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1 and ], Donovan, Farnham: Ashgate, pp. 19-33, 2012; and ‘Introduction’, in
titig Landscapes: Past, Present and Future, eds. M. Janowski and T. Ingold, Farnharn:
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, and a few paragraphs of Chapter 9 come from my ‘Introduction’ to Redrawing
pology: Materials, Movements, Lines, ed. T. Ingold, Farnham: Ashgate, 2012, pp.
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KNOWING FROM THE INSIDE

Learning to learn

Kow for yourselfl That was oftentimes the only advice my companions would offer
when, as a novice fieldworker among Saami pecple in north-eastern Finland some forty
years ago, | was stuck as to how to proceed with some practical task. At first I thonght
they were just being unhelpful, or unwilling to divulge what they knew perfectly well.
But after a while I realised that, quite to the contrary, they wanted me to understand that
t}iw%@wfﬂﬁ‘ng —that s, from tlle_vr.;rti_nside of one’s being —is
through a process of self-discovery. To know things you have to grow into them, and
let them grow in you, so that they become a part of who you are. Had my companions
offered formal instruction by explaining what to do, Fwould have had only the pretence
of knowing, as I would find cut the moment 1 tried to do as I was told. The mere
provision of information holds no guarantee of knowledge, let alone of understanding.
Things, as proverbial wisdom has it, are easier said than done.

Tt is, in short, by watching, listening and feeling — by paying attention to what the
world has to tell us— that we learn, My companions did not inform me ofw'@r is there,
10 save me the trouble of having to inquire for myself. Rather, they told me how I might
find ont. They taught me what to look for, how to track things, and that knowing is a
process of active following, of going along. These were people who had always lived
by fishing, hunting and herding reindeer, so for them the idea that you know as you
go — not that you know by means of movement but that knowing is movement — was
second nature, To me it was not, and yet it must have somehow wormed its way into
me, without my even realising it at the time, for when I look back I can see how it has
guided my thinking and my preference for some hilosophies over athers. Would I be
thinking in the same way had I not undergone this formative experience of fieldwork
very carly on in my career? That is impossible to say. | would have to rerun the past
four decades without that experience to see whether the results would be the same or
different. But for my part, I can find no other explanation.

Our task, in a situation such as that in which 1 found myself, is one of learning
tc;i:am. Gregory Bateson - anthropologist, cybernetician and general intelfectual
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2 Knowing from the inside

maverick - called jt .n_nEnS-_nE.:maw” (Bateson 1974: 141). This kind of learning aims
10t 50 much to provide us with facts about the world 35 to enable us 1o pe taught by it
The world jself becomes a place of study, a university that includes nof just v_.omummoswm
teachers and registered studenrs, dragooned into their academic departments, byt people
everywhere, along with all the other creatures with which (or whom) we mrm_wo our lives
and the lands in which we —and they - live. I this university, whatever our discipline
we learn ffom thoge with whom (or which} we study. The geologist studies with F.Onmﬁ.
as well as professors; he learns from them, and they tell him things. $o too the botanist
with piants and the ormithologist with birds, And anthropologists? They also study with
those among whom they stay, if only for a while, Learning to learn, for them as for
the v_.»nna.cnoﬁ of any other discipline, means 1 shaking off; instead of applying, the
PIRCORCeptions that might otherwise Bive premature shape to their observations, .H.mm
o CONVETT every certainty into a question, whose answer is 1o be found by attending
0 whar lies before us, in the world, not by looking it Up ar the back of the book. In
thus feeling forward rather than CASUNg our eyes rearwards, in anticipation rather than
retrospection, fies the Path of discovery,

This bock js anchored in the discipline of anthropology. Surely the most an.
womn_.mﬂmn of academic disciplines, anthropology could nog be sustained were it not for
the institutions of learning and scholarship in which most of its practitioners spend

raveal nsﬂ reality behind the iliusion of appearances. Iy the academic pantheon, reason
1s predestined 1o Tump intuition, CXPErtise to trump commaon sense, and conclusions

m_uo.cﬁ the ways of the world, then iz wil] be those who have devoted their lives —as have
their ancestors — 1o following them, Therefore, say anthropologists, it i by secking to
understand thege ways of life, and by acquiring for ourselyes some of the knowledge
and .Mmﬂ.:m required to practise them, that we have MOSt to learn. Armed with thig
learning, and with the critical perspectives i Opens up, we can turn our sights back on
mrn academy and, a5 it were, cut it down to size by revealing the limitations inherent jn
1ts own knowledge practices,

>:nrwouo_ouw and ethnography

In »nn_._uoua.:owx then, we go to study with people. And we hope to learn Srem. them.
aq.r.wn we migit call research’ or even fieldwork’ is in trurh 3 protracted masterclass in

- Em— |
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ethnographer are combined in oge and the same person, and the tasks of anthropology
and ethnography proceed in tandem. They are not the same, however, and their
persistent confusion has caused no end of trouble. We need to sort this trouble our,

It helps to be able to think through an example, so I have made one up for the
purpose. As an amateur cellist [ used 1o dream, quire unrealistically of course, that I

After a year or two of this, I would return with a much enriched understanding of the

and of myself'as a person, This, in turn, would open up paths of musical discovery that
Tcould continue to trave! for years to come. Now suppose that instead, having perhaps
read for a degree in musicology, T decided 1o carry out a study of prominent Russian
cellists. The idea wouid be to find out what factors had set them on this particular path,
how their subsequent careers had unfolded, what the major influences had been on their
lives and ways of Playing, and how they saw themselves and their work in the contexss
of contemporary society. [ would plan to spend some time with Rostropovich, using
my cello as 2 kind of entry ticker o gain access to him and his circle, and in the hope
of gathering information relevant to my study, whether through casual conversation or
more formal interviews, [ would do the same for a number of ather cellists on my list,
albeit not so famous. And [ would come kome with a lot of material to work on formy
projected thesis: Bears on Strings: Ceilists and Cello-Playing in Contemporary Russia,

studied topic, It might even have carned me a doctorate! My point is not that the first
project is better than the second, but simply that they are fundamentally different. Let
me highlight three differences that are crucial for what I Want to say, by analogy, about o
ethnography and anthropology. First, in project one I study with ostropovich and learn
Jrom his way of playing, whereas project two is a study of Rostropavich in which I learn
about it. Second, in project one T take what I have learned and move forward, all the
while of course reflecting on my earlier experience. In project two, by contrast, I look

back over the information I have coilected, in order to account for trends and vwnnwnm.+>>§
- - ot

the imperatives of project two are essentially documentary. To put it rather crudely,
these are also the differences berween anthropology and ethnography. Aathropology
is studying with and learning from; it is carried forward in a process of ife, and efects
transformations within hat process. Ethnography is a study of and learning about, its

is to take far t00 narrow a view of it. They will insist that ethnography is a much
broader and richer endeavour than I have made ouz, and even thar it should be taken
to include everything that I have juse brought under the rubric of anthropology.
Not only anthrepology but also ethrography, they will say, is transformational: the
ethnographer is changed by the experience, and this change is carried forward intwo
his or her future work. Hence in their view, ethnography and anthropology are
practically indistinguishable. But to this I answer that there is nothing ‘mere’ about
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4 Knowing from the inside

descriptive documentation. Ethnographic work is cornplex and demanding. It may

even be transformational in its cffects upen the ethnographer. These are side effects,

however, and are incidenzal to its documentary purpose. Indeed,

s

if anything belittles

ethnography, or makes it seem Jess than what it really is, it is the usurpation of its

nmame for other ends. After all, ‘description of the people’ is what

ethnography (from

ethnes = ‘people’; graphia = ‘description’) literally means. If ethhography has in practice

become semething different from description, then by what name should the task of

