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ABSTRACT

This thesis looks at two critical urges in Critical Systems Thinking that
both complement and critique each other. Firstly, there is an urge to construct
in a critical manner. Secondly, there is an urge to be critical about such con-
structions. They complement and critique each other in the manner in which
the second urge requires the first urge in order to understand what it means
when one begins to create by construction, and also in which the first urge
requires the second in order to understand the privileged position that con-
struction is given in epistemology. These two urges give two stages.

Construction relates to four clear conditions that develop from an
Architectural study. This study offers two definitions of Architecture : struc-
tural longevity and relational modification. Consequently, a Structure and
Process are established (first two stages) which together content an
Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking (third stage). This Architecture is
then applied to Systems Thinking through a study of five Systems Thinkers,
this application offers an Architecture as commensurability (fourth stage). The
Architecture is thereby offered as author.

De-construction relates to four clear conditions that develop from the
Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking. Each condition questions the
Architectural authority to construct. The Process (reversed to complement and
critique) questions the Structural consistency of the Architecture (first). A
Structure of Acuity develops that maintains meaning where the Architecture
neutralised meaning (second). A Contentless Acuity follows (third), thereby
allowing the contentlessness of paradigm (in)commensurability to be discussed
as an application of the Acuity of Critical Systems Thinking. The Acuity is
thereby offered as reader.

To balance these two urges is to read with authority.
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PREFACE

There are two urges in Critical Systems Thinking. Firstly an urge to construct
in a critical manner. Secondly an urge to be critical about such constructions.
The second urge requiring the first urge in order to understand what it means
when one begins to construct. And the first urge requiring the second in order to
realise the manner in which construction is given a privileged position in

epistemology.

The first urge privileges construction, requiring an acceptance that we
must promote a critical distance between the constructor and that which is
constructed. This critical distance becomes the over-riding defining feature of
’critical’ in this instance. Such a definition allows constructors to construct. Such
a distance becomes ’critically acceptable’ once we witness that the construction
is not a direct reflection of the constructor’s wishes. Such a construction becomes
‘enlightening’ when we begin to uncover the reasons for construction simulta-
neously with the uncovering of the power relations that support such construc-
tions. This critical outlook follows on from Adorno’s (1973) realisation of the
paradoxical features of reason, at once seeking validity and power: to realise this
is to realise the Negative Dialectic. This first urge realises the negative dialectic,

a realisation that is pursued throughout Habermas’s work:
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"Now reason itself is suspected of the baneful confusion of
power and validity claims, but still with the intent of

enlightening." (1987, p.119)

We posit therefore, that critical distance is the requirement for the privileging
status of the construction resulting from the first urge in Critical Systems
Thinking. The distance is an ideological distance, where one ideology seeks to
be critical of another ideology in the interests of constructing an ideology that
distances power from validity. The critical acceptability of such a construction
relies upon a sufficient differentiation between ’that which is valid’ and "that
which is powerful’. Critical acceptability, in this guise, differentiates the "...
inadmissible mixture of power and validity ..." (Habermas, 1987, p.116). Itis the
task of this first urge in Critical Systems Thinking that critical constructors
explore the possibilities of such admissible differentiations of power and validity.
One such possibility will be pursued in the first stage of this thesis, this possibility

is the Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking.

The Architecture is constructed in two chapters, contented in a third, and
applied in a fourth. Prior to construction, however, there exists a need to introduce
the notion of ’ Architecture’ to the Critical Systems community. This first chapter
comes before the four chapters that deal directly with the claims of the Archi-
tecture. We introduce Architecture from six definitions of the word that can be
foundin any detailed and current edition of the Oxford English Dictionary. These
six definitions are: Art/Science; Action/Process; Structure; Style/Ornamentation;
General Construction; and Computing (networks). From this we use Structure

and General Construction as a “physical support’ for the four remaining defini-

Xv



tions. This physical support exists firstly as an ’everyday understanding’ of the
word Architecture, and secondly as a means to organise the four remaining
definitions. Proponents from each of the four definitions are related via the
physical support, a debate ensues and an initial understanding of the Architecture
1s offered. The physical support is ’that neutrality’ which we must depend upon,
as it offers a support upon which the complexity of the *non-everyday’ discourse
regarding Architecture is dependent. This 'non-everyday’ discourse proposes
two initial understandings of Architecture. They are: structural longevity and

relational modification.

The second chapter develops from the initial understanding of Architecture
as structural longevity. It establishes a structural base for the Architecture of
Critical Systems Thinking (henceforth ArCST). This structural base is offered
as a means to understand Critical Systems Thinking. There are two structural
sides to the ArCST: Main debates, and the Four epistemological levels. The Main
debates are current arguments in Critical Systems Thinking, they exist as an
effective response to current polemics. Where ’effective’ means being responsive
onatemporal and structural scale. There are three effective responses thatdemand
our attention: Margins, Fiction, and Will. The Margins debate stands in
opposition to the ’core’, established, traditional, methods of thinking. The Fiction
debate stands in opposition to those established discourses thatrefer to themselves
as "Fact’. And the Will debate centres on the motivation that establishes such
"core’ and ’factual’ discourses. The Main debates, therefore, begin by being
responsive to critical change (Margins), continue by exemplifying such a critical
change (Fiction), and finish with the guiding interests that may wish to halt such

critical change (Will). The Four epistemological levels seek to organise
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knowledge from the basis of intelligible opposition. They begin with
Dialectical-Forms, continue with Cross-Dialectics, and Cross-Generics, and
finish with Pluralism. Dialectical-Forms develop from Hegelian Dialectics and
Platonic Forms, they look for an understandable tension between opposing
epistemological positions. Cross-Dialectics, as the name suggests, build on from
this understandable tension to orchestrate a ’crossing’ of Dialectical-Forms.
Three Dialectical-Forms are crossed in three dimensions, and a fourth temporal
dimension allows debates to come alive between the Dialectical-Forms.
Cross-Generics classify Cross-Dialectics into competing Generical-Forms, this
preserves the status of the Dialectical-Forms and brings a new complexity to any
debate. Pluralism exists as an organising attitude, where the three previous
epistemological levels are organised to offer an ever-changing definition of
‘pluralism’. The first structural side and the second structural side are now
brought together to form the structural basis of the ArCST, this giving twelve
cells (three multiplied by four). The notion of structural consistency is highlighted
when Margins acts as an initiation alongside Dialectical-Forms, when Fiction
exemplifies alongside the sophistication of Cross-Dialectics and the classifica-
tion of Cross-Generics, and when Will evidences motivations alongside the

organising capacity of Pluralism.

Chapter three develops from the initial understanding of Architecture as
relational modification. Given the structural basis of the Architecture, the rela-
tions within the Architecture modify as more relationships are established. Two
flows of relationships are seen as important here: vertical and horizontal flows.
The vertical flow begins in the Dialectical-Forms and ends in Pluralism. It has

three contexts in the three main debates: Marginal vertical flows; Fictional
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vertical flows; and Willed vertical flows. The relationship between the
Dialectical-Forms and Cross-Dialectics, forexample, modifies asitchanges from
a marginal context to a fictional context. The horizontal flow begins in Margins
and ends in Will. This flow operates to understand the vertical flow. It has four
contexts that promote this operation: Dialectically-Formed horizontal flows;
Cross-Dialectical horizontal flows; Cross-Generical horizontal flows; and Plu-
ralistic horizontal flows. Each flow obtains some understanding of the vertical
flow ineachcontext, forexample, the Cross-Dialectical horizontal flow compares
the relational modification of the three Main debates as they influence the
interests of Cross-Dialectics. When these two flows come together (in the way
that the two structural sides come together in the second chapter) they form the
over-riding logic of the chapter: the demand for continued understanding. Where
continued understanding is the detailed understanding of the vertical flow plus
an understanding of this flow as given in the horizontal flow. Continued
understanding operates within the Architecture and is the semantic to the syntactic

chapter two.

Chapter four is a combination of chapters two and three. Using the structural
consistency of chapter two and the continued understanding of chapter three we
realise the contented ArCST. The ArCST is not, however, fully contented. We
realise that when we constructed twelve cells in chapter two we would be unable
to content all of the cells because of the demand for continued understanding
required in chapter three. This demand means that two categories of cells are
created: contented cells, and satellite cells. Contented cells balance vertical with
horizontal flows, and thus respond to the demand for continued understanding.

Satellite cells are unable to balance vertical and horizontal flows (the vertical
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over-powering the horizontal), and thus are unable to respond to the demand for
continued understanding. Despite this, the satellite cells possess a positive aspect.
This positive aspect is the establishment of an Architecture of Autocritique. As
the satellite cells critique the contented cells a sense of Autocritique is established.
All of the cells are considered, and their relationship to the Architecture of
Autocritique is highlighted. This fourth chapter, therefore, establishes the

potential of the ArCST in its portrayal of the many debates entered into.

Chapter five uses the potential of the ArCST in an application directed at
contemporary Systems Thinkers. Five Systems Thinkers are considered: Beer,
Checkland, Flood, Flood and Jackson, and Jackson. The extensive treatment of
their work (centred on their main texts) requires four movements to be created.
Chapter 5.1 offers an initial understanding of each Systems Thinker in asking
three questions to the five Thinkers: what are "the" main themes in their work?;
what words or phrases do they prefer to use and why?; and what is their main
definition of ’System’? Chapter 5.2 builds upon this initial understanding in
recording the incidence of the three main debates in the Systems Thinker’s work.
Asking, how does each Thinker respond to the polemic of Margins, Fiction, and
Will? Chapter 5.3 is the second structural side to chapter 5.2°s first structural
side, as chapter 5.3 asks how does the Systems Thinker employ the Architecture
through the four epistemological levels. Chapter 5.4 employs the three previous
movements (5.1 to 5.3) to offer an enriched understanding of each Systems
Thinker. Rich enough to offer the possibility for commensurability across the
different perspectives of the five Systems Thinkers. This offer of commensur-
ability is seen as an output of the application of the ArCST in this fifth chapter.

This overall positive finish to the first stage of the thesis prepares the reader for
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the potential critical outlook that the second stage will provide. Where in the first
stage we appear positive in our constructive feats, we now prepare to see the

whole project undermined by a devastating critique.

The first stage evidences an Architecture in four moments: Structure, Process,
Content, and Systems Thinking Development. The Acuity maintains these four
moments, but the arrangement differs. Where the Architecture promotes con-
struction, the Acuity promotes de-construction. The Acuity, in considering the
second urge in Critical Systems Thinking, seeks to be critical of the Architecture
inits Structural capacity, the firsturge in Critical Systems Thinking. Construction
promotes structure, de-construction promotes process (upon structure).
Accordingly, the Acuity’s four chapters begin with Process, follow with Structure
(the proceeding of the structure), then Content, and end in Systems Thinking

Development.

Chapter eight re-traces the Architecture in placing process before structure.
As chapter eight proceeds through the Architecture four clear stages can be
recognised: an extraction of the content of the ArCST; a loss of connection
between the two structural sides (and here the structural consistency is inevitably
questioned); a loss of connection between the three main debates (and here
continued understanding inevitably becomes an issue); and the recognition of
two clouds ("desire to construct’ and ’desire to compare’). The deconstruction
of the Architecture sees two presences that are sustained unquestioningly:
intelligibility and oppositional thinking. These two presences rely upon recog-
nisability and the overlooking of potential logical inconsistencies, in short, the

Architecture becomes a target for deconstruction in its ’ability’ to evade
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inconsistencies through repetition. Here the Architectural unity of form and
meaning is questioned, highlighted by the four stresses upon conceptual
homogeneity. A conceptual homogeneity that preserves the * Architecture as self”.
The Acuity as deconstructed clouds is brought alongside the constructed
Architecture and where the meaning of the clouds create form, the meaning is
lost within the Architectural form. In the Acuity’s search for meaning we achieve
three Foucaulvian necessary contingencies: the Unthought, the Other, and
Transgression. Each contingency limits the form that knowledge can take. To
further study such processural contingencies we consider intertextual knowledge,
where all texts are reliant upon prior texts: prior texts limit the forms that
contingent texts take. The cloud as lost origin is emphasised in that texts become
absorbed by the act of signification, unable to respond to the signified. This
inability refers to the Architectural reliance upon the structural dependency of
the Dialectical-Forms. The Acuity responds with the process of différance where
there is a proliferation of meaning within one form (the Architectural unity of

form and meaning again being questioned).

Chapter nine sees structure as an opportunity to benefit from process, and
to respond to this opportunity we need to look at the structural value of Inter-
pretation, Representation, and Meaning. A Structure, and a Basic Structure, are
proposed which both represent interpretations of the many meanings of the word
’is’. The Basic structure is a square-based pyramid, where the square base ’is’
the existence of the (square) cells in the Architecture, and the point at the top of
the pyramid is the Acuity of the Architecture that we are searching for in this
chapter. The Structure of the Acuity raises the square base to a cube, and thereby

enables a more sophisticated Acuity of the Architecture to be developed. To
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understand such a structure we need to re-consider the relevance of the words
interpretation, representation, and meaning. We stress the relativity of inter-
pretation, the act of interpretation, and the importance of self-referentiality with
regard to the Architecture. We recognise the inability to represent outside of
language, a debate then ensues between representationalists and antirepresen-
tationalists, and the Architectural imposition of structural consistency is seen as
an attempt to supercede validity. A further debate between meaning and validity
shows us that truth is continually re-produced by language, the Dialectical-Form
is seen as maintaining the empty sameness of the transcendental subject, and the

non-dialectical nature of the Acuity finishes this chapter.

Chapter ten looks for content and finds contentlessness, as the problematics
of self-referentiality preclude any acceptability of a scheme that demands content.
Content, accordingly, must not be seen as a singular force, but as a consequence
of less precise forces. We must, therefore, treat content as a movement, as a trope
(re-affirming the processural nature of the Acuity). Two tropes are considered
to be most important to the establishment of an Acuity of Critical Systems
Thinking (henceforth, AcCST): Metaphor, and Irony. Metaphor replaces one
word for another, and this chapter proceeds in replacing the philosophical
downgrading of metaphor with the philosophical requirement of metaphor.
Philosophy downgrades metaphor in its authoritarian attempt to transcend the
figurative to reach the literal truth: authoritarian ’common sense’ attempting to
be non-representational, undramatic and atemporal. Such attempts are seen as
futile, as no complete opposition is possible between the proper and the meta-
phoric, because the metaphoric has no meaning in current language, and what

has no meaning cannot have an opposing meaning. Irony is more complex than
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metaphor in that it is a mode of speech as compared to a replacement of words.
Irony offers meaning contrary to the words employed in any statement. We enter
into an ’Ironology’ showing the details that Irony can offer in Critical Systems
Thinking and we finish the chapter with a recognition of the importance of

self-creation as a linguistic capacity.

