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APXETYMNA ARCHETYPES

Eicaywyn
Introduction

O1 'AOMEX’ napouaidzouv pia avboAoyia twv Npdopatwy Kai cUyxpo-
VwV EAANVIKWY APXITEKTOVIKWY ‘apxetinwy’, pyia cuAdoyn/dnuoacicu-
on nou Ba nepiNdBel UG (I0TOPIKEG-OEWPNTUKEG KAl OXESIAOTUKEG) UN-
IPEG TNG ONUEPIVAG EAANVIKNG APXITEKTOVIKNG.

Me Bdon uG 81aNICTWOEIG TNG APXITEKTOVIKNG Bewpiag kal aveEdpinta
and tn ‘pntopIkn’ TV S1aPOPwWV APXITEKTOVIKWY TACEWY N TWV UPXITE-
KIOVWY TN POUAvVIKA nenoibnon, n Napaywyn twv ApXITEKTOVIKWY
HOPPWY, and tn YEVIKN 8IGTaEN YEXPI TN AEMNTOPEPEIA TOU APXITEKTOVI-
KkoU €pyou, yivetal avanodpacta pyéoa and tnv avadpoun oe dANEG
HOPPEC, UPXITEKTOVIKEG N OXI.

O1 apXIKEG HOPPEG UnopoUV va 08NYACOUV OTIG VEEG HOPPEG AEITOUP-
ywviag:

a. wg npétuna, 6tav n véa PopPh eNISIWKEl va anotenéoel akpIBEG
aviiypapo tng apxIkng,

B. w¢ nponyoUpeva, étav n véa popen annd eunvéetal and tnv apxi-
KA, XwpIg eNISiwEn NIoThG avanapaywyng,

A

Y. w¢ tnol, étav n véa poppn anotenei e€eidikeuan evog apnpnuévou
YEVIKOU 81aypdupatog HOPPAG.

Eival npopavég O, o€ KABE apXITEKTOVIKO €pYO, OI TPEIG §1a81KACieg
guvundpxouv Kal, eniong, éu ocuvundpxouv PE NOIKIA0 MOCOGTO CUU-
UETOXNAG, MOU anelikovizetal oto Alydtepo N NepIcodtEPO ONTIKA OIKEIO
1enIkd anotéNeoua, Xwpig Kat avayknv avtiotoixa yvwpigo vénua. To
vonua evéXel SIAQPOPEUKEG Sladikaoieq napaywyng, énou o anosdé-
KING OUUUETEXEI €8 ioou, Npdypa nou v oupPaivel katd tov oxedia-
opd, énou anaiteital 16ikeuon.

H eniAoyn kal n npéoANYN Twv APXIKWY HOPPWV €ival NPOCWNIKEG Kal
anosiouv ev éAel v 1I610hopPpia Tou atopikoU €pyou. Touto 1o0XUEl
Kal otV Nepintwaon tNg ouAAOYIKAG APXITEKTOVIKNG Snuioupyiag, 6rnou
OUwG ol avadpouég eival noAAANAEG KaBWE evéxouv NANBUVTIKG &n-
HIOUPYIKA UNOKEIPNEVO KAl KATAAAYOUV OTO KOIVO AMOTENECHA XwPiG
Kkat' avdyknv va tautizovial.

H avadpopn o€ npolndpxouceq HopPEG eival autd nou kabiotd tov
UPXITEKTOVIKO oxed1aopd pia Siadikaaia ouvOeonc, Katd tnv onoia au-
1€¢ emAéyovtal Kal, autoUoleg N ENEEEPYAOUEVEG, OUVIOTOUV TG VEEG.
H xpovikh oglpd kal o BaBuodg ene€epyaciag NPoPavwe Sev unovoouv
0l10USNMNOTE €i60UC UNEPOXN TV PEV VAV TwV 6€. AUTN KATOXUPWVE-
1al anoé 1o teAIkd ouvoAikd anotéAeopa Kal pévo.

Ta ‘apx€tuna’, nou avaznidue nNpog dnuoaieuan, 8ev €ival ol NPwWIoyE-
VEIC KAl autoUOIEC APXIKEG HOPPEG, Mou, Pe BAon ta napandvw, EPnvé-
OUV TG VEEG UOPYPEG.

Eival ol npwtapxikég véeg/napdywyeg HOPPEG, 0l GUVOAIKOI POPEIC
APXITEKTOVIKWVY 0PXWV Kal ISEWV, NOU €XoUV NPOoENBEI and TG ApXIKEG
HOPPEG.

