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Introduction
Tafuri and a question on History.
 Manfredo Tafuri, a philosopher engaged in close philological analysis, has been regarded as ‘one of the best architectural historians navigating the waters of religious and social history’ (tafuri.rev.htm).  One of Tafuri’s most well renowned ‘canonical’ pieces of architectural writing, is called ‘The Sphere and the Labyrinth: Avant-Gardes and Architecture from Piranesi to the 1970’s.’ In the first chapter called ‘The Historical Project’, complete and distinctive within its own form, Tafuri lays out the principle arguments to be given during the remaining coarse of the work; those arguments principally challenging and posing questions upon the very nature of  ‘architectural historical writings’.

 From the very out-post of the ‘historical project’, Tafuri’s raises the question on the  ‘metaphor’ of language used in architectural writing, “But why should we propose, at the beginning of a volume dedicated to the adventures of architectural language, the problem of the “jig-saw” characteristic of historical research? In the first place, we could answer that our intention is to follow an indirect path. Contrary to those who pose the theme of architectural writing – the term ‘language’ should, it seems to us, be adopted only as a metaphor.” (1).

Tafuri’s attitude of determining ‘language’ as a metaphor, begins an architectural writing which also being as well a historical-writing, conjures arguments upon the very ‘role’ of the historian and historical-writing. 

“Every time, in fact, that the critic’s zeal causes his guilty conscience to erupt, constructing linear routes that forces architecture to migrate into language, language into institutions, and institutions into all-encompassing universality of history, one feels the need to ask how such a totally illegitimate simplification could gain currency”(2). 

Tafuri perceives that this ‘totally illegitimate simplification’ has placed the language of ‘architectural history’ and the ‘techniques’ implied in architecture into two polar-opposite ideological realms.

 “ Marx’s Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy executes a filtering and rewriting that serves to break “words that are petrified and hard as stones.” With such “words”, criticism – constantly constructs impenetrable monuments. The “stones” get piled up; their multiplicity is hidden by buildings that pretend (and pretend only) to give form to an ‘imaginary library’. The phantasms it meets within the false space it itself has carefully delimited assume the most varied guises – urban analysis, typological analysis, semiological analysis – but only to hide the true interlocutor at the bottom of that cavern: dialectical synthesis”(7). 

Dialectical synthesis, constructing this ‘imaginary library’ is, for Tafuri, the ‘core’ referent to the problem that he perceives with the language used within the realm of architecture. But also underlying this problem, Tafuri believes that language has gained currency, to construct a perception, that ‘space’ has become unjustified and based upon a ‘system of differences’.

 “After the persuasive demonstrations of the untranslatability of architecture into linguistic terms, after Saussure’s discovery that language is a “system of differences,” after the calling into question of the conspicuous features of institutions, historical space appears to dissolve, to disintegrate, to become a justification for disordered and elusive multiplicity, a ‘space of domination’.”

Believing that language of ‘space’ has become based upon a ‘system of differences’, Tafuri feels that the ‘object of study’ within architecture has become intangible, abstracted by the pluralistic mechanisms and differentiating within a ‘system of differences’; thus, hiding the true ‘origin’ of an object’s meaning. 

“ How much longer must we remind those who cling nostalgically to “centrality” that there is no other alternative, at present, than to trace the history that leads to the divorce between the signifier and the signified, to retraverse the crisis of that unstable marriage, to concretize its inner structures?”(6). 

He believes that the only way to find the ‘origin’ of the source to this ‘problem’, is to retrace historical writing(s), through genealogy, to the focus-point of departure(s) between the inscribed use of language as a metaphor and the subject/object of architecture itself.  But why is there a need to trace a history that leads to the divorce of the signifier and the signified, to ‘retraverse the crisis of the unstable marriage’, to ‘concretize it’s inner structure’? 

Tafuri goes on to quote Franco Rella, “ The phenomenon of the body is the richest, the most significant, the most tangible  phenomenon: to be discussed first methodologically, without coming to any decision about its ultimate meaning. This, then, is the limit of interpretation, that is to say the locus  of the description…… In fact, through criticism and the ‘plurality of interpretation’ we have acquired the strength ‘not to want to contest the world’s restless and enigmatic character’, and in this way genealogy has proved itself to be a critque of values, for it has discovered the material origin of them, the body.”(3) 
So, for Tafuri, the ‘body’ is the origin of what constructs the environment. We live in an environment where the architecture compromises to the determined physics of the body.

“There is no constancy in such a genealogy, but above all no “rediscovery” and no ‘rediscovery of ourselves’. For knowledge is not made for understanding; it is made for cutting.”(4) 

Tafuri is correct to say that there is no constancy in such a genealogy but, maybe he should not refer to this as the problem. 

He goes on to say, “Even in the greatly expanded form it assumes today the will to knowledge does not achieve a universal truth; man is not given an exact and serene mastery over nature. On the contrary, it ceaselessly multiplies the risks, creates dangers in every area; it breaks down illusionary defenses; it dissolves the unity of the subject; it releases those elements of itself that are devoted to its subversion and destruction.”(4)

I  believe that Tafuri’s view is one of marxist-pessimism, although the paradoxical nature of language does make history(s) into reproductions (i.e. I am not a marxist historian but I use the language of the commodity, therefore, I am) should be re-appraised for it’s nature of function.

“To look for fullness, an absolute coherence in the interaction of the techniques of domination, is thus to put a mask on history; or better, it is to accept the mask with which the past represents itself. Does not the same “ideological crisis” theorized by great bourgeois thought perhaps conceal the appearance of even more underhanded signifying practices, hidden in the folds of the techniques for the transformation of the real? And if that real is the site of a permanent battle, will it not be necessary to penetrate it to bring to light what it contains that is less evident?”(7).
 I believe, the ‘crisis’ that determines the plurality of techniques, the ‘mask’ with which the past represents itself, is not a ‘mask’ that has constructed an ‘ideological-crisis’ as Tafuri believed. Rather, a paradoxical phenomena determined by the reproductions of the different techniques of language, that reshape and cuts the architectural landscape. If language is to based upon a set or series of differences, what about architecture and the built environment? Tafuri is suggesting that the ‘space of domination’ is only a dialectical technique and a construct of language. I believe that there is a ‘nature’ at work, but it can only be defined as a ‘nature’ if we were to refer to ‘identity’ production as the referent for analysis; rather than  trying to discover the genealogy of history(s). 

“In other words, it must be clearly understood that between institutions and power systems perfect identity does not exist. Architecture itself, inasmuch as it is an institution, is anything but a unitary ideological block: as with other linguistic systems, its ideologies act in a highly nonlinear fashion”(5). 

