Conventions, Tours and Other Journeys:

Why Architects

Karin Rose Jaschke

INCE THE PUBLICATION of Dean

MacCannell’s The Touristin

1976, tourism as a modern
cultural phenomenon has gained
relative currency in sociological and
other, related fields, and has been
recognised as a system of structural
importance within modernity. Tour-
ism has since received a considerable
amount of critical attention, extend-
ing to intra-disciplinary reflections on
the significance and problematic na-
ture of ‘professional travel’ of for
instance journalists, or anthropologists.
Architectural travel and tourism though
has not attracted much attention,
other than in relation to travel accounts
of individual architects, such as Le
Corbusier, to name only the most
famous. In the light of an increasingly
internarional and mobile architectural
scene, it seems appropriate to sketch

This paper attempts to uncover
some of the implications
which ‘architectural travel’
as a historical and contemporary
phenomenon has within Western
architectural production and discourse.
Far from being a neutral, pragmatic
practice, the journeys
of architects appear as a structural
part in the constitution
of the professional community,
and of architectural canons.
Based on three exemplary journeys
of architects to Athens,
it is argued that ‘architectural travel’
forms and reproduces a mythological
system of vital, yet politically
ambiguous importance
to the architectural profession.

Aust Travel

out a more conceptual perspective on
architecture as a travelling profession,
and part of the phenomenon of tour-
ism. The train of thought brought
forward may be seen as an early map-
ping of a research field, intended to
pave the way for the elaboration of a
conceptual framework and subse-
quently the relocation of particular
cases in a more systematic context.
This last remark may be taken not
only as an indication of where to go,
of a horizon, burt also as an immediate,
verbal, and a-dimensional point of
departure: geographical and travel-
metaphors, metaphors of movement
and displacement are common-place
and historically rooted," and figure
regularly along with structural (buil-
ding/construction) metaphors. The
affiliation of these groups of tropes is
not coincidental, and not only due to
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their being of a spatial kind: to an
extent they represent flip sides of the
same coin. Displacement describes
the relocation of meaning as much as
construction deals with the redefinition
of place. Both operate on the grounds
of an overall economy of representation,
of memory, maps, and inscriptions.

In the following pages the extension
of the triad of travel, building and re-
presentation from the metaphorical
into the literal shall be discussed:
buildings (and architecture) entertain
intrinsic relationships not only with
representational practices but also
with travelling as literal displacement,
which in turn deals with representations
in various ways, from inscriptions on
paper to incisions of city plans on fo-
reign territories. They have to be
thought in terms of each other, and it
appears that a closer look at the travel
activities of builders and architects
might be a valuable undertaking to
highlight their mutual relationships.

A SPECULATIVE DETOUR in time and a
glance at the pre-history of European
‘architectural travel’ may set the stage
for a closer look at its modern mani-
testations. Historically master-masons
and builders have been amongst the
earliest ‘travelling professionals.” In
the West, the history of those who
travelled in order to build, reaches back
to antiquity, to medieval times, and to
the fifteenth and sixteenth century, to
cathedral builders and architects of
fortresses and castles. These builders
created literally ‘in the first place’
those sites others would henceforth
travel to. Logically speaking, once
their work was completed, they had
deprived themselves of their ‘raison
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d’écre.” For builders travel and travail
went together, as suggested by the ety-
mology of the terms.” They had to
move on, as the quasi-nomadic mid-
wifes of a settled society, a travelling
paradox.

This short side-step illustrates that
the static nature of architecture has a
reverse side, which is tied to itinerant
activities, not only of its occupants,
but also of its producers. Incidentally
it also appears that the dressing up of
an atmospheric scenery, picruring the
builder/architect in intimate commu-
nion with a site, seems suspiciously
easy. Itis a cliché that goes down rat-
her well, and has been used by archi-
tects as shall be shown.

During the Renaissance a different
type of architectural travel emerged:
travelling for purely educational and
social purposes. The tradition of the
Grand-Tour is usually understood as
the precursor of certain types of mo-
dern travel practices, and as the root
of tourism at large. Initially a conven-
tion of the aristocracy and of ‘gentle-
men scholars,” professionally motivated
trips to sites of artistic or architectural
interest derived from the travels of the
so-called connoisseurs. Moreover the
early emphasis on social and discursive
interaction in sixteenth and seventeenth
century travel,” and the informal
meetings along the trajectories of the
Grand-Tour, like the parties of the
Prix de Rome, may be considered early
forms of today’s (architectural-)
conferences and meetings.

