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The Burdens of Linearity
Donkey Urbanism

1 am a donkey, but a donkey with an eve: the eve of a donkev capable ot
sensations. 1 am a donkey with an mstinct lor proportion. | am and always
will be an unrepeniant visualist, When it’s beautiful it's beautiful—but
that's the Modulori . . . The Modulor lengthens donkeys’ ears (here I reter
to another donkey than my atorementioned self ). —LE CORBUSIER

To explan this book’s title, or part of its title: the phrase *burdens of

»n

lineanty” came from an ¢arly versien of this chapter, which I wrote
while a fellow at the Chicago Institute for Architecture and Urbarusm
and subsequently published in Straregres in Architectural Thinking.!
The phrase came from a conm .‘55 between. beasts of burden and
(non}linear practices, a convectjén that initially caught my eve i Zke

City of Tomorrow, where Le/Corbuster tallss about the pack-donkey

I I. Lequeu, Reguction. of the Plan of Pars. Frisian donkeys. Mule of
Auvergne. Nothing from whaiever angle. By permission of Cabinet des
Estampes, cliché Bibliothéque Nationale de France, Pans.
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and L the might mﬂm.m. Beasts of burden are harnessed 1o lines—re1ns,

‘ nmﬂrf Emaml.um the most literal sense, and this condition may allow

us to mmm_ BQEQEE,._E. the welght of the usually weightless lir line. In

z.zm numﬁwmn .Em ammal UE& of the macmﬁcu‘:._m @mHSo&E. charac-
ter of donkeys and the particular kinds of lines they might make
(which 1s loaded with everything one suspects and more)—1s oniy a
sketch, even a carcature, of the “otherness” that the amimal usually
stands for. Almost all of the anmmal stuff that was wn the earlier

versien of this chapter has been excised and put 1nto another manu-

script because it kepi swerving this texi.? But I wanted to keep the

¢ word burden becatse the residue of this animat presence 1s mportant

to my discussion here.

I refer m this chapter to three critically belabored and, for me,
strangely mtertwined pieces of writing: the first 15 Claude Lév-
Strauss's “Writing Lesson™;? the second, Jacques Derrida’s commen-
tary on that essay, “The Violence of the Letter”:* and the third, the
first chapter of Le Corbuser’s Cizy of Tormorrow.

Derrida’s critique of Lévi-Strauss's writing lesson 15 an exem-
plary critical commentary on the problem of writing and the limata-
tions of structuzalist analysis.f And Le Corbusier's writings are, m
ther own way, exemplary modernist polernics. However, none of
these texts are exemplary i any sense that would allow me to connect
them to each other 1n the way I have i mund. In other words, even
though I am playing; mn a less than exemplary way, Derrida’s own
(exemplary) game of moving between texis, the result 15 somewhat
ancillary 1o the range of Derrida’s concerns. The result imvolves only
certain internal debates mm architecture: that 1s, Le Corbusier's and
Derrida’s (and, wmplicitly, Lévi-Stranss's) mterest m lines and lin-
earity; and Le Corbusier’s and Lévi-Strauss’s {and, mmplicitly, Der-
rida’s) cunious encounters with “beasts of burden,” specifically mules
and-donkeys.

Lines and beasts occupy fundamentally different orders—the
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Inammate versus the anumnate 15 only the most obvious distinction. Yet
Lévi-Strauss, Le Corbusier, and, i a different way, Derrida use the

mscripaon {or failed inscription) of [ifies on biie Harid aiid the antes of

{Feasts on the oﬁsma ﬂo spedl 5T, ammong other things, nature, culture,

nmsozmbﬂ, “ethnol

it e vt

nmw:.u\ of Tomorrow 18 a Tecurrent mmﬁm.&. resistance to modermty, of

and metaphysics. Fiist as the donkey m The

ornamental froufrou and dilatory historicism, so the mule m “A

Writing Lesson” introduces 4 certam confusion and humiliation, a

wal Eﬁndmmm. that opens 11to a Emm:mﬁc: on the origins of éﬁﬂdmu

empies, and .ﬁnr;mo.nﬁm Umiimm critique Om T dvi- mﬂmﬂmm s essay
reynarks, 1 turn, on the curious wwnwwbagmry of Lévi-Strauss's eth-

nographic journey mto the Brazilian jungle, the Gﬁvwcwﬁwmiﬂ of a

“path” (whether made by oxen, muies, or men), rumned lines om

ooﬁaguawzoﬁ (fallen telegraph rhm& and inscriptronality and vio-

ST e e

lence.
1 am reminded here of at least two other taxonomies whexeby

things radically different become m:nmm alike (a contamnatian

through proximity}; Ralph Waldo Emerson’s obsession m 'his famous
m%ww..,.nfmﬁmmmu,.ﬂwww the phenomena of “language, sleep, madness,
dreams, beasts, |and | sex”;7 and Jorge Lws Borges's “Chinese encyclo-
pedia,” which 15 aited by Foucautt at the begmning of The Order of

Things and in which anupals “drawn with a very fine camelhair
animals “belonging

Edmr: are listed next to ammals “innumerable,”

to the Emperor,” “stray dogs,” “et cetera.”® These Tists (series) are
provocative because they suggest—indeed, remark exquisitely

wpon—the possibility /inevitability of m<m2.?5m bemg brought mto
Telation mmﬁ,m.mﬁwlﬁmmm else, mE._osmr this 15, of course, both a won-
derful m_.nn a «aEEm dream. Taxonomies are neither endless nor
unfixed: an infintte number of relations are hypothetically possible,
but only a_ mmé mm.mo_mo connections are ever actually made. Tax-
onomies are onky as p wmumcmm?m as the mstitational, cultural, and lin-

guistic conventions that frame them, although here, especially
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Borges, there 15 a kind of fragile interplay gomng on between the
taxonomc conventions themselves (alphabetic, numeric}, In other
words, the persuasiveness of “Chinese encyclopedia™ is based purely
on the automatic exchange vetween (apparently unrelated) things
ordered according to a numbered or letiered list.
1s the framnework here? What permits a connection
and, ?wmmnm m Derrida’ s Fmﬁ\mﬁmﬁm s, and Le Cor-