Eival ol NpwtapxIkéC véec/napdywyec HOPPES, anod NV NEPAITEPW EME-
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‘DOMES' presents an anthology of recent and contemporary
Greek architectural ‘archetypes’, a collection/publication which will
include the (historical-theoretical and design) templates of today's
Greek architecture.

On the basis of the conclusions of architectural theory, and regard-
less of the ‘rhetoric’ of the various trends in architecture or the
romantic conviction of architects, the production of architectural
forms, from the general layout to the detail of the architectural
project, takes place inescapably by means of a reversion to other
forms, architectural or otherwise.

The original forms may lead to the new forms by functioning:

a. as models, when the new form seeks to constitute an exact copy
of the original;

b. as precedents, when the new form is simply inspired by the origi-
nal without seeking to be a faithful reproduction;

c. as types, when the new form is a specialisation of an abstract
general diagram of a form.

It will be obvious that in the case of each architectural project,
the three processes co-exist, and -also- that they co-exist with a
varying share, which is portrayed in the -more or less familiar- final
result, without necessarily a similarly familiar meaning. The mean-
ing involves different production processes in which the addressee
takes part equally, which does not happen in the case of the design,
where specialisation is required.

The selection and apprehension of the original forms are personal
and in the end supply the particularity of the individual work.

This is also true in the case of collective architectural creation, in
which, however, the retrospections are multiple as they contain a
plurality of creative subjects and end in a common result without
necessarily being identical.

It is going back to pre-existing forms which makes architectural
design a process of composition in which these are chosen and, en-
tire or elaborated, constitute the new ones. The chronological order
and the degree of elaboration clearly do not imply superiority of
any kind of some over others. This is registered by the final overall
result alone.

The 'archetypes’ which we are seeking for publication are not pri-
mary and unaltered original forms which, on the basis of the above,
inspire the new forms. They are the primordial new/derivative forms,
the overall vehicles of architectural principles and ideas which have
arisen from the original forms.

They are the primordial new/derivative forms by the further elabo-
ration of which individual works of architecture are produced.

The ‘archetype’ is the original type.



Eepyaaoia twv onoiwv napdyovial 10 HEUOVWHEVA APXITEKTOVIKA €pya.
To ‘apx€wno’ eival o apxikdg inog.

Zav tinog, katd ta nponyoUuevd, Napdyel VEEG HOPPEC wG eEEISIKEU-
O€IG T0U.

To ‘apx£€twno’ gival Nnpoownikd €pyo/npoidv NG AtoUIKAG NEOTILNONG
Kal SnIoupYIKAG S1dBeang tou dnuioupyou. Yndpxel nén, apou o &n-
HIoupy6G A8N Napdyel apXITEKTOVIKNA, wG 0xES8I0 N wg Bewpia. Mével,
fowg, N anokpuotdANwaoN ToU 0€ ONUKN N PPACTKA Napouaciaon.

APXETYNO

'Ne€Ikd Anuntpdkou’

apxéwnog (-n) -o(v) [...] o apxikdv Wnov €xwv, 0 NPWIOG AABWYV
wnov, Npwiétunog, o w¢ npdtunov xpnoigelwy, aviie. aviiypapov
[...] ut@. uno&elypaukéc, 16ewdng [...]1 0 apxik6¢ tunog, to npdtunov,
10 WG unédelypa xpnoluelov [...] 10 npwidtunov oepayisogq [...] yevi-
KA €KWV [...]

'Ne€Ikd TpiaviaguAiAaién’

apx€wno 10 [...] autd nou xpnolpyelel wg unddelyua, wg npotwno [...]
oUvoAo avaPVACEWY Mou €ival eYKaBISPUPEVEG OTN SOUN TOU EYKEPA-
AOU WG NAvAPXaIEG KAl OTOIXEIWSEIG EIKOVEG Kal Mou aviavakAoUv
10TOPIKEG OUNNOYIKEG EUNEIPIEG TOU avBpwnou [...]

'Ne€Ikd TpiaviaguAiAaién’
apx€wnog -n -o [...] nou xpnaoiyelel w¢ npdtuno, we unoddeiyua [...]
nAaopévog oav unoédelypa [...]

'Ne€Ikd Kplapd'
apxéwnov 10 [...] npotuno, 6,1 xpnolpelel wg apxiké unddelyua [...]

'Ne€Ikd Mewpyakd'

apxéwno [...] the original or primary form of sth, prototype [...]
abstract or ideal conception of sth, archetype [...] typical example,
archetype, paradigm [...]

'Ne€Ikd Mewpyakd'

apxéwnog -n -o [...] constituting the product or model of which
copies are made, original (syn npwtdtunog, ant €KUNog): apx&wno
épyo, kandoUni [...] having the form of an early model, antique [...]
original, initial, primary, pristine [...]

