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At  times, one needs to write.  The impetus for  this  paper began on the heels of the "Plane" 
project.  In that, I  committed the  work to a strict ordering system, largely derived  from  the 
previous  "Line"  project and interpolated in  the  plane  field.  While  this project I feel was 
successful and a good exercise,  I was constantly frustrated by my lack of control.  It seems 
that I had created this ordering monster that controlled all my artistic moves.  It took away 
my freedom.  

That  was  composition  within an order.  In  an  effort  to regain  my  artistic license and 
retain some  sense  of  rational theory, I needed to flip the card.  The opposite, as I will argue 
is  the  ordering  of a composition.  This is the  path  which  I travel  investigating the "Tower" 
project.     How do we  compose within  an  order?  First we must establish a simple  and  
direct order.   One  assumes an apriori condition, as  in  the  previous project.   After  
observation, one analyzes and  interprets  that condition.   Within  that  framework a  
composition  ensues.   As objective  as  the  ordering  process  is,  the  composition  is 
subjective.   But it must adhere to the rules of the  order.   We assume  a  certain  amount of 
truth within  that  order,  and  by process recognize some sort of design/aesthetic absolutes.  

We  can argue that a composition in this framework is  never settled, as it can never reach 
the perfection of the order.   Its inherent subjectivity does not allow it.  The Barcelona  
Pavilion exemplifies  this exercise.  Mies had a definite set of rules  by which he characterized 
the land, but the placing of the  elements within that framework was entirely the result of his 
own  genius.  Walls  and water could be moved elsewhere on the grid, and  still follow  the  
order.   But while changes  could  be  substantiated objectively,  they cannot be part of the 
subjective criteria  of the architect.  

A derivation of composition within an order argues that  the order  firmly  dictates the 
compositional  In  this,  the  formal study of the originary conditions, the observation, analysis  
and interpretation  of  such creates laws that  needs  no  subjective assistance.    They  
create  form,  space,  function  and   place singularly.   I offer no examples for this process, 
for I do  not believe  that  it can be done.  At some point in any  design  one must  grab  the  
reins  of  the  creation  and  exact  their  own influence.  The work can most assuredly speak 
to the author,  and inform  to a very intimate detail; but the author must  speak  to the  work.   
The  processing of  information  varies  among  each individual  author.  This creates different  
interpretations  for each architect, negating the theory that order rules composition.  

Another variation of composition within an order attempts to compose  and order, then 
compose within that order.  This may  or may not work, depending whether the pre-existing 
elements  accept your  order.   The Villa Rotunda  exemplifies  this.   Palladio's definitive  
symmetrical  and structurative  composition  was  the result  of  a previously composed 
order.  That order  really  had nothing to do with the surrounding countryside.  It came from 
his own  aspirations to place perfect man on the earth.  In his  case it worked.  He put the 



right building on the right site which  in turn  accepted  the  building.  Too many times  we  
see  properly ordered  and  composed buildings on improper sites.  For  if  the order  does 
not came from the site, then any decision  is  purely subjective.   This  is where we must be 
careful.   Remember  that peasants  can dance on any Sabbath, as long as it is  emotionally 
appealing.  

The  dance  of  the peasant is one of  naive  innocence  and supreme  delight.   He  does 
not care why  he  flings  about  his partner or on which Sabbath takes place the ritual, only 
that  it takes  place.   In his ignorance he twirls and makes  merry.   He beautifully 
choreographs his dance in a most structural  fashion.  Within  those  limits he expresses his 
world.  That  world  is  a phenomenon of his own genius.  

Like  the peasant, the architect is forced to deal with  his own  genius.  He must take a 
phenomenologically created  idea,  a composition, and order it to create a new 
composition.  The  idea has all the trappings of the peasant's desire to dance.  And with the  
same  naiveté, the architect must express the  idea  through composition and order.  

How to accomplish this is the subject of the Tower  project.  First  we must equalize order and 
composition.  A  stated  above, the  original  idea  must  be composed,  then  ordered  to  
reach architecture.  Rather than one force subservient to the other  as in previous examples, 
order and composition must be equal.   They are  partners,  even though one predated the 
other.  For  as  the order  attempts  to  clarify  the  composition,  the  composition creates  
the order.  And when the composition is ordered,  it  is transformed.  

Accepting this equilibrium. we turn to the process.   First, an  inexplicable intuition passes 
through the fissure  connecting the  subconscious  to the conscious.  This idea, for  lack  of  a 
better  word is wholeheartedly personal, perhaps  irrational  and above  all plausible.  It is the 
result of your own maturity -  a reflection  of all your worldly experiences, thoughts, words  
and deeds.   Above  all it is the realization of  the  phenomenon  of creation.  