Identity is not static, it is continually renewing itself. It is the ‘paradox’ that is the continual ‘natural’ growth. The mechanisms of power, cutting through the context of a landscape are political, but also technological . It is a paradoxical phenomenon of negotiations and reproduction through a set of differences.

“Undoubtedly, for both Nietzche and Freud theoretical language must compromise within itself a plurality: the plurality of the subject, of knowledge, of institutions. Once language has been discovered to be only one of the ways of organizing the real, it becomes  necessary to introject the profound fragmentation of the real itself. Hence it must be made clear that history cannot be reduced  to a hermeneutics, that history’s objective is not to rend the “veil of Maya” covering the truth, but rather to shatter the barriers that it itself sets up, in order to proceed and to go beyond itself”(5). 

This is where ‘identity’ comes into play, ‘Identity’ is context based and reproduces through the plural; and through the referent of ‘identity-formation’, the ‘crisis’ that ‘proceeds and goes beyond itself’, is the ‘natural’ paradox which enables growth and change within the landscape.

My argument is that I believe Language to be a process which reproduces accessible ‘reality(s)’, and that the ‘crisis’ is the stabling formation of change. With the referent of a ‘identifiable-context’, it allows the reproduction of history(s) to also be real. The ‘real’ should be defined as an ontological construct; prescribed by all and those who implement them, and received by whomever dwell within the contextual fabric of the prescribed landscape. There is a paradoxical Nature at work, which I believe projects history and gravitates the ‘context’ of reality. I believe that history, as Tafuri suggests, does work in the plural and as a reproduction; but what Tafuri fails to understand in his ‘historical project’ is, that there  are also ‘paradoxes’ of a  ecological nature.  Forming through the agent of ‘identity’, ‘abstract-labour’ and ‘reproduction’ are not language-games. 

The question of History: A nature of Paradox

“At issue is not validation, through Simmel, of the Freud of Eros and Thanatos or – perverse but nonetheless possible – the metaphysics of desire of Deleuze and Guattari. Rather it is a question of recognizing that the thematic of the boundary intrinsic to forms, of the limits of language, is an integral part of a historically determined crisis beyond which we are today obliged to situate ourselves. This is to say that one may speak of language only when realizing there is no place from which an all-encompassing fullness springs forth, because that fullness has been destroyed”(6).

History, is gravity.

The reproduction of ‘context’ and ‘identity’

On a hill besides the Royal Observatory in Greenwich Park is a belvedere - viewing platform, sited to command a fine view. The central view from the platform looks directly down towards the centre of the Queen’s House, then beyond to the centre of the Royal Naval College and then onto the River Thames. The landscape set within the perspective distance from this view looks directly on the Docklands Canary Wharf and the vast area of East London. 

On the perspective from the right-hand side of the viewing platform is the view of the developing site of the Millennium Dome. The Dome’s grand gestured scale dominates and engulfs the perspective of this landscape. Around the circumference of the Dome is the rooftop view of large industrial chimneys and factories, the factories are surrounded by clusters of Georgian houses, heading their way towards the perimeter walls of the park.        

The landscape from the perspective from the left-hand side of the platform follows the curvature of the River Thames, and then onto the density of forms, of the buildings we know as the City of London. The buildings from this distant view are only recognizable to the eye by their uniquely individual compositional characteristics. The geographical siting of this viewing platform also serves for another purpose. Lurking within this forest of buildings, instantly recognizable to eye because of its distinct compositional characteristics, is the architecture of St Paul’s Cathedral. 
“History is both determined and determining: it is determined by its own traditions and those of the reality that it deconstructs. The language of history therefore implies and assumes the languages and the techniques that act and produce the real: it “contaminates” those languages and those techniques and, in turn, is “contaminated” by them. With the fading away of the dream of knowledge as a means of power, the constant struggle between the analysis and its objects-their irreducible tension-remains. Precisely this tension is “productive”: the historical “project” is always the “project of a crisis”. Franco Rella writes: Interpretative knowledge has a conventional character and is a production, a positing of meaning-in-relation and not an uncovering of the meaning”.(3)
In 1996, Jane M. Jacobs, a lecturer at the Department of Geography at the University of Melbourne, released a book called ‘Edge of Empire: Post-Colonialism and the City’. The book was based on four urban site studies within three First-World cities, each study showing since the fall of Britain’s Imperial control of Colonial countries, the post-colonial policies which still has resonance from the past on urban spaces of today. One of Jacob’s urban studies was centred over a thirty year planning controversy between a property developer Peter Palumbo and the Corporation of London, the local authority for the City. Palumbo, through his property development firm, had been acquiring a group of Victorian buildings on Bank Junction with a view to placing on the site an office development. Palumbo proposed two office development schemes, both of which required the demolition of the block of Victorian buildings. Although Palumbo secured ownership of the majority of the development site, the Corporation of London decided to refuse planning permission for both projects. The incorporation of the idea of ‘townscape’ into local City of London planning was the main argument used by the Corporation to refuse granting permission for the development schemes. Quoting Jacobs, “Townscape was concerned with the visual perception of the urban environment in compositional and pictorial terms: viewing cities as similar to paintings, ‘as problems of composition, based on the production of a series of harmonies or contrasts…the city as visual art’”. The Corporation of London had known that on a walk from a west facing direction into Bank Junction, St Paul’s Cathedral loomed in the skyline. If Palumbo was to require permission for his proposal, then the existing view of St Paul’s view would be lost from the skyline. Quoting from Jacobs. “The conservationist’s defence of the existing view of St Paul’s was an extension of a long-held reverence for the visual supremacy of this great architectural piece for the City. St Paul’s status as a symbol of City of survival gained potency on the night of 29/30 December 1940, when the City faced one of its first direct German attacks of the Second World War.” Corporation’s post-war plan was to protect and enhance the visual dominance of St Paul’s.

 Today, views from St Paul’s are both marked and protected. Opponents of Palumbo’s scheme marked a special link between the eighteenth century cathedral, the nineteenth-century city of empire and the present. At a cross examination of Palumbo’s scheme, an opponent states- “ This view point is ideal to give a sense of London as the economic centre of the Empire as well as the spiritual and other -worldly sense of the empire”. For Jacobs, she saw the townscape concept as the same as she viewed any other form of landscape idea, “a social construction which naturalises the operation of power”. She goes on to say, “Through the townscape argument the local planning authority and conservationists were constructing a symbolic terrain which spoke of values of morality, civility, hierarchy and order once central to the City of empire.”