AOMEE 05/19

As a type, it produces, as above, new forms as specialisations of it.
The ‘archetype’ is a personal work/product of the personal prefer-
ence and creative disposition of the creator. It already exists, since
the creator already produces architecture, as a plan or as a theory.
What remains, perhaps, is its crystallisation in a visual or verbal
presentation.

ARCHETYPE

‘Dimitrakos Dictionary’

archetypal [...] having the original type, the first to take on a type,
original, serving as an original, ant. copy [...] metaphor. exemplary,
ideal [...] the original type, the original, serving as an example [...]
the original of a seal [...] general picture

‘Triantafyllidis Dictionary’

archetype, noun [...] that which serves as model, as an original [...]
totality of memories which are established in the structure of the
brain as ancient and elementary images and which reflect historical
collective experiences of man [...]

‘Kriaras Dictionary’
archetype, noun [...] model, that which serves as an original exam-
ple [...]

‘Georgakas Dictionary’

archetype, noun [...] the original or primary form of sth, prototype
[...] abstract or ideal conception of sth [...] typical example, arche-
type, paradigm [...]

‘Georgakas Dictionary’
archetypal [...] constituting the product or model from which cop-
ies are made, original (syn. original, ant. derivative), original work,
mould [...] having the form of an early model, antique [...] original,
initial, primary, pristine
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Ta apx€wuna kal ol ENICTPOPEG TOUG
Stelios Giamarelos

Returns of the Archetypes

AVAKw o€ pia yevid yia tnv onoia n cuzAtnon yia ta apx€étuna 8ev
Slatnpei nia 1o evdiapépov nou anondupfave nanaidtepa. Xug teNeu-
10/eq SEKAETEG TOU €1KOOTOU aIWVaA, N i8la n €vvola Tou apxetinou
UNEOTN TE1010 CAPWUKN KPITIKN NMou SUGKOAEUETAI VO pAVIAOTEl KAVEIQ
nw¢ 6a pnopoUoe va avaktioel tnv nanid tng aiyAn. inv EAAGSa,
OUWC, N CUZATNON YIA T APXETUNa PoIAzel S1apKwG va enioTpéPel. MoAu
npoéo@atd, £€va YnPiakd apxItektovikd neplodiké anopdacice va utio-
@opnbei ‘Apxétuno’. Mpiv and Aiyoug PAVEG, oI AopéEG npookdneaav
€ANNVIKEG APXITEKTOVIKEG OPASEG va anokaAUYouv ta apx€una nou
S1€nouv 10 81KO6 ToUG €pyo. Mag xwpizel, SuwG, NA€ov Kal pia Sekastia
andé v teAgutaia apxItektovikn €kBean yia ta ‘Apxéwuna’ nou eniye-
AnBnke o MNwpyog TpiavtapiAAou oto Buzavuvd Mouaoeio.

Otav o TpiaviaguAAou yUpize tnv €AANVIKA UNalBpo ota PYéoa tng ne-
PACUEVNG SEKAETIOG, KATEYPAPE KUPIWG OTAVEG Kal Javipld, KanUREG Kal
1o0apdid. Eviaoodtav €101 ouveldntd otn YPAUPn Mou ToV CUVESEE HE
OXEUKEG avazNINOEIG Tou Apn Kwvotavuvidn yia 1a ‘©edxuota’ Kal tou
Anpntpn MiKIOvVN yia tn Adikh pag TéExvn kal epdc. Ta avwvupa autd
€pya tng eAANVIKNG unaiBpou ta avunapéBane autoloia oTG AENTOUE-
PEIEC TOUC PE €pYA KATAEIWHUEVWY EIKACTIKWY KAl APXITEKTIOVWY, anod tov
Frank Gehry kal tov Renzo Piano péxpl tov Bernard Tschumi kai tov
Kupidko Kpdko (eik. 1). Zug oenideg authg tng avbonoyiag, dev iAo~
€evouvtal napd endxiota napadeiypyata oav ki autd. Touto Sev onpai-
Vel anapaitnta 6t ol opdSeG Nou CUUUETEXOUV eV evSlapépovial e€icou
YIO TNV aVWVUPN apXItEKTOVIKN. Znuaivel, duwg, oiyoupa ot 1o Kdvouv
ye dAAouC 6pouc. AAAWCTE, Kal N apXIKA €pwinon nou annlbuvav ol
'AOUEG' OTIG OPXITEKTOVIKEG OUASEG ATaV OPKETA SIAPOPETIKA and 10 Epw-
thuata nou anacxonovoav tov Tplavia@uAnou §€ka xpdvia vwpitepa.