The emergence of architects’ educa-
tional and social travel, as a ‘second
order mobility,” has to be understood
in relation to changing representational
techniques and practices from the

fifteenth century onward, and the for-
mation of architecture as a self-con-
scious professional discipline. With
the development of perspectival
representation, the relation of visitor/
viewer to the architectural site neces-
sarily changed, and so did the signi-
ficance of travelling to the developing
architectural profession. The percep-
tual sensibilities and epistemological
paradigms shifted toward visual,
analytical, and later historical modes,
and the development of reproduction
methods, and of publishing and aca-
demic networks all depended on,
supported, and altered travel practices
in architectural circles, introducing
representation as a third term into the
equation of travel and building.
Architectural historian Beatriz
Colomina has recently discussed the

| use of mass-media in modern archi-

tectural production and discourse. In
her book Publicity and Privacyshe
points out the kinship of military, and
architectural usage of mass-media,
and the literal ‘avant-garde’ character
of modern architecture in its reliance
upon these media for the strategic dis-
semination of its products and ideo-
logy.* Colomina is pointing to the
kinship between military and archi-
tectural operations which, in a diffe-
rent guise, can also be found in the
pre-history of architectural travel as
an intrinsically ambiguous practice: a
fundamental condition of architecture
as itinerant activity was (and remains)
its vacillation between the destabili-
sation of places and territories and their
consolidation. Building by virtue of
subverting existing order through
redesignating, renaming, and repos-
sessing of place could be understood
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An outing to Cape Sunion at the fourth CIAM conference in Athens: Moncha
Sert, Ricardo Ribas, Wells Coates, Josep Torres Claves, and José Luis Sert. (Photo
by Ernd Goldfinger in Le Corbusier, Chartes d’Athénes, New York, Grossman

Publishers, 1973, p.IX)

as a destructive act in its own right,
and was indeed often related to mili-
tary activities: while architecture buile
up a place and then abandoned it, the
military destroyed and occupied it.
The relationship between building/
architecture and the military in history
is reflected in road building and camp-
layouts on foreign territories, in the
rebuilding of occupied territories and
last but not least in the traditional
joining of responsibilities for architec-
tural and military construction, best
illustrated by Vicruvius' 7en Books on
Architecture. The kinship of archirec-
tural and military operations in relation
to the use of media on the one hand,
and to physical intrusion of places
(travelling) on the other hand, backs
the assumption of a relationship
between travelling and representation,
and introduces the triangle of military,
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travel, and representation as a reflection
and indication of a possibly proble-
matic nature of the link between archi-
tecture, travel and representation.

In the following ‘travelling architects’
will be briefly discussed in the light of
general studies on tourism and travel,
and three helleno-phile ‘couples’
shall serve as an illustration, allowing
for the formulation of the concluding
hypothesis. James Stuart and Nicho-
las Revert were amongst the earliest
Western architects to visit and
measure the Acropolis in the early
seventeenfifties, and probably the
most successful in the publication and
dissemination of their findings. They
were early sightseers or tourists, the
avant-garde of a ‘second phase’ of the
Grand Tour, then ‘expanding’ to
Greece. In the eighteenthirties the
late Karl-Friedrich Schinkel and his

younger Munich colleague, and rival,
Leo von Klenze both drew up designs
for the Acropolis and for Athens
respectively. However, while Klenze
actually went to Greece, Schinkel
travelled on paper only: he remained
home in Berlin and worked from plans.
He is the odd-one out of this group.
The third couple will feature Le Cor-
busier and Sigfried Giedion, who a
century later cruised across the Medi-
terranean on their way to the fourth
CIAM congress, held in Athens in

1933.

NEwW YORK ARTIST Silvia Kolbowski
described the tourist as,

...an excessive figure, someone who
exists for a limited amount of time in
a context to which she is an addition,
someone in spite of whom and in ad-
dition to whom the life of the culture
continues. The tourist is the something
else, the anyway, of a culture.”

This observation was made at the
occasion of the third Any conference,
amongst an elitist selection of interna-
tional architects in Barcelona and serves
well to prompt a reverse question:
could one say that tourists are people,
who set out to find something in ad-
dition to their normal existence?
What then would this be and what do
tourists get ‘out of " their trips?