 The townscape concept of planning in the City of London, apart from its concern to the local relationships between buildings of different scales, also implemented height control regulations which were passed to ensure that the dome of St Paul’s Cathedral remained visible within locations further afield than the City. Five locations outside the City of London regulated the areas within the City upon where the perspective gaze of St Paul’s dome would be always apart of the ‘pictorial scene, one location was that of the belvedere in Greenwich Park.   

 Roland Barthes (1981:96) reminds us that the city is the very ‘place of our meeting with the other’. Imperialism may also be reactivated in the present through various nostalgias which seek to memorialise the period of imperial might.  This is an example of how Imperialism seeks to memorialize  nostalgic events of the past. The pluralistic meaning and symbolism of Saint Paul’s Cathedral has visually marked it’s territorial domination upon the geographical landscape of London.

Migrations of Exchange and Longitude

 “The manipulations of forms always has an objective that transcends the forms themselves: it is this constant “beyond architecture” that triggers the moment of rupture within the ‘tradition of the new’. And it is precisely against such a “beyond” that the historian is obliged to measure himself. Not to have it constantly present leads to a sinking in the quicksand, formed of sublime mystifications, on which rests the monumental construction of the Modern Movement.”(14).

From the 15th to the 18th century, when the nation-state was being born, capitalism not only took on a commercial flavour but also developed in another special direction known as mercantilism. The mercantilist system rested on property and the use of markets for the basic organisation of economic activity. The focus of mercantilism was on the self-interest of the individual owners of economic resources. In the mercantilist era, the basic purpose of economic policy was to strengthen the national states and to further its aims. To this end the government exercised much control over production, exchange, and consumption.

In the seventeenth century, when ships from Britain were beginning to trade far from sight of land across oceans of the world (to the America’s, round Africa, and to the Indies) many ships were lost because they did not know where they were: there were no means of determining longitude. In the 18th century, as more and more sailing vessels set out to conquer or explore new territories, and ferry gold and commodities between foreign lands, the wealth of nations floated upon the oceans. And still no ship owned a reliable means for establishing her whereabouts..The global ignorance of longitude wreaked economic havoc on the grandest scale. It confined ocean - going vessels to a few narrow shipping lanes that promised safe passage.

The measurement of longitude meridians, in comparison to latitude, is tempered by time. To learn one’s longitude at sea, one needs to know what time it is aboard ship and also the time at the home port or another place of known longitude – at that very same moment. The two times enable the navigator to convert the hour difference into a geographical separation. As time passed and no method proved successful, the search for the solution to the longitude problem assumed legendary proportions. By the end of the seventh century, nearly three hundred ships a year sailed between the British Isles and the West Indies to ply Jamaica trade. Since the sacrifice of a single one of these cargo vessels caused terrible losses, merchants yearned to avoid the inevitable. They wished to discover secret routes – and that meant the means to determine longitude.

 Spain and Holland, forerunners in exploration, offered huge rewards for methods of finding ship’s position. For England the need was great too, for England was already competing for predominance in the sea. King Charles II was advised that the problem might be solved if there were accurate tables setting out the positions of the stars and the moon, for such tables many observers were needed. The King acted on this advice, “ Whereas, in order to the finding out of the longitude of places for perfecting navigation and astronomy, we have resolved to build a small observatory within our park at Greenwich…” And so began the association of Greenwich with longitude and time. The King appointed Sir Christopher Wren to build the observatory, and the site chosen was a hill in the park overlooking the River Thames.

Each great country prepared tables of longitude based on its own observatory. Great Britain took Greenwich as zero, France chose Paris, and Germany Berlin. This was seen as inconvenient, so when the United States called for an International Conference in 1884,  the Greenwich Meridian Line, passing through the centre of the Transit Instrument of the Royal Observatory, was universally adopted as the Meridian of Zero longitude from which the longitude of every other place on this world is measured.

The Empire Strikes Back!

On a once 300 acre derelict site on the north peninsula of Greenwich, the regeneration of a brown-field site was led to sustain an attraction. The monument to this event was to be the construction of the largest single open structure in the world that has a circumference of over one kilometre and a capacity that covers 80,000 square metres, the Millennium Dome. The dome contained the biggest concentration of attractions that has ever been held under one roof. Besides the dome, there was also be the construction of a Millennium Village that will sustain a new community within Greenwich, and further large projects will also engulf the area.

The Millennium Dome was suppose to provide an international showcase for the best in new British Style, design and architecture which exhibits and displays concepts exploring life, the world and the challenges for the next millennium. 

On the 2nd February 1996, a press release was held by the Millennium Commission to notify the public of which British City was to host the Millennium Exhibition for the celebration of the year 2000.The two front runners for this competition were Birmingham and Greenwich-London: Birmingham’s strength was it wide experience of large-scale events at the National Exhibition Centre. The city was in the geographical heart of England, with 30 million people living within two hours’ travelling time. Greenwich, on the other hand, was situated within the capital city of England, where most international visitors arrive.

To announce the commission’s decision was the Rt Hon Virginia Bottomley MP, “ The Commission has considered the exciting potential from the sites proposed for the Millennium Exhibition. We were impressed by the potential of the NEC, at the heart of the country, well-networked and with a sound operational track record. The strength of local support as well as the dedication and commitment of the team greatly impressed us. However, the Commission has now concluded that the Greenwich peninsula site owned by British Gas, offers the greatest potential as the site for an Exhibition which meets the Commission’s aspirations. We believe it could attract more visitors. It would allow a more exciting presentation of the Exhibition based on time, as the site is on the Prime Meridian, and that it would regenerate an important part of south London – it would breathe new life into a wasteland close to the heart of the capital.”

“History is both determined and determining: it is determined by its own traditions and those of the reality that it deconstructs. The language of history therefore implies and assumes the languages and the techniques that act and produce the real: it “contaminates” those languages and those techniques and, in turn, is “contaminated” by them(3).

Just as the positioning in space served of great value to the ships during the mercantilist ship trading era, the spatial/temporal event and of the Millennium Dome again supported the nations needs to further the nations ‘imperial’ identity on the world-scale. Just as the measurement of longitude meridians, in comparison to latitude, is tempered by time; the reproduction of ‘identity’ also required ‘time’ for it to,  ‘contaminate’ those languages and those techniques and, in turn, to be ‘contaminated’ by them”.

“The manipulations of forms always has an objective that transcends the forms themselves: it is this constant “beyond architecture” that triggers the moment of rupture within the ‘tradition of the new’. And it is precisely against such a “beyond” that the historian is obliged to measure himself.”

