hallealumns, ynder il
“colfered ceiling,” with vour nakedd
budy bathe simullaneously in s
|.I|!qit|. firelight, and water. In this [roasi-
BOn Vou may gaee out from e reluge
across the landscape or back to your
own archetypal body reflected in a mir-
rored wall.

IE1 may use the tenn archetype” o

ot el B J little more loosely now, there js ev

dence in these models of socially con-
structed “archetypes” of gender, l fami-
Wy, and community, Tlhe girls” rooms

Ho/) The typical and /or the archetypal. Laguna Nigusel, Saiethers Caf
it Vodel Homse Plan, Saitthern l.'?m’rﬁarr.:!r ) i
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Top, left: Spival stair as axis mundi.

Model House, Southern California.

Top, vight: Iire and Walter.

Model House, Northern California.

Middle, right: Reproducing gender, action and
mess. Model House, Northern California.
Botlom, right: Reproducing gender, an

orderly room with a view.

are pink with tea party and domestic
imagery. The boys’ rooms are filled
with the promise of outdoor action,
some even have some “mess” fixed to
the bed and floor. The “family room”
brings the family together as it reaf-
firms gender roles, and in one case
comes complete with a stuffed archetyp-
alfamily dog (see figures).

Moving to the larger scale, sociolo-
gists and politicians understood long
ago that there is nothing like an exter-
nal threat to bring a community
together, and here developers selling
sanctuary are making more moncy out
of crime than are the criminals.
Enclaves are produced with fortified
boundaries to produce a commodified
cameraderie of the elite against what is
portrayed as a desperate underclass.
“Siena” is a fenced enclave with a
guard house in front of tuscan green
automatic gates. The communal swim-
ming pool has a pseudo-tuscan tower.
The photograph in the brochure, cap-
tioned “Life as you always dreamed it,”
has been cropped to eliminate the sur-




safety, protection, and enclosure on the one h

rounding development v

dream (sce figures).
The trend towar i
owai f 3 i

e = & ds enclaves is global, often mcluding

: 11 pPmg, recreational and other facilities “Sanctuary Cove”

1s eleven hundred acr, . ;
es of waterfro av " Bri

nt enclave neay Brisbane,

Austlrahjd, distinguished by the developer’s willing, if foolish
explication of his intentions: : ,

hich is not part of the medieval

The sureets these days are full of cockroaches

: and mo J ar
himan Eviery man has . St

= il a right to protect his family, himself
Possessions. To live in peace and safiiy :

of civilization in a violent world
remains so,

and his
Sanctmry Cove is an island
s and we have taken steps to ensure it

The reward for success (or inherite
ey is to L i
0y Is to opt out of it and aby Ogate any responsibility for or

conta 1 1 i i i oble
Gl Wlt“h 1ts bmgeomng social problems, If wWe- eximine
the words sanctuary” and “cove,’
) s

d privilege) in this soci-

:
we find them evocative of

wand, and of

sacrediuess” ancd " pe” on the other

Is the enclave not o Packag

el version nf
the archewpal hiome

A% COMTmiLity—
}11|1.|11|!,¢:-|||r|4a, enclosed, matural ;|.n{]
Irlz-h'n:h'fl against external threars Yep g
ot alse a svmprom of | .

. ailed civiliza-
e imaseuernding

. as civilization jsell
The slogan for the development is “a
[o.uch of paradise.” The utopian imper-
ative is alive but privatized.

. The thwelling EXpETIENCe Is increas:
ngly packaged 1o me :
“freedom.” B it 54 sirangely involut-
.ed freedom which js identified with
Interior space, whether it be the house

or the defended community. One

mode] ouse advertisement claims:

el a desire fog

There is something irresistible about space

Top: The Medieval Dream - er

1closed, prot i
Bottom: Model House, N e

orthern California,

I8

fiowr i lvings with i
reil contenimen)
less possibilities.

# fecling of freedaim and
It opens the door 1o eriel

The reward for success
(or inherited privilege) in this
society is to opt out of it and
abrogate any responsibility for
or contact with its burgeoning
social problems.

This door opens inwards, not outwards, it is a dream of a
privatized utopia and an individualized freedom. And
despite the lavish production of myth in the brochures, there
is also evidence that the desire is unrealizable. Most pages
have small print saying that photographs are “color
enhanced” and drawings are “artist’s concepts.” Most of the
maps and even some of the floor plans are “not to scale.”
The litigation lawyers have done their job. One brochure
shows a newlywed couple. The woman already has her shoes
off and is standing on tiptoe. The small print says:
“Photography not representative of actual product.” These
houses come with no guarantees.