Before attempting an answer, one
ought to ask whether or not travels for
‘educational’ or ‘professional’ reasons
qualify as tourism, and might hence
be illuminated by recent research into
tourism as a category of modern wes-
tern society. Dean MacCannell gives a
vague indication, rather than a rigorous
definition, of what he means by the
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Wells Coates from the English MARS group at CIAM,
visiting Eleusis: “...in a context to which ()he is an addi-
tion.” (In Ernd Goldfinger in James Dunnett, ‘A Meeting
of Minds,’ in Architects’ Journal, vol.179, no. 50 (Dec14th
1983), p.28)

P. Reyner Banham in the Californian desert: “...an excessive figure.’
(Photo Tim Street-Porter, in P. Reyner Banham, Scenes in America
Deserta, Cambridge: MIT Press 1989)
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title of his book 7he Tourist. Besides
conceiving of the tourist (in anticipa-
tion of his thesis) as “one of the best
models available for modern man in
general,” ‘tourist’ “designates ... sight-
seers, mainly middle-class, who are at
this moment deployed throughout the
entire world in search of experience.”®
If MacCannell’s snap-shot seems overly
simple, engendering in the twentyfive
years since its formulation both more
subtle and wider formulations, it
nevertheless remains a useful starting
point. It does indeed provide space for
the architect on sight, the building-
site having turned into a building-
sight. The array of reasons for archi-
tects to travel is of course much wider
than just ‘sightseeing,” and includes
the supervision of building sites,
conferences, lecture circles, any sort of
professional meetings and so on.
Nonetheless, architectural sightseeing
occupies important enough a position
in architects” overall travel agendas to
justify an approach of the issue through
the category of tourism as sightseeing.

One could assume that architects’
interest in seeing the actual building is
conditioned solely by the impractica-
lity of displacing buildings, of reprod-
ucing them in a satisfactory way, and
hence by a professional necessity to
travel: architectural tourism would
simply appear as a pragmatic enterprise.
This however is not necessarily the case
and a look at the particular, largely
semiological strand of tourism research,
that was heralded by MacCannell, will
provide a better insight.

Crucial for the understanding of
tourism, according to this view, is the
concept of ‘authenticity.” The idea of
authenticity, the adjective of which is
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defined in the Oxford Dictionary as
‘genuine’, or ‘reliable,’” is implicitly or
explicitly at the heart of every touristic
experience. This notion must be under-
stood in the context of modernity’s
anxiety over questions of identity and
origin, and is entangled in a web of
semiotic relationships. It may be seen
as both the driving force and eventual
crux of tourism. MacCannell establis-
hed a semiotic model of sightseeing,
in which the touristic attraction is
understood as sign, composed of a
‘marker,’ representing a sight to a tour-
ist.* The objective of tourists is both
to confirm what they know already
through the marker, that is any kind of
indexical reference or representation,
and to transgress through personal
experience the limits of the marker.

Unfortunately tourists are trapped
in the inter-dependence of the different
terms of this equation. As both John
Frow and Jonathan Culler have noted,
the search for the authentic is, at least
in theory, doomed to failure. Culler
writes,

the paradox, the dilemma of authen-
ticity, is that to be experienced as
authentic it must be marked as
authentic, but when it is marked as
authentic it is mediated, a sign of
itself, and hence not authentic in the
sense of unspoiled.’

To manage the fatal demand and supp-
ly of authenticity, its sort of self-effacing
economy, touristic sites are generally
organised in various stages: the front’
regions function as safety valves to the
tourists’ search for the authentic, located
predominantly in the ‘back’ regions."
Does this vicious circle of the
authentic hold within the architectural
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“A view of the Eastern Portico of the Parthenon”: the mosque is not mentioned
in the text, but is faithfully represented in the etching. (In James Stuart and
Nicholas Revett, The Antiquities of Athens, New York: Arno Press 1980, vol.ll,
chap.l, pl.I)

world? Is the sight-secing architect,
whether in or in front of a building,
parc of this scheme? Architects tend to
knock on walls, feel for materials, strive
for the ‘complete tour’ including peri-
pheral rooms and remote corners of
the buildings, in the hope to find the
original furniture and decoration, and
often remain regretfully aware of the
loss of the original surrounding situa-

- tion. This yearning for completeness,

historical truthfulness, and original
states may well be understood as a
search for authenticity in MacCannell’s
sense. Yet does this provoke a similar
semantic overturn of ‘touristic capital,’
and redefinition of local spaces?'!
James Stuart and Nicholas Revett’s
1751 expedition to Greece appears as
an early instance of such efforts within
modern architectural travel. Sponsored
by the Society of Dilettanti, their jour-

ney was intended to provide exact
records of antique monuments and
ruins. Studying the original Greek ar-
chitecture implied both a confirmation
of what had been marked as Antiquity
since the Renaissance, and an ambitious
attempt to look behind the Roman
stage, to the purer states of classical
architecture. The results of their work
were published in 1762 in three volumes
entitled 7he Antiquities of Athens'* and
greatly influenced the Greek revival.
The reproduction of the antique
monuments by Stuart and Revett
‘cleared’ the visited sites for archirec-
ture and at the same time built them
up as a particular complex. Setting
foot on the Acropolis and depicting it
in a specific way, they made the site
available for investment in contempo-
rary and future architectural specula-
tions. To a degree this act of approp-
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riation may be seen as semantically
equivalent to the act of building, in
that it re-placed a site into a foreign or
new context. However as in the atctempt
to identify the authentic, the establish-
ment of a reading of the Acropolis set
in motion a semantic chain reaction,
instead of attributing meaning for good.