Chapter eleven develops Systems Thinking in its treatment of the current
debates concerning paradigm (in)commensurability (the parenthesised ’in’
showing the reader that both commensurability and incommensurability are
possibilities). We begin by offering four interpretations of will and representa-
tion. Will is viewed as an ontological determinant of epistemological represen-
tation. Here the epistemological representation is  paradigm
(in)commensurability, and the will is that of the paradigmatic thinkers.
Schopenhauer and Nietzsche are employed to introduce the notions of will and
representation. Kuhn and Burrell and Morgan are evidenced as the mostimportant
paradigmatic thinkers. Consequently, will and representation is related to para-
digmatic thinking. This relationship uncovers an incidence of dualistic strain
within the paradigmatic thinking. Such dualistic strain is seen in opposition to a
world of plurality, consequently, dualism is seen as restricting scientific progress,
where dualism controls modern science’s reliance upon extended things main-
taining a passivity in order to accurately quantify. An Anti-dualism of scientific
activity is promoted, and the dualism of paradigmatic (in)commensurability is
highlighted in the works of Kuhn and Burrell and Morgan. In order to understand
the mechanisms that promote either paradigm commensurability or paradigm
incommensurability, we need to look at the irony of paradigm (in)commensur-

ability as a necessary stage prior to the appellation of commensurability or
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incommensurability. To do this we look at an example from both persuasions.
Consistent with the Acuity as critique of Architecture, we consider Irony and the
Architecture as commensurability. Here we relate chapter nine to Appendix I
giving a lower level call for commensurability and an inability to recognise the
importance of the ’cloud of the Acuity as likeness’. Here commensurability
becomes ironical. The case for incommensurability is taken up by Kuhn and
Burrell and Morgan. Kuhn falls for dramatic irony, and Burrell and Morgan fall
for an inability to see the existence of a Socratic negative aspect within the
dialectical boundary between commensurability and incommensurability. Here
incommensurability becomes ironical. The chapter finishes in promoting an irony
of paradigm (in)commensurability that sees the worth of self-creation in re-ap-
propriating our sense within the world, where self-creation is a response to the

contingency of this world.

Overall, we can see that this thesis at once promotes construction and
deconstruction, at once promoting the existence of two basic urges within Critical
Systems Thinking: the urge to construct in a critical manner, and the urge to be
critical about such constructions. The balance between these two urges rests as
much with authorial intentions (an urge to construct) as it does with reading
intentions (an urge to deconstruct). Therefore, as long as we write and read we
will be caught within these two competing (not necessarily equal) urges. Their

importance to Critical Systems Thinking cannot be over-emphasised.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO STAGE ONE:
THE ARCHITECTURE OF CST

INTRODUCTION

The first stage of this essay will construct an Architecture of CST. It is useful,
therefore, first of all to consider whatan Architecture is. The general and everyday
understanding of Architecture emphasises structural longevity. We will briefly
consider this concept. Structural longevity can be evidenced in the buildings, the
factories and the general infrastructure of a town or a city. That is to say the
physicality of a particular conurbation. This physicality pervades into a char-
acterisation of the area of concern. A characterisation that resonates a feeling of
permanence related to that town or city. Itis this feeling of permanence that gives
longevity its contextual meaning here. And the meaning related to structure is
given by the physicality of the area. It is this concept of longevity, closely tied
to this concept of structure, that gives meaning and character to an urbanisation.
And it is this meaning that is commonly referred to as Architecture. This,
however, is not the only understanding of Architecture. We must look for further
interpretations, and through this offer a basis with which to develop an Archi-

tecture of CST.



1.1 THE SIX CELLS

The 1989 edition of the Oxford English Dictionary offers six different

definitions of Architecture. These definitions offer an established basis for any

discussion regarding the nature of Architecture, and will also help to elaborate

upon the initial idea of structural longevity. The six definitions can be summarised

as being:

(i) The art or science of building

(1)) The action or process of building

(ii1) Structure

(iv) Style or ornamentation

(v) General construction

(vi) Computing

Together, these definitions by no means offer a monopoly of understanding,

however, they represent an important summary of the range of definitions that

can be expected to be read or heard in most discussions of architecture. It is



necessary, therefore, to include such a range within our Architecture of CST.
The range begins with the very general considerations of classifications of art or
science and ends with the precision of computing. Let us begin by briefly looking

at each of the six definitions.

The Art or Science of building "... or constructing edifices of any kind for
human use. Regarded in this wide application, architecture is divided into civil,
ecclesiastical, naval, military, which all deal respectively with houses and other
buildings (such as bridges ) of ordinary utility, churches, ships, fortification. But
architecture is sometimes regarded solely as fine art, and then has ... [a] narrower
meaning."

This definition as the Art or Science of building is the most general, and
therefore the most extensive of the definitions offered. The second definition
emphasises the activity of architecture, in its progressive re-building of our social
environment. The third definition captures the completion of this process, in the
structural considerations. The fourth definition concentrates upon the manner in
which these structures are differentiated through style and ornamentation.
General construction, the fifth definition, can be seen as a combination of the
second and third definitions. And the sixth definition relates to a more recent

understanding of architecture as computer networks.

Each of these six definitions offers a potentially fruitful dialogue in the
construction of the Architecture of CST (henceforth, ArCST ), however, limi-
tations of space and time allow for only four of the six definitions to be exem-

plified. These four definitions being: Art/Science (1st); Action/Process (2nd);



Style/Ornamentation (4th); and Computing (6th). The omission of Structure (3rd)
and General construction (5th) is explained by the orientation of the ArCST. Its
orientation makes a distinct break from the more physical understandings of
Architecture, as evidenced in these two definitions. Instead, the ArCST finds a
more fruitful dialogue with the aesthetic, symbolic, and conceptual under-
standings, as evidenced in the four other definitions. It is such a departure from
the limited physical understanding of Architecture that allows for a thorough

development of an ArCST, and this departure will fill the succeeding paragraphs.

The departure begins in a six cell structuration of the original six definitions.
Each cell represents an area of concern for each definition. The hatched lines
represent the existence of a strong commonality between two cells. The structure
of the six cells is founded upon the two physically orientated definitions which
serve to physically support the relationships between the four other definitions.
The two discarded definitions are seen in supporting roles for the four prominent
definitions. It is important here to note that the physicality of this structure is
essential in consideration of the non-physical dimensions (ie, aesthetic, symbolic,
conceptual ); that is to say, that the two discarded definitions cannot be wholly
discarded. All that has been discarded is their participatory role within the ArCST
discussion. Their role as physical supports (see Figure 1.1 below) has not been
discarded, and remains essential for a competent understanding of the six cell
structure. The physical support of the cells through the Structure and General
Construction helps to maintain a structural consistency between the four dis-

cussed cells.



Figure 1.1 The Six Cell Structure

General
Construction

Physical
support

Each of the six cells (definitions) relates to at least two other cells. This is
represented by the hatched lines. These commonalities help to shape an
appreciation of the ArCST. Areas of commonality allow for each of the six cells
to be seen in relation to each other. For example, the Architectural studies of
Luning-Prak begin in the Art/Science cell but necessarily continue in the style
cell. Luning-Prak therefore belongs to two cells, his observations concern social

conditions (Art/Science cell) and creative aesthetics (Style cell). The commo-



nalities exist for two reasons: firstly as a means to compare different cells (and
this method of comparison comes alive in the fourth chapter), and secondly as a
textual companion (making the introduction of the ArCST more likely to be
comprehensible to any reader versed in any of the cells). The commonalities,
therefore, help to shape an appreciation of the ArCST. This appreciation is further
helped with exemplification in each of the four prominent cells. What follows
is a consideration of each cell through the work of current and historically
prominent authors. The aim being to add substance to each of the cells, thereby

offering substance to any definition of the ArCST.

Reading from left to bottom and right to bottom the order for the ensuing
discussion of the six cell structure begins with the Art/Science cell, is followed
by the Style cell, next comes the Action/Process cell, and finally the Computing
cell. The commonalities exist in this order also, since the Art/Science cell shares
a common interest of aesthetics with the Style cell. And the Action/Process cell
shares an interestin *well-functioning” with the Computing cell. The Art/Science
and Style composite is considered before the Action/Process and Computing
composite because the former composite possesses a more complex history and
therefore a more complex array of authors. Protagonists within each cell are
called to the attention of the reader, and with more protagonists more attention

is called. Let us now begin with a consideration of the Art/Science cell.



1.2 ART/SCIENCE CELL

The majority of exemplifications are to be found in the Art/Science cell. Six
relevant examples can be evidenced. These examples are given in the works of
six Architectural theorists. They are: Perrault (1722); Prinsloo (1977); Scott

(1980); Preziosi (1979); Norberg-Schulz (1971); Luning-Prak (1968).

The Art/Science cell is by far the most relevant, as it is the most general. In
its generality it is able to tackle the major issues regarding an understanding of
Architecture. The classification of questions in this cell rests upon a debate
concerning the nature of Architecture itself: is Architecture an Art or a Science?
This question appears, in its primary consideration as very banal, though it is a
fundamental question that needs to be responded to. An Artistic orientation will
emphasise the profundity of Architectural studies, while a Scientific orientation
will emphasise the formalism of Architectural studies. And dependent upon this
orientation the study itself will offer radically different accounts. An Artistic
account needs to look beyond form(alism)s to inquire about the real nature of
Architecture. A Scientific account considers the real nature to be discoverable

as a form(alism) of Architecture:

"It was not without reason the Ancients thought that the
Rules of these Proportions, which make the Beauty of

Buildings, were taken from the Proportions of humane



Bodies." (Perrault, 1722, p.i)

The formalism in Perrault’s case is that represented by the human body. In
this overtly scientific work, Perrault considers the real nature of Architecture to
be discoverable in the form(alism)s and proportions of the human body. The
Beauty of Architecture can be found in the Beauty of the human body. Perhaps

the next quote emphasises Perrault’s formalism to a greater extent:

"... we ought to consider that the Reasons which should
chiefly regulate the Beauty of Architecture, ought to be
founded upon the Initiation of Nature, such as is the
Correspondence of the parts of a column with its whole; like
as there is between the entire body of a Man, and all its Parts."

(Perrault, 1722, p.vii)

This formalism is evidenced in a revolutionary different way in the work
of Prinsloo (1977). Where Perrault emphasises the formal correspondence
between Architecture and the human body, Prinsloo emphasises the formal

correspondence between Architecture and human development:

"... the fragmentation of our cities into mutually exclusive
functional zones; the decay and demolition of finely scaled,
humane, suitably complex urban areas and the resultant
fragmentation of human lives and communities ... constitute

aspects of a reality which is actively maintained both by the



modes of organization of essential institutions, and by the
media as being inevitable but which is not inevitable, which
does not serve human development, and thus constitutes a

false reality." (Prinsloo, 1977, p.5)

Prinsloo’s formalism is radically different from the formalism of Perrault.
Perrault sees the imitative Beauty of Architecture as a sole formal constraint upon
the Science of Architecture, and is happy to reflect upon Architecture within an
apolitical Weltanschauung. Such a Weltanschauung ’constitutes a false reality’
for Prinsloo. Prinsloo’s overtly political understanding of Architecture seeks to
evidence a structural relationship between the ’organisation of essential
institutions’ and ’false reality’. Prinsloo sees his Weltanschauung as constituting
a ’critical architecture’, able to transcend ideological limitations. Ideological
limitations that are fostered within the organisation of essential institutions. It is
the task of Prinsloo, and like minded architectural theorists, to engender a radical
transformation of the interpretation of man in society. Today’s interpretation of

man is essentially mechanistic and, therefore, produces a

"... dominance of utilitarian architecture [which] results
largely from the impact of industrialisation and moderni-
sation and on principles of organisation..." (Prinsloo, 1977,

p.12)

Architecture for Prinsloo is currently a domination of ’place’ around the dual

notions of ’territory’ and ’investment’. A utilitarian architecture that requires



separation in order to privatise place (and thereby creating territories), and
consumerism in order to fixate place (and thereby demanding investment).
Prinsloo sees this domination as a utilitarian teleological ideologue. It is teleo-
logical in its desire to see architecture as purely functional formalism (as oper-
ating on only one principle: that of functionalism). There must exist a
one-dimensional relationship between the architecture’s function and its
form(alism). The one-dimensional aspect of this particular ideologue exists to
dominate place around the two notions of territory and investment. This
one-dimensional aspect seeks to compel any notion of environment to obey
institutionalised knowledges. And this one-dimensional aspect allows only one
definition of human development. Prinsloo’s quest, therefore is to show the
limitations of such a one-dimensional approach, and to advocate innovative
architecture that inspires a continuous dialogue between principle and form. Such
an emphasis upon human development is in tune with Scott’s (1980) Architecture
of Humanism. However, Scott’s architectural study takes an oppositionary stance
to the overt formalism of Prinsloo. Scott wishes to look beyond the form(alism)s

of architecture in order to reveal the true nature of the architecture of humanism.

Scott begins by stating that:

"...’well-building hath three conditions: Commodity,
Firmness, and Delight’. From this phrase of an English
humanist [Sir Henry Wotton] a theory of architecture might
take its start."

(Scott, 1980, p.1)

10



Commodity refers to architecture’s ability to satisfy man’s external needs
(the uses of mankind, Eg. politics, religion, society). (Note here the similarity
with Prinsloo’s ’consumerism’). Firmness refers to the scientific dimension of
architecture (Eg. mechanical bondage, physics, statics, dynamics, logical stan-
dards). Delight refers to architecture as a disinterested desire for beauty (Eg.
Aesthetics). When these three dimensions of commodity, firmness, and delight
combine, they form a complex theory of the architecture of humanism. It is clear
throughout Scott’s thesis, however, that the third dimension of "delight’ benefits
from a higher level of complexity than the two other levels. The reason being,
the need to accentuate the more humanistic dimension of disinterested study.

Such an accentuation is evidenced in this following quote:

"...the process of our felt enjoyment is the simplest thing
we know ... The process of which we are at least conscious
are precisely the most deep-seated and universal and con-
tinuous, as, for example, the process of breathing. And this
habit of projecting the image of our functions upon the
outside world, of reading the outside world in our terms, is
certainly ancient, common and profound. It is, in fact, the
natural way of perceiving and interpreting what we see."

(Scott, 1980, p.217)

In this quote we can witness Scott’s equation of disinterested simplicity
with profundity. This, of course, demonstrates the profundity of humanism itself.
The notion of being ’least conscious’ relates to being disinterested. It follows

that an interest in something demands a certain high level of consciousness. And
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that the more simple the act is that we perform, the lower the required level of
consciousness: simplicity relates to consciousness which in turn relates to dis-
interest. Scott continues in relating this triad (simplicity - consciousness -
disinterest) to architecture (projection of image). And in this jump, Scott
discovers an ability to relate humanism to architecture, since it is the unconscious
simplicity of disinterested acts that enables the building of a complex and
profound architecture. Scott finishes in stating that this entire process is the
natural way, the singular, most natural way of perceiving architecture. This
natural way relating quite clearly to the simplicity in the first instance. We can

now summarise the above quote as comprising of five main moments:

(1) simplicity { triad of

(i1) consciousness { aesthetic behaviour
(iii) disinterest { (humanism)

(iv) architecture (of humanism)

(v) nature (the return to ’simplicity’)

These five moments reveal the process by which Scott develops an
’ Architecture of Humanism’. These moments also reveal how the process is
continuous, through the natural return to simplicity from moment (v) to moment

(i). Scott’s desire to look beyond the formalisms of Architecture, in order to

12



reveal the true nature of the architecture of humanism, is clearly shown in this
simple process. The triad of aesthetic behaviour indirectly attempts to replace
these formalisms of architecture (Eg scientific algorithms) with the simplistic,

unconscious, and disinterested human acts. This is Scott’s ’Architecture of

Humanism’.

Preziosi (1979) does not share Scott’s views on humanism, or indeed its
relationship with architecture. Preziosi postulates that the formalisms within
architecture are of the utmost importance. Scott’s triad of aesthetic behaviour
becomes lost within the complexities of the built environment. In Preziosi’s
language, such a triad would represent itself in a speech-act, where the simplicity
of the action becomes translated into the simplicity of the speech-act. And this

level of simplicity must be contrasted to the complexity of the built environment.