B

either a %.Enﬂ% historical nor a saentific tradivon
would put lines and beasts on the same list. A certamn license granted
by poststructural eritical theory mrght permit one to construct gener-
ally homologous worlds where the lines made on the landscape by
certam beasts {in this case, mules and donkeys}—the paths they make
or follow and the marks or spoor they leave behind as they navigate
the terrain— are imtimately related to the lines {the marks) that one
maght draw, write, or otherwise nscribe on paper or to the lines and

paths mscribed on a landscape by a building or, more precisely, by

. architecture.® But 1t taies neither a special critical license nor a revi-

m siomst history to trace the layout of cities back to the paths of beasts, It

f

; wEEm

K

is easy to forget that the track of the ear, another kind of beast, 15 only
about one hundred years old, ﬁ;._ﬂ.m:mm the track of the beast 1s, well,
mﬁﬂmﬂbaq old. The connection between this ‘bestsal urbamsm and,

[ U—— oS,

“modern urbarusm” and, 1 turn, the connection between urhamsm

and architectural lines are, ot course, what directly concern and are

" thereby authorized by Le Corbusier himself.

Le Corhusier argues that orthogonality, the ¢

——

‘orthogonal state of

— -

’ best expresses the spirit of the modern age. And he opposes the

regulating line” of human bemngs—orthogonal, gecmetne, mea-

i sured (architectural, urbamstic)—io the path of the pack-donkey:

© “Man walls 1 a straight line because he has a goal and knows where

 he 15 gomng; he has made up his mind to reach some particular place
"and he goes straight to 1t The pack-donkey meanders Eommp _medi-.
tates a little in his scatter- _H.mEma and m_mﬁmnsmm mmm

o™
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order to avoid the laxpey svones, of to ease the climb, or to gain & little

msmam. Te takes the line of least Hmwmﬂmnnm.iagmu {Finks only of his

mcm_ The pack-donkey thinks u:.—% of ﬁ&mﬁ will save him Sdaw_m.

“The Pack-Donkey's Way, Hﬁ Oogs.ﬁmn. mdmm on,
the Emd” f,.m.amm,mmﬁwmnowmwn"mﬁm_.
o AR Sy
According to Le Corbusief’s Eﬁsoﬂcmﬁnw_. mnnoﬂa of the his-

tory of the city, the covered wagons of an Eﬁﬁﬁm population “lum-
bered along at the mercy of bumps and hollows, of rocks or mire [and |

m this way were borm roads and tracks.” These early tracks are made

according 10 a :moE.anw idea’

of how to meve from one point to

mﬂoﬁuonrf?osm these tracks, Tiotses aré “planted,” and éventually

these houses are enclosed by city walls and gates. “Five centuries later
another-targer enclosure 1s built, and five centuries tater still a third
vet greater.” The great cities, built according % this first track heed-

jessly ﬂ,mnma. osﬁ on an Euomu:w,awm Eunmnm_um havi Siﬁﬁsnm of

P - .
small connective capilianes. For cities n_ommmm w< these 1ntersecting

copillanes, T8 Corbusier recommends © ‘surgery”: cuttng out central

ooﬂicimﬂeadm& so that the “bodily msim: om the ,ESmm can flow.

The ms.mﬁw.n line that cuts H:Hc:marndm congestion of the pack-

T e

W@ s way 1s, according to Le Corbusier, “a positive deed, the result of
sglf mastery. It 15 sane and noble.”*?
The pack-donkey Tecws as & motif throughout The City of

Tormorrons 1 2 later section on nature, wh material body s n_m..,

mnﬁga as chaolic (the, s_wmm@ but whose mﬁEﬂ 15 described as 3%14 ,

?..E.En ESos&;Eu 1n an account of %m human body asa nmﬂmmamd.

taryand E.?S‘mq mwmﬁms but a pure and orderly idea; 1 an mnnosa of

u«Eosm oq@d ng thew ammal munmwmﬂom : 1M an accoust of the

m:uwmﬁmoq om oizomgwrg. and so on.13 The pack-donkey also fre-
quents Towards ¢ New Architecture* although 1t remains unnamed,

subsumed under the order of the bestial. The_paghk-donkey 1s the

mwﬁmlwz these ﬁm:n other) fables—ot a &moamﬁ%dmﬁﬁm. of the

chaotic and.diseased body, of a barbaric a munr;oonﬁw_ and urban past.
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| The donkey makes the “rumous, difficult and dangercus curve of

anumality” and typifies the “looseness and lack of concentration” of

I human beings m distraction-—that 15, the primitive or nonmodern
I

. | human beng. The donkey m all of these guises threatens the trinmpa

. R L e
of geometry—an arbamsm and an architecture of geometry, of pos-

“iive action, of overcommng and ascending to power {nationhood), of
samity, nobility, ang self-mastery.

