
ULTIMATELY, No MATTBR How oNB MAy AvoID rr, and frorn whatcvcr anglc
o1c approaches it, all landscapc design is judgcd in tcrms of its .appncpriatcncss,. thc
:T:11. ::?lT'",y of fy Irdg"-"ot of appropriatcncss has bccomc dre cnduring
?1-Tlfi _.1 f""Scap. dofC" practicc.. Despitc this paradox, howevcr, most designc-rs
wor.ud agrce, trom an cpisrcmological perspcctivc at lcast, that thc dcrcrminatio,-n ofappropriatencss rcsidcs in how t!; 4esign i. .""o to rcspond to the specifcity of thc
|r1if:,ry_ry] iid thc,siT' (thc bric?.givcn'and *," 

^rit" ,ro"ir,"a,j. rr,c chalcnge of-appropnatencss, secms to bc dre location ofdtc tpccifC in the site.
Il. T!r1:t,t"n 

"f thc 'speci6C is thc samc as an uodcrsandiag of that which is'srgruhcanf to a site .

- l l ta  AppREcrATroN oF THE .spEcrFrc,  wi th in the d iscoursc of
.l landscape architccrure is bascd upon the collection and assessment of'relevant' information. about the .nafure, of thc site (or subject) through'3{y,::d' methodologies, the most dominant of which is the gencric .Site

Analysis'."
Describing Site Planning,, of which .Sitc Ana.lysis' is a componcnt, Lauric

notes that: The program and the sitc may bc thought of as two sets of forccs;
one, the sitc, which srives to cxpress itset4 its *iq..rro.; thc other the uses
ir,t 

*e 
programlr This description assumes the abi.lity to .read' the site, and the

aDlllry to appreclate such .uniqueness'. Thc model Lauric util iscs locates
uniquencJs in what can be seen as three epistemological groupings: .Natura.l,

Ig:ig:_t::fpography,.v^egetation, 
wildlife, ctimitc), iHistorical, (cxisting

racors) iutd 'lluman' (socid factors, visual quality)..
In dcconstructive tcrrns, if one werc to work backwards from all the cxisting'snrf on thc sitc to that which the analytical system rcgards as facg but which

is. simply privilcgcd information, one begins io air.er'rl thc prejudices of the
discoursc-thc ethical and ideological systems that fo.m'it. basis., These
:y.T.-: 1. 

characeriscd by an intercst in those things mcasurablc in allegcdly'objcctivc' tcrms. In terms of landscapc architccnrre{ role within the c'ltural
production of society at that timc (the r97os), this information could be seen as

1n 
appropriation of 'ccology', which is fundamcntally empiricism with an even

bcttcr conceeled va.l''e iudgement. Once conditioned by tlie .measurablc, nature
or ecology, tnose va-tues that arc unrncasurablc by this critcria, .Human, and'Historical', are dealt with by bcing sidclinid into other mcasurable
approximatcs: thetecording of agc and mapping oftocation (.Existing Factors,);
patterns of use (.Social Factors'); *d "ptil (-Visual eualiq/). This desire to
convert all valucs into measurablc "pp.o*i^"to ,uggoa, ,h", thc information
which is ignored plays an trncanny'-rolc in Oe SitinUnning proccss; rt is at
once 'irrelevand, yet it is also required to dctcrmine that whictr"isiclevant sirnp.ly
through its status of .othcmessl6

Specifi,city: the impossibility of not projecting
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Thc spcciftc is a prod.*ct of cttbura
Ctronotogically sPcaking, such a landscaPc's 'uniquencss' has been spoken of as