"In contrast to the unilinear temporality of speech-acts
(which decay instantly), environmental constructs are
four-dimensionally syntagmatic arrays, and manifest,
moreover, a (relative) object-permanence.”

(Preziost, 1979, p.17)

Scott emphasises simplicity manifesting itself as the most complex (ie.
simplicity as natural simplicity, and therefore, complexity masquerading as
simplicity). Preziosi emphasises object-permanence (or formalism) as the most
complex (in its spatiotemporality). Between the two authors, therefore, we can

see a stark contrast of an "artistic’ orientation (in Scott’s work) and a “scientific’

13



orientation (in Preziosi’s work). In the context of this subsection on the
Art/Science cell, we can see that Scott and Preziosi stand at opposite ends of the

cell.

Perhaps the most oppositional idea within Preziosi’s text is the manner in
which he critisizes architectural authors, such as Scott, who rely upon two or
three ideas which enables them to classify the whole of architecture (in Scott’s

case: Commodity, Firmness, Delight).

"The study of the built environment through the offices
of ’architectural history’ has more often than not focussed
upon only two or three of its functions - notably its con-
textually - referential or usage function, its aesthetic func-
tion, or its expressive function - and this way of dividing up
the pie has been confounded with time - and culture-specific
(and class-specific) notions of what buildings ought to do
and how they ought to do it. The result has been a miscon-
strual of architectonic conation, expression, usage, territo-
rality or plasticism, and metasystemic or allusory functions."

(Preziosti, 1979, p.8)

In this quote we can see how Scott’s ’Architectural Humanism’ relates to
the ’architectural history’ that Preziosi refers to. Scott’s humanism is made up
of commodity, firmness, and delight. Commodity relates to "usage’. Firmness
relates to the 'referential’. Delight relates to the "aesthetic’. According to Preziosi

the way in which such ’pie divisions’ are made is dependent upon the time, the
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culture, and the class in which the author lives or lived. And the only way in
which future authors can escape such dependencies is through a clear under-
standing of the relationships between architecture (Preziosi prefers the more
scientific "architectonic’, which has two substantive (as well as four adjective)
meanings: (a) the science of architecture, and (b) the science of the systematic
arrangement of knowledge. This systematic nature is evidenced in the following

quote, and is used to qualify the word "architectonic’:

" That [science] which treats of those conditions of
knowledge which lie in the nature, not of thought itself, but
of that which we think about ... has been called ... Archi-
tectonic, in so far as it treats of the method of building up

our observations into system. " (Sir W. Hamilton, 1838))

and language. In fact,

"_.. the architectonic system ... is only rivalled by verbal
language, with which it interacts in a complementary and

mutually implicative manner. " (p.12).

It is rivalled in terms of a correlative complexity, in which both share
similar levels of complexity but being only systematically correlative to each
other (p.100). This type of complexity can be seen in the way in which authors

such as Scott, and indeed Perrault, are dictated by linguistic codes when analysing
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architectural situations. The customary ways in which authors describe archi-
tecture is reflected in the linguistic habits that shape their culture and time.

Preziosi believes this to be so much the case when he states that

"... architectonic and linguistic codes conceptually appro-

priate the world in its totality." (p.113).

Such a statement causes many problems for the authors previously considered
in this section, for the main reason that they fail to consider the importance of
such linguistic systems, however, the next two authors will develop and critique

such a statement.

It is important to recognise here, that a continuing and constructive
critique is gradually being developed. Where first of all the classicism of Perrault
1s introduced as the traditional approach to any discussion within architecture.
Secondly, Prinsloo challenges this orthodox position with a radical-structuralist
critique. Thirdly, Scott shows the limitations of the previous two positions when
he offers an architecture of humanism. And fourthly, Preziosi shows the limi-
tations of the previous three in his complementary implications of linguistics
upon architecture. Having considered the way in which this Art/Science cell is
beginning to take shape, we can now turn to two authors, notably Norberg-Schulz

and Luning-Prak, for a continuation of this critical construction.

In Preziosi’s work we can evidence a strong formalism. This formalism

provides sufficient energy for this summarising quote:
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"The architectonic and linguistic codes conceptually

appropriate the world in its totality." (Preziosi, 1979, p.113).

Throughout his text the structural importance of architectonic and linguistic
codes is emphasised and re-emphasised; emphasised to such an extent that these
two factors are the representations of all conceptualisations. In Preziosi’s line of
contention, all architectural thinking, writing, expression is mutually implicative
upon the linguistic systems that allow it such expression. This is a very powerful
argument, and an impossible one to discredit, since all discussion about archi-
tecture must necessarily be presented within a compromised linguistic system
(itis compromised because communication by definition is interdependent and,
therefore, requires at least two compromising actors). However, there do exist
ways in which such arguments can be discredited. We can focus on the general
presentation of the work itself. Preziosi’s work is overtly structuralist in orien-
tation, and such an orientation allows for the opportunity of a non-structuralist

critique. A non-structuralist critique is offered by Norberg-Schulz.

The work of Norberg-Schulz takes an existential view of architecture
especially with regard to the many references made to Heidegger and
Merleau-Ponty (in particular). It is useful here to consider his work in this light,
as in this light we are able to contrast and critique it with the structuralism of
Preziosi. Norberg-Schulz begins by recognising the work of authors such as

Preziosi, and continues by showing the limitations of such an approach:

" The problem of architectural theory may be approached

in many different ways. .... A semiological approach is at
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present followed by many scholars, based on French
structuralism and the linguistic theories of Noam Chomsky
... [however,] architectural space may be understood as a
concretization of environmental schemata or images, which
form a necessary part of man’s general orientation or

"being-in-the-world’." (Norberg-Schulz, 1971, p.7)

This quote signifies the movement from structuralism to existentialism.
Here we can see Norberg-Schulz regarding ’environmental schemata’ as an
element of structuralism, and ’being-in-the-world’ as an element of existen-
tialism. Itis clear that Norberg-Schulz considers structuralism to be a determinant
of existentialism in that Piaget’s "schemata’ (Piaget being a major representative
of the structuralist tradition in France. Piaget’s particular interest lies in Child
Psychology, and his "schemata’ can be thought of as repeatable aspects of an
action or an operation in a similar action or operation, where an infant’s behaviour
can be seen as the sum of his schemata’. (Gardner, 1974)) is seen as sub-ordinate
to ’being-in-the-world’ (an existentialist’s starting point in the Heideggerian
sense). We can, therefore, suggest that an analysis of Norberg-Schulz’s work
may offer an interesting counter-position to Preziosi’s work, in that it develops
from an explicit recognition of the limitations of structuralism and attempts to

develop an ’existentialist theory of architecture’.

Norberg-Schulz follows Bruno Zevi in suggesting that architecture can be
seen as the art of space’. To this extent, an understanding of architecture requires
an understanding of space. A chronological analysis is given by ten main

references from the ancient Egyptians to Piaget. From these ten references, five
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Space concepts are proposed: pragmatic; perceptual; existential; cognitive; and
abstract. Each grows in abstraction as you move from the pragmatic to the
abstract. Pragmatic space refers to the desire to integrate man with the natural
‘organic’ environment. The identity of a person gives their perceptual space.
Existential space refers to the belonging to a social and cultural totality. The
cognitive space shows an ability to think about space. And abstract space is the

tool with which one is able to describe the others.

This understanding of space is then used to complement the main existentialist
argument. For Heidegger, space cannot be divorced from man; and for
Norberg-Schulz space can only be thought of as an abstracted phenomenon, space
must necessarily be abstracted in order to describe the many ways in which man
relates to space. And it is this complexity of relationships that forces high levels
of abstraction. However, we must remember that man and space cannot be
divorced, and that man must create abstractions in order to experience space.
This abstracted experience of space receives its being’ "...from places and not
from ’the spaces’ " (Heidegger, 1949, p.29). This is to say that the abstracted
space is given meaning (in this understanding of ’being’) by the place where it
was and continues to be conceived. Heidegger calls this notion of conception
"dwelling’. To dwell is to enable the placing of a space. To dwell is to give

meaning to abstractions:

"Only when we are capable of dwelling can we build.
Dwelling is the essential property of existence." (Heidegger,

1949, p.35)
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The notion of architecture is, therefore, centred around the concept of "being’.
We must build upon the earth in order to “be’. We must understand man’s capacity
to cultivate and safeguard his environment in order to understand man’s "Being’.
And we must understand that the act of building is in itself a recognition of the
need to dwell. Heidegger considers similar ideas of *Being’ and "Dwelling’ in
his celebrated essay: Bauen, Wohnen, Denken, of August 5%, 1951, published
in Farrell Krell (1978). These similar ideas can explicitly contribute to the
existential understanding of architecture that Norberg-Schulz promotes. Sum-

marised from the previous sentences we can offer:

1. Building is really dwelling

2. Dwelling is the manner in which mortals are on the

earth

3. Building as dwelling unfolds into the building that
cultivates growing things and the building that erects

buildings

These three things, according to Heidegger, are given to the reader as
long as the reader ’listens to language’. Language gives these three
relationships. We listen and we hear: bauen (to build in modern day German);
buan (to build in Old High German, modern day understanding to dwell);
Nachgebauer (near-dweller); bauen and buan are now our word bin (bin (as

in Ich bin:1am) from sein: to be, belongs to bauen). From these three simple
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words (bin; buan; and bauen) we can develop an existentialist architecture.
Through language we find that the notion of bauen meaning "to dwell’ has

been lost:

"Where the word bauen still speaks in its original sense
it also says how far the essence of dwelling reaches."

(Heidegger, 1978, p.325)

This essence of dwelling reaches to ’Being’, ie Ich bin becomes I
dwell’, the manner in which we are on this earth is dwelling. It is now

necessary to work through the three points in succession.

Building is really dwelling. Building should not be seen as simply a
means to an end (a means to dwell), rather, building is in itself dwelling as

the Old High German definition informs us.

Dwelling is the manner in which mortals are on the earth. The old word
bauen gives us the modern word bin, therefore to dwell is a manner in which

we ’are’ on the earth.

Building as dwelling unfolds into the building that cultivates growing
things and the building that erects buildings. Here we witness two distinct
understandings of *building’: building to preserve and building to construct.

Where things grow there is cultivation and where things do not grow there
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is construction. In this sense, building has re-active and pro-active dimen-
sions; and these two dimensions must be viewed within the general notion

of "dwelling’ and "being’.

It is now clear how existentialism relates to architecture, and it is now
clear how Norberg-Schulz (in using Heidegger) has attempted to develop an
“existentialist architecture’. What is now needed is a clearer understanding
of how such an architecture relates to Preziosi’s notions of architectonics.
As stated above, Norberg-Schulz offers a non-structuralist critique of the
structuralism of Preziosi. This 'non-structuralism’ has shown itself as exis-
tentialism, notably through the works of Heidegger. Preziosi’s structuralism

manifests itself most notably in the quote:

"The architectonic and linguistic codes conceptually

appropriate the world in its totality." (1979, p.113).

Whereas Norberg-Schulz’s existentialism manifests itself most notably

through this Heideggerian quote:

"Discourse 1is existentially equiprimordial with
state-of-mind and understanding.” (Heidegger, 1973,

p.203).

In these two competing quotes we see different views of language.
While Preziosi considers language as possessing a correlative object-per-

manence with architectonic codes, Heidegger considers language as a totality
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within which discourse possesses a 'worldly’ being of its own (which is
correlative to being-in-the-world). The motivation with which Preziosi drives
language toward architectonics is 'objectively-driven’, that is to say, lan-
guage and architectonics are equally permanent, and, therefore, equally
determine all actions within the world. For Heidegger, however, this
motivation is very different. Heidegger is driven to uncover ’being-in-the-
world’, there is no drive to uncover 'permanence’, in fact its opposite: an
existential state. Discourse is that ’being-in-the-world’ that ’discloses’
intelligibility within the totality of language. Both Preziosi and Heidegger
recognise the omnipotence of language, but armed with this recognition both
arrive at different understandings. Preziosi understands language as "ob-
ject-permanence’. Heidegger understands language as ’being-in-the-world’
discourse (ie, existential language). These very different understandings of
the role of language have important implications for any understanding of
architecture (or indeed, architectonics), and these implications have been
briefly considered throughout this introductory subsection. We will carry
forward these different implications and understandings to our final author

to be considered in the Art/Science cell: Luning-Prak.

1.3 ART/SCIENCE CELL INTO STYLE CELL

Luning-Prak serves as a bridge between two cells: ’Art/Science’ and
’Style’. The first cell has been the subject of the first five authors considered

above (Luning-Prak to be the sixth), and is concerned with the general
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question: Architecture as art or science? The second cell is less general and
is concermned with style as a differentiating force within architecture.

Luning-Prak is considered in order to bridge both cells.

Luning-Prak relates architectural aesthetics to social history, suggesting
that aesthetics are a subconscious reaction to social conditions: "A building
of note creates an image, a view on a world of space till then unknown."
(1968, p.3). This quote signifies how the social conditions ("A building of
note...”) create aesthetics (... a view on a world of space ..."). Luning-Prak’s
concern with social conditions relate to the Art/Science cell, while the
concern for aesthetics relate to the style cell. The understanding of social

conditions is not some passive, simple process, but rather:

"[t]here exists an intimate relation between the psychology
of perception and art... In particular the laws of configuration
of Gestalt psychology have a great deal in common with

some formal criteria..." (p.7)

This quote exemplifies the formal scientific psychology of perception in

juxtaposition to art. Art:

"... shows then, not the appearance of things’ but their
“true nature’....The way a thing is depicted, is ... a symbol
for an attitude towards reality, caused by external social

circumstances.” (p.23)
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The more scientific Gestalt psychology offers an "appearance’ through
precise laws of configuration, while symbolic art is able to reach into the
‘true nature’ of social conditions. It is this Art/Science division that
necessitates Luning-Prak’s inclusion in this particular cell. With regard to
his inclusion within the Style cell, Luning-Prak considers architecture as "...
symbolis[ing] an ideal world to which we ought to aspire, a dreamland.”
(p.vi). Three dreamlands are outlined: Classicism; Eclecticism; and Modern.
Each dreamland is a differentiation, a variation, a style. Each possesses its
own criteria, its own aspirations. Each constitutes an aesthetic. Where "...
the architectural aesthetics are a subconscious emotional reation to the social
conditions." (p.vii). We have now come full circle from the original quote,
which separated social conditions (Art/Science) from aesthetics (Style), as
we have now re-joined that circle in relating aesthetics back to social
conditions. We can continue our discussion within the Style cell through the

work of Brooks (1923).