The orthogonality that Le Corbusier polemicizes 1 these parts
of The City of Tomorrow and Towards @ New drehitecnge!s does not
refer simply to the rectilineartty that one finds (almost) in T.e Cor-
busier's “Unité d’habitation,” although Le Corbusier rermarks exten-
sively on the “rightness” of the Tight angle. According to Le Corbusier,
the orthogonal state of mund, which defines madern urbamsm ang
architecture, 16 governs urbansstic/ architectural thought and action
that are devoted to self-mastery and the “rational” line {which is not
necessarily strayght 1n a literat or graphic sense but 15 always straight

"man ideological sense). Le Corbugier puts it even more dramancally:
“When man begns to draw strazght fines he bears witness that he has
gawmed control of himself and that he has reached a condition of order.
Culture 15 an ortogonal state of mind. Straight lines are not deliber.
ately created. They are arrived at when man s strong enough, deter-

. mined enough, sufficiently equipped and sufficiently enlightened to
desire and to be able to trace streaght lines. In the history of forms, the
moment which sees the strarght line 15 a elimasx; behind it ang within
1 Lie all the arduous effort which has made possible this manifestation
of liberty,”17

,,:w\ Dﬁrom.gﬂﬁvﬁﬁﬁm theory about how to win archi

al forces arrayed within

them. 18 g linear to any form that 15
erected against the monstrous, speechless, wang, athless inco-

Lo Sl B y gy

herence of the genealogical “line” jtself—tne {chaotic) history of the

i e 22T e

oty and architecture, !9 Orthogonality keeps culture hegemomeally

65

e — — i

ICTATED BY THE
THE 51X 5UCCESSIVE BOUNDARIES nmmu —-?—:W- D
‘‘ PACK-DONKEY'S WAY

: fe- burbs, except that
iphery foere s the strangle-bold of the wearer o A !
Maa“..hﬁ.‘ﬂ_“% ..M.ww there are apen spaces ; the Boiv de Vincennes and fhe Bois

de Bowtogne.

BReprnted by permission from Le Corbuster, The City of Tomorrow, trans,

Frederick Etchells, MIT Press, Cambridge, 1982, 94, and courtesy of Fondation
Le Corbusier, Pans.
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superior to nature and attempis to obliterate the trace of nature
L\n::nﬁu.m. nﬂ._m .oﬁbomoﬁ& /mnonorthogonal opposition 1s at work every-
where 1 Le Corbusier's urbamistic and architectural projects—-in-
deed, one might say that 1t 1s operative m all wrbamism and architec-
- ture. The Modulor, 1 particular, mn spiie of its contortiomst posture, 1
‘ Le Corbuster’s figure of resistance to the collapse of this opposition,
and it stands against the misbehaving donkey.2®
: The beast of burden, of course, must oppose orthogonality m
Lorder to give orthogonality 1ts force, at least 1 this cartoon version of
the pack-donkey and the founding of vrban culture. Bui the cartoon
L L sa
makes sense only if one can first unagme a proper patt from wh

- ich
e e S

‘the donkey has deviated, and not just a proper path but an economy

“and ergamzation: of Jabor, a human economy within which the beast
-1s structured as a culiurai rather than a natural (or wild) ent:ty. The

= e

! cavert marmer i which the beast of Fitden 2150 Stands a5 an oblique

“measure of human work 2! transgression, and laziness, while retamn-
.ng all the faults of an ammal of “nature” (“instinctive” rather than
“rational” motivations, mdirection, emgmatic behavior, apparent
mundlessness, and so omn), complicates the opposition between the
orthogonail and the nonorthogonal in mteresting ways. The allegori-

. .cak collapse of the donkey nto the transgressive (human) body and,

sunultaneously, Le Corbusier's w.nm_mﬂ..ma surgernies, by which the am-

ma} body.1s separated from the mind and spirit i the modemn city,

al sets nature m opposition to culture.
R NI . A
Whether this drama is between two urbanisms, the orthogonal

*" reiterate an ancient drama th

o e e e e T

(proper} and the nenorthogonal (improper), or between a “natural”
production (beast or donkey) and a “cuitural” production (line or
architecture), its power 1s to forestall the collapse of the division
between the proper and the unproper, the cultural and the natural 2

Initially, the distinction between the ideology of orthogonality
m urbamism and this ideology m architecture-—a distinction am-
mated by Le Corbusier first in The City of Tomorrow and later in

Yoruba sculpture from Benn: a bronze figure on a donkey. T.e Corbusier's

that the straight line produces ihe modert city 1s the same as z.:,w

preposal

e T T T
twelfth-century Yoruba proposal that lines open |mwm mem.mwm.m,ﬂﬁ,:nw s
Eﬂg‘ﬁm‘dmmwﬂumm]ﬂwwwﬂmﬂﬂmmm “grymitive art,” such as .3.58.3 tribal

Mﬂﬂuwwm. a5 hidden {non-Euclidean} figures 1 his building plans. He mistook,

m colonial ways, the lineage of his i < Photograph courtesy of Ursula Held,
Ecublens, Switzerland.
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Towardas a New Architecture—did not seem particularly significant,
The same words, particularly mastery and uprightress, are applied to
both urbanism and architecture, and Le Corbusier easily passes from,
town (urbanism) to house (architecture). But now the 1ssue seems
more difficult, The :mﬂmmﬂ.c:m curve” of the amimal does not seem to

e e et ¢ ]
be .me&@hmlﬁw@!.nmﬂmﬁmsmh.,mwm.vﬁnoﬂﬁgmﬁﬂmm offered by Le

Corbusier {nor is 1t a problem 1n his own work); indeed, the curve 15
offered as evidence of the “mathematical” and the “rhythmic,25

And, of course, geometry 1tself contains more than just nght angles.
But at the same time, modern architecture and modern urbarism
mmw@mm.m.mrm geometry of the nght angle, and, without Guestion, the

urbantsm and architecture meet each -other==3§ geometrc, nght-

wﬂm._mmmm‘mp:l.amimwf.mwwamrnmml E..Em the projective drawing system that
connects the plan dind nmm levation 4 In projective drawing systems,

e it

He co-representition, the equalization, of the wrbau and the architec-
tural fas well as the garden and the fandscape—but that 15 a different

story) is not merely representational but also a coalescence of geome-
try and philosophy 1nto what Derrida ealls Cartesian mtellectualism.,
which T discuss 1 more detail later. Donkey wrbamsm, or deniey

/\ wwmv.:.mmmm«d. IS Som.m,u_.wﬁm.q .nﬁwmmuﬁ. 1115 also swerved:ithat 1s, 1t deviates