Vorthy o? Cdudct [l.oirainl pcncil'7 during thc 'Picnrcsque" while modcrn

landscape architecnrral discourses dcscribe thc mcdium of landscap as 'subject

to changc and growth over milliors ofyears, and [which] will doubdess continue to

cxist'' Thcse distinct difercnces make it impossiblc to sPeak of a universal

understanding of what constitutcs significance in a landscape, as each existed

within a panicular largcr contcmporary culnrral frame' Rather, these differenccs

highlight the Failty of an empirical analysis, largely regarded as unimpcachablc.
Both of thcsc diffcrcnccs utilise their dcscriptions to dcscribe a mcdia. That is to
say, thcy both rcgard thc landscap as something that exisa, that is 'productive' for
their discourse. Their aim is one of modification end alteration, ofan Existing','
and utilising thet 'Existing'. Understanding of the 'Existing' in landscape
architecnrre flutters between the subjecdfication and objectifcation of nature, the
utilisation of which is completely dcpendent on expcdiency, dctcrmined by
contemporary crrlnral judgcmens, from outsidc the discourse.

Rcnrrning to Laurie, the final design outcome of thc lSite Planning' process is
described as 'a compromise between the adapation ofthe site to fit dre program and
the adapation ofthe program on accor:nt ofthe site'.'' This description softens the
institutional violence that is at the corc of site planning; the site is compromised.',
Whilc the program may change, it did not physically exist before thc sitc. The site
is its enunciator. The intcgrity of the sitc is dcstroycd by thc inscription of dre
program. Thc contrediction of this violence is thc core ofthis discursive typology.
Colloquially regarding itsclf as dre custodian ofthe land for the good ofthe people,
landscape architecnrre assumcs is role within the culnrral production ofsystems of
value, at once conditioning by and for these systems. Correspondingly, each
discourse modifies is prcmises and modes ofpractice to drat ofdre culnral context
in which it is located. This puts landscape architccturc in the rather awkward
position of, through its custodian role, privi.leging ecological information as
inviolate facl'" while at thc same time, in bcing'for the people', it is consciously and
uncompromisingly panaking in the environmcntal dcgradation that is inherent
within the production and consumption of capitalism'r through its status as a
'service' industry. The interprctation of nature is always a political act, and
landscape architecture is precisely the creation of Western metephysics to conceal
this fact.

Flabermas regards the status ofthe'discourse in the project of modernity as a
breakdown in 'communicativc rationaliqt', where an entire world view is seen
through the filter of a single discourse, or where the discourse attempts to
shoulder an entire world view.,a This gives a sense of inevitability to the
responsibility that landscape architecrure invcsts in itself. Within a capitalist
system of production and meaning, and under this fracturing discussed by
Habermas, this responsibility represents the visibility of the discomfon that
landscape architccture has with thc program that forms its base: destruction.'r
Again, in deconstructivc terms, the grcat wcight that is placed by landscapc
architecture on thc dlcgedly 'objcctive' discourse of ecology emphasises the fact
that thc vcry basis of the profession is antithetical to its own articulatcd
philosophics.'6
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The specific frrrd rePrasarrtataon
Each oflaurids critcria for asscssment ofsignificance are rcprescnted on similarly

scalcd plans ttut norc thc location of occumnccs as wcll as qudiative valucs, callcd

thc 'Site Andysis'. Thesc plans alc thcn overlaid on top ofcach othcr to determine

relationship that qigt bctwcen onc critcria and anodrcq and drc programs ofthe

briefarc accommodatcd in rclation to thcsc 'sitc characteristics'. Thcse andysablc
aspccts musq for thc purposcs of its utility in lSite Planning', occur in a spetid
location and be a ccnain sizc to bc significant (according to drc most rcproduciblc
scale of the diagram). This is apan from any criteria that judgcs i6 quditativc
aspects that allow it m be located in the categories describcd above. In discursive
terms this is criticd bccause its ability to be located within thc graphic of thc
discoursc, as well as its ability to be captured in a cartographic sense, are vital
prercquisitcs to its membcrship of thc catcgory of'significance', and thercfore its
ability to bc tscfi:l' information. Assuming that the abovc stratcgies were ablc to
access the'specifid the issucs ofscale and rcpresentation bccome critical. At what
scales are the 'spccific' available and rclevantl

There is a significant diffcrcncc here. While a 'spccifiC may bc availablc at a
cenain scale, it may not be relevant, and vicc versa. Such a methodology would
subordinate thc 'specific' to its means of rcpresentation.'7 Dcspite this, however,
thc fact that such a dctermination of the scale at which something is rclevant is
a projection from the brief to thc site and is, therefore, another means of
generalising away from the .specifiC or the imponation of the .specific' to the
site.