The style that is the general concern of Brooks is an unimitative one:

"Architecture, an absolutely unimitative art, in that it
has no models as have painting and sculpture, is the art that
lends more to the dignity of a civilised people than any other.
And this is so because reason and beauty are the essence of
dignity. On these same grounds ... it may be called the most
creative of the arts, therefore the most human. " (Brooks,

1923, p.3-4)




Such an architectural style reaches towards all of those ’positive’
characteristics of an imaginary intelligent culture. The prominent words are:
unimitative, dignity, reason, beauty, and creative. These five words give
meaning and circumstance to the ideals of architecture, they are the historical
and prospective (therefore ’ahistorical’) style for architecture. This quote
signifies a ’naturalistic’ style. Brooks is wishing to show how architecture
is more natural, and therefore more deserving, than both painting and
sculpture. Itis more natural because ithas nothing to imitate. Paintings imitate
(in Brook’s era, ie pre-modemism: Dada, Dali, Picasso) either people
(portraits) or world (landscape). Sculptures imitate (again Brooks did not
live in a time where the famous ’pile of bricks’ in the Tate Gallery, London
became classified as a sculpture) people or idealised people (Heroic Gods,
Heroic soldiers, Heroic workers, Heroic revolutionaries). Architecture is not
afforded this privilege to imitate. Architecture must directly respond to the
’function of the economy of the whole’, it has no people (either idealised or
ordinary) or world to imitate, it must respond to its designated function and
itmust do according to the four other words. The designated function is given
by nature. This naturalistic emphasis becomes dignity, since dignity demands
a full frontal attack upon all pretentious activities (pretending to be other
than natural). This notion of dignity cannot help but be recognised as rea-
sonable and beautiful, and this is the next step for Brooks. As we have now
included reason and beauty, then they must be creative. Reason is that method
by which all arguments can be resolved. And beauty is the ensuing resolution.

This beauty must be the most creative as it is built upon the most sophisticated
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(though not that sophisticated to lead to pretentiousness) of reasoned argu-
ments. And we can see the architectural style of Brooks constructed with the

five building blocks of: unimitative, dignity, reason, beauty, and creative.

Nemeth (1987) would argue that the style of Brooks parades as
“naturalistic’ but is nothing more than a prevailing state (in this case Great
Britain in the 1920s) ideology. For Nemeth, all styles have an ideological
import, and it is seen as a potentially useful way to advance any study of the

earth:

"Perhaps a useful way to advance the study of the earth
as the home of humankind is to consider the entire human

habitat as an architecture of ideology." (Nemeth, 1987, p.3)

Nemeth defines Ideology as ’a potent political juggernaut that deliberately
forces and reinforces reality to fit an idea about reality’. Architectural
ideology is, therefore, a ’political juggernaut’ running over the cultural
landscape: where the architecture is a concrete manifestation of the prevailing
ideology. Forexample, the prevailing ideology of Roman times was a cultural
importation of the ideals of the Greeks, this explains to a large extent the
many Roman temples that were constructed during this era. More recently,
the prevailing ideology in the west is one of consumerism, therefore, many
"temples of consumerism’ are being built (supermarkets, shopping malls).
The Roman temples and the "temples of consumerism’ are both symbols of

a prevailing state ideology:
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"We would anticipate finding in every successful political
system, whether in a tribal or national state, a built envi-
ronment replete with the symbolism of a prevailing state
ideology."

(Nemeth, 1987, p.7)

This symbolism can be seen as the style of any particular culture.
Symbolic architecture is generally seen as an informal transmission of
ideological information from the state to the people, a fine example being
cultural artifacts (the Roman Emperor’s crown, and Campbell’s tomato
soup). Each architecture has a particular style and this style is dictated by a

predominant ideology.

1.4STYLE CELL INTO ACTION CELL

From these considerations of style we now move toward the Action cell.
The Action cell emphasises the activity of architecture through the pro-
gressive re-building of our social environment. There are two authors who
can be seen as representatives of such a view of architecture, they are Pevsner

(1968) and Banham (1971).

Pevsner can be considered to be a functionalist, in the sense that all
architecture must serve a function. Activity is emphasised here in that the

words ’activity’ and ’function’, to a large extent, can be seen as synonymous:
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that which is active functions, that which is functional is active. Both words
are neutral (or at least claim to be) and emphasise operation. Such a role for

architecture is proposed by Pevsner:

"Architecture and design for the masses must be
functional, in the sense that they must be acceptable to all

and that their well-functioning is the primary necessity."

(1968, p.9)

The (feigned) neutrality of Pevsner is emphasised in two distinct ways.
Firstly through ’design for the masses’, and secondly through ’primary
necessity’. Both phrases are functional in orientation, and both are suggested
in a ’closed’ fashion. For Pevsner, the argument suggested in these two
phrases and in the quote is a closed, completed, finalised, self-evident
argument. In fact it is not an argument at all, there is no argument: it is the
truth that architecture must be designed for the masses, and it is the primary
necessity that it be well-functioning. These two demands for architecture are
essential, and therefore beyond argument. This feature of being ’beyond
argument’ is common to the Action cell, since any argument seeks to question
action, and such an argument is likely to take issue with the overt func-
tionalism (leading to this notion of being ’beyond argument’) that it finds.
And also, any cell that places a boundary that restricts argument will
inevitably be attacked with argumentation. The main point being made here
is that the Action cell creates ’action’ in an environment free of argumen-

tation:
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“... the language of design, architecture, and
urbanism in Los Angeles is the language of movement."
(Banham, 1971, p.23)

Banham, here, follows this basic premise of the Action cell in the above
quote. Action is accentuated: "... language of movement.". It is accentuated
without any recourse for argumentation. It is stated as a matter of fact (fact
relates to the Latin, "to do’ which is facere) that the language of architecture
is the language of movement. There is no attempt to analyse the meanings
of the words or the different contexts within which they could exist. All these
ideas are common to the Action cell, in that they wish to represent phrases
that are beyond argument’. We can see elements of this characteristic in the

fourth and final cell: Computing.

1.5 THE COMPUTING CELL

The Computing cell has one major proponent: Klir (1985). This cell is
the most recent among the four cells being considered. It is concerned with
architecture as computer networks. This particular definition of architecture
is similar (in outlook at least) to the Action cell, in that both cells emphasise
the well-functioning of the architecture under consideration. With regard to
the Computing cell this well-functioning shows itself in the overall spec-

ifications of the Computing architecture:
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"The aim of architectural design is to prepare overall
specifications, derived from the needs and desires of the user,
for subsequent design and construction stages." (Klir, 1985,

p.25)

These overall specifications must be presented to the architectural designer
in a usable format, therefore, the needs and the desires of the user must be
presented in a usable format. All communication, therefore, with regard to
the specifications of the Computing architecture is dominated by ’usability’
language. Here we can witness a close comparison with the Action cell, where
functionability is emphasised. In order to show how the Computing cell
differs from the Action cell it is necessary to refer to one of the originators

of the use of the term “architecture’ within Computing.

With the emphasis upon usability Blaauw (an architect of the IBM system

1360) proposed three main levels of top-down computer design:

1. Architecture
2. Implementation

3. Realisation

These three levels are explained in the following quote:

"The architecture of a system consists of the functional

appearance of the system to the user; the implementation is

concerned with the inner structure, considered from a logical
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point of view, which makes the required functions possible;
and realization is a physical embodiment of the implemen-
tation. "

(Klir, 1985, p.26)

The functionality or usability is emphasised in the definition of the
architecture, but here we see architecture being referred to as the appearance
of the system’. The inner structure (or the reality of the system) which allows
the appearance to continue to appear as functional is sited at the level of
implementation. When the inner and outer structures take on a physical form,
then the third level of realisation isrelevant. These three levels must be guided

by the following eight principles:

1. Consistency - with partial knowledge, the remainder

of the system can be predicted

2. Orthogenality - independent functions are kept

separate in specification

3. Propriety - necessary functions only are contained

4. Parsimony no repetition

5. Transparency - no imposition on user

6. Generality - used for as many purposes as possible
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7. Open-endedness - future use is considered in the

design process

8. Completeness - satisfy user needs completely as
possible under technological and economical

constraints

The first four principles are formed in the interests of the computer
architects, while the last four principles are formed in the interests of the
users of the architecture. This convenient division gives an equal weighting
to both architect and user. It is interesting to see how the "beyond argument’
characteristic of the Action cell is relevant to these eight principles. For
example, principle five requires transparency, such that there should not be
an imposition upon the user. What is being referred to here is the user’s right
to know exactly what the intentions of the architect are. The user should be
transparent to the architect’s intentions. The sole reason for the inclusion of
such a principle is to avoid any argumentation regarding the architect’s
intentions. The principle of transparency negates any possible discussion of
the intentions of the architect. The principle of transparency enforces the
’beyond argument’ characteristic. This principle is empowered to do this in
conjunction with the first four principles. Because the first four principles
show (without argument) the naked intentions of the architect. The manner
in which these eight principles attempt to enforce the characteristic of
’beyond argument’ is very similar to the manner in which systems (of
architects, users, and problems) conveniently classify and organise them-

selves:

33



"Such categories of mutually interrelated systems
problems result from some underlying principles by which
all recognised systems are conveniently classified and
organised ... At the highest level of generality, the emphasis
is on the development of pragmatically sound principles for
organising systems and on capturing a comprehensive view
of systems problem-solving processes. Such general aspects
of systems problem solving will be referred to as systems
problem solving architecture."

(Klir, 1985, p.24)

The manner in which ’recognised systems’ conveniently classify and
organise themselves allows (Klir’s definition of) pragmatism to flourish and
comprehension to be inevitable (who could fail to comprehend a system that
conveniently classifies and organises itself?). It is the general use of these
terms (ie. pragmatism and comprehension) that spells out an architecture (of
systems problem solving) for Klir, and that exemplifies the fourth and final

cell.
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1.6 AN INITIAL UNDERSTANDING OF THE ARCHITECTURE

These four cells have created an initial understanding of the word
"Architecture’. Showing the potential for confusion, while allowing for a
primal physical support (see figure 1.1 for diagrammatic representation of
this) has enabled the four cells to be clarified. The primal physical support
is given by the everyday use of the word *Architecture’. We are able to use
this context in order to stimulate and extend: it must be the case that the
physical supports provide a basis by which the everyday can be examined.
Where the everyday understanding constitutes scaffolding around which
prospective cells of architectural understanding can be developed. This has
been the case in this introduction to stage one and will continue to be the
case throughout this stage (it is a stage of dependency and of purpose, a stage
where all "that is good’ is offered as a witness to a continuation of endless
dependency and purposefulness). The everyday is ’that neutrality’ that
manifests itself as the possibility for architectural understanding. We must
temporarily depend upon this “neutrality’ in order to develop some ’thing’
worthwhile: it is not neglect of the physical that stimulates such construction
but reverence of its role in the process of construction. Construction requires
a formalised dependency, the four cells that have been created required the
physical support (generated by the inter-relationship between the four cells
and the physical support (as the two remaining cells: structure and general
construction)). In this sense, therefore, the everyday understanding of
Architecture is the physical support upon which the complexity of

‘non-everyday’ discourse is dependent. The limitations in the everyday
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become the strengths of the non-everyday: the limitations of one act as
physical support for the other. Having achieved a substantial inauguration
of this relationship we can now look upon the works of Foucault for a further
exploration of the ArCST. An exploration that necessarily involves an
understanding of the ArCST as a grammatical structure, where such a con-
struction is forced to be complicit with that grammatical structure, unable to
construct around or on top of it. This fascinating concluding architectural
remark is included as a brief introduction to Foucault’s work, an introduction
that whets the appetite for the subsequent chapters and gives a strong hint as
to the orientation of the second stage (where the Architecture collapses under
the strain of an Acuity of CST). For now, however, let us briefly consider

Foucault’s conception of an ArCST.

Beginning with Foucault’s The Order of Things we are able to witness
the central importance of the potential for an exploration of the ArCST. We
are thrust into an exploration of this potential through an exploration of the
ability of ArCST. The ArCST becomes an ability to define. In this case an

ability to define a language:

"What makes it possible to define a language is not
the way in which it represents representations, but a certain
internal architecture, a certain manner of modifying the
words themselves in accordance with the grammatical
position they take up inrelation to one another..." (Foucault,

1970, p.237)
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In Foucault’s understanding of Architecture the emphasis has changed from
structural longevity to relational modification (an emphasis that summarises the
permitted development from the physical support as structural longevity to the
four discussed cells that together seek to establish an architectural definition of
relational modification). Where before interest was given to physical structures,
now that interest is given to grammatical relationships. Where before the objects
of concern were hard faced buildings, now the objects of concern are soft faceless
words. Where before we could visit the city or town and observe its Architecture,
now we can only witness the grammatical manifestations. The potential for the
ArCST becomes an endless inability to build with the same materials. The quest
for structural longevity, given as physical support, is at once a recognition of this
inability and a pretence that such a recognition belongs to a whole language of
inability; alanguage that must be an inferior wasteland for the ability to construct.
This obvious aporia can only be highlighted at the level of relational modifi-
cation. Since it is the structural longevity that is highlighted in its inability to
modify. To modify according to its recognition and its obvious pretence. The
relational modification thrusts structural longevity into an exploration of its own
potential. These two revealing dimensions of the ArCST (as relational modifi-
cation and structural longevity) seek to destroy the aporia in order to reiterate
its importance (structural longevity wishing to destroy that which destroys
inability (to choose) and relational modification wishing to reiterate the
importance of that which professes an inability). This activity of the ArCST
becomes a central concern of the first stage in that any Architecture forces the
ground to take the whole weight of its implications (the first moment) in order
to shake the ground with its explications (the second moment). The first moment

implicates itself as structural longevity, hoping to install a belief of stability as
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the overriding political concern. The second moment explicates as relational
modification, hoping to look within the attempted installation as political gesture.
The spectrum that encapsulates these two moments is given by the six cell matrix
as (simultaneously) structural longevity and relational modification. These two

moments initiate and continue to stimulate an understanding of the ArCST.

CONCLUSION

In this essay, the notion of Architecture employed will attempt to be
constructive, however, the Foucaulvian understanding of this word may prove
to us that such constructive attempts are at best optimistic and at worst futile.
We can see, therefore, that we must attempt to combine (though, of course,
combination need not imply a successful, or coherent ’joint’) the structural
longevity’” with the ’relational modification’. And that it is through such a
combination that we are able to offer a thought provoking re-definition of the

meaning of the Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking.
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CHAPTER TWO: STRUCTURE

INTRODUCTION

The interests of this second chapter are best served with a concentration upon
the two structural sides of the Architecture prior to a concentration upon the
Architecture itself. The two structural sides are the main debates and the four
epistemological levels. The main debates arrive in three instances: "Margins’,
"Fiction’, and *Will’. The four epistemological levels are: Dialectical-Forms,
Cross-Dialectics, Cross-Generics, and Pluralism. The main debates will be
explained in structural detail, their method of progression realised, and some
introductory examples given. The epistemological levels will also be explained
in structural detail, their method of progression realised, and some introductory
examples given. The main debates will be discussed in section 2.1, and the
epistemological levels discussed in section 2.2 . Section 2.3 brings these two
sections together, and in so doing generates the ’ Architecture as structure’ (the
" Architecture as process’ is given in chapter three; the ’ Architecture as content’
is given in chapter four; and the * Architecture as systems thinking development’
is given in chapter five). The Architecture as structure relates to the ’structural
longevity’ dimension discussed in the previous chapter (the other dimension
being ‘relational modification” which becomes the interest of the third chapter:

"Architecture as process’). To concentrate upon the structural longevity is an
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attempt to establish an "everyday’ perception of Architecture, to establish such
a perception relates well to the more theoretical perception established in the
following chapters. This chapter, therefore, serves as an introduction to the
practice of Architecture, and strictly develops from the first chapter providing
the pluralism of definitions. The practice of Architecture is in construction as we
construct a means to understand Critical Systems Thinking as a forceful actor

within the Systems community as a whole.