For the present, I wish only 1o insist that the distinction — in e

between empirical cor:
1o description or documentation that is innocent of theory. But by

rms of objectives —

k It is almost a truism to say that there can be

the same token, no

genuine transformarion in ways of thinking and feeling is possible thar is not grounded

of it. It is this conceit that sets up what the sociologist C. Wright Mills, in a celebrated

e5say on intellectual craftsmanship, denounced as 2 false separation

between ways and

ﬁ.ﬁu.nm.Om _ﬂoa&um. There can, Mills argued, be no distinction between the theory of 2
discipline and its method; rather, both are “pare of the practice of a craft’ (1959; 216).
Anthropology, for me, is such a practice. If its method is that of the practitioner, working

with materials, its discipline lies in the observational engagement an

Participant observation

It is rot anthropology’s purpose to describe the specificity of things as they are:
thar, T have argued, is a task for ethnography. But nor is it o generalise from these
mnmn:._uaoﬁn ‘1o account’, as anthropologist Dan Sperber (1985; 1011} would have
it, “for the variability of fumnan cultures’ by resort o ‘ethnographic data’. It is rather
t open up a space for generaus, open-ended, comparative yer critical inquiry into the
conditions and potentials of human iife. Tt is to Join with people in their speculations

about whar life might or fonld be like, "in ways nevertheless grounded in 2 profound
understanding of what life i like in Particular times and places. Yet the speculative
arnbition of anthropology has been persistently compromised by its surrender to an
academic mode] of knowledge production according to which lessons learned through
observation and practical participation are recast a empiriczl matetial for subsequent
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nterpretation. In this one, fateful move, not only is anthropology collapsed into
ethnography, but the entire relation becween knowing and being is turned inside out.
Lessons in life become ‘qualitative data’, to be analysed in terms of an exogenous body
of theory,

Whenever positivistically minded sacial scientists spcak of ‘qualitative and
quantitative methods’ — or even more obscenely, of ‘quant/qual’ - and point to their
essential complementaricy as though 2 mix of both would be advaneageous, this inversion
is at work, To make matters worse, they then recommend participant observation as
an appropriate tool for collecting the qualitative component of the dataset. This is to
add insult w injury! For participant observation is absolutely rot a technique of datz _
cpliection. Quire to the contary, it is enshrined in an onto ogical cormmitment that
rendets the very idea of data collection unthinkable. This commitment, by no means
confined to anthrapology, lies in the recognition that we owe our very being to the
world we seek to know. In a nutshell, parficipant observation is a way of knowing from

the inside. As science studies scholar Karen Barad (2007:185) has eloquently put it: We

¢

do not obtain lmowledge by standing ouside the world; we know because “we” are of |kl rf

the world. We are part of the world in its differential becoming. Only because we are
already of the world, only because we are fellow travellers zlong with the beings and
things that command our attention, can we observe them. There is no contradiction,
then, betwsen participation and observation; rather, the one depends on the other.

But to convert what we owe to the world into ‘dara’ that we have extracred from it is
to expunge knowing from being, It is to stipulate that knowledge is to be reconstructed
on the outside, a5 an edifice built up ‘after the fact, racher than 25 mnhering in skills of
perception and eapacities of judgement that develop in the course of direct, practical
and sensuous engagements with our surroundings. It is this move that - by situating the
observer on the ourside of the world of which he or she seeks knowledge - sets up what
is often alleged to be the ‘paradox’ of participant observation, namely that it requires of
the researcher to be both ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ the field of inquiry at one and the same
tirne. This paradox, however, does no more than restate the existentizl dilemma that lies

at the heart of the very definition of humaznity which undérpins Mormmtseence Eiaman

beings, 2ccording to science, are a species of nature, yet to be kuman is to transcend that

narure. It is this transcendeénce that bod provides science with the platform for its
observations and underwrites its clzim to authority. The dilemma is that the conditions
that enable scientists 1o know, at least according to official protocels, are such as 1o make
it impossible for them to be in the very world of which they seek knowledge. It seems
that we can only aspire to truth abour this world by way of an emancipation that takes
us from it and leaves us strangers to ourselves,

In any appeal to data, whether quantitative or qualitative, this division between
realnis of knowing and of being is presupposed. For it is already taken for granted chat
the world is given to science not as part of any offering or commitmens bur as a reserve
or residue that is there for the raking. Disguised as social scientists we enter this world
cither by stealth, feigning wnvisibility, or under false pretences by claiming we have .
come 1o learn from teachers whose words zre heeded not for the guidance they have /
1o offer but as ¢vidence of how they think, of their beliefs or attirudes. Then, as soon *
as we have filled our bags, we cut and run, This, in my estiration, 1s fundamenzally
unethical. It is o turn our backs upon the world in which we live and to which we
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owe our formation. With all the data at our fingertips, we think we know what can be
known; yet knowing all, we fail to see or take our counsel from the wotld itself. With
this book my aim is to restore knowing to where it belongs, at the heart of being. This is
1o turn once again fowards the werld for what it has 1o teach us, ang to refirte the division
between: data collection and theory building that underwrites normal science.

As anthropologists we currently find ourselves in a double bind. How can we
do justice to the cthnographic richness and complexity of other cultures, while
simultaneously opening up to radical, speculative inquiry into the potentials of human
life? The alternatives seem to lie between abdicating from our responsibility to engage
in critical dizlogue around the great questions of how to fashion our collective humanity
in 2 world that is teetering on the edge of catastrophe, or turning the people among
whom we have worked into unwitting mouthpieces for philosophies of salvation that
are not of their own making, Neither alternative has served anthropology well. The first
leaves the discipline on the margins, condemned o the retrospective documensation
of indigenous worlds that seern always to be on the brink of disappearing; the second
only fuels the popular belief that the traditional wisdom of native people can somehow
rescue the planer,

Ananthropology that has been liberated from ethnography, however, would no longer
be tied down by a retrospective commitmen: to descriptive fidelity. On the contrary, it
would be free to bring ways of knowing and feeling shaped through transformational
engagements with people from around the world, both within and beyond the sewtings
of fieldwork, to the essentially prospective task of heiping to find 2 way into a future
common to all of us. When we go to study with great scholars in the course of our
education, we do so not with a view to describing or representing their idess in later
life, but to sharpening our perceptual, meral and inteliectual faculties for the critical
tasks thac lie ahead. Why, { wonder, should it be any different for anthropologists when
they go to work with other people? The truth is that in finding ways to carry on we need
all the help we can get. But no one — no indigenous group, no specialist science, no
doctrine or philosophy — already holds the key to the future, if only we could find it.
We have 10 make the future for ourselves.

The art of inquiry

We cannot make the future, however, without also thinking it. What then is the relation
between thinking and malking? To this, the theorist and the craftsman would give
different answers. It is not that the former only thinks and the latter only makes, but
that the one makes through thinking and the other thinks through mating. The theorist does
his thinking in his head, and only then applies the forms of thought to the substance
of the material world. The way of the craftsman, by contrast, is to allow knowiedge to
grow from the crucible of our practical and observational engagements with the beings
and things around us {Dormer 1994; Adamsen 2007). This is 1o practise what I would
like o call an arr of inguiry.