Since representation is a validation mechanism, the logic cou.ld be sccn to
be 'if it can bc rcpresented, it must be thcre'. Representation requrrcs some
familiarity of knowledgc, such that: it can be recognised; it can be represcnted;
and others will be able to view the representation and appreciate thc original.d
This would appear to be an inherent contradiction sincc the .specific; is by
nature unique, whereas the reprcsentation requires previous recognition.

Ifone takes the position of landscape architecture as the compromiscr ofsitc,
this would show a very different role of the description of tie site through
representation. The description of the site would be a means of distancing from
the imminent destruction, of anaesthetising the practitioner from fceling angst
at their task: the site's uniqueness as an cxisting entity is .compromised,.

The completcd 'Site Plan', from Laurie's .Site planning, process, providcs the
basis on which design can begin. This.Site plan'comprises a complete.ly
abstracted interpretation of the site and reprcsents the end point of making thl
site recognisable and usefi:l in reference to its ability to be productive in dcsign
terms, discursively speaking. The Site plan' presents itself as a standardised
place with va.lue judgements already madc. This rcmoves thc site from its
physicality and places it within thc world view of the discourse.

_ 
Despite the apparent pitfalls of .Site planningi, howcver, the imperative of'appropriateness', and thcrefore ,specificity' is no less urgent. What othcr

methods are there, then, for accessing such information or dctermining what'specifcitf is, or more specifically, what is .specifiC)
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The specific a.nd cssences: historical ,not ent
Another strategy of acccssing the 'specifc' is the location of thc essentiar or thc'essence'. This is most commonly undertaken by mainstream landscape
architecnrnl practiccs tfuough either the adoption of thc .period,rEra' motif or
analysis of a sitc's cultural, or historical, character.

. 
The period motif operates in the same way as thc ,Site Analysis,. The

documentcd history of a sitc is examincd as if tlrc history was itself a singular
site, and cssentially its heyday or its most positivc and nostalgically intcrc.Iting
moment, is located. From a panicular reprcscntation, parallels are iound in thl
rcnderingof program, and these arc thin appropriatid for thc contemporary
program' These motifs tend to bc utiliscd foriithei thc design of objects such as
lights, seats, bins etq or for trcatments such as pavemens, ker6s and the rike.

,. ,The 
greatest oppomrnity within this typi of dcsign gencration lies in thcqroacnc qua.[ty that such cxcursions must have. ]Iowevcr, this aspect is not only

ignored but acnrally regarded as repulsivc, so unself_conscious is thc trust in thc
sustained reference of the original. Any appropriations must have this quality
becausc usage is intcrpretivc by nature, ".tirrg ", a framing mcchanism. The
oppomrnities of this design gencration are clearly evidcncid n the ptaoa del
9tn:tit 

ltt:n dz Girona project, by architects Torres and La pcna, in Catalonia,
Spain, wherc thc designers have consciously mutated, developed and inflected
these_ motifs to give them contemporary vjue beyond simply empty reference,
thereby enriching the motifs.

The second mechanism of accessing the essence ofa place as design matcrial
is through the construction of a picnrre of the cultural character of a site. The
City of Melbourne publication, Grids 0 Grcencyr: Thc Cboracter of Inncr
MclLo*rnd" irlentifies types that can be seen as characteristic ofthe ciry such as
the strcct, the boulevard, the park etc. Th€ fundamental obiective of this
excrcise was the establishmcnt of guidelines for appropriate a.."oo.n, of public
space, based on substantial rescarch that equates lingth of existence with d-esign,
social and.functional qualiry. From this research i serics of guidelines wire
produced tlrat became the matcrial of dcsign, most notably thc Tizchniral Notes,-
which note characteristic historical details. After these research outcom€s a
methodology of reinforcing or rcintroducing existing, prcsumably typologically
well established entities rather than spcculating and proposing .r"* typ", of
public space has bcen utilised to characterise spler, baca on ihe "rsurnption
that the rypcs for reintroduction have demonstraled formal, historical, social and
functiona.l truths within them.