2.1 THE MAIN DEBATES

The first structural side to the Architecture is the main debates. The three
main debates correspond to arguments current in Critical Systems Thinking.
There are two terms that now require clarification: arguments’ and ’current’.
To clarify these two terms is to clarify the purpose of this subsection, which is
to introduce the main debates. ’Arguments’ refers to a series of reasoned state-
ments (in this case) around some polemic. The polemic dictates the structure of
the series of reasoned arguments. For example, the polemic of modernism and
postmodernism dictates that any series of reasoned statements should include
both modernist and postmodernist structures, and that if such a series does not
respond to this polemic, then the series can be said to be ineffective. It must be
maintained that one of the most important aspects of these main debates is the
effective response to the polemic. Such a response must also be ’current’ (the
second term in need of clarification). To be current is to be effective on a temporal

scale (in contrast to effectiveness on a structural scale), showing how the debate
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must respond to recent developments. For example, Systems Thinking must
respond to the developments currently taking place in the area of Critical Systems
Thinking. To be current, therefore, is to be open to current thinking. Having
clarified these two terms the purpose of this section is clarified as introducing

debates that are effective on two scales: the temporal and the structural.

2.1.1 Margins

The structural scale operates through all of the three debates. The three
debates are: Margins, Fiction, and Will. The debate concerning Margins focuses
on relationships within the intellectual debate itself. These relationships dem-
onstrate the existence of two particular types of arguments; marginal and core
arguments. Where both forms of argument respond to the structural scale,
however, it will be argued throughout this thesis that the marginal arguments are
necessarily more responsive to the structural scale. The main reason why they
are marginal is because they are more responsive, as it is often the case that the
marginal argument uncovers theoretically radical theses, theses that respond to
the relevant polemic, and in so doing reveal the weaknesses of the core argument.
If we wish to understand the polemic, to respond to the structural scale, then we

must investigate marginal arguments (with a correlativety to the core arguments).
The core arguments are the common, traditional, well-established and

accepted ideas currently in circulation within any discipline. As they are

well-established, by definition, they lack the temporal scale of responsiveness.
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Core arguments respond to the problems and the polemics of another time, they
do not wish to be become ’too involved’ with the present, as the present is "too
volatile’, inconsistent, unsure, lacking identity; in short, the present represents
the constant attempt to destroy what has been established before, and must be
continually re-established by core arguments. The core arguments are interested
in re-presentation of that which they are familiar with, where familiarity breeds
competence, competence to control, competence to feel secure, and competence
to create a distance between ’yourself’ (as a core investigator) and the forces
that wish to disarm (the present) that ’self’ (as the community of core investi-
gators). The core arguments represent a history of protective acts, a law of
possession, and a law of rights. The core arguments are interpreted as the
’essentials’ to any serious debate, a reference to a core argument is a reference
to something that must be accepted as universally true. Its universality speaks
throughall ages of man, guiding man torecognise "that which is essentially right’.
We can see, therefore, that this desire for universality is the antithesis of the

temporal scale of responsiveness, is the antithesis of marginal arguments.

The marginal arguments are the eccentric, unfamiliar, unconventionally
formulated and generally unaccepted ideas that find themselves in the fringes of
any discipline. They find themselves on the fringes because they respond to the
structural and temporal scales. Itis with particular reference to the responsiveness
that marginal arguments have towards the temporal scale that forces the core
arguments to destroy (by marginalisation) the marginal positions, as this
responsiveness acts as a threat to the supremacy of the core positions. The Margins
debate, therefore, considers how core arguments become core arguments and

why marginal arguments are marginalised. Marginal debates sometimes become
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core debates, though for this to happen, and for the marginal debates to maintain
this status, the marginal debates lose their *marginal’ nature and adopt a "core’
nature. This core nature preserves the debate by failing to respond to the temporal
scale. There exists, therefore, a theoretical struggle between the core and marginal
arguments. The marginal arguments search for the polemic in any debate (and
that polemic may be, in some cases, the existence of ’core’ debates) and
consequently respond to it in its structural and temporal scales. The core argu-
ments must avoid the polemic in order to maintain a ’correct’ understanding of
traditional and universal themes. Necessarily, therefore, the core struggles to
disarm the marginal, and the marginal struggles to de-stabilise the core. An
example of a marginalised argument is the focus for the second main debate. The
second main debate focuses upon the marginalisation of ’fiction” within social
theory. An example of a core argument is the establishment of (legal) commit-
ments within any discipline. An example here could be Checkland’s commitment

to only show proven methodologies to the systems community:

" Authors had better keep their models and
methodologies to themselves until they can demonstrate a
problem solved by the use of them, ..." (Checkland, 1988,
p-192)

The question that arises from such a commitment is: how are they to be proven
if they are to be proven apart from the systems community? This commitment
tries to give legitimacy for the employment of systems models and methodologies
by disallowing their development from within the systems community, and of

course how was Soft Systems Thinking developed if not from within the systems
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community? This Checklandian orientation to a (legal) commitment shows an
attempt to reach the *core’ requirements of methodological verification. Authors
are disallowed to present any methodology that has not been verified at a point
distant from the systems community. The core, in this case the systems com-
munity, must be distanced (or protected) from the mechanisms that generate
‘'new’ and present ideas. This, thus, is the message of this quote, and shows a
core argument in systems thinking requiring an introduction to this marginal

debate.

2.1.2 Fiction

The second debate concerns 'fiction’. As stated above, fiction is seen
as an example of a marginalised debate in systems thinking. The development
of this second debate is, therefore, as a direct consequence of an understanding
of the existence of marginalised debates as given in the first debate. This debate
concerning Fiction focuses on the relationship between fact and fiction. The
debate takes place between the ’disciplinary borders’ of modernity and
post-modernity. Here, we must clarify four terms: ’fact’, *fiction’, 'modernity’,
and ’postmodernity’. To clarify these terms is to clarify the concerns of this

second debate in systems thinking.
"Fact” and ’fiction’ have different meanings according to the context, be

that context ’modernist’ or ’postmodernist’. We must look at the modernist

notions of fact and fiction, and distinguish them from the postmodernist notions.
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Fact and fiction are separated by fact in modernity and fiction in postmodernity.
Fact controls in modernity. Fiction controls in postmodernity. Modemity views
language as medium. Language as medium requires two unities: self and reality
(Rorty, 1989, p.10-24). As language requires self and reality to be unities, this
implies that language sees itself as a unity, since to relate to two unities requires
the presence of a third unity: language. Fact, in this modernist scenario, is the
"fitting of things to the world’, facts relate to the world in a uniform manner.
Facts are the realities, the second unity. Fiction, in this modernist scenario, has
no utility as it does not attempt to ’fit things to the world’. Fiction takes place
within the unity of the self (the first unity) with no reference to the realities (the
second unity). The unity of language as medium forces these two unities into
separate worlds, the world of fact (realities) and the world of fiction (non-realities
surfacing as discourses on the self). Postmodernity assumes this separation to be
a fiction, that is to re-iterate that fact and fiction are separated by fiction (and not
as fact in the modernist sense). The notion that there lies something beyond
language that can be labelled *fact’ is seen as a fiction by postmodernist thinkers.
’Language’ is our creation in as much as ’fact’ is our creation, and all acts of
creation are a fiction. Truth is a property of language, and not a transcendental
state beyond language. Fact and fiction, therefore, in postmodernist discourse,
become intimately linked in language (and not separated as in modernist dis-
course). Language dictates the presence of truth, and to call that truth *fact’ is to
assume a dis-location from language. Facts and fictions are located within
language, and as such the distinction between fact and fiction becomes irrelevant,
what becomes relevant is the efficient use of language (this is to be discussed at

length in stage two: The Acuity of Critical Systems Thinking).
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The principal contention within this debate, therefore, is that modernity
considers it necessary to distinguish fact from fiction, and in so doing margi-
nalises the latter from its discourse; while, post-modernity combines fact as
fiction as an integral part of its discourse. This distinction refers to the firstdebate,
and thereby continues the concerns of this first debate. To summarise: the Fiction
debate considers how and why modernity and postmodernity distinguish fact
from fiction. The interests that stimulate acts such as the distinguishing of fact
from fiction becomes the concern of the third debate, and thereby continues the

progressive development from margins to fiction to will.

To offer some examples of modernist and postmodernist authors who are
concerned with notions of fact and fiction we can refer to: Searle (1983) (see
also Falck, 1986) as a example of the former, and Rorty (1989) as an example

of the latter.

The third main debate would suggest an answer to the problematic of
the distinguishing of fact from fiction through the concept of "Will’. This debate
would propose that people have a will to categorise, and therefore, need to classify
fact from fiction. The Will debate, however, is far more extensive than this. Its
essential argument is that people have a will to know things (ontological), and
that this will manifests itself in coherent (as well as incoherent) representations

of reality (epistemological). The argument continues that these forms of repre-
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sentation lead to either commensurable (where incoherence is tolerated, and
attempts are made to relate it to coherent thought) or incommensurable (where
incoherence is not tolerated and ridiculed) positions. The Will debate, therefore,
questions the relationship between will and representation. Relating these two
terms squarely with fact and fiction, we find that fact and fiction are represen-
tations of a certain will. One will that seeks coherent representations calls these
"facts’, and their incoherent relations (serving no utility in their lack of coherence)
"fictions’ (the modernist will); Another will that seeks an efficient use of
representations (and in doing so drops the notion of ’language as representation’
and prefers the notion 'language as contingency’) begins with contingencies that
are found to be incoherent in both factual and fictional forms. Examples of these
different 'wills’ can be evidenced in the works of Habermas (1972, 1974, 1984)
in the first case, and Foucault (1977, 1980) in the second. A distinction between

the works of these two authors becomes a major interest of the fourth chapter.

2.1.4 The first structural side

The first structural side of the Architecture has now been introduced and
the relationships between them highlighted. The first structural side consists of
Margins, Fiction, and Will. Margins is concerned with the study of discourse
that responds to the two scales of structure and temporality. Fiction becomes an
example of such a marginalised discourse, and studies the relationships between

fact and fiction. Will considers how authors represent truths, an example being
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a will to relate fact to fiction, or to distinguish fact from fiction. This process
from Margins to Fiction to Will, and the structural side itself is represented

diagrammatically below:

Table 2.1 The First Structu;ai side
DEBATES : MARGINS FICTION WILL
(the first (responsive to (as an example (the interests
structural temporal and of a marginal behind
side) structural -ised discourse) marginalised
scales) discourses)
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2.2 THE FOUR EPISTEMOLOGICAL LEVELS

INTRODUCTION

The second structural side consists of the four epistemological hierarchies.
The Four epistemological hierarchies begin with a simple Dialectical-Form and
end in a re-definition of Pluralism. These four levels gradually increase in
complexity from the dialectical opposition of thesis and anti-thesis through to
the pluralistic treatment of competing disciplines of thought. All four levels are
epistemological, in that they organise knowledge into either opposing forms
(Dialectical-Forms); or into networks of Dialectical-Forms (Cross-Dialectics);
or into competing classifications of knowledges (Cross-Generics); or into plu-
ralistic contexts. At each level the epistemological concerns change from at first
the challenging of oppositional ideas (Dialectical-Forms); to the arrangement of
these ideas into four dimensional epistemological networks; to networks as
classifications of knowledge; to classifications as possible restrictions upon
epistemological investigations. These four movements correspond to the four
sub-sections in the second structural side of the Architecture. The four

sub-sections are: Dialectical-Forms; Cross-Dialectics; Cross-Generics; and
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Pluralism. Each sub-section will be considered on its own terms, examples will
be provided to aid comprehension, and their role in the second structural side
will be highlighted (evidenced as a steady progression with similarities with the

first structural side, these similarities becoming the interest of section 2.3)

Having established an introductory understanding of both the four episte-
mological hierarchies and the three main debates, it would prove necessary to
develop this understanding. We will first of all concentrate upon the four
epistemological levels. The basic aim here being to offer a clear indication of
how each hierarchical level is constituted and, more importantly, how each level
is organised within the structural hierarchy of the Architecture itself. This
structural hierarchy is of an epistemological nature, that is to say it suggests a
theory, or rather theories of knowledge. The Architecture is a representation of
these theories of knowledge. It seqentially builds from the Dialectical Forms, to
Cross-Dialectics, to Cross-Generics, and finally to Pluralism. The following
sub-sections (2.2.1 to 2.2.4) will show and explain this development; beginning

with Dialectical Forms and ending with Pluralism.

2.2.1 Dialectical-Forms

The first stage of the epistemological hierarchy is Dialectical Forms.
Dialectical-Forms develop from Hegelian Dialectics (thesis, antithesis, and

synthesis) and Platonic Forms (an attempt to escape any reliance upon the sensible
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world). They combine the oppositional thinking of the dialectics with the
intelligibility of the forms: that is to say, that this first level allows an under-
standable tension to be generated between competing terms. Where the notion
of "understandable’ derives from the intelligibility of the Platonic Forms, and
the notion of ’tension’ derives from the oppositional thinking of the Hegelian
Dialectic. Together, therefore, the notion of "understandable tension’ offers the
prospect for a "Dialectical-Form’. The derivation of this Dialectical-Form will

now be explained in greater detail.

For the purpose of demarcation and comprehension Hegelian dialectics
shall provide the basis of this section upon Dialectical-Forms. Dialectical-Forms,
however, as stated above develop from two main notions, the notion of ’un-
derstandable’ and the notion of ’tension’. The notion of tension is considered to
be Hegelian in perspective, and the notion of understandable is considered to be
Platonic in perspective. The main perspective of this sub-section will concentrate
upon the Hegelian perspective, we will however begin with a consideration of

the Platonic dimension.

In order to fully appreciate the Platonic Forms we need to enter into
the Greek language, because philosophia requires the treading of a similar path,
a path that the Greeks tread, therefore, to speak philosophia-cally is to use that
path, and to use the specifics of the Greek language at that time. The Greek verb,
"to see’ generates two aspects: the form and the idea. The 'form’ refers to the
visible shape of an entity, while the “idea’ refers to the visible difference between
entities. We are able to see the "form’ and at the same time we are able to see

this "form’ as different from other 'forms’ through an ’idea’ of their visible
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difference. As the two aspects become part of intelligible debate, by pursuing
similar paths of thought, they gradually show themselves as distinguishing
characteristics without the restriction to the sense of sight (McInerny, 1963,
p.148). The path of intelligibility does not require the restriction of sight at every
point along the way, the path of intelligibility only requires a recognition of
similar intentions within the domain of debate. We are, here, witnessing a move
away from the sensible (or the visible, that which can be sensed by us) world to
the intelligible world (that which is free from the physical senses, that which
restricts the intelligibility of words). The move, however relies upon meta-
phorical references to the sensible world (in order to be intelligible you must
retain an element of sensibility, an element that is necessarily subservient to the
the intelligible wishes). But a metaphor can always be used to offer an intelligible
explanation: in the way the sun lights up everything we see, the *form of the
good’ lights up other forms. In the way looking directly at the sun is blinding,
looking directly at the *form of the good’ is blinding (Maclntyre, 1974). This
means that the "form of the good’ is not restricted by its sensibility, as the "form
of the good’ is an intelligibility that shows sensibility in forms that do not require
a similar level of intelligibility. It is only with the *form of the good’ that we are
able to see the form: the *form of the good’ necessarily dictates the sensibility
of the form. The form is unable to escape the intelligibility of the *form of the
good’. In this sense all we can know is the form in its presence and participation

with the *form of the good’:

"... nothing makes a thing beautiful but the presence (pa-

rousia) and participation (Koinonia) of beauty in whatever
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way or manner obtained; for as to the manner I am uncertain,
but I stoutly contend that by beauty all beautiful things

become beautiful." (Plato, Euthyphro, p.99-100).