¢ Colonized Archetypes

I now want to link some of this material back into the discus-
sion of the ideological critique of archetypal meaning. Is it
simply by accident that the market focuses on what are often
considered archetypal forms? The very fact that archetypes
are seen as essential and unchanging meanings gives them a
certain privilege in the market. They boost exchange-value.
The more they seem to us natural and universal, the more
we see them as transcending the glib, banal, and placeless
products of the market. What I want to suggest is that arche-
typal meaning is not immune to being socially constructed,;
indeed, it is subject to a colonization process. This coloniza-
tion begins with the reduction of archetype to a formal
lmage.

Forms which seem to capture archetypal meaning at one
time appear worn out a few years later. This could be evi-
dence that the form was never archetypal, but it could also
support the argument that the archetypal has been rendered
banal through superficiality and overuse. The last twenty
years of architectural production show evidence of the
reduction of archetypal meaning to formal images (gables,
towers, columns, arched entries) which have been overused
to the point of cliché. Harries writes eloquently of this
process which transforms what he calls natural symbols into
meta-symbols which symbolize symbols.*® There are many
similarities between what is happening in the architecrural

practice and in the model houses. The columns, fireplaces
and stairs still speak to us, which is one explanation of their
persistence in the market, but they have been reduced to sig-
nifiers of a deeper meaning which remains unrealized. This
reduction proliferates in response to a burgeoning quest for
“authenticity” which ironically fuels the production of such
imagery through a semiotics of authenticity.”” Archetypes are
colonized by their placement in the service of an architectur-
al meaning market which demands a continuous supply of
new imagery.

From the archetypal view, this process may be seen as a
colonization of the human spirit. The superficial use of
archetypal form and the fetish for the image pollute our intu-
itions of dwelling. Inasmuch as the archetype maintains a

»

power over our emotions, this colonization represents a kind
of reverse psychoanalysis wherein our subconscious is exploit-
ed and stripped of depth. The mass-market manipulations of
archetypal imagery can become the colonization of our emo-
tional life by the forces of economic or political power. The
architectural and spatial experiences that have most potential
to connect us to owr world, are colonized and placed in the
service of power, privilege, and profit.

While this proliferation of archetypal imagery holds the
promise of a deeper dwelling experience, the imperatives of
economic exchange contradict any resolution. Exchange-
value is served not by the satisfaction of desire but the ongo-
ing production of envy. Four fireplaces, seven coffered ceil-
ings, a cultured onyx spa-bath and a spiral stair can never be
enough or consumption would cease.”’ The process is not
governed by a logic of archetypal meaning but by the logic of
exchange. Exchange-value is served by the induction of hous-
ing into the fashion cycles of imagery.

A part of the dilemma is that fragmentation, homeless-
ness, dislocation, and alienation in everyday life generate
demand for a packaged and commodified dwelling experi-
ence. Our seduction by the pseudo-meaningful further repro-
duces this system. To dwell is to appropriate space— to claim
it as part of our being. But the commodification of space and
of everyday life distorts, undercuts, and fragments these
processes of dwelling. The dwelling experience becomes a
matter of taste rather than of authentic action.



Archetypes are colonized by their
Placement in the service of an
architectural meaning market
which demands a continuous

supply of new vnagery.

¢ Concluding Comments

I have no conclusions or answers to the conundrum I have
tried to outline here, other than the suggestion thar the
dwelling experience is bork archetypal and socially produced.
The discussion and production of archetypal form in the
absence of an understanding of the sarial production of
meaning is dangerously flawed, Yer the denial of any arche
typal foundation in architeciure BECINS quite prematyre, Tl
idenlogical critiques show g Eontingency (uneertainty or
ideterminacy) of architecti) meaning, not a proof of arbi.
rariness. Archerypal meaning is contingent in the double
sense that such meaning remains tinged with uncertajny
Al i subject to the vagaries of 4 voracions medaning-marker,
The dwelling experience has o Atlenomy from the struggle
for privitege, power and profit. Becanse archetpal meaning
is not immune o ideolagy, the archetypal mnnol be sitnply
conflated witl the good, the true, or the beautiful. The pur-
suit of archetypal meaning should be seen as an exploration
of the power of meaning in architecture, a power which may
be used and abused,

There is a serious dinger in the treatnient of archerypes
i a preseriptive manner, It does not follow from an arclhe
tvpal position that houses should replicate an archetypal
image, only that the designer should recognize the wmean-
ings that are being evoked or denied through design
.-"m|l||npnn:rn'p]nr{' stmbolism does not mean tha hcnses
should be detached or that oo should be pitched, Rathes
it entails 3 self-critienl recopnition of (e vertical hordeonial
and inside /outside dialectics as key sources of creativity in
architecture. Archetypal meaning is to be problematized, but
not repressed,