[ Y

I\_._N_M (and suffers the consequences of deviance) from a system of Pproduc-

P g
tion that alows houses (architecture) and tewns (urbanism} to be

S

e a1

e s g e —
uci&ﬁ conceived and represented. It 15 figither wholly urbamistic nor

e e e i o v g et

wholly archiiectural i the traditional sense. One of the felt powers of

this dongeyism 1s the power to mitroduce the confusing force of dis-

s

traction intto the geri

an urbamstic

or architectural scheme or body of thought. Certainly distraction.

considered urbanistically, would be different from architectural dis-

traction,25 “w.ﬁe Lwant to bring the donkey to a kind of pause here at
this idea 6f the “distracted. "

R PP BN - S A

Because donkey urbamsm or donkey architecture depends on
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the (prior) possibility of representing the ety graphically (as gridded,
for example)—and the possibility of bringing the urban and the
architectural together by means of the graphic system of projection—
what Le Corbusier notices m the pack-donkey “state” of the ancient
aity 1s not a pure history of the city as an entity that evolved, say,

” Instead, he sees the history of the city

“animal state.

through an
through a mass of lines already crisscrossing his vision, because he 1s.
atter all, an architect. But m order to explain this kind of “seemg,” I

need to branch off from the linear graphics of projection to another

e ATV
—

graphics: writing. To put 1t bluntly, L& Ubtbuisiers writing about
Bt e
urbamsm and architecture 15 8 paragon.of heedlessness, lack of self-

A g e ene vt Rt A

mastery, lack of direction. This 15 true generally: all writing twists out

of the straight line that 15 xts graphic expression mto the nonstr

line of interpretation and signification.®® And it 15 true specifically:

wght

The City of Tormorrow and Towards a New Architecture thematize the
opposition between the stratght and the crooked, so their failure, as
writing, to pretend to “act rationally” is particularly significant. This
15 a triclty point because 1t relies on a “reading” of Le Corbusier that

emanates from the donkey side of the mm;mﬂoh“m donkey reading.®?

et e intil emeshan s R =

We wouldn't have to play this potentially too linguistically torqued

“seemg” is aiready

game for long 1n order to see that Le Corbuser's
laden with preconceptions, which ¢ah be summarzed by all the usnal
problematic oppositions: omament /structure, straght/ crooked,
proper /improper, donkey line/straight line. We could ask, for exam-
ple, what it means tor Le Corbusier to talk about strazght lines since no
lines, except “ideal” ones, are absolutely straight. Does Le Corbusier
reaily mean “relatively straight lines™? And exactly how far off the
true does a straaght line need to be before 1t becomes a donkey line?
Two degrees? Ten degrees? And this 1s not to mention the standard
stuff about mastery, master plannimg, self-mastery—all of which are
discredited but still amazingly operative terms of totalization,

But the line and the donkey of Le Corbusier’s text are only half

/.
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the story. The other half is the anthropologst and the mule. Genet-
1cally speaking, mules are the cross (pomt of intersection) of a horse

g with a denkey. Horses, through. the discipline of dressage as

well a5 Lesser disciplines, axe capable of being ridden by human beings
and accurately directed by handheld reis. Wules, although often
vidden, are bred for their sirength as pack animals (which ate fre-
quently driven rather than ridden). Further, mules cannot reproduce
ther own kingd; each mule must be produced by a pairing between the
two origmal species, The move from the donkey of Le Corbusier's text
! to the mule of Lévi-Strauss’s text may seem slight (in genetic terms);
indeed, 1t 1 very slight on one level. Both Le Corbuster and Lévi-
Strauss use the movements of these animals as a counterpoint to
another discourse about lines. As we have seen 1 Le Gorbusier’s texs,
" this discourse on }ines had to do with the ,,mﬂ,m_msﬁbamms of modernity

versus the “crookedness” of the past: 8.5 straight urbarusm versus a bent

urbanist. And yet, on another level, the move from the donkey to the
mule is as drastic and as apsclute as the mMoOve from the ammal as a

piece of nature to the animal as a piece of culture. Donkeys and mules,

m this sense, are as different from each other as horses and cars. Dne
reproduces. The other 15 produced. As allegorical figures opposing the
Yine, a mule opposes a line in the way an arc opposes a line, as one
CONSLIACHON CPPosIg another, whereas a donkey opposes & line1n the
way a plant, say, opposes 2 Line, as something “natural” oppeses
something tariificial.” But we must double back agan, because these
words, these symmetries, are misleading. What would it mean, for
example, to talik about the difference between things that reproduce,
such as donkeys and humans, and things that are produced, suck: 35

mules and lines??®

Claude Lévi-Strauss, like Le Corbuster, 18 concerned with re-

flecting on (and ﬁmmmﬁwmmv.m. mmnmﬁmmm|mﬁmn._mow=5 the ongin ot

empnres, and architecture. The tine of descent that Lévi-

Sirauss claums for woiting n “A Wiriting Lesson” ignores, according to

o of chapter i,
om L Corbuasier,

Facsmile of first pag

oup @ prapbre’ (C1E. TRAMSATLANTIQUE)

EYES WHICH DO NOT SEE

1
LINERS

Pablications, New York, 1986,

uFves Which Do Not See,
Toroards a New Architecturs,




Fperp Rl

THE BURDENS OF LINEARITY

Derrida’s subsequent eritigue, the “writing” (colloquial writing, em-
owres, and architecture) that begins at the moment when culture
begins. Derrida does not correct Lévi-Strauss in favor of another point
of origin, another history, for writing. Instead, as we know, Derrida
characterizes “writing” and, 1 related but different ways, “history™

i as orginless, as multiorigined. Derrida’s argument focases on Lévi-
: .ftl.l;;i:..:fieials

| ‘Strauss’s belief that there are cultures with writing and cuttures without

writing, and that cultures without writing are mogmaoi. inmocent,”

shoaﬁdﬂﬁnm. Em the mwm_ovﬁﬁoz and So_m:om Emn Q&S Strauss)

thinks writing inaugurates. Writing, cities, and architecture are 7e-

situated in Derrida’s critique as Eﬂgﬁﬁ mounm_omgmm and gramma-

Spawﬁm that hend around and nest ..ﬁﬁrE each n&;mﬁ producing

honzon lines here and Eﬁd that u«oﬁmnozﬁz shape the adventure-
some path of knowledge 2?