The explanation to Euthyphro’s problem considers the form’s transience to
be related to its "sensible’ derivation. In this example drawn from one of Plato’s
"dialogues’, the form ’beautiful’ is at best an illustration that may fall into the
general classification "beauty’ (the ’form of the good’). ’Beautiful’ is not the
classification it is an illustration. To demonstrate the classification "beauty’ it
is necessary to define it; as any definition is a mere form (as opposed to the *form
of the good’), then it lacks classification, only reaching the stage of illustration.
Euthyphro admits defeat to Socrates in the dialogue in suggesting that every time
he pins down a definition it (finds itself as yet another form) gets up and walks

away:

"I really do not know, Socrates, how to say what I
mean. For somehow or other our arguments, on whatever
ground we rest them, seem to turn round and walk away."

(Plato, Euthyphro, p.437)

This inability to allow arguments to rest in one place comes about
because the arguments, in their participation and presence with the ’form of the
good’ are never alone. The arguments must relate to the *form of the good’, and
in doing so are at its mercy. The *form of the good’ never rests, therefore, the

arguments (as the beautiful things made beautiful by beauty) never rest. This is
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seen as the form’s reliance upon its sensible derivation. In order to escape the
form’s reliance upon its sensible derivation, the form must appeal to the
intelligible ’form of the good’. In this way, the object of true knowledge cannot
be conveyed by the senses in the sensible world, but must be conveyed in the
intelligible world. The following table (McInerny, 1963) represents how the

"forms’ can escape their reliance upon the sensible world:

Table 2.2: Knowledge as ’forms’

VISIBLE INTELLIGIBLE
Images Visibilia Mathematicals Forms (Objects)
eikasia pistis dianoia noesis/ (states of
(imagining) (belief) (thinking) episteme Mind)
(knowledge)

Images comprise of shadows and reflections. Visibilia consist of animals
which we see, everything that grows and is made. Images through visibilia
attempt to copy to reality. Knowledge through an image represents an opinion.
Knowledge through visibilia represents science. (See Plato’s Republic VI,
509-510). The belief accedes to the acquisition of knowledge of the Good’.
Knowledge is, therefore, allowing a contrary movement where all forms depend

upon this good’. The knowledge movement is contrary since it does not require
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recourse to the sensible (as mathematicals must), but requires recourse to the
intelligible. It is the intelligible that manifests as the contrary force. This
knowledge movement regarding the "forms’ is called a Dialectic (Mclnerny,

1963, p.156). Plato considers the dialectic as both division and generalisation:

"I am myself a great lover of these processes of division and
generalisation; they help me to speak and to think. AndifI
find any man who is able to see "a one and many in nature,
him I'follow’, and ’walk in his footsteps as if he were a god’.
And those who have this art, I have hitherto been in the habit
of calling dialecticians; but God knows whether the name is

right or not." (Plato, Phaedrus, p.266).

Would Plato follow Hegel the dialectician? Would an’open and autonomous
dialectic as methodology’ appeal to Platonic forms? Let us now relate Platonic

terms with Hegel’s dialectic and consider how Dialectical-Forms may take shape.

Hegel sees Plato’s *forms’ as abstract since they fail to exhibit the
universal as activity. In this sense, the Hegelian dialectic has a tentative rela-
tionship with Platonic forms. Let us further pursue Hegel’s conception of Plato’s
forms. Mure (1940) considers two Hegelian interpretations of Plato’s forms.
Firstly, an Aristotelian notion that forms subsist in a real world of their own as
absolute singulars, not real enough to have efficacy. Secondly, the forms exist
as purely subjective “mental’ concepts, external to a real object of thought. Plato
discusses the first and the second interpretation as merely the obverse of the first

and is also denied by Plato. A reference to the ideas represented in the table and
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in the text above indicate how the forms do not begin from a nominalist view of
the universal. If, therefore, the first interpretation seems to have credence, in
that the forms are generated from within the visible, real world, how can the
Hegelian dialectic relate to the Platonic forms? The Platonic forms relate to an
imperfect reality (obverse to 'mere thought’) through the ’argument from
opposites’, which refers to a crucial defect in our conventional belief system.
Our convential belief system relies upon resolution, agreement. Nothing is
believable unlessithas been resolved by some previous act. In the belief system’s
reliance upon resolution, there is a distrust of argumentation. Platonic forms
seriously consider this defect in our conventional belief system. For example,
ascribing some property "X’ to an object will not be consistent from all possible
considered viewpoints, in fact some viewpoints may ascribe "not-X’ to the object.
A’conversation’ can begin between the two “agents of ascribing’ (the Greek verb
’dialegein’ is "to converse’: to form a dialectic) in the form of a Socratic dialogue;
where progress is made by the dynamic process of argument, counter-argument
and continual adjustments to continually moving positions. Such progress is
considered to be lacking in conventional belief systems and is evidenced in
Plato’s dialectics. In Plato’s "Republic’ ’dialectic’ refers to the highest form of
philosophical reasoning, where argument and counter-argument eventually leads

to first principles (Cottingham, 1984).

We have now reached the state of relating Platonic forms to the process of dia-
lectics, and then this process unto the forms to give dialectical forms. It now
seems appropriate to introduce a definition of the Hegelian dialectic that will
shape the first section of this thesis. In introducing the Hegelian dialectic we will

consider the work of Israel (1979), who analyses four categories and presup-
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positions of dialectics: Totality; Intrinsic relations; Relatedness: and Process.
We shall now consider these four categories in some detail in order to complement

the Hegelian Dialectic with the Platonic Forms.

The first presupposition is Totality. Totality negates all dualities (body/mind;

language/reality) and all attempts at reduction.

"Reduction implies the explanation of one phenomenon (eg.
mind), being conceptualised in one language (eg, the lan-
guage of psychology), in terms of the language employed
for the analysis of the other phenomenon (eg. body and the

language of physiology)" (Israel, 1979, p.61).

Totality, therefore, wishes to retain the languages that have created, analysed
and critiqued certain phenomena. In the hope of transcending both dualism and
monism, dialectical reasoning is considered to work under the presupposition of
a’unified’ framework, a totality (it must be remembered, however, that the unity
exists in the framework and not in the dialectical process itself). It is useful,
firstly, torecognise that totality does not imply the possibility of total knowledge,
but it does imply that the limited knowledge that is achieved should be
inter-related within a totality of thought. The process of dialectical reasoning
decides under the nature of inter-relatedness, which in turn decides the nature of
the totality, which in turn decides the process of dialectical reasoning. Thisis a
systemic process where competing languages operate within a notion of

inter-relatedness, totality and dialectical reasoning; all referring to each other.
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Intrinsic relations allow dialectics to work with dual notions, (such as
subject-object, fact-fiction, being-nonbeing), without the reduction to a dualism.
In traditional empirical science extrinsic relata dominate conceptualisation and
advocate various forms of dualism. Israel (1979) proposes two properties of
extrinsic relata: (1) concepts institute classifications, and (2) good classifications
ensure statistical intercorrelations. Extrinsic relata presuppositions include:
independence of measures (measurements transcend boundaries with no rela-
tionship with the phenomena being measured) and a (dualistic/atomistic) static
ontological position. A reason why these extrinsic relata presuppositions retain
their power over dualistic thinking is their unreflectiveness. Upon reflection of
the presuppositions holding extrinsic relata together, we can see its ontology
remaining unquestioned and its methodologies attempting to dominate the
phenomena under investigation. It is argued that intrinsic relata enables a
questioning of its ontology and an acceptance that any relationship between
phenomena, in order to be insightful, must be open to change (there are no
independent measures of reality, any "measurement’ changes when related to the
phenomena being measured). We can therefore define intrinsic relata as oper-

ating within a totality, they are separate, different and interdependent.

Relatedness emphasises the 'relation’ over the "thing’. This relates
very closely to the fourth category of ’process’, in the sense that relatedness
presupposes process. Relatedness comprises two aspects: intrinsic and relations
of relations. Intrinsic relatedness sees complimentary relationships between
objects (in the world of objects). That the objects intrinsically relate to each other,
where the meaning and significance of an object is registered in the recognition

and attribution of a complimentary object. It is this form of registration that is
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the intrinsic relation. The second aspect is relations of relations. Relations of
relations emphasises that all social phenomena are in a process of transformation.
What is being related to is relata also (in the social world). No object can be
privileged with a serenity of solitude. To relate to an object is to relate to another
act that is relating to the first act of relating. Both acts accord in the relationship
because the method of application has been agreed upon previously. It must be

remembered, however, that all objects are relata, and that relata relating to relata

is the order within Dialectics.

The fourth category of process has two dimensions: praxis (process in
terms of human actions)(a Marxian development), and an ontology of ’pro-
cess-metaphysics’. An ontology of ’process-metaphysics’ asserts everything as

process. Structure is secondary to process, process causing structure (as process

slowing down). Praxis

" ...is the essence of human existence in terms of producing,
forming, and transforming the world ... [and allows com-
prehension of] the social world as produced and being
transformed, incontrast to viewingitas given." (Israel, 1979,

119).

Praxis is not the opposite to theory but sees man as producer and as a process
of production. To this extent Praxis constitutes the historical conditions for a

unity of producer and produced through dialectics. Though the interests for such
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a unity are not viewed as possible in Dialectical-Forms, because to unify is to

fail to observe the three other operational categories (the intrinsic relata for

example).

Having defined four categories and presuppositions of Dialectical-Forms
(totality, intrinsic relations, relatedness, and process) it is insightful to consider
the post-festum paradox. All four dimensions emphasise inter-relatedness within
an ever-changing totality, a totality that is never complete (it must be noted that
the totality is given by the framework, as stated above, and it is given as an ideal
of comprehensibility, totality is not represented as a dialectical-form). This is
where the post-festum paradox is relevant, since it considers truth to be properly
existing at the completion of the system. The paradox: as we reach for completion
in comprehension, we can never fully comprehend, as the system is never
completed (ie continual interpretations). Comprehension relates to completion,
and the system is never completed. Rosen (1982) considers two ways in which
to resolve the post-festum paradox: Method to be distinguished from System;
and dialectic as immanent critique (two aspects that must be implicit in previous

definitions of dialectic).

The first way, "Method to be distinguished from system’, asks if the dialectical
method of Hegel can be rejected while retaining a dialectical system of rationality.
In the Hegelian dogmatism of asserting Absolute truth it would seem that the
dialectical method outlined above contradicts such a dogmatic assertion. It would
seem, however, that Hegelian ideology (or any ideology) contaminates the
(Hegelian) dialectic: the notion of science belongs to the logistic’s content (the

method constitutes the final result). It would appear, therefore, that the price of
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distinguishing the method from the system is an abandoning of the Hegelian
common ground. The dialectical method cannot be distinguished from the
Hegelian Ideology, as the ideology shapes the dialectic as well as the dialectic

shaping the ideology, therefore,

"... an account of the methodological aspects of his philos-
ophy involves exactly the same problems as those facing an
account of the philosophy taken as a whole" (Rosen, 1982,

p.28).

We can see, therefore, that the attempt to resolve this paradox has achieved
little more than an improved understanding of the paradox. To separate the
philosophy from the methodology is untenable, and the post-festum paradox

remains.

The second attempt to resolve the post-festum paradox is ’dialectic as
immanent critique’. Dialectic as immanent critique offers powers of refutation
that seem (as least in their distinct identity from determinate negation) highly
appropriate in resolving the post-festum paradox. Firstly, immanent critique
does not violate the relationship between method and content (as was the fault
of the previous attempt at resolution). In not doing this the methodology is
allowed openness and autonomy: there is no apriori intersubjective acknowl-
edgment or privileged access to self-justification. The conditions are intrinsically
given by the dialogue on its own terms, and the dialectical method must deal
with objections with regard to the terms generated by dialogue. Secondly, a true

system of rationality must take into account contrary, irrational and lower
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standpoints and participate in their assumptions. Reflections must not be external
but in accord with the debate entered into. Hegel considers true refutation as
necessitating an entering into the power of the opponent, placing itself in its
"compass of strength’. (This is suggestive of complicitous critique which shall

be considered later).

The resolution of the post-festum paradox is possible by distinguishing
method from system if we are willing to abandon the Hegelian common ground.
The Hegelian ideological imperative of "absolute spirit’ needs to be critiqued.
This critique is possible through immanent critique. Immanent critique does not
violate the relationship between method and content, and, therefore, is able to
critique ’absolute spirit” as dialogue through the conditions of the dialectical
method. In this way, we can envisage a temporary resolution of the post-festum
paradox through a combination of ’distinguishing method from system’ and
‘immanent critique’. The distinguishing of method from system enables the
dogma of ’absolute spirit’ to be highlighted. In further considerations of the
post-festum paradox we can begin to see that the philosophy of absolute spirit is
antagonistic to the dialectical-form and seeks to destroy the dialectical play. With
the help of immanent critique we are able to see this and to temporarily resolve
the post-festum paradox. This temporary resolution allows Dialectical-Forms to

take shape.

The shape that Dialectical-Forms take, however, must be aware of other
criticisms of Dialectical-Forms. One of the more interesting criticisms of dia-
lectics suggests that in treating itself as possessing an idealist ontology it leaves

itself open to at least four critical reactions: empiricism, materialism,
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existentialism, and the primacy of praxis (Sloterdijk, 1988, p.367-379). Within
the conceptions of dialectics advocated in this second chapter we are forced to
bring dialectics out from the Hegelian ’ontological putsch’ and into a form where
the polemical exceeds the dialogical (thereby allowing the Dialectical-Forms to
respond to the polemics of the three main debates, this allowance is seen as
essential for the potential of the ArCST). The polemical needs to exceed the
dialogical in order to critique ’synthesis’ as a falsifier of productive dispute (the
seventh stage of Cross-Dialectics advocates this polemical position). Adorno’s
(1973) Negative Dialectics takes on the issue of the Hegelian (falsifying) positive
dialectic (the first root). Adorno cites Marx initiating Universal Polemics in an
attempt to liberate dialectics, but falling for the lure of the (resolving) positive
dialectic. Critical Theory makes a more serious attempt in re-writing history from
the *oppressed’ (the negative’s) point of view. Adorno also considers a second
root to take issue with: Hegelian becoming’. "Becoming’ as a change from the
required complexities of social polemics to a natural philosophy and a biological
play of the sexes. Sloterdijk (1988) considers these two reductive elements of
the second root in Hegelian ’becoming’ as Hegelian ’Dialectics as rhythmics’.