There was ‘no’ competition between Birmingham and Greenwich to hold the large scale event, the reason being, the phenomena of the further the reproduction of ‘identity’. ‘Identity formation’ was the main ‘event’.   The ephemeral heritage of having the Meridian line of Zero longitude, led to the further reproducing of having this ‘state’ equated to our present time; the spectacle of the Millenium Dome event would still have every other place on this world, measuring from it. To learn one’s longitude at sea (at the millenium), one needs to know what time it is aboard ship (country) and also the time at the home port (Greenwich Meridian Time) – at that very same moment. The two times enable the navigator to convert the hour difference into a geographical separation (this, placing Britain and Greenwich at centre stage). The ‘main-event’ for the millennium, began at Greenwich.

As with how the views  from St Paul’s are both marked and protected, “ This view point is ideal to give a sense of London as the economic centre of the Empire as well as the spiritual and other -worldly sense of the empire”,  the historical heritage of the British Empire was also protected by the ‘beyond architecture’ event of the Dome. ‘The city is the very ‘place of our meeting with the other’, Roland Barthes (1981:96).
For Jacobs, she saw the townscape concept as the same as she viewed any other form of landscape idea, “a social construction which naturalises the operation of power”. Power again was used, but it was used for the reproduction of ‘identity formation.’ 
‘Interpretative knowledge’ does have a ‘conventional character’ and is a ‘production’, a ‘positing of meaning-in-relation and not an ‘uncovering of the meaning’, because meaning allows change, and architecture seems to serve for this agent; ‘identity’.

Imagined-Communities: From Greenwich Theatre to Global Theatre

The Case of Greenwich Theatre

Probably the most influential recent study of nationalism is Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (1991). Anderson, as the title makes clear, defines the nation as an ‘imagined community’, born with the demise of feudalism and the rise of capitalism.  Feudal hierarchy, he suggests, allows bonds to exist across national or linguistic boundaries. The bourgeoisie, however, forged shared interests across class lines within more bounded geography, and thus created a community among people who had never met and did not necessarily have interests or outlooks in common. Newspapers, novels and other new forms of communication were the channels for creating such a shared culture, interests and vocabularies. Such forms of communication were themselves made possible by ‘print-capitalism’ (or trade in books and printed materials) which had created certain ‘mechanically reproduced print languages’ by pruning out some vernaculars and modifying others, thereby creating certain standardised languages that could be used to reach diverse groups of people. Thus, ‘the convergence of capitalism and print technology on the fatal diversity of human language created the possibility of a new form of imagined community, which in its basic morphology set the stage for the modern nation’ (1991:46).

Every district in London boasted its own music hall, taken as much for granted as we take such other amenities as the public library and the children’s playground. The music hall was invented in London around the 1860s. The formula proved so successful that halls sprang up very quickly in all parts of the country, establishing one of the greatest and most vital traditions in the history of entertainment. Among the many halls which sprang up in London was Crowders’ Music Hall – many of them were named after their proprieters – at the foot of Crooms Hill in Greenwich, conveniently located at least half a dozen public houses within a minutes walk.

The people of Greenwich are presumably much the same as people anywhere else, and Dickens tells us that the entertainment provided in any of these halls differed from that provided elsewhere only in magnitude and degree. Such varied entertainment continued to be provided for the edification of the people of Greenwich throughout the ensuing decades. By 1898 the music hall became the Hippodrome, pantomine had become a regular feature of the christmas season, making the theatre more of a place to which the entire family could be brought. There was another regular feature of the theatre at this time, Sunday performances by seamen from ships moored at Greenwich.

Swan Hooper, the director of Greenwich Theatre said that, “ This theatre existed because the people of Greenwich and Southeast London made it exist. Because they were interested, local and national authorities became involved. They gave money and public bodies were able to justify giving money too.”

“And now we have a fine building. When you stand in the auditorium you almost don’t want it to open; the promise is so exciting that almost nothing can live up to it. But the spell must be broken – and we know the magic will work again before each new production, provided we care enough about it. And if any of us stops caring, the theatre might as well close.”

“ We didn’t set out simply to convert an old music hall. We hoped to create a lively community of people who work would add enjoyment to the lives of the people it reached. If we are to do this, we must continue to be backed by a strong, well organised body of local people.”

“ In the past we’ve also been lucky in the support we have had from the Greenwich Borough Council, the Lewisham Borough Council, the Greater London Council and the Arts Council of Great Britain. We need your help in the future too!”
But this was all about to change…

News shopper, January 21st, 1998.   ‘Shock as final curtain looms!’ 

‘News that Greenwich Theatre is to close has sent shock-waves through the community.

 Residents have pledged to keep the theatre alive by offering their full support to the venue, which is one of the dwindling number of professional producing theatres in Southeast London.’

‘Greenwich Theatre has made its 25 staff redundant and will close completely after a swan-song performance of the tragedy Romeo and Juliet’.

The withdrawal of a crucial London Arts Board grant of £210, 000 had left the theatre unable to finance its new season before it could recoup the outlay from ticket sales. Greenwich town centre forum chairman Alan Brett expressed his concern that the London Arts Board should take such an irrevocable step, “We are trying to find in alternative to the closure, and the telephone lines are huming in Greenwich at the moment – people are very upset”.
News Shopper. January 14th, 1998. ‘Its’ Curtains for the Theatre’. 

‘Southeast England will be left with only one repertory theatre after the London Arts Board withdrew a crucial grant to Greenwich Theatre’.

 ‘The theatre fears the closure will leave a cultural vacuum for local people at a time when so much money is directed toward the £800 million Millennium Dome. It points out just 0.2 per cent of the cost of the Dome would save it. It believes local people, especially school children and pensioners, will miss out on high quality theatre because of the expense and inconvenience of travelling to the WestEnd’.

A statement from the London Arts Council to Greenwich Theatre blamed ‘long-term strategic planning rather than financial considerations for the grant withdrawal. However, in a statement to the News Shopper Newspaper, London Arts Board chief executive Sue Robertson said: “During this time of severe financial constraint, sadly comparable provision throughout London is not a reality. We are trying to create a sustainable stage for the theatre in London”.
News Shopper. January 28th, 1998.  ‘Petitioners join fight against the closure’
‘The London Arts Board confirmed it’s decision to let the axe fall on Greenwich Theatre. But a hefty petition, signed by more than 7,000 people – showed the support and sympathy people in Southeast London have for the theatre’.   The London Arts Board believed Greenwich Theatre did not give people in Southeast London the kind of theatre they wanted. A Greenwich Theatre spokesman hit back by saying’ “ Who are the LAB listening to. Not the people of Greenwich and certainly not the respected theatre critics who have given such great news.”
 The News Shopper, the local Greenwich newspaper launched a campaign to save Greenwich Theatre from closure. In view of the fact that Greenwich will be the centre of worldwide attention at the time of the millennium celebrations, they also thought it was  disgraceful that the theatre was threatened with the closure.