Iwant to consider Lévi-Strauss's essay onty briefly. At the begin-
mng of this short prece, “A Writing Lesson,” it appears that Lévi-
Strauss and his fellow anthropologists cannot take the nsual picada,

. the path 1n the forest, because the oxen carrying gifts for the natives
; cannot get through the heavy underbrush. The expedition 1s thus
i forced to take a route over the plateau, a route unfamiliar even o
\ Lévi-Strauss’s natve guides, with the result that the whole expedition

i

{ gets lost 1 the bush somewhere around the fifth paragraph of the

”. account. After a crisis of authority having to do with the chief’s

inability to provide his people with &.335 and foo . the Indians

reotisrt %mgmﬁﬁwm and the @%m&ﬁca m&.m:mm on to thewr rendezvous.
Lévi-Strauss and his men effect thewr exchanges, count about seventy-
five Indians gathered (since the purpese of his expedition i the first
place was to take a census of the Indian population), and leave as
quickly as possibie.

The situation immediately after the exchange of goods, as Lévi-

Strauss remarks, 15 always mnmmmg ,Enw danger. It turns out, however,

that the danger for Lévi Strauss rmm not 1n the latent violence of

The opening of the eye through geometry. From 7. J. Lequen, Nowvelle
méthode: Les études géométrugues doetl, 1792, By permmussion of Cabinet des
Estampes, cliché Bibliathéque Natzonale de France, Pans.
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the natives but m the recalcitrance of his muie, Shortly after leaving the

i —

inds himself alone ang lost 1 the

gaihermg, T.évi Strauss someh
ungle, with only his mule for a compamos. He stops and gets off

the mule 1n order to firea shot mow..um_? which causes the mule to bolt.

; spends the next mmﬁﬂ,& rosz trying to catch the mule,

| but Ha Em time he does, he has ‘become more qucumri. _omn. De-

moralized by this episode,” Lévi-Smrauss writes, he nmnamm to Ha? an

his mule to get him out of this Hunmgnm.imdﬁ ““Ngithier my mule nior T
knew where they [the band| had gone,” Hé goes on. “Sometimes I
would head him m a divection that he refused to take; sometines
I would let him lead, only to find that he was simply turming in a
errcle. . . .1 wasnot, admtiedly, the first white man to penetrate that
nostile zone. But none of my predecessors had come back alive and.
quute apart from myself, my mule was a tempiing prey for people who
rarely have anything very much to get thewr teeth mto.”5¢ For-
tunately, however, 1t seems that several of Lévi-Stravss’s Indian,
guides had turned back as soon as they noticed his absence and had
been following him all day (presurably because they found his wan-
derings amusing or instructive). They now rescue him, leading him
back to where he had left his belongings at the foot of a tree, and
together they rejoin the main party.

This episode 1s the central trauma of “A Writing Lesson.” And it

15 a kind of precondition for Lévi-Strauss's reflections on something
that happened earlier m the expedition. During a sleepless might
cansed by the “torment” of the mule mcident, Tévi-Strauss thinks
bacls on an episode with the chief of the tribe. Duxng the transfer of
gifts from whites to Indians, the chief pulled forth a prece of paper
upon which he began to draw wavy lines. {Both paper and pencil were
routimely given as gifts by the anthropologists.) The chief pretends
front of his people to be the one who 15 authorizing the axermuwmm
. ﬂmmmd.._:m 1o his “false” list as he confers with Lévi- “Stranss about each
gift. Lévi-Strauss m a sense gets lost m this “false discourse,” which

g
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does not correspond with anything that, for him, counts as writing,
and he has to be rescued by the chief’s commentary, “which was
prompt m corming.” For Lévi-Strauss, the wavy lines count as neither

writing nor drawmg?' Reflecting on this episode the evening after

his fiasco with the mule in the jungle, he conciudes that the chief

mca:mmﬂnsnmnﬁmmm?m fow S 358. He then Emem s0MEe mEmNEm

ccmmzmﬂcwﬁ.

If we want to correlate the appearance of writing with certam other
characteristics ot civilization, we must look elsewhere. The one phe-

_ngmencn which has 5«.8.5:5. ace

Ewm stiie Eﬂmmﬂmaou mio vo
number of indi¥iduals, and ftheir| distributlon. mto a hievarchy of
castes and classes. Such 15, at any rate, the type of development which

we find, trom Egypt right across to China, at the moment when

X R S.Eczm. makes 1ts débuts; 1t seems to iavor rather the expleitation than
_ﬂ._m enlightement of mankind. This expleitation made 1t passible to
K assemble workpeople by the thousand and set tier tasks that taxed
T ther to the limuts of their strength: to this, surely, we must attribute

the begmnings of erchitecture as we know 132
Now 1t 15 precisely the link between writing, the formation of
cities, and the beginmngs of architecture that interests me—ermbed-
ded, as it.15, 1n this reflection about the ongms of writing, which itself

oceurs as a kind of mghtmare or perturbation as a result of Lévi-

Strauss’s episode with his mule. Fox one thing, wien Derrida critiques

Lévi-Stranss’s perceptions of the relations among writing, exploa-
tion, violence, and cuitural origms, he seems to leave the triadic
“arrival” of writing, cities, and architecture untouched. For another
thing, 1 some obvious way writing, urbamsm, and architecture rely
on the making of lines, and Lévi-Strauss’s text 18 a continuous lament
about how lines (paths, marks, mscriptions, writing, communication)
are 1n the process of disintegration or loss. I wan: to suggest that the

surreptitious figure of connection among writing, cities, and architec-

-
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ture 1z Lévi-Strauss’s, Derrida’s, and Le Corbusier's texts 1s the re-
calcitrant mule. The mule—a cross between two poorly urbamzed
creatures (the donkey and the-hwgise, which will become “horse-
power’ )—1s the crossroads, ﬂrm/ow.ummgzw, for urbamsm, architecture,
and, now, writing. R