The following warning is given:

" Those who see that the world is harmony in strife will not
struggle against it. Wherever insight reigns, the subject of
struggle has already faded. If, however, dialectics in this
sense may really be called the “highest theory’, it seems to
be argumentatively completely defenceless. In its

free-floating contemplation, it has relaxed to the most serene
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of all improvability. Such wisdom is thus in no way polemics
but rather attunement and rhythmisation.” (Sloterdijk, 1988,

p.377)

To call itself the "highest theory’ is to fail to respond to the polemics that
are presented to it. Our definition of Dialectical-Forms must respond to the
polemic presented to it. The argument stressed throughout this thesis stresses
argument. If Hegelian rhythmisation closes discourse through appealing to a lost
harmony, then the Hegelian method can be separated from the Hegelian system.
A polemics must critique Hegelian rhythmisation and advocate continual cri-

tique.
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2.2.2 Cross-Dialectics

Cross-Dialectics assume and develop from the complexity of the
Dialectical-Forms. The Dialectical-Forms, themselves, become the issue (where
before the issue gave rise to a dialectical form), and then operate across other
Dialectical-Forms. As the name implies, the second level allows Dialectical-
Forms (DF) to cross each other: one DF may raise issues in another DF, the issue
between the DFs becomes the content of Cross-Dialectics. There is a high degree
of complexity formed within this second level: firstly, DFs raised in level one
cross each other in competition for space, thereby creating a Cross-Dialectic;
secondly, Cross-Dialectics operate in different areas (or spaces) and, therefore,
cross each other, thereby creating a Cross-Cross-Dialectic; thirdly, this structure
can be visualised as three-dimensional, thus providing a visually convenientlevel
of complexity; and fourthly, this structure is temporary, thereby requiring an

understanding of a fourth dimension: that of time.

Cross-Dialectics begins with the Dialectical-Forms explained in the
previous sub-section. The dynamic process of thesis and antithesis needs to be
retained in the form of a continual dialectic. At moments there will appear to be
an agreement between the two elements. The agreement will not be total and
shall be reliant upon the operating power/knowledge network (cf. Foucault,
1980). How the agreements develop with reference to such a network shall form

a possible third stage of the Cross-Dialectics methodology. This third stage
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replaces the synthetic Hegelian triad with a broad based critique of how dialectics
can form and are subsequently resolved; critique of the Dialectical-Form replaces

Hegelian synthesis, a critique involving further Dialectical-Forms.

We are able to summarise the process up to this point: develop a thesis
(stage one); discover its antithesis (stage two); discover where other competing
dialectics relate to the initial dialectic (stage three). The fourth stage may suggest
a ’cross-dialectics’ between the processes at stage two and three. Further stages
develop the thesis of *cross-dialectics’ through allowing the dialectics to operate
across the dimensions separating other competing dialectics. In this way we can
envisage a three-dimensional spatial network of cross-dialectics changing as a
fourth (temporal) dimension initiates further competing dialectics. The first three
dimensions consist of dialectic (first dimension), cross-dialectic (second
dimension), and cross-cross-dialectic (third dimension). Taken as a totality the
first three spatial dimensions represent a complex structured thesis upon power
and knowledge relationships. When the fourth dimension completes the thesis
an ever-changing process of cross-dialectics continually generates new positions
of temporal worth. The fourth dimension, therefore, represents the necessary

relationship between dynamic debate and temporality.

We are now able to summarise this description of Cross-Dialectics into
seven distinct stages (see figure 2.1): First, develop a thesis that seems (initially,
at least) coherent, for example, all knowledge must be objective. Second, in
developing the thesis further, antagonisms begin to show themselves. As soon
as these antagonisms become a coherent force an antithesis exists, for example,

all knowledge must be subjective. Through the interdependence of the intrinsic
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relationship within the first two stages, a dialectic is formed. These first two
stages are repeated three times, this is in accord with the three dimensions of
space. The result of the first two stages, therefore, is three Dialectical-Forms.
These three Dialectical-Forms exist in isolation (for the moment) created
according to the schema outlined above. Third, problems with Hegel’s dogmatic
assertion of absolute truth lead to scepticism with regard to the synthetic phase
of the triad. Inordertoremainin a state of immanentcritique competing dialectics
propose points of discourse when offered to the initial dialectic. This third stage
can be seen as the ’first thesis of proposition’. It proposes one Dialectical-Form
to relate to another Dialectical-Form (DF). If sufficient tension is generated, then
this proposal can come to fruition (and the word ’sufficient’ means nothing
outside of the application of these ideas to an epistemolgical problematic. An
example of sufficient tension would arrive between a DF of functionalism and
interpretism and a DF of systematic methodologies and systemic methodologies.
(For evidence of a recognition of sufficient tension see the work of Peter
Checkland)). Fourth, a ’cross-dialectic’ begins where sufficient coherence is
allowed at a point of discourse. The notion of sufficient coherence responds to
the fourth’s stage ’first antithesis of proposition’. This antithesis seeks to nullify
the ’first thesis of proposition’ as advanced in the third stage. And the most direct
and most powerful way to denounce a thesis is to see that thesis fail in an
application of its own suggestion. That application is the proposition of the third
stage and the fruition of the fourth stage. The effect of the first four stages,
therefore, is to generate three DFs, and to bring two of them into a dialogue. But
this dialogue begins between two dialectics, usually at different stages of
development. This dialogue will consider issues such as dialectical-boundary-

judgement, the method of dialectical development, the assumptions underlying
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and promoting the dialectic, and when/how does a discourse become coherent.
And this dialogue between two DFs has been brought together under a dialectic
of proposition and anti-proposition. This dialogue is named ’Cross-Dialectics’.
Fifth, itis proposed that Cross-Dialectics operate in different areas (for example,
methodological questions are very distinct from epistemological questions) in
order to create rigourous options for the dialectician. In order to further question
these different areas a ’Cross-Cross-Dialectics’ is proposed. This proposition
comes as a 'second thesis of proposition’. As the terminology suggests, a
Cross-Cross-Dialectics works at a stage across a Cross-Dialectic. In order to
halt an infinite regression, three spatial dimensions give shape to the
Cross-Dialectics. These three dimensions are supplied by the three DFs provided
inthe firsttwo stages. Itis posited that three dimensions of dialectics are sufficient
to deal with the complexity of the rationality of any chosen array of
Dialectical-Forms. Similar to the third and fourth stages, the fifth and sixth stages
propose and anti-propose. The sixth stage arrives as the “second antithesis of
proposition’, and in doing this provides the space and intention for a
"Cross-Cross-Dialectic’. This second Cross-Dialectic becomes the third
dimension (see the diagram for clarification). Seventh, a fourth (temporal)
dimension allows a continual generation of points of discourse. This dimension
also allows for dialectics which lose their coherence to be abandoned in favour
of more coherent dialectics. This stage searches for DFs that loose their tension
over any temporal period. As interest diminishes new DFs are searched for, with
the express aim of discovering DFs that generate ’sufficient tension’ to ignite
debate. The seventh stage can, therefore, be seen as a temporal dimension that

is aware of the ’life’ of competing Dialectical-Forms and seeks to maintain a
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high level of tension within the three dimensional Cross-Dialectic. The seventh

stage may be partially explained through Rorty’s (1991a) invocation of William

James.

"our acculturation is what makes certain options live, or
momentous, or forced, while leaving others dead, or trivial,
oroptional. We can only hope to transcend our acculturation
if our culture contains (or, thanks to disruptions from outside
or internal revolt, comes to contain) splits which supply
toeholds for new initiatives. Without such splits - without
tensions which make people listen to unfamiliar ideas in the
hope of finding means of overcoming those tensions - there

is no such hope." (P.13/14).

It is hoped that Cross-Dialectics can offer a "toe-hold’ for new dialogues to
begin to take shape. And that more specifically, the seventh stage excites *un-
familiarideas’ within familiar contexts, and that it does this respecting the process
of acculturation. In order to offer some guidance for the reader in this complicated

sub-section the following diagram is offered:
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This diagram shows the seven stage development of the Cross-Dialectic.

First of all each of the seven stages will be summarised into named stages:

(1) develop three theses (call these 1T, 1T, and 1T%)

(2) develop three antitheses (call these 2A", 2A%, and 2A%)
Together (1) and (2) offer three Dialectical-Forms

(3) First thesis of proposition

(4) First antithesis of proposition
Together (3) and (4) offer a Cross-Dialectic

(5) Second thesis of proposition

(6) Second antithesis of proposition
Together (5) and (6) offer a Cross-Cross-Dialectic

(7) Question the application of any DF or CD over time
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Now we are able to represent this diagrammatically:

Figure 2.1 The seven stage Cross-Dialectic

STAGE ONE : 1¢T1 -------- 1&2 -------- 1;3
STAGE TWO : pY.\ P— 2A2--mme-- 2A3
1T1 1T2 (1T3)
( )
STAGE THREE : ()
¢ )
2A1 2A2 (2T3)
1T1 (1T3)
¢ )
STAGEFOUR: IT2 2A2 E ;
2T3
2A1 (2T3)
1T1 1T3
STAGE FIVE : 1T2 ‘-}—2/&2
2A1 2T3
1TT T3
STAGE SIX : 1T2 2A2
213 2Al
STAGE SEVEN: tn $> tn+1 ; applicability ?
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2.2.3 Cross-Generics

We now are able to move up another level of complexity within the Archi-
tecture. Having reached the Dialectical-Forms and then the Cross-Dialectic we
are now able to consider the complexities of Cross-Generics. Cross-Generics
reside as a temporary completion of a Cross-Dialectic being brought together
with another temporarily resolved Cross-Dialectic for the purpose of com-

munication regarding the "boundaries of classification’.

Cross-Generics assume and develop from the complexity of Cross-Dialectics
(CDs). Generics is here used to mean a classification. A Cross-Generics is,
therefore (continuing the rationality that developed the Cross-Dialectic), clas-
sifications that are in competition for space. An issue raised in one classification
(Generic) confronts an issue raised in another classification (Generic): thus
causing Cross-Generics. The definition of Cross-Generics (CGs) needs to be

extended in order to show its development from CDs.

Classifications define the boundaries of disciplines of thought, in this
sense, a discipline can be thought of as a Generical-Form. This notion of a
Generical-Form is a direct development from DFs and registers as a requirement
for structural consistency. Structural consistency exists between Cross-Generics

and Cross-Dialectics because of the ’competition for space’; and between
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Cross-Generics and Dialectical-Forms because of the notion of ’Generical-Form’

as discipline. Let us now further develop this idea of a Cross-Generic, and end

this sub-section with a clarifying example.

Having reached the third level of the four Epistemological levels:
Cross-Generics, the aim now is to gradually build upon the ideas of the previous
sections. The first section introduced the idea of Dialectical-Forms offering some
important considerations regarding the make-up of knowledge networks. The
second section introduced the idea of Cross-Dialectics in an attempt to extend
the Dialectical-Forms into competing areas of discourse: when and where the
Dialectical-Forms met. We shall now extend the Dialectic-Form issue based
phenomena (such as self-body; fact-fiction) to generically based phenomena, by

extending the Dialectical-Form to the Generical-Form.

Firstly, however, itis necessary to define whatis meant by ’Cross-Generics’.
The adjective ’generic’ derives from two main sources (Chambers 20th Century
Dictionary): a Latin ’genus’, or ’generis’ meaning 'birth’; and a Greek ’genos’,
meaning ’class’. The preference in our Architectural studies is for the latter
derivation, ’generics’ will, therefore, stand for a "class’ or "type’ of theory. The
notion of a ’Generical-Form’ serves to clarify the nature of the employment of
the words ’genus and ’generic’. A Generical-Form is a class or type of theory.
It follows, therefore, that ’Cross-generics’ stands for some form of intermediary
between two Generical-Forms, or rather, a process involving communication of
ideas between two different Generical-Forms. In tune with the previous

sub-sections of this chapter, this can be seen as a Cross-Dialectic of Generical-
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Forms and a Dialectical-Form between Generical-Forms. The Cross-Dialectic
of Generical-Forms acts as the ’competition for space’ between the
Generical-Forms, as the Generical-Forms communicate across disciplinary
boundaries, and this type of communication is motivated by an interest toquestion
the boundaries of the other Generical-Form, and an interest to maintain the
boundaries of your own Generical-Form. This combination of offensive and
defensive interests serves as the necessary conditions for a powerful
Cross-Generic following the ideas of the Cross-Dialectic. The Dialectical-Form
between Generical-Forms serves as the necessary nature of oppositional thinking
that must exist if a Cross-Generic is permitted to show itself. The first
Generical-Form must take up an oppositionary role to the second Generical-Form
within the Cross-Generic. This oppositionary role allows for the offensive and
defensive interests to be more precisely targeted from form to form. If the first
Generical-Form is precisely the opposite to the second Generical-Form then a
realistic and thorough challenge can be instigated by either and both
Generical-Forms upon the other. Such a challenge is structurally consistent with
the nature of the Dialectical-Form. We have shown, firstly what the
Cross-Generic is and secondly how this is structurally consistent with the rest of
the Architecture (as already discussed). Thirdly, we must clarify these first two

points with a clear example of a Cross-Generic.
The clearest example of a Cross-Generic in this thesis as a whole (and

consequently will be elaborated upon in many different ways, suffice to say that

only an introduction is provided in this chapter) operates between “science’ and
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"literature’. The two Generical-Forms are: ’science’ and ’literature’. An example

of a well-developed Cross-Generics involving these two Generical-Forms is

"Cybernetic Fiction’:

" Cybemetic fiction derives its material, method and
imagery as much from the scientific developments of the
twentieth century and the philosophical responses to those
developments as it does from its literary predecessors."

(Porush, 1985, p.45)

The scientific developments begin with Maxwell (in the 1860s), followed
by Boltzmann, Weiner (1940s), Ashby (1950s) and more recently with Beer. The
literary predecessors include Proust (after Deleuze’s analysis), Barthelme,
Beckett, and Pynchon. Both Generical-Forms are concerned with the replication
of human consciousness around the key notions of information, uncertainty, and
entropy. Human consciousness organises informational activities according to
the level of variety (entropy) that is randomly generated (uncertainty). The
fictional response to the ’cybernetic project” looks to the heightened self-con-
sciousness of the author, the author is seen as a machine (in Calvino’s case for
example) that recreates itself (following the autopoeisis of Maturana) and
recreates the reader. The scientific response is to show (as Weiner did) that human
consciousness needs redundancy in order to communicate. This redundancy
arrives as ’expectations’ and other hermeneutic qualities. Humans can never
communicate something 'new’, because it would require too much information
to be handled by the human agent. Cybemetic scientists and fiction writers both

agree that the best way to develop human consciousness is to take it to its limits,
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toshow itasa’machine’. The scientists, however, question the fictional approach
as lacking the interest and ability to resolve cybernetic problems. And the fiction
writers accuse the scientists of wanting to reduce cybernetics to tautologies. As
we can see, the potential for a stimulating debate is promised in this Cross-Generic
between science and literature within cybernetics. The competition for space (the
Cross-Dialectic dimension) is shown as concern for the issue of “human con-
sciousness’; and the oppositional thinking (the Dialectical-Form dimension) is
shown by the competing desires to resolve (the scientific Generical-Form) and
to multiply (the literary Generical-Form). We will now finish this section with
a consideration of Pluralism, a consideration that will relate all the previous

sub-sections of this second structural-side together.