In the art of inquiry, the conduct of thought goes along with, and continually answers
t0, the fluxes and flows of the materials with which we work, These materials think in
us, as we think through them. Here, every work is an experiment: not in the natural
scientific sensc of testing 2 preconcsived hypothesis, or of engineering a confrontation
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between ideas ‘in the head’ and facts ‘on the ground’, but in the sense of prising zn
opening and following where it leads. You try things out and see what happens. Thus the
art of inquiry moves forward in real time, along with the lives of those whe arc touched
by it, and with the world to which both it and they belong, Far from answering to their
plans and predictions, it joins with them in their hopes and dreams. This is to adopt what
anthropologist Hirokazu Miyazaki (2004) calls the 5 E hope. To practise this method
is not to describe the world, or to represent it, but to open up our perception to what is
geing on there so that we, in turn, can respond to it. That is to say, it is to set up a relation
with the world that [ shall henceforth call comesporidence. Anthropology, 1 believe, can be
an art of inquiry in this sense. We need it in order not 1 accumulate more and more
informatien about the world, but to better correspond with it.

By and large, however, practitioners of the art of inquiry are to be found not among
anthropoiogists but from among the ranks of practising artists. And this prompts a
reassessment of the relation berween art and anthropology. There is of course a long
and distinguished tradition of study in the anthropology of art. Scarcely a regicn of
the world remains whose native productions have not been subjected to exhaustive
analysis dnd interpretation. Much of the resulting literature overlaps with writing in
the fields of material and visual culture. It also suffers from the same biases. In the
study of material culture, the overwhelming focus has beer: on finished objects and
on what happens as they become caught up in the life histories and social ingeractions
of the people who use, consume or trezsure them. In the study of visual culture, the
focus has been on the relations between objects, images and their interpretations.
What is lost, in both fields of study, is the creativity of the productive processes that
bring the artefacts themselves into being: on the one hand in the generative currents
of the materials of which they are made; on the other in the SENsSery awareness
of practitioners. Thus processes of making appear swallowed up in abjects made;
processes of secing in images seen.

Likewise in the study of art, anthropologists have tended to trear the work of art as an
object of ethnographic analysis. “The anthropology of art would not be an anthropology
of art’, as Alfred Gell has written, ‘unless it were confined to a subset of secial relations
in which some “object” were related to 2 social agent in a distinctive, “art-like” way’
(Gell 1998: 13). By this, he means that it should be possible to trace a chain of causal
connections, in reverse, from the final object to the initial intention that allegedly
motivated its production, or to the meanings that might be attributed to it. In a word,
it is to place the object in a social and cultural context, In thus taking the artwork to
be indexical of the social milieu and cultural values of its makers, the anthropology of
art has merely taken on the mantle of art history. It is true that anthropologists have
gone out of their way to distance their endeavours from the propensity of many art
historians to make evaluative judgements on the basis of criteriz that appear value-laden
and ethnocentric. Neverthieless, in so far as they conrinue to treat art as 2 compendium
of works to be analysed, there can be no possibility of direct correspondence with the
creative processes that give rise to them.

[ contend that this reverse-reading, analytic approach represents an intellectual dead
end so far as the relation between anthropology and art is concerned. The source of the
biockage lies in what could be called the “anthropolegy of formula. The problem is that
whenever anthropology encounters anything cutside itself, it wants to turn whatever it
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is — say kinship, law or ritual — into an object it can anaiyse. Thus when it encounters Fr was, at least for me, a very remarkable seminar, and I have never known anything
art, it wants to treatart as a collection of works that are in some way caught up in a quite like it. We began in the usual way, in a seminar room, listening to each other taik,
texture of social and culrural relations that we can study. Yet while we might learn but after a term of this we felt that we had reached some kind of impasse. For it became
much about art from the analysis of its objects, we learn nothing from it. My airn, to the clear that the issues that concerned us could not be addressed in a vacuum. We had to

L contrary, is 10 replace the anthrapology of with an anthropology with, Tt is to regard art, be doing things ourselves.
?tr\ h;._c\?» in the first place, as a discipline, which shares with anthropology 2 concern to reawaken Obviously, without the benefic of prior training (which some of us had), we

\,J i /_ our senses and to allow knowledge to grow from the inside of being in the unfolding anthropelogists cannot snap our fingers and, 25 if by magic, rurn ourselves instantly into |

“ om%n. To carry out anthropology with art 1s to correspond With I I Its own moverrent artists or architects. But we could at least try to ground out discussions in mosnﬂrmam.“ _
of growth or becorning, in a reading that goes forwards rather than in reverse, and 1o practical, so as to give the ideas we came up with sorne foundation in experience. And

R follow the paths along éw.mn: it _.n»n_m. And it is to link art and anthropology throngh we did all manner of things! We wound string and wove baskets, made pots and fired
mu ﬂ,\h &n correspondence of Ew:. practices, rather than in terms of their objects, respectively them on a home-made kiln, we practised the Alexander technique and discovered he
historical and ethnographic. . heavy 2 head or limb can be when ic is completely relaxed. We helped a farmer rebuil

! To date, with a few notable exceptions (e.g. Schneider and Wright 2006, 2010), a drystone wall, held 2 workshop on polyphenic singing, tried our hand at architecrural
collaborations between anthropologists and arts practitioners have been few, and drawing, visited artists’ studios and exhibiticns, and so on. Some of the things we
these that have taken place have not all been entirely successful. Once again, the did were a bit mad, and they did not always lead anywhere. We never had 2 coherent
source of the difficulty lies in the identification of anthropology with ethnography. agenda, However, we were all agreed that the quality of the discussions we had while
For the very reasons that render arts practice highly compatible with the practice of doing things was quite unlike anything experienced in an owmwu”aww serninar, and that
anthropology are precisely those that render it incompatible with ethnography. On they were tremendously productive of new insighes. But while this was undoubtedly
mrn one hand the speculative, experimental and open-cnded character of arts practice the case, it was not so clear why this should be so. The question is: what difference does
is bound to compromise ethnography’s committrent to descriptive accuracy. On it make if discussion is grounded in 2 conte racsical activity?
the other hand, the retrospective temporal orientation of ethnography runs direcely When I moved to the University of Aberdeen in 1999 to revive the anthropology
counter to ﬂr.,u prospective dynamic of art’s observational engagement. Precisely as programme there, cne of my ambitions was to carry forward some of the ideas arising
arts practice differs in its objectives from the history of art, however, so anthropology from the Manchester art, architecture and anthropology seminar. Enitial discussions