One may wonder whether I am speaking {merely} allegorcally,
telling an animal story m order to smuggle 1n a story about architec-
ture, urbamsm, and writing. But I think 1t 18 not comncidental that Le
Corbusier chooses to level his accusations agamst classical and nine-
teenti-century architecture by refusing an urbamstn and architecture
built according to the “Pack-Donkey's Way.” Nor 15 1t comcidental
that Lévi-Strauss 15 forced to his musings about writing, cities, and
architecture while riding a mule. It 15 not surprising that m the
presence of animals m general (metaphorical, mythical, or otherwise},
we are forced to consider mechamsms of control and, simultaneousiy,
waywardness and thus to consider morality, rationality, order, civiliza-
tion, cities, and architectizre. At the same time, the banality of these
pariicular ahunals, donkeys and mules, constrains Le Corbusier’s and
Lévi-Strauss’s larger commentaries, reducing them to the local prob-
lems of how te find one’s way through the jungle or how to jay outa
city street. These more Local issues become, 1n both accounts, 1ssues of
how to follow, draw, mterpret, and account for lines. But whereas the
donkey still falls {geneticaily) on the side of nature, the mule 15
entirely cultural, mc the muie, m.—o.noﬂn::m to the mbﬁ:mim ologist, 15 an

" on the donkey: m the midst of linear practices, the

mule Hu.non_.ﬂnmm a m_..:un—mw ocs?muoﬁ Emh ,n—mmm the n_onwmu\ because the

T, Emﬁﬁm been bred to the rﬁm. already belongs to the order of
the line.?® But whats “the order of the line”? One maght say, loosely,
that the line 1s sunultanecusly of and against these beasts since, on one
hand, like the mythical beast, lines simply start m the middle ot
things—they have aimless beginmngs—and, on the other, lines are
hyper-directed according to the forces of the ideal.

ik b
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The “ideal model” for lines 1 both urbauism arid architecture is
Euclidean ge @@gmﬂmﬂmmmwmﬁmm Iine as wqm%wn.ammm. _,ﬁ.w.mﬁ: "
A straight line 1s a “line which lies evenly with the Hvoﬁﬁm on 1tself.”
And a pont 15 :maﬁ which has no part. 34 Tt 1s mteresting to look at

these ammsuﬂonm mua 1o note nwmﬁ 2.54 are definitions rather than

proofs—because the problem of the ideal, 1n architecture and else-
where, 15 partially constructed by means of these definitions. The two

ideal pomts m Uaoumca:\.m drawing systemms. for mxmﬁmwmlgm vanish-

A N o e

ing pomt and viewer posilon——are Huclidean m gm:. Emmrcﬁ The

two ogogdmls.éwm&g&mm length” and it which has no part’

‘Take the forh of a Prion propositions from which the rest of the

mmoﬁman Systemn develops, hecatse Buclidesn defnitions aid postii-"

A

lates (and what Buclid calls “Common Notions”) are the accasion for
controlling, m advance, contradicnions m the system. This 1s an over-
simplification, of course, because the economy of the definitions 1s
crucial to the economy of the whole system, It matters that there are
almost one hundred definitions, all of them a prior: reductions and
therefore repositories of conflict, rather than, say, one thousand defi-
nitions or only two definitions. From these definitions, postulates, and
a few other elements, the thirteen books of Euclid’s Elerments, which
together provide the basics of solid geometry, are dexived. I discuss
Ruclid's Elements at greater length 1 the next chapter; here I want to
look, not at the specifics of a geometric system, but at the notion of the
“geometnic ideal.”

Derrida’s sermmal introduction to Husserl's Origin of Geornetry
15 pertinent m this regard. Derrida draws out a necessary fallure sn
.m;mmml.m search. for an “origin” in geometry. Husserl claims that

T 3 i L. L
geometry was a “quantwm. leap” in understanding, a “genesis” that

L

belonged not to the “adveniure of humanicity” but to a “higher

reason.” Derrida begins by saymg that The Origun of Geomnetry “con-
cerns the status of the ideal oEmoem of science (of which  geometry 1s

one mxmaﬁ.._muq thesr waoanﬂwo? U< Em:ﬁmﬁ:w acts, as ‘the same,” and
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e to the obtain mexact but pure morphologieal types: ‘roundness,’ for exam.-

.y :

the constitution of exactiinde through idealization and passag!

Tim1t—a process which starts with the life-world’s sensible, finite, and ple, under which 15 noﬁﬁan&n_ the mmoamgnJ. m.mmﬁﬂﬂ cm _.rm m
, w._ummnpmuﬂmo materials.”?® For Husserl, the guestion of pure geome- Mm.:%.mmm..w.mﬂmwmﬁmomm “world, ﬁ_m ideai msm@m.m.wﬁw wﬂmE are not ﬁam
\ try—the pure geometric tradition—1ies outside this sensible life- mmoamﬁpabﬂﬂimﬂwrmsﬁwﬂﬂmﬂm.nw.mﬂmmmmﬁ& d ; Em,m_,ww_w.nm“w..; ?_ﬁ&\? 4
* world of multiple venations of forms and culture. Geometry cannot be ,mﬁmuﬂmmmm pure m,mmwsm lines, ‘pure .w_mzmm. other ‘pure m.ma..,ﬁm‘mu &
sreated historcally, as Derrida writes: “The question of ongm will not i the moverments ahd deformiabons which ocour m HE.S fig- 4