News Shopper, Save the Theatre campaign. ‘Now help us save the theatre’.
‘We want your help to save the theatre. As the London Arts Board cuts it’s grants, the theatre faces certain closure. What does that mean? It means the end of Southeast London’s only repertory theatre producing its own plays in-house. Let’s be clear on this: Greenwich Theatre is great value for money. It is often packed, showing a clear demand for its services. It provides the town with its cultural heart. Greenwich needs it’.

The theatre was closed. However, after a long struggle with the local inhabitants and the local media of Greenwich, the theatre was re-opened.

Re-shifting Values: The mutations of our present time

There is a ‘space of domination’, as perceived by Greenwich media, the conflict between the reception given by the media images of the regional inhabitants of Greenwich. This is conceivable in the ‘identity-crisis’, the conflict of change to an environmental landscape that is identifiable to those who live or dwell within a regional context. Regional Greenwich, also had it’s ‘imagined-community’, a bond created over a regional linguistic boundary and context; Benedict Anderson’s ‘Imagined community’ assumption that by ‘print-capitalism had created certain ‘mechanically reproduced print languages by pruning out some vernaculars and modifying others’, hence had constructed, an ontological perception of ‘identity’. Although the theatre did have intrinsic value with it’s geographical position and location for the regional inhabitants, the indigenous ‘identity’ to the region was also created by the news-papers; producing, a sense of  ‘shared culture’.
Going back to the quote towards the beginning of this chapter: With the fading away of the dream of knowledge as a means of power, the constant struggle between the analysis and its objects-their irreducible tension-remains. Precisely this tension is ‘productive’: the historical ‘project’ is always the ‘project of a crisis’. Franco Rella writes: Interpretative knowledge has a conventional character and is a production, a positing of meaning-in-relation and not an uncovering of the meaning”(3). ‘Crisis’ is a production, making also ‘identity-crisis’ a production. The changes within the physical, contextual and regional fabric of Greenwich, is also a reproduction of the identity of Greenwich. As the rhetorical principles of language is based upon a “system of differences”(3), as stating Tafuri quoting Saussure, then ‘crisis’ constructs ‘conflicts of shared values’ (imagined-community), and ‘conflict of shared values’ reproduces a new ‘state’. And if this new ‘state’ is reproduced by a ‘positing of meaning-in-relation’, then any object, building or landscape could, over it’s history, go through an ‘identity-crisis; a change of value. This on a scale of a regional place, becomes a ‘nature’ of paradox; identity formation.

‘Shifting and negotiations through Scales: Loss of some historical agents (theatre), and strengthening and sharpening identity of the nation through the new agents (dome).’

When the London Arts Board chief executive Sue Robertson stated, “We are trying to create a sustainable stage for the theatre in London”. The ‘sustainable’ agent that was really at issue, was that of the nation.

The value of regional scale sustainability, was shifted towards the strategic emphasis of that of the nation; so Greenwich as a regional ‘agent’ could broadcast the national ‘agent’ of Britain and the Empire. Greenwich’s heritage and role in history, was to cast the ‘shared value’ of the ‘identity’ of this nation, upon a global-stage. Anderson, as the title makes clear, defines the nation as an ‘imagined community’, born with the demise of feudalism and the rise of capitalism. Capitalism is a ‘migrating-exchange’ which allows the agent of ‘identity’ to reproduce. In this age of ‘globalisation’, the nation places primary importance for the demarcation of their territory to ‘reproduce’ and ‘represent’; especially through heritage, even if it is at sake of regional ‘imagined-communities’. Hence, larger scale sustainable issues, conflicting with regional scale sustainable issues; a Nature of paradox, a nature of growth.

 “The bourgeoisie, however, forged shared interests across class lines within more bounded geography, and thus created a community among people who had never met and did not necessarily have interests or outlooks in common.” – Benedict Anderson.

The Future, is gravity

 Globalisation and larger scale commodity exchange has brought about a new re-arrangement of scale in the values and meaning of identity. The ‘referent’ of identification always changes, because of the changing nature of identity, nurtured through the paradox in the historical spatial/temporal realm(s). Values are not only impregnated in historical and regional contexts, but also are subjected to the human individual’s perceptions; that is to say, we psychologically structure, co-ordinate, define and situate objects within a spatial/temporal context of identifiable scenarios and circumstances. 

“But when and why did it come about that the disciplinary fields recognized themselves to be so specific as to become untranslatable into one another, lacking transcendent unifications? When and why did the autonomy of techniques define itself as a permanent crisis, a conflict among languages, and even among the various dialects found within one language alone? Does it help us in some way, in the field of architecture, to recognize its increasingly radical fragmentation, from the eighteenth century on, into disciplinary areas that only a regressive idealism today wants to reestablish as operative unities?”

Where the languages of techniques meet.

The Docklands Canary Wharf project, seen from the central perspective of the viewing platform, holds the occasion for bringing London into the, so called, post-modern world. In the late 1980’s, new practices of the financial sector were increasingly dependant on computer-based trading and information technology, this generated demand for entirely new building types with new innovations to take cabling through floor to ceilings. There was also an increased demand for high-quality office space in buildings. 

This expanding and increasingly specialised demand for office space could not be met by existing City of London buildings. The new communications technology associated with the 1980’s restructuring of the city allowed an unprecedented spatial flexibility. Proximity to the core, which had long determined the spatial patterning of the city, was no longer necessary. Much of the speculative development could be located on the outer edge of the city. The Local Authority of the City closed off many opportunities of development within core areas of the square mile because it would have brought dramatic changes to their regulations. With a sudden boom of large corporation banks and businesses investing into London, space was highly demanded. The Canary Wharf and other proposed Dockland investments could offer 12 million square feet of office space. This was to bring large scale regeneration and transport links to the Docklands area of East London, and it was also to provide further resource opportunities for areas around the region of East London. The new transport connection, the Docklands Light Railway (DLR), and the new program development could further provide growth development opportunities for the neighbouring districts.

 Within the London Borough of Greenwich’s council planning department, a report called the Unitary Development  Plan (UDP), was made (as for all other boroughs in London) to set out prospective ambitions and opportunities for the Borough for the late 1990’s. When the council compared within this report the Borough of Greenwich to the regional context of London, a key feature for the region was that economic growth was not evenly spread through the region but favoured the west of London over the east. The east/west imbalance was also reflected in London. The result had been that some areas suffered from high unemployment and lacked regeneration. The Regional Planning Guidance in the UDP had set three aims: speeding-up economic growth; revitalising older urban areas; and accommodating new development. The Borough of Greenwich’s planning department was also very aware of the prospects that the borough could play for the wider context of London and Britain in relation to Europe.