differs from ethnography. It is here, I believe, that the real potential for productive with colleagues at the School of Fine Art and the Visual Rescarch Centre at the
coilaboration between art and anthropology lies. Could certain practices of art, for University of Duandee led us to put together a proposal for collaborative research
example Suggest new ways of doing anthropology? If there are similaritics between under the rather cumbersome title, ‘Learning is understanding in practice: exploring
the ways in which artists and anthropologists study with the world, then could we the interrelations between perception, creativity and skill’. To our considerable
not regard the artwork as a result of something like an anthropologicsl study, rather astonishment, the preject was funded for a three-year period (2002-2003)3 One
than as an objert of such study? We are already used to the idea that the results of component of the project was to look ar the way in which the skills of fine art are
“anthropological research need not be confined to written texts. They may zlso include taught and learned in the course of studic-based practice, and involved participant
photographs and fiims. But could they also include drawings, paintings or sculpture? ] observation with fine art students in Dundee, following their learning expericnce
Or works of craft? Or musical compositions? tildings? Conversely, could (Gunn 2007). Alongside and complementing this study, however, we set out to explore
not 401& of art be regarded as forms of anthropology, albeit ‘written’ in non-verbal the potential applicability of practices of teaching and learning, in both fine art and
media? architecture, within the discipline of anthropology:
It was in this context that we developed a course for advanced undergraduate and
Doing things ourselves postgraduate students it anthropology Ewn_.—n Universiry of Aberdeen, entitled “The 4 As:
Anthropology, Archacology, Artand Architecture”. The course was introduced and taughr
These were the kinds of questions we set out to address in a seminar that began life for the first time in the spring semester of 2004, and wich one or two interruptions, has
aver fifteen years ago, when the seed for this book was first planted. At that time, in continued to be offered ever since. I shall say more below about what the course covered
n_._n.QE-Eoom_ I was still working in the Department of Social Anthropology at the and how it was delivered, as well as about the philosophy of teaching and learning that
University of Manchester. More by accident than design, the Department included underpinned it. Before doing so, however, [ should explan what brought the four
2 number of research students with backgrounds in either art or architecture, or disciplinies together, beyond the happy coincidence that they all began with the letter A!
vonw.w I thought it would be interesting for us to meet on a regular basis to talk zbout I have already devoted some artention to differentiating one of them — anthropology -
issues on the interface between art, architecture and anthropology. This we did, rather from the practice of ethnography. [ had tc do this in order to establish the conditions for
successfully — indeed the seminar ended up running n fits and stares for a full three anthropelogy’s correspondence with art. But it is also necessary, as we shall see, for its
years, until 1999, when T left Manchester 1o take up my current position in Aberdeen. correspondence with archirecture and archaeology as well.
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The four As

While much work has been done in the anthropology of art, the anthropology of

architecture remains little developed. The literacure in the former is voluminous;
in the lacter it is almost non-existent. The reasons for this are unclezr. It can surely
be no reflection of the relative importance of art and architecture in people’s lives.
One possible explanation is that on account of their scale and portability, works of
art are more collectable than those of architecture, and have therefore found their
way into the museums and galleries of the western world, where they have naturaily
attracted the actention of scholars disinclined to travel to their regions of provenance.
I have no evidence to support this hypothesis, however, and no doubt other factors
are involved. In any case, of the few studies that de exist, most adopt the same general
stance as studies of art, visual and material culture in equating ‘architecture’ with built
structures that are then treated as objects of ethnographic anzlysis.’ These are studies
of, rather than with architecture. In combining it with art and anthropology, T propose
instead to think of architecture as a discipline that shares with art and anthropology
a concern to explore the creative processes that give rise to the environments we
inhabit, and the ways we perceive them. Taken as the practice of such a discipline,
architecture is not so much abous as by means of buildings. It is, in short, an architecture of
inquiry. Included in it are questions concerning the generation of form, the energetics
of foree and flow, the properties of materials, the weave and texture of surfaces, the
armospheres of volumes, and the dynamiss of activity and of rest, of making lines and
_.:m.wim place. To answer every one of these questions entails a way of knowing from
the inside, and we shall be exploring some of these in the chapters to follow:

Tt was in the move from Manchester to Aberdeen that the three As of art, architecture
and anthropology were jeined by the fourth, archaeclogy. This was in part a reflection
of my own interests, which have long spanned the boundary between archaeology and
anthropology. But [ was also convinced that no discussion of the relation between art,
architecture and anthropology could be complete if archacology were not included
as well. With their unifying themes of time and landscape (Ingold 1990) and in their
mutual concern with the material and bolic forms of human life, anthropology
and archaeology have long been regarded as sister disciplites; even though they have
not always been on spezking terms. Moreover there is an obvious affinity between
archaeology and the histories of both art and architecture, in their common interests in
the artefacts and buildings of antiquity. Ina sense, I suppose, architects and archaeologists
could be regarded as procedurally equal but temporally opposed: after all the very same
tool — the trowel - that the builder uses to fabricate the architectural forms of the future
15 used by the archaeologist, in the excavation of a site, to reveal the forms of the past.
If one begins with designs of what is w0 be put up, the other ends in plans of what has
been unearthed. With all these parallels and connections, indeed, it seemed only natural
that archacology should be along as the fourth A.

However, if archaeclogy is to join with anthropology not as a positive scienee but

- as an art of inquiry, and similarly if it is to join with art and architecture conceived as
disciplines rather than as compendia of objects for historical analysis, then the terms
o of engagement have to be renegotiated, in two respects. Firstly, just as we have been
‘ compelled to distinguish anthropology from ethnography, so, likewise, archaeology
must be distinguished from the kind of pre- or proto~historiography that has as its
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objective to arrive at descriptively plausible reconswuctions of everyday life in the
past. Though the pros and cons of using ethnographic analegies to fill the gaps in such
reconstructions have been extensively debated, this issue ~ crucial to the relation between
ethnography and prehistory — is of no particular consequence for the relation between
anthropology and archaeology. Secondly, we need to recognise that archacology’s
core practice of excavation, undersiood in the broadest sense as an engagement with
materials embedded in the earth that carry the traces of past human activity, can no
more be reduced to a technique of data collection than can the corresponding practice
of participant observation in anthropology. Just like participant observation, nxnme.pnmom
is a way of knowing from the inside: a correspondence between mindful attention
and lively materials conducted by skilled hands “at the trowel’s edge”. It is from this
correspondence, and not from the analysis of ‘data’ within frameworls of “theory’, that
archagological knowledge grows. In the practice of excavation, as Matt Edgeworth has
recently put it, archaeclogists are obliged to foflow the cut — to ‘see where it goes, and
in what directicn it takes us’ - not passively but actively like hunters tracking their
prey, ever alert and responsive to visual and tactile clues in an intrinsically <B.E.En
environment (Edgeworth 2012: 78, see Ingold 2011a: 251 fn. 4). In effect, the cutis a

line of correspondence.

The course

Many years ago, asked by a university bureaucrat how he would describe the objectives
of his teaching, anthropologist Heonik Kwon responded that he would endeavour
te turn his students inte good hunters. It was a typically inspired response, and
while it left the bureaucrat completely flummoxed, as a summation of the principles
underlying the design and delivery of the course on the 4 As, it could not have been
bettered. The aims of the course were to train students in the art of inquiry, to sharpen
their powers of observation, and to encourage them to think through observation
rather than affer it. Like hunters they had to learn to learn, to follow the Soqnn.n.._.bm
of beings and things, and in turn to respond o them with judgement and precisicn.
They would discover that the path to wisdom lay in this correspondence, not in an
escape into the self-referential domain of academic texts, And like hunters, too, they
were encouraged to dream. To dream like a hunter is ro become the creatures you
hunt and to see things in the ways they do. It is to open up to new nomm.&:i.nm of
being, not to seek closure. The world of drearns, as indigenous hunters tell us, is no
different from that of waking life. But in the dream you perceive that world with
different senses, while moving in different ways and perhaps in a differen: medium
such as in the air rather than on land.® On weking you then see the farniliar with new
eyes (Ingold 2011a: 239). )
In the official documentaticn we were obliged to provide for reasons of bureaucratic
accountability, we stated that the 4 As course simed ‘to explore the connections
between anthropology, archzeclogy, art and architectuzre, conceived as noa_u_naong
approaches to understanding and shaping how peo erceive and relate to their

surroundings, in currents of space, time and movement’. In hindsight, however, one
of the more remarkable and slightly unexpected outcomes of presenting the course
has been that although planned as an explicitly interdisciplinary inquiry, in practice
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willow, 2 visit to an artist’s studio
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landscape perception.

explained that it is wrong to think of learning as the transmission of a ready-made body

i » PTIOT 10 its application in particular contexts of practice. On the contrary,
we learn by doing, in the course of carrying out ¢he tasks of life,” In this the contribution
of our teachers is not literally 1o pass on their knowledge, in the form of 2 ready-made

hoate

which we can discover for ourselves much of what they already know; and also perhaps
much that they do not. In a word, we grow into knowledge rather than having it handed
down to us. This is what Jean Lave ( 1990) means when she says that learning is a matter
of understanding in practice rather than acquiring culiure.