A turning point in the travel history
of architects, Stuart and Revett’s enter-
prise reorganised the architectural
discourse of their time. This also preci-
pitated the reorganisation of the archi-
tectural community. Not only did
their journey initiate the formation of
a new community of architects that
would henceforth go to Greece, but it
also reinforced and restructured the
architectural communiry by reordering
the architectural canon.

MacCannell and sociologist John
Urry have noted the crucial role which
tourism plays in the formation of social
group identities across Europe, by
providing a ‘touristic code,” which, as
a powerful and widespread modern
consensus in Western society, acts as a
stabilising force. " This observation
seems to be applicable to the architec-
tural community, which is defining
itself to a large extent through the
establishment of, and agreement to the
network of buildings and sites that
figure on mental maps and in architec-
tural publications. One could argue
that Stuart and Revett offer an early
example of a dynamic that governs
tourism at large, as well as architectural
travel, in modernity: that is the
wavering of the tourist or travelling
architect between the peripheral and
the central in terms of cultural location,
representing two ever shifting extremes.
While new discoveries relocate peri-
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pheries at the centre, agreement as to
what is worthwhile seeing and how,
slows the shifting down and stabilises
relations. Yet, the conversion of the
peripheral into the centre prompts a
countermove in search of the different
or special, and so on. There is thus a
dynamic of discovery, understanding
and recognition, that is set into motion
by the proliferation of representation,
as soon as meaning is attributed and
incorporated into the home territory.
The observation that there is on the
tourists’ side a reinforcement of identity
as well as community, suggests that on
the other hand the assuming gaze of
the architect as tourist may contribute
to the destabilisation of the identity of
the visited place. One may argue that
the professional assumption of a privi-
lege in ‘understanding places’ allows
for an uninhibited approach, and
intrusion into the semantics and iden-
tity of the site by the architect. Impor-
tantly, ‘ordinary’ tourists are often
intuitively aware of their ambiguous
situation. In his essay Tourism and the
Semiotics of Nostalgia John Frow asserts,

that every tourist ... denies belonging
to the class of tourists at some level.
Hence a certain fantasised dissocia-
tion from the others, — from the ritu-
als of tourism, is built into almost
every discourse and almost every
practice of tourism. This is the
phenomenon of touristic shame, a
‘rhetoric of moral superiority,”... '

Firstly an assumed superiority, moral
or social, of the traveller over the tour-
ist splits tourism into those who make
itinto the ‘back’ regions — ‘organic’
tourists who manage to access authen-
ticity, and the ordinary tourists who

slip past the real thing because they
are not engaged or apt enough.
Secondly, and somewhat ironically,
‘ordinary’ tourists may be well aware
and ashamed of the intrusive character
which the search for the ‘back’ region
could have, while ‘travellers,” who by
virtue of their superior status may feel
entitled to explore at will, may never
question their attitude.

For architects the ‘phenomenon of
touristic shame’ never seemed to have
much relevance indeed: they perceive
themselves in general as being ‘on the
legitimate side.” This seems all the more
suspicious, as other ‘touristic profes-
sionals’ such as journalists and anthro-
pologists have preoccupied themselves
with intense self-reflection on this
issue. Anthropology for instance has
extensively questioned the possibility
of ‘accessing’ a community, as well as
assumptions abourt the neutrality of
the visitors’ presence.

The reasons for architecture’s oblivion
or ignorance may, as suggested, be
found in various underlying, legitimi-
sing assumptions of architects. As
noted carlier it is common amongst
architects to believe in a kind of
necessary and natural communion
with ‘sites.” By virtue of a professional
affinity, duty, and competence they
might easily claim a prerogative to the
experience of a site. The belief in spe-
cialist competence implies certain
epistemological assumptions about
architecrure as a discipline, and a trust
in some universal essence inherent in
all build structures, making them
available to evaluation within the larger
system of architecture and hence acces-
sible to the architect. This is an attitude
which resembles the universalising
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quest of eighteenth century travellers,
allowing for the fresh, curious and
direct look at the ‘indigenous,” and
which in architecture seems to having
survived the centuries in good working
condition. While buildings and sites
may thus be apprehended as natural
objects of scrutiny by the travelling
architect, they could moreover be con-
sidered unalterable by, and insensitive
to intrusion.