pe & “philological -historical. . . search’ in the investigation of ‘particy- ures.”3®

tar propositions’ [Orgen, 1587 that the first geometers discovered or Continwng, Derrida argues that the “ipstitution of geometry

formulated |according to Husserl, Origun, 158]. There, 1t would only could only be a philosophicat act™ The “physical thing, the body, the

be a matter for the history of science m the classical sense . . . 10 take ;- vague morphological and phioronoma types, the art of measure, the : .
stock of the already constituted contents of geometncal cognitions, 10 f Huowmwgrq of EpmmEE vaniation, and preexact mwm:o._..mﬂpmonmrsq al- . _

particuiar of the first postulates, aX10ms, theorems, and so forth, con- “ ready had to be tocated in the cultural field that was offered ‘to the o

tents that must be explored and determined as precisely and, as com- % philosopher who did not vet know geometry but who stould be

pletely as possible from archeological decuments. Despate 1ts meon- concervable as its VeNLoL.’ . , The philosopher 15 a max who 1mau-
testable mterest, such an mvestigation can teach us nothing abeut the / gurates the %ﬁnﬁﬁ [that| . . . makes idealization’s deci-
geometrical sense of the first geomeirical acts.”>® The history of the ,_rm:a passage 1o the limit’ m.ommﬂmﬂm. ;
ongin of geometry, Derrida contimues, 15 the “history of an operation, Thus does Derrida arrive at “infinitization, ” the “gomyg beyond :

and not of a founding. »37 Jn Derridean terms, ideal gevmetry s  every sensible and factuel limit” that must take place for the constitu- i
fion, or Institution, of the geometric ideal. And, stmulianeous with
this “radical freedom” of the philosophical spirit, 1s the need to limat

always already m place by the tune the geometers first wield their

—

{
pstruments. The ongn of geomelry predates the moment when i

Fuelid and other geometers {Thales, for exam ie} consolidate thelr in advance the mﬁﬁmﬁ of “infimite production. 41 “Tlere we are.
4 P P

propositions. The geometer per s always arrives too late at the scene "then,” Derrida writes, “as a last recourse, pefore an idealizing opera-
of the birth. The “always already” construction wilk hecome, In subse-

quent works, a kind of Derridean techmque for passing through the tions are never to be so studied, 81

ton whose activity has never been studied for iself and whose condi-
nce we are dealing with a radically

poundary layer that classical theories Lom. origin WWWHWWWWWWWEFR msututive operation. This idealization 15 that which, on the basts of
ﬁo«:,ﬁmum Derrida’s argument here 15 the same s 1t will be later 1 his sensible ideality {the morphological type of ‘roundness,” for example), “
critique of “A Writing Lesson.” Eummmmm a Ew&oﬁ. wwwmw..,mn\_.m o@m/osww wu,wg.,, mnm,mm,m.;dmmsm_cwm..ﬁmmrq
Before the exactrtude of forms appeared in history, before the ) occur—the ‘cirele;’ m.%mwﬁ;wwﬁ.dwﬁ fbut] new .moamﬂcn {the pure
anigin of geometry, Husserh axgues, “an essential form becomes Tecog- : wmmqmmmmﬂ\mmhm_.mwﬂ »42 Pure mmoammq, Jing 1 U:m(ﬁumm becolnes
mzable through a method of vamation” (Orgin, 178). As Derrida m,mm.mwm..m ﬂb,ﬂzoxﬁmﬁ “ Gmﬂm@ﬂuﬂﬂmoﬂﬁ&umﬂﬁ: which T Emﬁﬁoﬂmm.mm“

sumrnarizes the sense of this remark: “By ymaginary variation we can lier with nmmwaoa to the _Bma:sm “of archutecture and urbamsm, and
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Sré_u dmcmmmwd.? suppresses certain questions and structures—ques-

, { tions about :umm_ams.o:‘m:n mm:m:ﬁw.&a for mxmgu_m m:n ﬂ:m ‘origin
.um the ability to idealize."+3

Derrida’s peint, his drive here, 18 toward a theory of :E&&;m

@ o

births” of geometry rather than one
have an mfinite number of births (or birth certificates) in which, each
fime, another birth 1s announced, while still bemg concealed? Must

we not say that geometry 1s on the way towards its 5 origin, mstead of

mﬁoomm,&sm from i2"#* The &Bﬁwﬂoz of a secure sense of ongin for

geometry has to do with what has been left out of the’ game. Tn this
hmmm. what has been lef: oul 1s the act of “reduction 1tself, . . . the

y ’ 1, S ————
o T 5 R —

MeeTiain of Eﬁwcmoﬁi and. rsnoq Emimm:&m S—that s, the ongm of

e “sheoretical mzuzim: ﬂan:.

IR

o ask the aﬂmm_uoﬂ of the line 395 the question of the geo-
metric ideal, then, 1s to nstantly E¢owm and become entangled in
these problems.*s The angin that Lévi-Strauss clamms for writing will
recelve the same scrutiny, the same treatment, as Husserl’s s organ. of
geometry. But 1t 1s Important that 1t 1s éﬂrcmlﬁam odmu,,z of lan-
guage and Derrida’s paradigmatic m_macmmﬂosw of the ongm of lan-

guage—that nF:ﬁﬁmE dismantles the ﬁcmﬂgr@ ofa : pure mmoEmﬂQ

or a pure science of any Enn and for this reason a._m word x\:x:%

et

Lévi-Strauss’s passage recerves ?.H.,immmn attention mwoa Derrida. But
the “large tasks™ of cities and empires, and the “beginnings of archi-
tecture,” have already crisscrossed the path of {the ongmn of ) writing,
and vice versa, by the iime we get to Derrida’s account. This “reflec.
tron” on writing happens as a result of Lévi-Stranss's ohservatrons
about the Indian chief’s wavy drawings, but the observauons are
made 1n the shadow of the trauma produced by the wayward path of
his mule.