Now if this is the way people learn in any seciety, then it must also be true of the
way students lezrn in our own. Accordingly, the role of the student is not to take on
board a corpus of authorised, prepositional knowledge issuing from a supetior source
in the academy, but to collaborate in the shared pursuit of human understanding. Yet as
Lave herselfhas pointed out, our institutions of education, at least in the western waorld,
are largely premised on the cheary that the classroom is 2 dedicated space for learning
in which students are supposed to acquire the approved knowledge of society, which
they can then take into the world cutside and put ineo practice once their education i
complete. As many of the more astute students taking my courses pointed out to me
there was a glaring inconsistency between how they were being taught, and what they
were being taught about how learning actually occurs in the social world. Educators
such a5 myself scemed to be the very last to practise what they preach.

This book

The challenge for me, then, was o find a way o teach as [ had been taught. For
if, as [ have argued, the ultimate objective of anthropology is not documentary bur
transformational, it is surely incumbent on us to g1ve to the future as we have received
from the past. What value lies in transformations of the self if they end there, if selves
do not go on reciprocally to trznsform others and the world? Had 1 gone to study
with Rostropavich, I would have sought to transform the world through making
music. By professian, however, I am not a musician but an anthropologist. [ give
iectures, not concerts, Yot my teaching — aching — wouid be worthless were it not
transformational in intent. Afid conversely, my studics — all sta y - would be worthless
i 1d not lead us 6 teach with this intenc. To teack: is to honour our commitments
by repaying what we owe the world for our formation. In short, teaching (and not
ethnographic writing) is the other side of participant cbservation: there cannot be one
without the other, and both are indispensable to the Practice of anthropology as an ;
art of inquiry. T teach anthropology is w0 practise anthrapology; to practise anthropology is to |
teach is. This was the Pedagogical principle ar the heart of the course on the 4 As. And
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Making and growing

This chapter is about bringing things back w0 life. Its basic argument may be expressed
by means of a simple diagrzm. Draw two lines: they need not be swaight; indeed you can
allow them to meander a linle. However, they should proceed alongside one another,
like the trails left by wwo people walking abreast. Each is a path of movement. Let one
of these lines stand for the flow of consciousness, saturated as it is by light, sound and
feeling. And let the other stand for the flow of materials as they circulate, mix and
meld. Now imagine that each of these flows is momentarily stopped up. On the side of
consciousness, this stoppage takes on the semblance of an image, like a fugitive suddenly
caught in the glare of a spotlight. And on the side of materials it takes on the solid form
of an object, like a boulder placed in the fugitive’s path, blocking his passage. On our
diagram we could depict both stoppages by a point or blob on eack respective line. Now
draw a double ended arrow connecting the two blobs. Unlike the original pair of liaes,
this arrow is not the trace of a movement; it is notional rather than phenomenal, and
depicts a connection of some kind between image and object. Now that our diagram
is complete (Figure 2.3), we can sum up the argument of this chapter, and indeed of
the entire book. Tt is to switch our petspective from the endless shurtling back and
forth from imnage to object and from object to image, that is such 2 pronounced feature
of academic writing in the fields of anthropology, archacology, art and architecture,
to the material flows and currents of sensory awareness in which images and objects
reciprocally take shape. In terms of our diagram, this entails a rotation of 90 degrees,
from the lateral to the lengitudinat.

We will find this rotation cropping up again and again, in various connections.
Indeed we have already encountered it in the last chapter, in our distinction
between ethnographic docutnentation (lateral) and anthropological transformation
(longitudinal). With regard to perception, it underpins the distinction between an
opticzl and a haptic relation to the world - 2 distinction that explains the quite different
experiences of tactility described above, showing that the optical relation is by no means
limited to a perception mediated by the eye (nor is the haptic relation limited to the
hands}. With regard to creativity, it distinguishes the improvisatory creativity of labour
that works things out as it goes along from the atribution of creativity to the novelty
of determinate ends conceived in advance, It underpins the distinctions spelled out in
Chapter 7 between interaction and correspondence and in Chapter 8 between articulate
and personal knowledge. Most fundamentally, however, it crops up in connection with
the question of what it means to make things.

We are accustomed to think of making as a project. This is to start with an idea in
mind, of what we want to achieve, and with a supply of the raw material needed to
achieve it. And it is to finish at the moment when the material has taken on the intended
form. At this point, we say, we have produced an angfact. A nodule of stone has becomne
an axe, a lump of clay a pot, molten metal a sword. Axe, pot and sword are instances of
what scholars call material culture, a phrase that perfectly captures this theory of taking

R as the unification of stuff supplied by nature with the conceptual representations of
a received cultural wradition. ‘Material culture’, as Julian Thomas (2007: 15) puts it,
‘represents at once ideas that have been made material, and natural substance chat has
been rendered cultural.’ In the literature, the theory is known as hylomorphism, from
the Greek hyle (matter) and morphe (form). Whenever we read that in the making of
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FIGURE 2.3 Conscicusness, materials, image, object: the diagram
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artefacts, practitioners impose forms internal to the mind upon a material world ‘out
there’, hylomerphism is at work.
[ want to think of making, instead, as a process of growsk, This is to place the maker

from the outset as 2 participant in amongst a world of active materials. These materials
are what he has to work with, and in the process of making he Yoins forces’ with
them, bringing them together or splitting them apart, synthesising and distilling, in
anticipation of what might emerge. The maket’s ambitions, in this understanding,
are altogether more humble than those implied by the hylomorphic model. Far from
standing aloof, imposing his designs on a world that is ready and waiting to receive
them, the most he can do is to intervene in worldly processes that are already going on,
and which give rise to the forms of the living world that we see all around us - in plants
and animals, in waves of water, snow and sand, in rocks and clouds — adding his own
impetus to the forces and energies in play. The difference between a marble statue and
a rock formation such as 2 stalagmite, for example, is not that one has been made and
the other not, The difference is only this: thar at some point in the formative history of
this lump of marble, first a quarryman appeared on the scene who, with much force and
with the assistance of harnmers and wedges, wrested it from the bedrock, after which 2
sculptor set to work with a chisel in order, as he might put it, to release the form from
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the stone. But as every chip of the chisel contributes tc the emergent form of the statue,
so every drop of supersarurated solution from the roof of the cave contributes to the
form of the stalagmite. When subsequently, the statue is worn down by rain, the form-
generating process continues, but now without further human intervention.