The business of incorporation and
appropriation of sites does not stop at
a purely representational level but
extends to projections, which are made
possible by representations in the first
place. At this point the architect acts
beyond the tourist, whose impact on
the foreign site is both broader and
less direct. Karl Friedrich Schinkel has
never been in Athens yet he neverthe-
less drew up an ambitious, if ideal,
project for a Royal Palace on the
Acropolis. On the other hand Leo von
Klenze did visit Athens, a fact which
by then no longer seemed an extra-
vaganza. He claimed to be exhaustively
informed about the local circumstances
although it took less then three months
from his arrival in Athens, and first
involvement with the project' to the
presentation of his plans.'® The fact that
he eventually found himself in charge,
seems to indicate the advantage of
experience over representation, but
the important thing is that both archi-
tects would be able to design for Athens
in the first place.

Stuart and Revett's seemingly passive
recording, together with Schinkel’s
projective, and Klenze's realised work
for Achens, were closely tied to the
respective political situations in Greece.
Generally the potential of places and
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Leo von Klenze's urban plan for Athens: a symmetrical layout embracing the old
town at the foot of the Acropolis, which should be “freed from all bad buildings
of barbarian origin.” (In Oswald Hederer, Leo von Klenze Persénlichkeit und
Werk, Munchen: Callway 1964/1981, p.145; quote by Hederer, ibdm, p.143)

“Design for a Palace on the Acropolis” by Karl-Friedrich Schinkel, 1834. (In Karl-
Friedrich Schinkel 1781-1841, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Berlin:
Henschelverlag 1982)
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At the "Monument of Philopappus”: “On the foreground Mr. Revett and myself
[Stuart] ...Our Janizary is making coffee, which we drank here; the boy sitting
down with his hand in a basket, attends with our cups and saucers.” (In James
Stuart and Nicholas Revett, The Antiquities of Athens, New York: Arno Press
1980, vol.lll, chap.V, pl.I)

sites to ‘open up’ to appropriation by
archirects was, and still is, conditioned
by political circumstances.'” The history
of colonial city-planning is the most
obvious testimony to this fact, and
presents a set of moral, political, and
aesthetic questions, which are actively
discussed within ‘post-colonial’ dis-
courses. As another instance of the
interdependence of architecture and
political relationships, the fascination

with ‘exotic’ architecture in the nine-
teenth century may be cited. Itlead to |
such enterprises as the (re)construction
of a so-called Rue du Caire (Cairo
Street) in Paris at the occasion of the
1889 Exposition Universelle, to name
but one well-known example.'® This
particular kind of cultural dislocation
was closely related to the imperialist
imposition of the French Beaux-Art
model onto the colonies, and has also
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received a fair deal of critical attention
in recent years. There exists infact a
kind of anagrammatic relationship
between architectural events like the
Cairo Street, colonial city-planning
and architectural tourism, in that they
are constituted by similar sets of poli-
tical and cultural ingredients. Yet while
the imposture of colonial architecture,
as well as the displays of what was
considered ‘exotic’ architecture, are
taken on by scholars, the travelling
architect has not played a role in
explaining the share of architecture in
the history of Western domination of
the world. To name one more example,
literary criticism has engaged in travel
literature, revealing hidden agendas,
silent acting and not so subtle effects
of imperialist rule, while architectural
criticism has failed with a few
exceptions to devote any particular

interest in travel pacterns and accounts
of architects. If the import of ‘the
other’ to Paris is revealing to us, is the
inverse, i.e. the Western architect go-
ing to travel to ‘other’ architectures,
not also of interest? One might argue
that absorbing images, locations and
(air-)miles always also entails a repro-
duction of meaning, and that the tra-
velling architect may infact pave the
way for certain forms of domination.
New York architect Lebbeus Woods
had no inhibitions about residing for
months in Zagreb and in bombed
Sarajevo, where he projected his dysto-
pic futurism on the destroyed town,
while scrawling his personal impres-
sions in a most creative looking way
into his diary and later onto the white
walls of a London Gallery."” The fasci-
nation of architects with destruction
brings us back to the kindred involve-
ment of the military and of architec-
ture with travel and representations.
In fact the structural affinity of ar-
chitecture and military action seems
somewhat confirmed in modernity in
an internalised form: Beatriz Colomina
has emphasised the character of mo-
dern architecture as avant-garde,
becoming in the process a mass-move-
ment, depending on communications
equipment and the exploitation of
mass-media. The representation of ar-
chitecture gains priority over building
and over the experience of buildings,
turning into a kind of travel, that con-
ditions, and depends on the economy
of representations that travel provides
in the first place. This ‘modern’ relation
of architecture with the media seems
to a certain degree to make travel
obsolete for architects. Colomina
refers to architectural historian and
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promoter Reyner Banham who, as she
puts it