The contradictions and dilemmas I have tried o antline
in this paper are present in the very etymology of the term
m‘c/ze[_\y)(e. The root it shares with :|i1‘hi|l_‘1'||1|1.‘—:.'rr'.|'m, means
hoth “beginning, " “original,” and “ruler,” or “chief” If we
adopt archerypal meaning we should also take up various ide-
ological critiques and address the questions—who is being
ruded, by whom and in whose interest® And to return to the
beginning of this paper there is an ambiguity in the term
dwelling itself which means “to make one’s home,” but stems
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from dwellan, which also means "ty deceive, 1o seduce, to go
astray.”™ My plea is not for a middle ground between these
Opposing positions. It is for a sustained and rigorons dia.
logue belween them, [y may be argued that all 1 haye done
here is to muddy the waters. My aim, however, has been to
articulate a debate hetween those who believe they can see
the bedrock and those who believe, or imply, that there is
nothing but ideology all the way down.

! H('i(lcgger, M. Poetry, Language Thought, (New York: Harper & Row, 1971).

z Tavlor, R. The Word in Stone: The Role of Avchitecture in National Socialist
Ideology, (Bcrkclc_\': U.C. Press, 1974); Lane, B. Architecture and Politics in
Germany, 19181945, -{('mnhri:lu.r-' Harvar WP, 1968).

* Heidegger, M. Being stwd Tiwe, [ New Yo ke Hurper & Row, 19662): i vieli, |,
of (:'nnm/m/o/agy, (B;\llimorc:johns Hopkins U.p., 1976), (see also translator's
preface by G, Spivak).

Jasceshai, [o i, Vevhefyiv anal Syimdod e phy Peyehdngy af e e, (New Yok
Panithenn, 19561, Jutengs, € Maa anet £ Wby, [New Vork: Dell, 106 f Jung,
L Mrmares, Live s, MeToetfomen. (L osding Feanims, 1067

" Merhsm-Foniy, M Fhemmmridany of Pevvepabing, (| saielian Besmlelsre & Resan
Paal, 1600y -\'l‘-llll'l_].;-hn'hlrl.'. . Exiutenes, Spwrer avral Avrhitetanae,  (Nig Yiork;
Pragger, 7y Aeiinon, 1A Cormmrrefaly o e Lafewneted, | Ldamibong: febmn
Halm, 1us Bachebard, € The Faedins af Sisaer, | Bowion Beiveaam, §0469.
Blovmier, K & Muoove, C; iy, Wrmemay wird Arehitectior, (New Haven Yl
L, 1977 ¢ CBEeT L “The Mouse asa Svihol aof Sell, " jne [ Lang, ©
Buriete, W. Malesk| & 0 Vahon {eds,) Pesigning for Hieman Hekavaos
[sresueclshera oo, Flueclinsan & Hrass, 1074 P MG,

"8 for insanee, Cortaler, M. Cametion wih Oheealermell, ( New Yok Chwdoarl
LLP., 1)) Blier, 5. “Houses wre Human,” £ of Sor. of Auch Histirana; |55 44
(1, pp. BT8R0,

7 Harries, K. “The Voivis al Space" Cender, 4, 1988, Pp. 3449 Huaries, K,
“Though[s on a Non-m‘biuuly Aj‘chilcclurc," I’Prs/m‘lu, 20, 1983, pp- 9-20.

¥ See: Buttimer, A. “Home, Reach and the Sense of Place,” in A, Buttimer & D.
Seamon (eds.) The Human Experience of Space and Place (London: Croom
Helm, 1980), pp. 166-187; Dovey, K. “Home and Homelessness,” in 1. Aluman
& C. Werner (eds.) Home Envir(mnwn/s, (New York: Plenum, 1985}, Pp- 33-64.

* Alexander, C,, Silverstein, M. & Jacobsen, M. A Pattern Language, (New York:
Oxford U.P., 1977).

'“R_\'kwerl, J. On Adam’s House in Paradise, (New York: Museum of Modern Art,
1972).

”Ba[eson, G. Mind and Nature, (New York; Dutton, 1979); Fuller, p. Theoria:
Art and the Absence of Grace, (London: Chatto & Windus, 1988); Sheldrake, R, A

—who is being ruled, by whom
and in whose interest?