To read making longitudinally, as a confluence of forces and muaterials, rather than
laterally, as 2 transposition from image to object, is o regard it as such a form-generating
— ot morphegenetic ~ process. This is to soften any distinction we might draw between
organism and artefact. For if organisms grow, so toa do artefacts, And if artefacts are
mmade, 56 too are organisms. What varies, among countless other things, is the extent of
hurnan involvement in the generation of form: but this variation is one of degree, not
kind. This is not of course w deny that the maker may have an idea in mind of what
he wants to make. He may even be seeking to copy a piece of work that already stands
before him. Does this not distinguish the statue from the stalagmite, once and for al?
Can we not speak, in 2 sense unique to artefacts, of their design? This is a question I
will leave for later {see Chapter 5). Suffice it to say, at this point, that even if the maker
has a form in mind, it is not this form that creates the work, It is the engagement
with materials. And it is thercfore to this engagement that we must attend if we are to
understand how things are made. Time and again, scholars have written as though to
have a design for a thing, you already have the thing itself, Some versions of conceptual
art and architecture have taken this reasoning to such an extreme thar the thing itself
becomes superflucus. It is bur & representation — a derivative copy ~ of the design that
preceded it (Frascari 1991: 93). If everything about a form is prefigured in the design,
then why baother to make it at all? But makers know better, and cne of the purposes
of this bock is to bring them ou of the shadows into which they have been cast byan
uncritical application of the hylomorphic model, and to celebrate the creativity of their
achievemnent.

Baskets in the sand

On a cold and windy day in February, the 4 As students and I were out on 2 sandy
peninsula wedged between the beach and the estuary of the River Don, which flows
into the sez on the northern flank of the city of Aberdeen. Patches of snow remained
on the ground. We were learning to make baskets out of willow; under the direction
of znthropologist and crafisperson Stephanie Bunn {see Bunn 2010: 49-50). To form
a frame, an odd number of lengths of willow were stuck vertically into the ground,
to form a rough circle, ¢ed at the wp. Horizonial pieces were then woven alternately
in and out of the vertical frame 0 as gradually to build up a surface in the form of an
inverted cone. Students worked at this either singly or in pairs (Figure 2.4). From the
start, I think, many students were surprised by the recalcitrant nature of the material, In
afinished basket, the willow seems to sit so naturally there, as if it had always been meant
to fall into that shape and was merely fulfilling the role for which it was predestined.
But the willow did not want to be bent into shape. Sornetimes it put up a fight,
springing back and striking the weaver in the face. One had to be careful and coaxing.
Then we realised that it was actually this resistance, the friction set up by branches bent
foreibly against each other, that held the whole construction together. The form was
not imposed on the material from without, but was rather generated in this force field,
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FIGURE 2.4 Making baskess in the sand, near Aberdeen beach in north-east Scotland.
{Courtesy of Raymond Lucas.)

comprised by the relations between the weaver and the willow. Indeed as novices, we
had little control over the precise form and proportions of our baskets, Kneeling on
the ground, our weaving involved quite muscular movemnents of the entire body, or at
least from the knees upwards, so that the dimensions of the basket related directly
such bedily dimensions as arm-reach and shoulder-height. Students discovered they
had muscles in places they had never imagined, partly because after a while they began
to ache. But other forces, too, entered into the formative process. One of these was the
wind. A persistent, sengthening wind was bending all the verticals of the frame in one
direction, with an inclination that increased with height. No wonder, then, that many
baskets, especially those woven nearest to the shore, tilted over somewhat, in an elegant
but wholly unintended curve (Figure 2.5).

We laboured for aimost three hours, gradually developing a rhythm and a feel for
the material. As the work progressed, however, we began to face another problem. How
would we know when o stop? There is no obvious point when a basket is finished.
The end dawned for us, not when the form came to match initial expectations, for we
had none. It came rather with failing light and the imminent prospect of heavy ran,
increasing chill and stiffness in the limbs, and the sense that each additonal strand was
becoming somehow superfluous. At that point it was time to insert a separately woven
base and o cut the verticals at the height we had reached. At last, then, we could lift the
woven construction from the ground, and turn it upside down to reveal that what we had
made was indeed a basket. Each basket was different, uniquely reflecting the mood and
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FIGURE 2.5 A near-complete basket. {Courtesy of Raymond Lucas.)

ternperarment, as well as the physical stature, of its maker. Finally the scudents straggled off
into the gathering dusk, proudly bearing homeward the baskets they had made. Later they
would tell me that they had learned more from that one afternoon than from any number
of lectures and readings: above all about what it means to make things, about how form
arises through movement, and about the dynamic properties of materials.

On matter and form

Perhaps it is unfair to use basketry as a way to criticise the hylomorphic model. The
conclusion that the model does not work for weaving does not rule out the possibility
that it might work perfectly well for branches of mannfacture in which form is more
ostensibly imposed on material. What about making bricks, for example? In forming
the brick, prior o firing in the kiln, soft clay is pressed into a pre-prepared, rectangular
mould. The mould, it seems, prescribes the form while the material — the clay —is initially
formless. Surely, as the clay is pressed into the mould, form is united with material just as
the logic of hylomorphism requires. But in a thesis entitled Lindividuation d la lumidre des
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notions de Forme et d'Information, the philosopher Gilbert Simondon shows that this is not
50." For one thing, the mould is no geometric abstraction but a solid construction that
has first to be built from 2 specific material (traditionally, a hardwood such as beech). For
another thing, the clay is not raw: Having been dug out from beneath the topsoil, it has
first to be ground, sieved to remove stones and other impurigies, and then exhaustively
kneaded before it s ready for use. In the moulding of a brick, then, form is not united with
material. Rather, there is a bringing together or unification of two “transformational half-
chains’ (demi-chaines de trangformations) — respectively building the mould and preparing
the clay — to a point at which they reach a certain compatibility: the clay can take to the
mould and the meuld can tzke the clay (Simondon 2005: 41-42). At the moment of
encounter, when the brick rnaker ‘dashes’ a clot of clay into the mould, the expressive
force of the maker’s gesture, imparted to the clay, comes hard up against the compressive
resistance of the hard wood of the mould’s walls. Thus the brick, with its characteristic
rectanguizar outline, results not from the émposition of form onto matter but from the
contraposition of equal and opposed forees immanent in both the clay and the mould. In
the field of forces, the form emerges as a more or less transitory equilibration. Perhaps
bricks are not so different from baskets after all (Figure 2.6).

Simonden's central postulate of individuation holds that the generation of things
should be understood as a process of morphogenesis in which form is ever emergent
rather than given in advance. As Brian Massumi {2009: 37) explains, in a commentary on
Simondon’s text, this is to assert “a primacy of processes of becoming over the states of
being through which they pass. Against the form-receiving passivity of matter posited
by hylemorphism, Simondon took the essence of matrer, or the material, to lie in form-
taking activity. The hylomorphic model, Simendon (2005: 46) concludes, corresponds to
the perspective of a man who stands cutside the works and sees what goes in and what
comes out but nothing of what happens in between, of the actual processes whereby
materials of diverse kinds come to mke on the forms they do. It is as though, in form
and matter, he could grasp only the ends of two half-chains but not what brings them
together, only a simple relation of moulding rather than the continuous modulation
that goes on in the midst of form-taking activity, in the becoming of things.

In their ‘treatise on nomadology’, philosopher Gilles Deleuze and psychoanalyse
Félix Guattari have taken up Simondon’s crusade against hylomorphism, and, thanks
to their influence, the issues it raises are beginning to percolate threugh to archaeology
and anthropology The trouble with the matter-form model, argue Deleuze and
Guattari, is that in assuming ‘a fixed form and 2 matter deemed homogeneous’ it fails to
acknowledge, ori the one hand, the variability of matter — its tensions and elasticities, lines
of flow and resistances — and, on the other hand, the conformations and deformations
to which these modulations give rise. In reality, they insist, whenever we encounter
martter ‘it is matter in tnovement, in flux, in variation’, with the consequence that ‘this
matter-flow can only be followed” {Deleuze and Guattari 2004: 450—451). Artisans or
practitioners who follow the flow are, in effect, itinerants, wayfarers, whose task is to
enter the grain of the world’s becoming and bend it to an evolving purpose. Theirs is an
‘intuition in action’ {ibid.: 452}.