noted that the modern movement
was the first movement in the his-
tory of art based exclusively on
‘photographic evidence’ rather than
on personal experience, drawings or
conventional books... [He] was
referring to the face thar the
industrial buildings that became
icons for the modern movement
were not known to the architects
from ‘direct’ experience (only from

photographs)...”

Ironically the architectural critic’s own
most notorious trip lead him into the
American desert, a place devoid of
construction, and maybe the only one
which needed to be travelled to as
there was nothing to be represented.
The best known picture of this jour-
ney shows Banham himself, delibera-
tely out of place on his folding-bike in
the middle of a dried out salt lake.
This of course is not the end of the
story. Another telling of it is the stub-
born conviction amongst architects
that the experience of a building allows
for an unmediated appreciation of, or
engagement with, some inherent spa-
tial quality, otherwise hidden. The
physical experience of a building is
invested with the potential to reveal in
an unmediated way an essential quality.
While the quest for phenomenological
impact may ultimately fail to inspire
more than a reflection of subjectivised
representations, it is nevertheless an
indication of the power that the concept
of sightseeing still holds for architects.
This power has been exploited most
successfully by the fourth CIAM con-
gress. Beyond the representations of
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| tential. Meanwhile engagementin an

Le Corbusier lecturing on board Patris
Il: Sigfried Giedion and Helena Syrkus
in the background. (In Jos Bosman,
‘Sur le Patris Il, de Marseille a Athénes,’
in Le Corbusier et la Meditérranée,
Musées de Marseille, Marseille:
Edition parenthéses 1981, p.75)

Stuart and Revett and the projections |
of Schinkel and Klenze, Le Corbusier
and Giedion by 1933 wenr further with
their travel. Le Corbusier must have
realised to what extent the coupling of |
travelling and representation through
diverse media could be exploited.
Instead of publishing his own drawings |
and notes, as after his first travel to ‘
Greece, at the fourth CIAM conference
he inserted himself into the picture by
making his own person the subject and
the object of the travelogue or travel-
graph. In doing so he was ‘downgrading’
the place or site to a stage, the primary
function of which was to endow the
main actors with its assumed values

and back them with its symbolic po-

intimate dialogue with the site and
sensual indulgence were also part of
the script, ‘brought to the public’ so it
could profit from it too. A five day

outing on a small boat by some twenty

participants of the conference was
described by Giedion as follows.

...I should mention the cruise among
the Acgean islands to which some of
us devoted a short respite from con-
gress labours at the beginning of Au-
gust....[ ] We sailed over a glassy sea
to the island of Aegina. Here some of
us, led by Le Corbusier, dived over-
board and swam to land. When the
rest reached the shore we climbed to
those boldly planned temples of the
Aeginans which had served as
prototypes of the Parthenon. This
was the first insular monument we
saw. lts form and proportions were in
perfect keeping with the small scale of
the litcle island — the sober contours of
the eminence it stood on dominating
land and sea alike. Corbusier sat
behind a column drawing in his blue
sketch-book; Van Eesteren had some-
thing to say about the lessons of this
‘cultural landscape’. Otherwise —
perhaps because what we saw in stones,
or buildings, or the face on the ground
stirred familiar cords in us — we mostly

contemplated in silence.

At nightfall we anchored in the harbour
of Posos, the last of the fertile islands.
Those we were to see later, which were
clothed with forests in Homer's days,
are now bare and the standard of life
on them is shockingly low. At mid-
night we sailed again, but found little
sleep under the electric brilliance of a
full southern moon. *!