New Science of Life, (London: Paladin, 1983). See also: Alexander, C. The
i . ) s ) ) ,‘ :
Timeless Way of Building, (New York: Oxford U.P., 1979). ey
e Tare 59): Williauns, R. Problem:
12 Gee: Althusser, L. For Marx, (London: Verso, 1969); Williams, Yo
iaill, . e, : Verso, 1980).
Materialism and Culture, (London: o
1 i 1 7 M Nk oy /'.S‘ 1081
""Barthes R, Mythologies (Hertfordshire: Palading 1973); Barthes R, The Sem
y : Blackwell, 1988).
Challenge, (London: Blackwell, ' , -
. T i & ¥ ol 1977
"Bourdieu, P. Ouiline of a Theory of Practice, (L()I-l(l()l]. ‘Camb? ldtgc. U i
See also: Giddens, A. The Constitution of Society, (Cambridge: Polity Ty
1984); Saunders, P. & Williams, P. The Constitution of the Home, Hausz.ng
S'; Iizvr 3 (2), 1988, pp. 81-93; Pred, A. Making Histories and  Constructing
Studies, 3 (2), 1988, pp. 93,
seographi er: Westview Press, 1990).
Human Geographies, (Boulder: , Be ‘ T
»Hayden, D. Redesigning the American 1))7@;1, (lA\C\\' \(;I'k. (1\(‘(;1 ton, 1984); Spain,
D. Gendeved Spaces, (Chapel Hill: North Carolina U.P., 1992). o=
] ‘ork: 2 3 see alsor Fraser.
SEoucaull, M. Power/Knowledge, (New York: Pantheon, 19(?50)4 ‘5-(L- l;) e
N. Unruly Practices, (Minneapolis: Minnesota U.P., 1989); (,'105/,, s
Cities 11'1: B. Colomina. (ed) Sexuality and Space, (New York: Princeton
i ral Press < 241-254,
Architectural Press, 1992), pp. 2 - ‘ R
Y Harris, H. & 1 ipman, A. “A Culture of Despair: Reflections on ‘Post-modern
7 ' ' 1 ] ‘ ‘ Q Q3 27 Q5.4 - .. . ’I‘]
Architecture,”  Sociological Review, 38 , 1986, pp. 837-854; Harvey ,ID he
: ; 2 . . B . an
Condition of Postmodernity (London: Basil Blackwell, 1989); Harries P, »me 1(1
A, & Pm‘dén S, “The Marketing ol Mcaning,” Environment and Planning B, )
Al‘,)S‘Z Pp. 457-466; Jameson, F. “Postmodernism, or the Cultural Logic of
: ) § : = " 9. oy O 2 8 5
Late Capitalism,” New Left Review, 146, 1984, pp. 53-92; Dovey, I\.. lllcje
Idcology and Power,” Transition, 35, 1991, pp. 32-39; Ewen, S. All Consuming
' Vew York: Basic Books, 1988) v
A see also Harvey, op. cit; Dovey, K.
= 1§ - - 1
“Corporate Towers and Symbolic Capital,” Environment & Planning B, 19,

1992, pp. 173-188.

: iti ¥ » of the Si .ouis: Telos,
Y Baudrillard, J. For a Critique of the Political Economy of l/I'l Stgn, (Sl.()l:ynus clos
1981); Baudrillard, J. The Mirror of Production, (St. Louis: Tclos, 1975)

ol : X
~'Derrida, op. cit. . ‘ g
: i i s, in: Jencks, C cconsiruction in Archilecture, .
*nterview with Jencks, in: Jencks, C. Dec

Monograph, 1988, pp. 49-61. o
#Tor more developed versions of this argument see: Dovey, K. "Architecture
with French Dressing,” Arena, 87, 1989, pp. 22-28. ' , i
FThe examples here are primarily from Laguna Nigucel, Southern -(«\ ilor nul
and Antioch, Northern California. For a related critique of Australian nm.d(“
houses see: Dovey, K. "Model Houses and Housing Ideology in Australia,
Housing Studies, 7 (3) 1992, pp. 177-188. "
Bachelard, G. The Psycholanalysis of Fire, (Boston: Beacon, 19 ;9).
2 Quoted in: Shaw K. (ed.) Bayside Views, Melbournce, 1988, p. 22.
" AfL N
“"Harries, op. cit. - g o
*Dovey, K. “The Quest for Authenticity and the Replication of Environmental
M 11‘1’ing " in: D, Scamon & R. Mugerauer. (eds) Dwelling, Place and
vlea 3 i 5 ¢ ger : f,
Environment, {The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1985), pp. 33-49.
*Baudrillard, 1981, op. ciL. T 4_
, et ‘ngli & ~w York: Perigee,
#Skeat, W. Etymological Dictionary of the Iinglish Language, (§(\\A ()11(](q I
1980); Webster's New World Dictionary, (New York: World Publishing, 1968).

Photo Credits (photographs by the author unless otherwise credited):

1.3 photo by H.Beck
1.4 photo by J-P Bourdier

21