Whereas Sirnondon tock his key example from brick making, however, Deleuze and
Guattari appeal to metallurgy. For them, metallurgy highlights a particular insufficiency
of the hylomorphic model, namely that it can only conceive of technical operations as
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FIGURE 5.1 The watchmaker at work. This photograph, which appeared in the in-house
publication of the Elgin National Watch Company, Wateh Werd, in Scptember 1949, shows
company employee Les Linder making final adjustments to the movement of a railroad
warch, [ am grateful to librarian Betsy Vera 2nd collections services manager William R.
Blohm, of Gail Borden Public Library in Elgin, Illinois, for tracking down the photo and
providing a copy.

no hand in shaping, of which they have no conscious awareness and that analyticaily
trained design theorists are alone capable of articulating.

We have already seen in the last chapter (p. 56),A%y way of Turnbull’s example
of building the great Gothic cathedral of Chartrpe! how this argument both fails to
accoune for workmanship and attributes powegefo rules they cannot have, But the same
counter-argument could be applied just as #€ll, on a miniature rather than monumental
scale, to the case of watchmaking, PicgdTe for a morment the real watchmaker at waork
(Figure 5.1). There he is, in his ybrkshop, delicately fitting together tiny cogs and
springs, along with other compéhents, under a close and observant eye. He may well
have to use a magnifying glpa€ to see well enough what he is doing. Before that, he may
have had to manufac the individual components, 2 task that calls for an equally
close-up engagemepf with metal and precious stones. A watchmaker who was truly
blind, but whose intellectual faculties were unimpaired, could in principle design a
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watch. He could, as Dawkins intimates, design the cogs and springs, and plan their
interconnections. Yet the foresight that Dawking attributes to the watchmaker will
not make a watch, For that you also need skillefl vision and manual dexterity. And just
as medieval cathedral buiiders had to work things out as they went along, following
flexible rules of thumb rather thaprProcedures precisely laid down in advance, so too
did the watchmakers of Pal day, else they would not have had to pay such close
attention to what they wee€ doing,

The design of everyday life

In this regard, the foresight required of the watchmaker is of a very different kind
from that which the argument from design attributes to the designer, It lies not in the
cogitation that literally comes before sight but in the very activity of seeing forward, not in
preconception but in what the sociclogist Richard Sennett, in his study of the work of
the craftsman, calls anticipation: being ‘abways one step ahead of the material’ (Sennert
2008: 175). The philosopher Jacques Derrida has resort to the same idea in reference
to the art of drawing in which, he claims, the inscribing hand continually overtakes the
cogitations of the head. To anticipate, he says, is ‘to take che initiative, 1o be outin front,
to take (capere) in advance (ante)’ (Derrida 1993: 4}, “If the mind wants to be involtved in
the process of making’, writes design theorist Lars Spuybrock (2011: 160), ‘it must not
only be open but forward-looking, in the direction of as-yet-unknown creation.” This
is a marter not of predetermining the final forms of things and all the steps needed to
get there, but of opening up a path and improvising a passage. To foresee, in this sense,
is to see inte the future, not to project a future state of affairs in the present; it is to Jock
whers you are going, not to fix an end point. Such foresight is about prophecy, not
prediction. And it is precisely what enables practitioners to carry on.

To make a watch takes time. This time is not incidental, or collapsible intc an instant
or series of mstants. It is rather a time of growth or formation, of ontogenesis. Thus the
designing of the watch continues into its making — in the ways the pieces assembled there
answer to one another in the generation of internal coherence. What the maker has to
hand, to begin with, are cogs and springs, among other minute pieces, These pieces do
not belong together, in preordained positions, by dint of some external necessity. They
are no more parts of a watch than are twigs on the forest floor parts of 2 bird's nest.
Rather, as with the nest, pieces become parts only as the assembly proceeds and tends
increasingly to cohere. They gradually acquire a feel for cach other, they settle, holding
each other in place ever more tightly as the work advances asymptotically towards
closure without ever zbsolutely reaching it. The task of the maker is to bring the pieces
into a sympathetic engagement with one another, so that they can begin — as 1 would
say — to correspond. Peering through his eyeglass (Figure 5.1), the watchmaker inhabits a
realm in among the pieces, rather than above and beyond them, adjusting each in relation
1o the others, and serving as a kind of go-between in their correspondence. Only as the
work nears completion can the pieces be judged, with reasonable confidence, to be the
parts of a whole.

On these grounds, Spuybroek (2011: 67) maintains that Paley conld not have been more
wrony in his inference that the watch, accidentally encountered on the heath, arests to
an intelligent design that preceded its manufacture, ‘as if things resembled wholes with
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predefined parts, each restricted to a single ﬁﬁo more afe cut and carved stones
the predefined parts of 2 building, and we would be equally mistaken — as we have
already seen — to infer the precedence of architectural design from such a complex
structure as a cathedral. Design extends intc making as the builder, in among the
stones, brings them into correspondence. Qur models for art and design, Spuybrock
(2011: 243} suggests, should ideally be drawn not from horology or architecture but
from gardening and cooking. ‘A great gardener or chef”, ke observes, ‘not only sees the
state of things but senses where they are geoing’ {ibid.: 240). I have called this sensing
enticiparory foresight: a foresight that does not se much connect a preconceived idea
to a final object a3 go between, in a directien orthogonal to their connection, following
and reconciling the inclinations of alternately pliable and recalcitrant materials. You
do not have to be a gardener or chef of distinction, however, in order to design in this
sense, for it answers to our most everyday experience, for example at the breakfast
table, from where we begin each day and whence I began this chaprer. Let us briefly
revisit it, before moving on.

I suggested earlier that the table is tantamount to an obstacle course, on and around
which every designed object is a hurdie 1o be overcome. Yet it is really nor thar haed,
except perhaps for infants who still have to master the manipulation of the spoon, and
whose physical size is not matched to the adult proportions of the furniture. It is not
hard because in their enrolment in a fluent and skilfuf performance, box, jug, bowl,
spoon and cloth, as well as table and chair, are not encountered as finished objects
answering to a design that preceded and underwrote their manufacture. Indeed, as
will become clear in the next chapter, they are not really encountered as objects at all,
but as things. These things are not finished but are carried on in their use even zs you
carry on with your own life as you sit down to eat. What Norman (1988} calls ‘the
mE&%ﬁWﬂ does not, then, achieve its ends with their manufacture. For
themn to be things at all, and not objects, requires that they be brought into a relation
with one another — into 2 correspondence — that is itself defined by 2 narrative of
anticipated use. Everyday design catches the narrative and pins it down, establishing
a kind of choreography for the ensuing performance that allows it to proceed from
the moment WheR your sit down to eat. In such a straightforward task as laying the
table — in enrolling into your relation bowl and spoon, milk jug and cereal box — you
are designing breakfast. In amongst the furniture and tableware, your role is to act
as z go-berween. Not until the table is alrggdy laid can we say with assurance what
any particular item is for. And this gived g to the mantra of ‘user-centred’ design,
which casts practitioners as the mere consumers of objects designed for thent, and ot

by thern, in order to satisfy predetermined ‘needs’.
—

Breaking trail and catching dreams

Whas, then, can design possiblyl mean/ if not to set up a plan in advance of its
implementarion? If things are neve finished — if the world is perpewually under
construction by way of the activities of its inhabitants, who are tasked with keeping
life going rather than bringing to completion projects specified at the outset — then can
design any ionger be distinguished from making? Are design and making merely two
words for the same thing? We have already noted (Chapter 4, pp. 50-51) that in some
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European languages, the word for design is the same as that for drawing. Their original
synonymy, however, rested on the idea of i€ drawinig as the outline of 2 mental image,
geometrically projected onto a plane surface. In the writings of si:ch Renatssance figures
as Alberti and Vasari, for example, the Italian word dissgno signified both the idea and its
visual expression. Here, design and drawing figure as two sides of the sarne coin, with
one side in the mind and the other on paper. But what if we were to think of drawing in
another way: not as the projection of a ready-made image but as the inscriptive trace of
a movement ot geskere-comparable to weaving with threads or carving in stone?