The portrayal of an immediate under-
standing of a culture, more eternal
than nature, did away with any poten-
tial disjuncrure still present in the
drawings of Stuart and Revert, in
which a mosque appears prominently
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‘as is’ in the middle of the Parthenon.
Rather a film by Laszlo Moholy-Nagy
made on board the ship and in Athens,
juxtaposed antique monuments and
modern engineering work into a seam-
less succession of equally serene impres-
sions.” To the fourth CIAM congess,
travel itself was lending its prestige.
The trip as such and particularly the
journey were represented in photos,
film, personal accounts and other wri-
tings. Travel was no longer instrumen-
tal, but took on an intrinsic value. Le
Corbusier in his writings about the
congress significantly made use of the
trope of travelling as ascendance toa
higher moral or mental state. Le
Corbusier’s account of the trip, together
with Giedion’s, embedded the journey
between a point of origin and a point
of arrival, respectively located in the
gothic chapel of the castle at La Sarraz,
where the congress was conceived and
created, and “the discussions... held in
the open court of the University at the
foot of the Acropolis.” There it found
its apogee, conjuring a cathartic trajec-
tory from the dark recesses of the
European middle-ages to the ethereal
light, and timeless glories of classical
antiquity...

Out of the simple functionality of
the boat and the abstract atmosphere
of the sea, the ideal modern community
emerged,

the cruise ship was turned into meet-
ings rooms, committee rooms, and
secretarial offices. There was only one
sound: the hissing and splashing of
water along the hull; there was only one
atmosphere: youthfulness, trust, mode-
sty, and professional conscience.

And Le Corbusier’s tone was echoed
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" by José Luis Sert,

the Patris IT was a one class boat, all the
facilities being accessible to everyone
without distinction. All passengers were
congress members or their friends and

guests, all sharing a community of inte-
rests, eager to discuss everything related
to the search for a better urban environ-

ment.”

Isolated from the world, subject only to
the benevolent impact of the elements,
the trip was described as an a-political,
serene, archaic and a-historical space,
defying the signs of the time. In this
placid ambience, the reigning paradigm
was later depicted as one of a spiritua-
lised rationality, and scientificity or
could one say alchemy: the boat as labo-
ratory. in which the ultimate formula to
solve the posed problem was eventually
found, in adherance to strictly ‘rational’
methods, in a quasi religious faith.

Life on board may also be read asa
perfect representation of the four func-
tions that were later formulated in the
Athens Charter: in ideally uniting
habitation, leisure, work and traffic it
was a harmonised microcosm of social
pacification. Le Corbusier refered to
the conference in his 1943 publication
“The Athens Charter’ with an exuberant
terminology: ‘born under a lucky star,’

the congress was ‘surrounded by gla-
mour,” ‘presided over by a thrilling
architecture and narure,” held on ‘a
beautiful cruising vessel,” during
‘radiant summer days of fervent work,’
and ‘with a precious result,” the Athens
Charter. The encompassing significance
of the declaration, which would preci-
pitate the urbanism of modern times,
was allowed o arise out of the privileged
spatial situation: the isolation of the

boat provided a somewhat Olympian
perspective on the rest of the world.
Furthermore the 33 city-plans, which
the congress was working with on
board, appeared as ritual objects, con-
centrating the forces of an exclusive
constellation.? The presentation of
the plans though was not without irony.
Hailed as sophisticated and abstracted
representational tools they were in a
sense testifying to the modern archi-
tect’s emancipation from the need to
travel. Planning could be handled as
abstract scientific procedure. Yet the
plans were presented at an occasion
where the journey would in the first
place allow for their potential to be
revealed. The fourth CIAM was
portrayed, in this way, as a perfect
Gesamtlunstwerk in architectural travel,
revealing itself as a well-spring of sym-
bolic potential.

One way of conceptualising the cha-
racter of the conference as a carefully
formulated story-line may be to under-
stand it as a semantic system, that could
be described as mythical in Roland Bar-
thes’ sense: the congress as sign (CIAM
signifying a group of architects travel-
ling to Greece) turns into the signifier of
a complex association of modernity and
antiquity.”” While this effect is of course
by no means particular to travel, or to
architecture, the specific usefulness of
travel to architecture in terms of seman-
tic potential is related to the architect’s
assumed relation to place and to repre-
sentations of place. Travel in this trans-
action is no longer simply signified, but

becomes a signifier, a medium, to carry
‘larger issues’ itself.

One may want to cross-check how
this relates to Beatriz Colomina’s and
| Reyner Banham’s suspicion of the
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increasing obsolescence of physical
travel. Colomina has argued that with
the proliferation of representational ma-
terial in the mass-media paradoxically
‘meaning’ seems to be much more persi-
stent than it would be in an actual buil-
ding. In fact a series of immutable snap-
shots replaces the unfolding of mean-
ing in time. Being somewhat an eterna-
lisation, there is no origin, and the
legends of architecture are absorbed into
a synchronic media-event. Is it possible
that travelling in this context, i.e. the
paradigmatic dilemma of modernity’s
coping with tradition, takes on a func-
tion that transcends its usual role within
building and representational modes of
architecture, and even as representable
ingredient to architectural ideology and
semantics?