One of my working assumptions earlier in this chapter was that

* atleast one of the consequences of mixing wp geometnic lines (straight.

_Em& eﬁﬂr E_umuumﬁo or architectural lines @mﬂ._m plans, elevations),

“origm”. “Does not gesmetry.
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with mule and donkey lines (paths, lines of descent), and with the .
ff.....ll.rs.érl...ran!.i Lo
lines of writing was t! THat R3S HHX-p ﬁrm ﬁﬁmmgzm Hmwummmﬁmm by the
P e, A e,
genetic max-up of the mule} offered a %mﬂmﬁ H@Em.ambnm to .Em various
tactics of ideality. The miule (which can have no smgle oﬁmE cannot
| N,
be classified as a species) and the donkey, msofar as they both advance

perturbed technologies for representing the line i space {as city or
architecture), participate i the anexact measure of the ev he everyday. 47 In

this scheme, linearity—an ideal system based on the same “passage to

s

the limit” that pure geometry 1s based on—must be perpetually won

mﬁﬁw through wrﬂ_omcﬁr#nmm Bmmbm (Carvesm Tatallae

exam H.._Hav, K.HE.D w::.bmban E.mﬂc:mrg. Improprie

death. . ,
TN g g
~ it this Is WINmng away cannot be understood in sumple or 1c

terms. The geometric or philesophical attitude of urbanism or archi-
$1mﬂlgsﬂm cannot be heroic in the sense that the protogeometer perhaps
15 or was. Urbamsm and architecture, as we have already seen through
the strange narratives of Le Corbusier and Lévi-Strauss, come (in a
state of considerable hegemony) to the geometnic {strarght) line m the
mmediate presence of the animal {swerving, making a path), which
rrevocably perturts the hegemonic and the straight. And, lest we
forget, the anumal is not “the Anumal”—not something natural and
unito 1tself—but 1s the principle of animality that belongs entirely to
human culture.

Beturming, at last, to Derrida’s discussion of Lévi-Strauss's
“Writing Lesson,” we find that Derrida remarks, “One should medi-

tate on all of the following together: writing as the possibility of the

P T

road and of difference, the history of writitig und the history of the

H.,mwmf of the vap m“scﬂhrm v Euha. Om ﬁwm Humﬂ: that 1s broken, beaten,

\vnnﬁ. of the mm.mnm of H,mﬁmwﬁgrsa and of Hmmmssﬁ._ traced Ea Em

ommabmn n:,w %qmawmﬁnm. m.,oE and the Scrwa mﬁmoﬁu@. of nature, of

the natural, savage forest. The h&@ﬁ 1s savage, the ma Tupta 15 Written,

mmmmmgma....mba Emnﬁf_u ”Bﬁommn on

o_mba% as &mmnmnom_ as w.o
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2.5 - hyle, m the moﬁmf 1m ﬁdon as mafter. 748 The path thus made

mnonsnam a crisis of oémnr a crisis of mwougmoﬁm arnval {of certain b4 M
forms of consciousness, such as pure geometry oF history or architec-

ture); a cxisis of the line as outline (Alberti), wall (Alberti), path (Le ﬂ

Corbusier), crossroads (Lévi-Strauss). It substituties for the singularity
of these moments the plural oogﬁ:omﬂod Om difference, divergence,

repetition, crossroads, and violent spacmg.*? \
The line, as Derrida wnites 1n another place, 15 the very thing

Dy et
that mwuwmmmNWM.,mw»@znw not see “when 1t had s eyes open on the

mterior om its own rﬁoja: “The end of Tinear éﬂﬂn 15 1ndeed the

end of %m voow even if. . .1t1s within the form of the book that new

writings . . . allow themselves 0 be . . . encased.”®® What 1s not so
elear—what 15 here mn a state of suspension and suggestion—13 how |—|—Jm OC.H= n e O.ﬂ .ﬂjm Aommﬁ_v WOQ<

architecture and cities are puilt at the crossroads of thewr own Tines

(wrban and axchitectural) and the lines of wxiting. This 15 mtunately
According to Freud, the 1amm samiliar homeliness of feminine logic 1s 2 g of

related o the guestion of how the violence of spacing (urbamsuz and _homeliness of oT0)

i ». v the' O ond with the

architecture) oceurs hefore or at the same tume as the violence of the ¥ %%@ﬁiﬂ! BER IR B

. father. Because the father canngot threaten her with the 1085 of | what she

WG knows she does not have, he zemaons sheo cotof her love. She contmues to
“demand his love 1 um:‘u.: E.:m s m:nﬁ;m. aoammrarw account) and to

rsori—her tather ot a substitute——can give her
what she oo concretely wanis, Pm mam presses her Egnwsa demanas, the
nd:_. m=.o._._n=m demands of Em superege, go 1 E..:na.w E‘ her. For she does
B —=pr Roes ucn mmwm.a Qmﬁ—Oﬂ_ a mﬂﬁnﬂmmw..uﬂmﬁ=muﬁumuﬂ% Enwnm.w the
muIEma.w of w_mmmmnwba “power oﬁﬁmm rmwwm.:, The teminine woeman, then,

b S plmps

experiences neither the merbid pan of ethical accusation, nox the joy ot
ethical exaltation, The sublime field of the ethical is, 10 general, closed 10
her, By this account 1t would appear that feminism 1s toredoomed 0 fail as
an ethical project. —J0AN coprme, “m/f, or Not Reconciled” H

heljeve that some other pe

s amazing that T have beer able to defer until now the

It 15 perhap:
explicit question of gender with respect to the proper mn architecture.
—all these have

@\59 . domesticity, the howse, matlers of propnesy