" The artist Paul Klee (1961: 105) famously described drawing as taking a line for a
walk, The line that goes for 2 walk does not represent or prefigure anything, Quite
uniike the straight line of Euclidean geometry, it does not connect predetermined
peints. On paper, it is the trace of a movement rather than a statement of intent
(Maynard 2003: 66-67). As we have alzeady said of the anticipatory foresight of the
skilled practitioner, it breaks 2 trail, continually launching forth from its tip and tracing
a path as it goes. If design is to be the other side of drawing in this sense, then it
would have to be about anticipating the future. Far from seeking finality and closure, it
would be open-ended, dealing in hopes and dreams rather than plans and predictions.
As the Finnish architect Juhani Pallasmaa {2009: 110-111) writes, ‘design is always a
search for something that is unknown in advance’. It is precisely this inner uncertainty,
according to Pallasmaa, expressed in the hesitancy of his drawing, which drives the
creative process. Unlike material bodies, however, hopes and dreams can fly: they are
not bound to the spatio-temporal limits of earthly life. The difficulty is that in tking
flight they can all too easily be lost. It is the task of design to go after them and bring
them back. Travelling light, unencumbered by the dead weight of heavy materials,
the line of the designer seeks to give chase to the phantasms of 2 fugitive imagination
and 1o rein them in before they can get away, setting them down as signposts in the
field of practice that makers and builders can wack at their own, more laboured and
ponderous pace.

Picture for example a composer, at work on a symphony. The music flies ahead in
his imagination like a bird on the wing. It is all he can do to catch ic and get it down
before it is lost beyond the horizon of his recollection. With so many staves, each for
an inswrument of the orchestra, it can take many hours of painstaking work to notate
a passage that in performance would last barely a2 minute. Composing would be easy,
were it not for music’s propensity o outpace its material inscription. Nor is this a
problem confined to musical composition. The performer, writes the philosopher
Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1968: 151), who feels that the music ‘sings through him’,
finds that he ‘must “dash his bow™ to follow it’. The architect Alvaro Siza compares
the task of designing a building to tracking a character, or rather a host of characters,
who are always slipping away from him. His predicament, he says, is not unlike that
of the novelist, whose characters have a way of cutrunning his capacity to write them
down. It is vital not o lose them (Siza 1997: 51). In writing as in drawing, notes
Serge Tisseron (1994: 36), thought ‘darts out like an unruly horse, which is later led
back and tamed, bound to the line which the hand helds fast upon the paper’. Or in
another image, the writer or draughtsman is like 2 man swept away by 1 wave from
2 ship: the line is the rope from which he 15 hanging on (Tisseron 1994: 37). Even
painters are challenged to rein in their fleeting visions of an evanescent world before
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they escape. “It is the fear of not going fast enough’, wrote Charles Baudelaire, ‘of
letting the phantorn escape before the synthesis has been extracted and pinned down;
it is that terrible fear that takes possession of all great artists and gives them such a
passionate desire to becorne masters of every means of expression so that the orders of
the brain may never be perverted by the hesitations of the hand’ (in Baudelaire 1986:
17). While the frenzy of creation that Baudelaire evokes so vividly sweeps practitioners
ever forward as though on 2 wave crest, the hesitancy of the body and the weight of
rmaterials perpetually hold them back. [t seems that composer, performer, architect,
writer, draughtsman and painter alike are continually caught between the anticipatory
reach of imaginative foresight and the rensile or frictional drag of material abrasion -
whether of pen on paper, bow on strings, or brush on canvas.

The trick, then, is to be able to hold the foresight that pierces the distance like
an arrow in check with the close-up, even myopic engagement that is necessary for
working with materials. Recently, anthropologist Rane Willerslev (2006) has argued
that one of the singular properties of vision, by which it is distinguished from other
sensory modalities (including hearing and touch), is that it brings foresight and the
close-up together, to the extent of making the former 2 condition for the laster. The
inspiration for this move comes from Merleau-Ponty’s claim that “to see is fo have

__ at a distance’ (Merleau-Ponty 1964: 166). With hearing and touch, if you come close
to something, then the boundary between yourself and the thing begins to blur and
eventually dissolves altogether. You merge with it. In vision, by contrast, if you are
wo close to something, you cannot see it. To see, at least with binceular vision, you
must take a certzin distance. And in this disantiation lies the possibility for a kind
of reflexive self-awareness. You do not just see but see yourself seeing. It is this self-
awareness, then, that makes it possible to come close to another thing or being,
and hence to engage with it materially, without actually merging with it. This is a
prerequisite for hunting, for example. To succeed, the identify with hj
prey, but were he to merge with it the consequences would be fatal. Likewise the
artist painting a landscape must immerse himself in the sensory environment, whilst
rernaining afar from it. It is difficult, Willerslev (2006: 41) concludes, to see how this
could be pulled off without vision.

[ amn not so sure, however. For one thing, if vision is 2 condition for self-awareness,
then this leaves us wondering how human beings with visual impairments can be
aware of themselves — as they manifestly are — or why non-human animals (even
those endowed with binocular vision) apparantly are not. For another thing, anyone
who has had to make their way in pitch darkness, relying on tactile and aural
perception alone, knows that touch and hearing, too, can induce a sense of distance,

ﬂ just like vision. You may be startled by sounds, and recoil from what is rouched. Be
that as it may, the general point that a designerly process of making is one whose
close-up engagements are guided by foresight is a powerful one. It has been said

that painters cannot see what they are painting, since they are too close to it, and
likewise that composers cannot hear — even that writers cannot remember what they
are writing about (Deleuze and Guattari 2004: 544). But it would probably be closer
to the mark to say that the particular skill of painters, composers and writers lies
in their practised ability to keep their distance whilst in the thick of the labours of
proximity. The parallel with hunting, as Willerslev intimates, is precise. Huanters
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often dream of animals before they encounter them, Arusts, architects, composers
and writers are fikewise bent upon capturing the insights of an imagination always
inclined to shoot off into the distance, and G itifiging them back into the immediacy
of matertal engagement. Like hunters, they too are dream catchers. Human endeavours,
it seems, are forever poised between catching dreams and coaxing materials. In this
tension, between the pull of hopes and dreams and the drag of material constraing
and not in any opposition between cognitive intellection and mechanical execution,
lies the relation between design and making. It is precisely where the reach of the
imagination meets the friction of materials, or where the forces of ambition rub up
against the rough edges of the world, that human life is lived.