Travelling is a form of communica-
tion, suggested Michel de Certeau’s
conception of travel as narrative,

certainly ... travelling substitute[s] for
exits, for going away and coming back
in, which were formerly made available
by a body of legends that places nowa-
days lack. Physical moving about has
the itinerant function of yesterdays or
today’s ‘superstitions.” Travel... is a sub-
stitute for the legends that used to open
up space to something different. What
does travel ultimately produce, if not,
by a sort of reversal, ‘an exploration of
the deserted places of my memory’ the
return to nearby exoticism by way of a
detour through distant places, and the
‘discovery’ of relics and legends.*®

For de Certeau travelling is about
inventing, or rather about reinventing
places, stories and identity, and about
allowing in a sense for a myth of origin
to be recovered.

JASCHKE: WHY ARCHITECTS MUST TRAVEL

One could hold that ‘the architect’
is actually depending on a mythology
constituted by means of travel(-ling)
that goes beyond Barthian semiology.
In this respect CIAM, as travel, would
not only be surrounded by a myth, or
be a ‘myth’ itself, but be part of the
reinvention of a mythology. By exten-
sion, rather than being a ‘piece’ of a
narration it would be a narrating itself,
an enactment and an invention of an
architectural mythology at the same
time. [f chis was so, then there would

| obviously be two forms of ‘mytholo-

gical activity’ at work; in Barthes’ sense
of mythologies, as a type of speech and
hence communication, of casting
objects and ideas into ever-shifting
layers of signification, while naturalis-
ing and dehistoricising them in the
process, and somehow in Mircea
Eliade’s ‘religious’ sense of mythology,
as an institution offering paradigmatic
models of behaviour.”

The latter of these would exist as an
allegorical figure beyond the particular
trip and be made up of chosen bits and
pieces of experience and their reproduc-
tions (as opposed to representation).
It would be reaching further than the
actual accounts of the journey and the
congress. As a collection of images, it
would indicate a possibility, in reference
to a map of relations and trajectories
(rather than sites), in need to be reite-
rated by architects in an ongoing move-
ment, in an endless repetition, support-
ing the initial story, which in turn would
only be a repetition of yet another story.

Conferences like the Any meetings
held since 1991 at various locations
including Los Angeles, Hufuin (Japan),
Barcelona, New York and others could
be seen as part of this reiteration, in

which travel as such assumes mean-
ing, beyond the sightseeing. Usually
travel appears as a purely circumstantial
attribute to the conferences and so do
the meeting-places, as mere intersec-
tion-points. The introduction to the
publication of the third Anyconference,
called Anyway, displays in spite of its
name no recognition of the strange
trajectories on which the conference
hinges. Only somewhat belatedly a
relation of ‘site and content’ was per-
ceived: Cynthia Davidson disarmingly
admits, “it was never thought that site
itself would affect content.”™

In fact, neither are the sites of a con-
ference neutral crossing-points, nor is
the journey a neutral and pragmaric
change of place ‘in order to' — that is, de-
signed to meet other architects. Rather
it should be seen as part of a multiple
movement and mobility whose signifi-
cance lies beyond the mere connection
of wo points. If Davidson writes that
the politics of Barcelona along with the
elections, which coincidentally took
place the day of the event, were infusing
the conference itself with politics, this
seems rather naive. Insofar as locality
provides a temporary substantiation
and concretisation to a set of professio-
nal projections, its role appears to be
coincidental and operational rather
than specific and interactive. Rather
these events are occasions and work as
markers of a form of spatial practice, a
practising of theory which not only
creates sites of discussion, and discursive
topoi in the figurative sense, but which
are part of the construction of an exten-
sive topography of architectural power-
relations, interspersed with personalised
psycho-geographies that depend and
bear on the actual ways and sites of tra-
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vel and encounter as much as the other
way round.

Realisation of the relevance of travel
in these terms, that is as a crucial and
complex ingredient to architectural
ideology and self-definition, might
bring abourt some insight into archi-
tectural atticudes ‘within,” as well as
‘without,” on foreign grounds, but most
importantly into the liminal zones of
the within and withour of architecture.

Karin Rose Jaschke,
Ph.D. Candidate,
Princeton University,
December 1997

Note: An earlier version of this paper

was presented on April 4th, 1997 at the
University of Pennsylvania. [ am grate-
ful to Jon Goodbun for his comments,
and contributions to the argument.
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