2.2.4 Pluralism

This final sub-section will organise the preceding sub-sections into a coherent
Architecture. Coherence is privileged as a communicable form, and is accord-
ingly privileged as a form of pluralism. Pluralism, therefore, can be seen as an
organising attitude thatenables: Cross-Generics to work across Generical-Forms;
Cross-Dialectics to work across Dialectical-Forms; and Dialectical-Forms to
work across forms and ideas. Pluralism is the management system of the
Architecture. It can observe the three inter-contributary levels (of Dialectical-
Forms, Cross-Dialectics, and Cross-Generics) and offer coherent interpretations.
These coherent interpretations witness a progression of epistemological

developments from the relative simplicity of the Dialectical-Forms to the
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inter-disciplinary complexity of the Cross-Generics. As Pluralism respects the
complexity at every stage it is able to re-interpret the complexity at any level to
other levels. In this sense, these interpretations subsequently become the
informed possibilities for the first level (the Dialectical-Forms) showing the
iterative nature of the Architecture, from Pluralism back to Dialectical-Forms.
This, however, must be classified as a processural matter, and accordingly
becomes the responsibility of the second chapter. Our concern in this chapter is
with the structural longevity of the Architecture as it manifests itself as structural
consistency. The iterative nature of the Architecture shows that one form of the
Architecture is consistent with another form of the Architecture. A Pluralism of
Architectural forms. This notion of Pluralism develops as the ’organising atti-
tude’ senses the opportunity to change the direction of any of the levels at any
time. For example, the organising attitude of Pluralism may find it necessary to
change the priorities at any of the levels, changing the number of dimensions in
the Cross-Dialectic from three to four for example. The reasons for such achange
must be in agreement with the structural consistency of the Architecture: there
must always be consistency within and between the levels, ensuring overall
consistency. This logic of structural consistency is essential for the effectiveness
of the Architecture when dealing with epistemological issues. And it is the task
of pluralism to ensure that overall structural consistency is maintained (sub-
sequent challenges to this structural consistency develop in the second stage of

this thesis as an Acuity of Critical Systems Thinking).
This final section brings Dialectical-Forms, Cross-Dialectics, and

Cross-Generics into a debate concerning Pluralism. Pluralism is a common word

with many uncommon meanings. Meanings stretch from pluralism as "the United
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States of America’s foreign policy’, to pluralism as ’anti-Dogmatism’. It is all
too easy to get caught up in dogmatic assertions of how not to be dogmatic,
notions of always asserting the value of one way of thinking over another way
of thinking; regardless of what the value is called, the dogmatic assertion of its
worth leads to a dogmatic value. In this sense, therefore, it seems necessary to
define pluralism for the purpose of this paper in a manner that recognises the
power of dogmatism. It is recognised that Pluralism combines dogmatism and
ideology (In Royston Pike’s Encyclopaedia of Religion and Religions, the

definition of dogma is not merely

"a belief, but an explicit, public declaration of belief that
has a binding force on a community of believers" (Mitchell,

1986, p. 496).

Dogma is not tyrannical. Dogma is something that we all must use if we

wish to believe and make that belief explicit, and join with others in that belief.

"Ideology, by contrast, is inexplicit, largely unconscious

and rarely avowed". (Mitchell, 1986, p. 498)),

but it is also recognised that tolerance must face dogmatism and that without
ideologies there would be no power of discourse or discourse of power (see
Foucault (1980)). On one side we have ’dogmatism’ and the other we have
’ideology’: dogmatism is explicit, ideology is implicit. Ideology can prevent
interpretations from forming, but in doing so merely generates a ’surplus’ of

interpretations (interpretations that develop because of the need to understand
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why certain interpretations are prevented). Dogmatism attempts to isolate an
interpretation, but is unable to do this because of its implicit ideology (a belief
may be made public, but notall of the belief can "escape’ the ideology; the explicit
dogma always retains an implicit ideology). Pluralism accepts this relationship
between ideology and dogmatism, and consequently presents ideas that seek to
understand their own ideologies. This attempt at comprehension stands as a
rebuke to any notion of ’self-justification’. Accordingly, this simple definition

of Pluralism seems a good place to start:

"Theoretical work ought to show how and why no one class
of scholars, and no one subject (including theory) is

self-justifying, self explanatory, and self sustaining."

(Bleich, 1986, p.411)

This quote, in its direct simplicity relates well to the overall structural
consistency of the Architecture. Bleich’s quote demonstrates how Cross-Gen-
erics works within pluralism (no one subject referring to the necessary bringing
together of different and opposing disciplines), how Cross-Dialectics operate
(not self-sustaining, referring to the mutual opposition of competing
Dialectical-Forms), and how Dialectical-Forms (not self-justifying, not
self-explanatory, referring to the operation within the Dialectical-Form that
dispells coherent notions of ’self” and replaces it with notions of ’competitive
opposites’) contribute. Pluralism shows how Cross-Generics can bring subjects
of study to discuss within a framework of Cross-Dialectics and by using a
dialectical methodology. For pluralism to operate upon a dialectical basis, it

allows the self (as in ’self-justifying’) to always be seen as non-solitary, and,
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therefore, to avoid the Isolationist’s self-justification. The notion of ’competitive
opposites’ resists any justification of the self, to justify the *self’ is to ignore the
supremacy of the "other’ as a competitive opposite. To ignore the ’other’ is to
fall into an isolationist’s trap of self-justification. It must be the case that any
theory justifies itself according to the demands of ’external’ theories, and that
these “external’ theories cannot escape the rigours of justification (just as the
rigours of justification itself cannot escape them). In this respect, Pluralism
recognises the eternal displacement of the ’self” onto the "other’. This dis-
placement makes "self’-justification (and thereby isolationism) untenable. This
displacement is structurally consistent if we recognise the supremacy of the

"other’ (displacement becomes the main concern of the second stage).

Within this general introduction to pluralism, it is insightful to briefly
consider pluralism’s relationship to relativism. To escape calls of relativism is
to show that a dogma exists within a pluralistic framework (dogma, here being
used in the sense explained above: dogma as explicit enunciation. To explicitly
enunciate s to call for a position above another position). The Cross-Dialectics
framework can be used to review the ’pluralism as relativism’ misconception.
(Relativism seeing any interpretation as good as any other and therefore
espousing self-justification, as any interpretation justifies itself, ie. the opposite
of Dialectical-Forms and Cross-Dialectics). Cross-Dialectics at the fifth stage
(see Figure 2.1) proposes a three-dimensional hierarchy composed of competing
dialectics (this then comes into fruition in the sixth stage). The more powerful
dialectics offer themselves for discourse, in the sense that any interpretation of
Cross-Dialectics at stage six will be dominated by a broad Nietzschean *will to

power’. This power of the dialectic is not a relativistic notion, but a notion of
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the differentiation of power, a differentiation that shows itself in privileging
determinacy over indeterminacy, totality over fragmentation, pluralism over
relativism. The ’will to power’ calls forth form, and that form in this case is the
structural consistency of the Architecture. The will to power’ is that dogma

which explicitly shapes the Architecture in the fourth epistemological level.

In discussing ’will to power’ as this dogma of pluralism we must relate
it to a more general discussion of Architectural *indeterminacies’. Issues such as
interdeterminacy and fragmentation comprise the first two examples of Hassan’s
(1986) Catena of postmodern "indeterminacies” (indeterminacy lodged in
immanence). In order to finish this section’s treatment of Pluralism, it may be
useful to look at two examples of Hassan’s Catena: Hybridization, and Irony (see
the second stage for a more extensive treatment of this word and its consequences
for Systems Thinking). Hybridization as defined by Hassan is a *'mutant repli-
cation of genres’ which de-defines and deforms cultural genres allowing
equivocalmodes of literal representation (restricting ’literal” here to "use of words
to organise the Architecture’). Hybridization in this sense is very loosely related
to a Cross-Generics that extends to give a different concept of ’tradition’ within

the general framework of Pluralism:

"...continuity and discontinuity, high and low culture, mingle
not to imitate but to expand the past in the present. In that
plural present, all styles are dialectically available in an
interplay between the Now and the Not Now, the Same and

the Other." (Hassan, 1986, p.506)
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Hybridization as a dialectic of historical elements (following Heidegger’s
equitemporality), is an important concept within pluralism. Historical elements
command historical significance, and the notions of dogma’ and ’ideology’

within pluralism enable an exacting study.

The second example in Hassan’s Catena is irony. Irony is created when
and where paradigmatic boundaries are not strict enough (this strictness being
the interest of questioning for one of the Generical-Forms in the Cross-Generics).
Irony is turned to in the absense of a cardinal paradigm’ (in the form of dialogue,
play, self-reflection), irony assumes multivalency and indeterminacy (as a
seventh stage Cross-Dialectics) and aspires toward the clarity of absence. This
is an absence that is created through a lack of a ’cardinal paradigm’ (a distinct
pattern of terminological consistency), a lack of valency (syntactical relationship
between verb and dependents), and a lack of determinancy (comprehensive,
logically consistent system of causal laws). The clarity of absense is needed to
document the absense and to offer possibilities to complement the absence (for
example, through Derrida’s notion of differance). The clarity of absense starts

by suggesting that:

"The concept of centred structure is in fact the concept of a
play based on a fundamental ground, a play constituted on
the basis of a fundamental immobility and a reassuring
certitude, which itself is beyond the reach of play." (Derrida,

1978, p.279)
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If there is no centre (ie that cannot be reached by play) then, there is no
centre in present being, it is not fixed. If the centre is not fixed, there will be
infinite sign substitutions, and language invades the universal problematic.
Infinite sign substitutions that continually reach the centre of discourse when
simultaneously realising that there is no centre, and this desire for signs to reach
the centre explains their infinite attempt at substitution (of whatever existed
previously). Everything becomes discourse, a play on words, an infinite play
(Derrida, 1978). This is the challenge to a pluralism that seeks determinacy,
accuracy, and structural consistency. (This challenge becomes more exacting in
the second stage). For the Architecture to meet this challenge it must recognise
its severity. This recognition is accorded in all levels of the Architecture (as
highlighted in this sub-section), and yet the Architecture maintains a structural
consistency throughout. This is the operation of the fourth epistemological level,

Pluralism, within the Architecture.
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2.2.5 The second structural side

The second structural side has now been presented. The progress from
Dialectical-Forms to Cross-Dialectics to Cross-Generics to Pluralism has been
highlighted, and its structural consistency commented on. This sub-section

provides a summary of this progress and the consequential structural consistency.

In order to summarise effectively the second side is shown as a tabulation,

and the important words are highlighted within it (see Table 2.3).

Dialectical-Forms are based upon an understandable (the Platonic
intelligible) tension (the Hegelian Dialectic) through oppositional thinking
(providing different notions of "dialectic’, other than the Platonic and Hegelian).
Cross-Dialectics is a seven stage development (three Dialectical-Forms being
Crossed in two propositions) as a competition for space (the three Dialectical-
Forms represent the three spatial dimensions) that includes a temporal dimension
(the fourth dimension as recognising the ’time scale’ of competing
Dialectical-Forms). Cross-Generics advocates oppositional thinking  as
Generical-Forms (from the Dialectical-Forms), when these classifications
compete for space (from the Cross-Dialectics). Pluralism is seen as an organising
attitude that disallows no one subject (organising Cross-Generics in its
inter-disciplinary (inter-subjective) role) to be self-sustaining (organising

Cross-Dialectics in its three dimensionally sustained framework) or self-jus-
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tifying (organising Dialectical-Forms to replace the notion of ’self’ with the
notion of ’competitive opposites’ with an understandable tension). This is the

second structural side to the Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking.
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Table 2.3 The second structural side

Epistemological Levels

Dialectical-Forms

(understandable tension through
oppositional thinking)

Cross-Dialectics

(seven stage development as a
competition for space : three
dimensional plus temporal)

Cross-Generics

(Generical-Forms as oppositional
thinking, classifications in a
competition for space)

Pluralism

(An organising attitude :
disallowing no ‘one subject' (CG)
no 'self-sustaining subject’ (CD)
and no 'self-justifying subject’

(DF))
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2.3 THE INTER-RELATIONSHIP OF 2.1 AND 2.2:

THE ARCHITECTURE

This final section will inter-relate sections 2.1 and 2.2 in producing the
Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking. Section 2.1 is the first structural side:
the main debatesin Critical Systems Thinking. Section 2.2 is the second structural
side: the four epistemological levels. In combining these two structural sides the
structure of the Architecture is revealed. The three main debates combine with
the four epistemological levels to give twelve cells. This section will describe

these cells and consider how these cells are structured.

Table 2.4 below shows the Architecture as the combination of the two
structural sides. The twelve cells are the effect of this combination. The twelve

cells are (from top left to bottom right):

(i) Dialectical-Forms - Margins
(ii) Dialectical-Forms - Fiction
(iii) Dialectical-Forms - Will
(iv) Cross-Dialectics - Margins
(v) Cross-Dialectics - Fiction
(vi) Cross-Dialectics - Will
(vii) Cross-Generics - Margins

(viii) Cross-Generics - Fiction
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(ix) Cross-Generics - Will
(x) Pluralism - Margins
(xi) Pluralism - Fiction

(xii) Pluralism - Will

The three debates act as "domains of activity’ for the four epistemological
levels. For example, Cross-Dialectics - Fiction will look at ’fictional debates’
within Critical Systems Thinking and apply the seven stage process. There exist
(at least) four interpretations within each debate, these interpretations are com-

parable by using the Architecture to simply compare cells.

Each of these twelve cells is structured according to the structure of the
constitutive structural sides. Structured in the sense of ’orientation’ to a particular
issue. The orientationrefers to the epistemological level as seen through whatever
debate is applied to it. For example, the orientation of the Pluralism - Margins
cell will orientate Pluralism to be responsive to the temporal and structural scales

of intellectual debate (see sub-section 2.1.1 for clarification of these phrases).

There exist similarities in the progression of each structural side. The
progression of Margins to Will saw a response to intellectual debate initiated’
(Margins); an ’example of a marginalised debate’ (Fiction); and the ’interests
behind marginalised debates’ (Will). This progression can be clarified by the
following series: initiation; example; motivation. We can now compare this
progression to the second structural side. We saw: ’understandable tension’

(Dialectical-Forms); "temporalised three dimensions of understandable tension’
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(Cross-Dialectic); ’Classification of these dimensions’ (Cross-Generics); and
"Organising attitude’ (Pluralism). This second progression can be clarified by
the following series: initiation; sophistication; classification; organisation.
Similarities exist. An initiation is required and given in both structural sides.
Where we see "example’ we see “sophistication’ and ’classification’. Anexample
helps to clarify in classifying (in this case the classification is ’fiction’) and
making the initiation more sophisticated (in this case the marginal debate
becomes more sophisticated in its fictional exemplification). Where we finish
with "motivation’ we finish with ’organisation’. The motivation to develop
Pluralism is given in its desire to deal with more complexity through more highly
organised means. In this very rudimentary manner we can begin to show how
the two structural sides progress in similar ways. This progression will be further
highlighted in chapters three (the ’progression as process’, as opposed to
’progression as structure’ as shown in this chapter) and four (where the contents

of the cells will be dealt with).

This brief section comes to an end after its description of each cell and its
consideration of the structure of each cell. The constitutive structures of the
previous two sections has allowed for a brief concluding section which serves

to introduce the Architecture in preparation for the following chapters.
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Table 2.4 The Architecture of Critical Systems Thinking

Debates Margins Fiction Will
Epistemological
levels (M) (F) (W)
Dialectical-Forms
(DF) (DE-M) (DF-F) (DF-W)
Cross-Dialectics
(CD) (CD-M) (CD-F) (CD-W)
Cross-Generics
(CG) (CG-M) (CG-F) (CG-W)
Pluralism
(P) (P-M) (P-F) (P-W)
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CHAPTER THREE: PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

In uncovering two dimensions to the Architecture of Critical Systems
Thinking (structural longevity and relational modification), it becomes the task
of this chapter to concentrate upon the second dimension: relational modification.
Chapter two developed the notion of structural longevity, and this chapter now
exists as a physical support for following chapters. The structural longevity can
be seen in the Architecture with its tw<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>