         Within the council’s account of the UDP, it saw the opening of the Channel Tunnel as a reminder that the South East of England, including the Borough of Greenwich, did not exist within an economic island. It saw the country increasingly influenced by decisions made on a European basis by the European Union, multi-national businesses and European organisations. The rising European influence and competitiveness made the borough more aware that it required to increase its attractiveness to businesses by improving environmental quality, business skills and labour skills for enabling itself to compete more effectively in Europe. In context to these needs the borough created a strategy, ‘Action in the East Thames Corridor’, which focussed on the regeneration of the East Thames Corridor including the 1008 hectare riverside area (the waterfront). Attention was drawn to the development potential of the whole area and the particular impact that would be made by the ‘Single European Market’. In consequence to the strategy of setting out the UDP’S framework of policies and proposals against which planning applications and development was to be assessed, the government gave increased status to the development plans which gave Greenwich major development opportunities offered by new transport links. The government allowed for the development of the new Jubilee Line Extension so it could assist in the regeneration of the Waterfront area although another predominant aim was to achieve a viable relationship between land uses and people’s activities. The development of the Docklands Business Trade centre offered a relationship with the adjacent borough south of the Thames. The extension of the DLR to Greenwich and Lewisham could provide a cross-river linkage connecting work, housing, shopping and leisure amenities. So in prospect to the governments outline, the new relationship between the Docklands and Greenwich could provide sufficient regeneration to hopefully change the east/west imbalance within the regional context of London.

As the extension to Lewisham would consist of a combination of viaduct, tunnel and ground level construction along its 4.5 km route, the DLR also had a report of the historical and cultural impacts on Greenwich by the DLR. The report described the impact of the DLR on statutorily and locally listed buildings, conservation areas, and areas of historic interest. It considered the direct impact of demolition and settlement, construction impacts and indirect impacts, which were principally changes to settings of buildings.

 For the method of assessment, all listed buildings within 500 metres of the central line of the track or within the visual envelope or other subsequently identified area of impact; were taken into account and the impacts upon them assessed. Concerning the direct impacts on listed buildings, no statutorily listed buildings were required for the construction of the DLR. However, 269-277 Creek Rd (all locally listed buildings),  needed to be demolished to provide station entrances for the new Cutty Sark Station. The buildings at 269-277 Creek Rd were part of a terrace and their loss would disrupt the terrace and street-scene in Greenwich. Some listed buildings were less than 12 metres above the tunnel, they would experience vibration and ground-borne noise.

The DLR Monitoring Group was set up to protest about the lack of proper Government funding which is forcing London Borough of Greenwich Town Centre for the purpose of paying for the private development of the DLR Station at Cutty Sark. The original plans for the development as presented in the London Dockland Railway (Lewisham) Act 1993 required almost no demolition of the shops or indeed of Walrond House269-277 Creek Rd. So the group was unanimous of the opinion that the proposed demoltion would make a mockery of Greenwich’s recent application for World Heritage status. The historic shop-fronts and rooflines formed an integral part of their urban landscape. Many of the buildings were locally listed and all lied within the conservation area as well as a special area of metropolitan importance. 

 The choice of Greenwich for the millennium meant that there was enormous time pressure for the DLR extension to be built, and there is a high probability that public consultation and quality would suffer. In destroying that part of Greenwich, which included 18th Century buildings, the DLR Monitoring Group felt that they were in danger of having the basic character of the place destroyed. The English town landscape which had evolved over the centuries was, as they felt,  the very thing that attracted the tourists.

‘The lack of central government public investment is forcing the Borough to act as a property developer at the only too apparent detriment of Greenwich Town Centre and its inhabitants.’ A Conservation Area consent application was made against the demolition at 51 Greenwich Church Street in what was seen as a  complex planning situation, which made the group take legal advice.  

Private Eye Magazine – “Nooks and Corners” – August 21st, 1996.

‘The early tube lines were tactful when wanting to be new stations, corners buildings were removed to make way for those ruby-red tiled underground stations designed by Leslie Green, but efforts were made to minimise the damage to the fabric of London.’

‘And now the DLR wants to demolish a huge chunk of the centre of Greenwich. A new station building could be erected on the corner of Creek Rd and Greenwich Church St, right in the heart of things. But no: much more must go. Because, thanks to our car obsessed government, there is so little money for this potentially useful addition to London’s transport infrastructure, the DLR – abetted by the London Borough of Greenwich now proposes to redevelop a large site to help finance the work.’

‘The Cutty Sark itself – the fabric of the place is modest in scale, charming and largely untouched. The central rectangular core, with the market in the centre, is formed by stuccoed Regency buildings while ordinary Georgian houses makes up most of the surrounding streets. This is not “heritage”, but real London, with properly shabby buildings housing a variety of useful shops.’

 ‘Many of the buildings are ordinary Georgian and not listed, although the house above the ‘Eel and Pie’ shop dates from the 17th Century. But the point is that together they make up a special piece of real London and that if they are swept away, much of the life will go from Greenwich as well as much of its architectural character. The borough has stated that, to speed things up, demolition may have to proceed the granting of detailed planning permission. As for the proposed replacement, no plans have yet been published but it is unlikely that the ‘Cutty Sark Centre’ will add to the architectural interest of Greenwich.’
A development dispute between council planners happened because they were in disagreement about what sort of development they would want for the proposed Cutty Sark Station at Greenwich Town Centre. Some believed the old shops and buildings on the site bounded by Creek Rd and Greenwich Church St, should be preserved. Others think they should go all out for the station at the expense of the old town. One Counsellor, Brian Woodcraft said he was in favour of refurbishing existing properties along Creek Rd but could not support a ‘whatever the developer deal.’  He said, “If this giving the message this council wants the station whatever, then I can’t support it. Sometimes it’s too big a price to pay. I think we should preserve the town centres as much as possible.”
News Shopper. March 20th, 1998. ‘Threats to shops might be lifted’
‘Greenwich shops facing demolition over the Cutty Sark Station development might be saved from the bulldozers after all. Livid traders, anxious to keep their specialist businesses standing in the town centre have told the council they are not happy with the demolition ideas.’