Once   illuminated,  the  idea  must  be  cultivated  in   a compositional   manner.   This  is  
highly   self-indulgent   and meaningless to others.  It may be a line on a piece of paper.  It 
may  be a half-size model.  It may be a poem.  It may  happen  in one millisecond.  But 
whatever it is, you have to do it.  

This is the easy part.  Next one must take the composed idea and order it.  To impose order 
on a completely intuitive idea  is to work rationally on basic irrationality.  But it must be  done.  
Peter  Eisenman  once described his Romeo and Juliet  project  in Verona  as working an 
idea until it "popped".  A very  subjective popping  this  must  be  but one that is  tied  directly  
to  the originary composition.  

Who  makes the decision as to when the "pop"  has  occurred?  Only  the  owner  of the 
original idea.   He  obtained  the  idea through a study of the existing site.  Then he cultivated 
it into composition.   Now he is ordering it with the same exactness  and empirical  evaluation 
that produced the idea.  As he works,  both composition  and order react to each other.  At 
some  point  they will  meld  in to some sort of architectural realization  of  the original  idea.  
This is the "pop".  This is the essence  of  the human  genius,  and the threshold over  which  
architecture  must pass.  

The  process can also be defined in terms of exercising  the existence  of the idea.  When 
one exercises one's own  body,  the muscle  fibers  tear  under  the  force.   They  then  repair  
to challenge  for  more exercise, at which point the  exercise  must increase to challenge the 
muscles.  In the same fashion order and composition challenge each other.  They both work 



for the life of the  idea  and enhance each other along the way.  It  is  through this activity 
that one realizes the full potential of the idea.  

We  have specific guidelines for perpetrating  this  method.  the first concerns the similarity 
between the originary idea  and the  final product.  While they need not necessarily be  
similar, they  must connect through a clearly defined process.   This  can occur  through  a  
variety  of media  and  scale,  dead-ends  and tangents, but must always be accessible in 
reverse.   

There  are numerous programmatic, pragmatic and  problematic conditions  that effect the 
work.  They can only be seen  in  the positive.   They  temper your idea into a  workable  
realization.  Besides,  the original idea stemmed from a study of the site  and pre-existing  
conditions, therefore any ordering with reality  in mind only enhances that idea and in turn is 
enhanced.  

One  cannot embellish the program to the point of  dictating the  essence  of the project.  
Just because the tower  is  for  a brewery  does  not allow one to use the fermenting tanks  as  
the generating  ideal   The idea can contain the feeling  of  brewing tanks, but not reliant on 
the same.  At some point there will  be no more beer in this world.  Without the tanks will the  
building still qualify as architecture?  

 [Across the Golden Gate from San Francisco, there is an  old military citadel dating from the 
fear of Japanese invasion during World  War  Two.  No longer are there any guns or radars  at  
the site,  but  it  still  beautiful.   The  missile  launching   pad platforms serve now as picnic 
plazas.  The command building could easily qualify as a retreat pavilion or house.  The 
pavement does not  speak of war but of the top of the hill.  The point is  that nothing is 
permanent but change.]  

Another  thing  not  to  do  is  to  rely  on  architectural "tricks".   While  it  may  be true that  
some  of  the  greatest buildings in the world are all based on variations of the  golden 
rectangle,  root  2 triangle, harmonic scale  or  otherwise,  the mathematical    possibilities   
for   these    ratios    increase exponentially  as they are applied spatially.  So who is  to  say 
which  trick  should be used where?  It is up to the  reading  of one's  idea,  not a conscious 
use of a formula  that  worked  for another building.  These tricks are merely some sort of 
incestual discourse  among  historians. 

Just as we cannot rely on architectural "tricks", we  cannot depend on engineering "tricks".  
Since the Industrial  Revolution whole new methods of construction have rapidly sprouted.  
Part of what  makes them beautiful is their solitude.  But that does  not qualify  them as good 
architecture.  An example of this would  be Saarinen's   hemispheric   auditorium   in   Boston.    
It    was revolutionary  at the time, but is a lousy place to  hear  anyone talk.   So  we  must  
ask whether he  really  wanted  to  make  a wonderful  place to hear a lecture, or just put this 
dome on  the ground.   To this end I argue that being the first on  the  scene does not qualify 
anything as beautiful.  

The  final  guideline  tells  us  not  to  be  scared.   The realization  of  one's  own  genius  
through  the  phenomenon  of creation  is a frightening thought.  The work is hard  and  there 
are no shortcuts.  One must delve metaphysically into the  nature of existence.  But in the 
end, you are in control.  That  destiny called  architecture allows us to create beautiful 
structures  in much the same way that the peasant created beautiful dances.  

 