. . 
By-selccting a panicular element from a spccific historical period, and then

identi$ring it.as significant by utilising it as motif or t.."t-.nt, what actually
becomes significant is those times that are left unreferenced, and contextua.lisc
the motif and locate it within the historical frame. Left ambiguous through
unself-conscious interpretation, these motifs emphasise the siirplification if
history that occurl through the breakdown in thi .communicative 

rationality'
mentioned above. This is, of course, not to mention that it is impossible to have
something that is specific to a single site that also occurred iimultaneously
everywhere. These ambiguities, then, make it another gcneralising projection,
rather than a genuine attempt at locating rhe specific.- 

"
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The specific ond. ctscrrccs: thc pernac*lar
Rclativcly rcccnt discussions in landscape erchitecture attcmpt to locate 'thc

csscnce' in thc '\y'ernacular', particularly in an cffon to re-cngage 'thc middle
landscapc of suburbia. The Vernaculaf rcfcrs to a vocabulary of forms and
arrangcmcnts of the 'everyday' that occur spontancously in undesigncd
environmcnts.', This approach would sec the vernacular and the banal as
gcnuinc, unprctentious cr:lnrral production, a kind ofuncorscious orprcssion of
belonging to a specifc location. Onc could particularly notc thc work of Martha
Schwarz and projccts in community art that opcratc from this prcmisc. This
view fails to notc that designed and undcsigned cultural cxpression both fit
within thc samc structure of capitalist production and thcreforc cannot bc
separatcd so casily. Assuming that there is such a thing as thc essence in the
'Vernacu.lar', howcver, this is another instance where thc inherent modes of
operation of the discoursc would interfcre.

Thc discourse oflandscape architccture would havc to have, wen to be ablc to
note the existence of the vernacular, an institutionalised means of ascertaining
membership to the carcgory such that it was ablc to note somcthing .spccifici
in a manner similar to that described for reprcscntation. Howcver, to have such
a mechanism would suggest that the vcmac,ular was able to be formulated, and such
an r:nderstanding would undermine its ability to be something .specific,, that is
something in which 'significancd resides.

Apart from this mechanism for asccrtaining mcmbership, the utilisation of
the vernacular must be, in itself, a contradiction. It is impossiblc to be utilised
precisely because it accretcs unselFconsciously. To attemE to utilisc it is a selF
conscious act and as soon as one bccomcs awarc of it it i-s rendcred unavailable-
or at least_cmpty of the original expression that made it wonh appropriating in
the first place. When the vernacular is appropriated, the material tends to be
twee, not to mention odd, as this peripheral entity comes to the foreground.
Through its own belonging, the vernacular is unavailablc to the outsicle, and
through its p.retentious application it is invalidated. Also, assuming thc
discourse had access to thc vernacular and was actively involved in thc
perpetuation of its self-conscious moral and ethical codcs, patriarchy and
cthnoccntric racism are inhcrent in somc vcrnacular syaa.-r. Tiri, is bccausc thc
vcrnacular is a part ofthe cu.ltural production ofa cjture in which those yalues
arc inherent. Consequently, any .speci6c' site would also be engendered with the
same values through thc culture,s spatial production,'+ mafing it contradictory
to the aniculated philosophical positions ofthe discourse.

The specifie : non- cistent
All of the. factors mentioned previously seem to indicate that it is impossible to
locate_unique site-spccific entities. The ramifications of this arc grcaiwhen one
considcrs the role of the specific in the lcgitimation of design decisions, and
even greater when one considers that landscape architects-design complete
environments which have a definite role in passing on societal conditioniing.,r
Of,even greater signifcance is the status of the fact, from which it could applr
to bc a downward slide into Sophistic solipsism. Assuming one would wish to
avoid this, wherc to from here)
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