 After listening to their plight, planners agreed to retain the buildings on Creek Rd and Greenwich Church St, unless they are discovered to be beyond structural repair. The Area Planning and Highway committee also agreed the draft briefing for the station and decided to consider proposals for a consultation on the whole issue. School teachers, residents, local businessmen, representatives from tenants’ groups and other organisations expressed fears about what the proposed station would do for Greenwich. A local family man told at the meeting his family had run the ‘Pie shop’ in Greenwich Church St for 106 years and, if the buildings were destroyed, the shop could go forever. Imelda Cavanagh, of the Greenwich Area Tenants Forum, attacked the council for insufficient consultation and deciding to demolish Walrond House before the committee had even seen the stations plans. She asked the committee to defer making a decision until there was a public inquiry. One of the counsellors said that the shops should be retained because they contributed greatly to the town centre. He said’ “I think its appalling that we have to make a decision tonight when we,ve only just had people’s responses. I understand we need speed for the millennium, but we can’t rush through consultation on something as important as this.” He added that an ambitious development with a shopping arcade, leisure centre and hotel to go with the station was unacceptable for quaint Greenwich, and accused the council of moving the goalposts. Cllr Simon Oelman urged residents and committee members to think of the scheme as a tremendous opportunity. He said, “To say that what is there now is what must be there for always, is not viable.”

Greenwich Council had been given £450, 000 to ‘clean-up’ shop fronts and repair buildings throughout the town centre. English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund awarded the money to the Conservation Area Partnership (CAP). Acting town centre manager Debbie Clark said: “We want to use the grant to improve both the shop fronts and carry out work inside the stores. By cleaning and sprucing them up and retailers investing in their stores we hope even people will be attracted into them.” Greenwich The council’s conservation grants officer said, “We are very pleased to be able to continue our conservation work in Greenwich, which has included new shop fronts, general repair work and replacement of architectural features to historic and period buildings.”

The landscape

Globalization and larger scale commodity exchange has brought about a new re-arrangement of scale in the values and meaning of identity. The rising European influence and competitiveness made the borough more aware that it required to increase its attractiveness to businesses by improving environmental quality, business skills and labor skills for enabling itself to compete more effectively in Europe.

“Does it help us in some way, in the field of architecture, to recognize its increasingly radical fragmentation, from the eighteenth century on, into disciplinary areas that only a regressive idealism today wants to reestablish as operative unities?”  

The ‘referents’ of identity, are always changing through the paradoxical ‘nature’ of identifiable values, to re-assert sustainable modes of reproduction on differing scales. ‘Many of the buildings are ordinary Georgian and not listed, although the house above the ‘Eel and Pie’ shop dates from the 17th Century. But the point is that together they make up a special piece of real London and that if they are swept away, much of the life will go from Greenwich as well as much of its architectural character.’ The extension of the DLR to Greenwich and Lewisham could provide a cross-river linkage connecting work, housing, shopping and leisure amenities. So in prospect to the governments outline, the new relationship between the Docklands and Greenwich could provide sufficient regeneration to hopefully change the east/west imbalance within the regional context of London.

Values are not only impregnated in historical and regional contexts, but also are subjected to the human individual’s perceptions; that is to say, we psychologically structure, co-ordinate, define and situate objects within a spatial/temporal context of identifiable scenarios and circumstances. ‘He added that an ambitious development with a shopping arcade, leisure centre and hotel to go with the station was unacceptable for quaint Greenwich, and accused the council of moving the goalposts.’ During the time that the Docklands to Lewisham DLR extension was advertised, to the actual time of it’s construction, it produced a ‘crisis’ and a ‘conflict of values’ from the regional inhabitants’ renegotiating the spatial context within the plural identity to the territory of Greenwich, ; and the plural positing-of-meaning through language was also the technique that reshaped it’s landscape.  The origin that Greenwich once had in its plural identifiable perception to it’s regional inhabitants, had undergone an ‘identity-crisis’; it became unstable and became a reproduction.
“At issue is not validation, through Simmel, of the Freud of Eros and Thanatos or – perverse but nonetheless possible – the metaphysics of desire of Deleuze and Guattari. Rather it is a question of recognizing that the thematic of the boundary intrinsic to forms, of the limits of language, is an integral part of a historically determined crisis beyond which we are today obliged to situate ourselves. This is to say that one may speak of language only when realizing there is no place from which an all-encompassing fullness springs forth, because that fullness has been destroyed”(6.)

Fullness does exist. But first of all, should history be perceived as a ‘historically determined crisis’? Boundaries and limitations do exist, but we are bounded to define ourselves by the limits of Language. We make incisions and cuts within the boundaries that are given, but within the  ontological constructed languages, bound of the self.

He goes on to say, “The failure of the science of signs in general – of semiology capable of translating one linguistic system into another – stands before us”. 

Tafuri does understand that if he was to step out of scale and onto a larger platform, then he would understand that systems of differences also works on larger scales; the ‘global scale’, and signs are varied and diverse and indigenous to ‘shared valued’ cultures. 

He then continues, “One could try endlessly to relate Saussure’s ‘system of differences’ to that of architecture, of the physical environment, of non verbal languages. One could try endlessly to exorsize that uneasiness provoked by the perception of ‘epistemological breaks’ by attempting to regain the innocence of archetypal symbols; the pyramid, the sphere, the circle, the ellipse, and the labyrinth could be installed as permanent structures of inexplicably changing forms, so that the archaeologist could placate his anxiety by recognizing an ‘eternal return to the same’”.

The eternal return to the same is the sphere and the labyrinth. When you look at the ‘landscape’ from the viewing platform in Greenwich Park, what you are really seeing is the sphere and the labyrinth!  

“The problem is rather to discover why such a need for certainty still persists, and to ask whether such infantile attempts at reconstructing a lost fullness for disenchanted words are not equivalent to the privilege attributed by Lacan to the pure materiality of the signifier”(6). 

Tafuri does not have the ability to realize that the fullness is already there! If the built-object was to separate it’s ‘language of techniques’ from other disciplinary fields, how could we readdress the ontological dialectical field, apparatus and discipline of the architect’s object? What is a genealogy of a building, when it’s function and pluralistic assertion is constantly changing? Rather than using the genealogical origin point of a building’s language of techniques, can we re-distinguish the profession with other dialects and disciplines? 
History is just as ‘natural’ as time. There is no way of finding a universal truth because nothing is static. History is ‘real’ and not just a socializing practice. History is also a migration in the physical sense of the term, as well as a migration in techniques. The landscape has transformed, so their histories have reproduced and their ontological definitions have changed over-time.

The hemisphere of a landscape should described through the analytical determining and construct of language. If you are to carve the landscape, then language must also determine the techniques that shape that environment.

“The nostalgia for dialectical synthesis, in other words, is fed by terror in the face of “differences” that dominate linguistic games and multiple practices of power dispersed in innumerable mechanisms”.

 I believe that the nostalgia for difference, is an appetite for growth!

Tafuri and the Architect(ure)s’ palette : Genealogy (finding the origin) vs. the Ontological Palette ( ‘cutting’ the landscape with the palette of that ‘now’). 

“The real problem is how to project a criticism capable of constantly putting itself into crisis the real. The real, mind you, and not merely its individual sections”(9).

Tafuri has a different definition of what he believes to be ‘reality’ from myself. I believe that the individual sections make up the real, and reality is ontologically based within the individual sections. The ‘real’ is defined from the ontological self providing and receiving from the landscape. And the ‘fullness’ of ‘fabric’ can only really defined as a context to territorialised scales, defined within ‘identities.

“The relationship amongst referents, values, and aura is immediate: one can give neither the history of the actual attempts to reduce the work to the pure existence of the act that mimes the processes of art nor the history of the attempt made by modern architecture to break the barrier between the language of forms and that of existence, except in dialectical opposition to the historical cycle of classicism. To “actualize” that cycle means to recognize its profound structurality, to individuate,  diachronically, its closed systematic nature. But it also means to grasp its twofold character: the emergence of a mode of intellectual production with which we are still called upon to reckon and the appearance of a conception of language totally directed toward “referents”, which the ‘dialectic of enlightenment’ will set about to destroy. For this reason, the history of classicism already reflects the difficulties of contemporary art; and for this reason, the method we are trying to fine-tune must be applicable, with appropriate adjustments, to the prehistory of the bourgeois civilization.”(19).

Identity can be perceived as a ‘referent’. The referents of ‘a’ history should not be the tools or apparatus used for reflecting. Instead, the ontological palette of techniques at the disposal of the architect, within the ‘now’, should be the ‘referent’ for  reference of reflecting.

“The secret of form lies in the fact that it is a boundary; it is the thing itself and at the same time the cessation of the thing, the circumscribed territory in which the Being and the No-longer being of the thing are one in the same”(5).

There is no doubt that a built object contains a physical boundary, but that object belongs to the context of a recognised territory. I believe, that architecture is not contained within the confinement and fabric of the built object. An architect is a professional, by being a professional he has to also manage his skills within a political, social and economical framework. It is within this framework, that a landscape becomes defined, (go back to ‘imagined-community’). Within architecture, the boundaries and the edge of transgression is, I believe, confined by the palette that cuts the landscape. That which is beyond the object of ‘concrete-labour’ is not necessarily a transgression, rather I would consider it as a duality of dialogue between the architect as well as the user; the ontological need for both the architect and the user plays within the apparatus of the ever-present history, this is the ‘condition(ing)’ of reality. To dialectically cut-off the built object away from man’s contextually loaded landscape is I believe, to try and thrive towards a utopia. Given that the Greek interpretation of utopia is ‘non-place’, then dialectically constructing or de-constructing an object without understanding the variable relationship of it’s context in ‘history’ and in ‘place’ would be ephemerally idealising and delivering a ‘mantel-piece’ museum.

“I can illuminate the foundations  of bourgeois intellectual ethics in formation, the crisis of humanist historicism, the structure of the fifteenth century’s world of symbols, the structure of a particular patronage system, the consolidation of a new division of labor in the building trades. But none of these components will serve to demonstrate the validity of that work. The critical act will consist of a recomposition  of the fragments once they are historicized: in their “remontage”(14).
 Tafuri equates validity to be consistent to a language which is not appropriate to those specific histories  because the language was not consistent to the apparatus of the architect at those specific historical times. Tafuri’s ‘validity’, is an uncompromising validity. Validity should always be equated to the language of a temporal stage of when a history occurred.
The ‘classical order’ must also be understood as a metaphor of language used specifically within that historical time. You shouldn’t be searching for the origin in history; but rather in the origin of the ontological architect’s apparatus, field and scope of the profession in the now!

“The need for this overturning of analytical criteria is already implicit in the central assumption of our research: that is, the historical role of ideology”(16). 

I believe that the historical role of ideology is to allow growth and transformation to occur. History’s gravity is always pulling new forces. The mechanisms (i.e. migrations of exchange) of reproduction (as with the reproduction of Identity) should be more clearly understood, so that we could understand to a higher appreciation, what within the mechanisms of reproduction, can actually be involved in the  present ‘now’ context of sustaining regional ecologies in this media familiarization of globalization(global exchange). If we could be more aware of our use of the palette containing the languages of techniques, we could add more value (and metaphoric appreciation) to our involvement in cutting the landscape.

“I must realize clearly that my aim is not to forge history, but rather to give form to a neutral space, in which to float, above and beyond time, a mass of weightless metaphors. I will ask of this space nothing but to keep me fascinated and pleasantly deceived”(14). 

Tafuri’s denial for the existence of metaphors is the actual deceptive construction of a ‘truth’. The denial of a ‘truth’, is also a veiling of a history. This, in turn, allows the reactive reproduction of demystification, also it allows the reproduction of a new history which I believe needs to be addressed and equated in relation to the palette of techniques used to inscribe the landscape of the ‘now’. 

The only real history is the history of the ‘now’, but if we neglect ‘identity’, especially the ‘identity of the now’, this ‘real’ history, then reality falls lost into a ‘historical-problem’! Context of the ‘now’ is more important then discovering the ‘grail’ of the genealogy of history(s). ‘Identity’ is that such context, the relationship between the ontological perception, imagination and the dual communication of dialogue with the environment, identity is real(ity); ‘God is in the details’ of the ontological languages(s) that communicate the duality of man, and his environment in the ‘now’. 

‘The nature of building is letting dwell. Building accomplishes its nature in the raising of locations by the adjoining of their spaces. Only if we are capable of dwelling, only then can we build.’ – Martin Heidegger, Building, Dwelling Thinking.

The thesis was called  ‘The Greenwich Project’ because ‘identity’ just has much as ‘history’ is significant to the palette of the architecture of the ‘now’. If we continue to discover the importance of ‘identity’ within it’s ever-changing pluralistic form just as we understand the evolving reproduction of ‘history’, then I believe the ecology of ‘belonging’ indigenous to one’s landscape could become more heavily appreciated, grounded and sustainable. The term ‘Greenwich’, both invokes name, identity as well as belonging to all those who dwell within. Global migrations are now more then ever (because of media, awareness and understanding), the predominant reproductive scale phenomena of this age. I believe, rather than idealising towards a utopian ‘truth’  history, we should realise that ‘realities’ are in part a constructed duality of the ontological intention of a place and the accessibility of that intention to a user. 