Ta '‘Apx€tuna’ wyv ‘Aopwv’ €novial Aoyikd tng NnponyoUPevVNG ogIpdc
eKENAWOEWY TOUG Nou €ixav tov titAo '‘Apetnpieg’. Téte eixe zninBei
and VEEG Kal VEOUG ApXITEKTOVEG va napouaidoouv éva €pyo dnAwv
APXITEKTOVWY MOU €iXAV TONOOBETNCEI OTNV APETNPIA SIKWV TOUG OXESI-
AoUKWY NPoBANUATIoHWY. Auth th opd v znhONKe n napouciaon
€£VOC NPOYEVEDTEPOU £PYOU MOU UMOPE( va AEITOUPYOUsE auToUaIo WG
apX£€TUNO VIO UI0 CUYKEKPIUEVN OPXITEKTOVIKA opdda. EvEiépepe ne-
p10061EPO N SNUIOUPYIKA PEBEPUNVEIT TNG dNoIag NPoYEVESTEPNG APXI-
TEKTOVIKNG, €i1€ €KEiVN UNOPOUCE VA AVIXVEUBEI 010 CUVOAIKO CWwHa
T0U €PYOU NG OUYKEKPIUEVNG ouddag, eite npogpxotav and onoudn-
note annoU, apkei va pnopoldoe va ounAn®Oei wg eikéva h AEEEIC.
Mépav autwyV twv apxIkwy NPoBEcEwWV TwV eNPEANTWY, OUWG, Ol TPOMOoI
UE TOUG onofoug ol SIAQPOPEC APXITEKTOVIKEG OUASEG avianokpidnkav
otnv NpéokANoN twv Aopwy enavakadopizouv teAIKd Kal 10 cUVoAIKO
nedio NG oUZATNONG. 210 KEIMEVO NOU aKOAOUBEI, EMIXEIPW ANAWG Hia
NEWIN NPOCWNIKN Kataypa®n Tou.

‘Ooec kal 600l avianokpiOnkav otn véa auth NpéokAnon twv ‘Aodwy’
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| belong to a generation for which the debate on archetypes does
not retain the interest it used to hold in the past. In the last decades
of the twentieth century, the very concept of the archetype was se-
verely critiqued. Since then, it has been difficult to imagine how
archetypes could ever regain their past prestige. But in Greece, the
debate on archetypes seems to resurface periodically. As a matter
of fact, a recently established architectural periodical decided to call
itself Archetype. More recently, Domés invited Greek architectural
practices to share the archetypes that govern their work. And it is
more than a decade now since the last architectural exhibition on
‘Archetypes’ -curated by Giorgos Triantafyllou- took place at the
Byzantine Museum in Athens.

When Triantafyllou roamed the Greek countryside in the mid-
2000s, he was mainly interested in recording vernacular pens and
huts, anonymous sheepfolds and shacks. In so doing, he conscious-
ly situated himself on a cultural thread that connected him with
similar architectural explorers of the Greek countryside, such as
Aris Konstantinidis and Dimitris Pikionis. Triantafyllou compared
these anonymous buildings and contrasted their details with cele-
brated works of international artists and architects, such as Frank
Gehry and Renzo Piano, or Bernard Tschumi and Kyriakos Krokos
(fig. 1). This anthology features few such examples. This does not
necessarily mean that the participating practitioners are not equal-
ly interested in anonymous architecture. But it certainly means
that their interests are developed along different lines. After all,
the question that ‘Domés’ originally addressed to the invited archi-
tectural practices was also different from the questions that preoc-
cupied Triantafyllou ten years ago.

The '‘Archetypes’ of ‘Domés’ are the next logical step in the journal's
long series of events. Under the umbrella-term ‘Starting-points’,
‘Domés’' had previously asked young practitioners to present a work
by another architect that had served as a point of departure for their
own design thinking. This time, the question went an abstractive step
further. No longer interested in specific works that might have in-
spired the architects, ‘Domés’' focused on the architects' creative
interpretation of any sort of precedent that might have served as an
archetype for their work. This could even emerge out of their own
oeuvre, or any other source, for that matter, as long as it could be
translated into words or images. But as they often transgressed the
editors' original intentions, the ways in which the invited architec-
tural practices responded to the invitation of Domés redefined the
spectrum of the debate. In what follows, | will attempt to present and
interpret this emerging field of discourse.

Taken together, the invited practices of ‘Domés’ comprise an inter-
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Eik. 1

Fig. 1
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APXETYMNA ARCHETYPES

OUYKPOTOUV HIa OPXITEKTOVIKA opdda nou €xel tnv 181aitepdtnta va
eival Slayeveakn, kaBWG ta H€AN tng Spactnplionololvial otnv EAAGSa
and tn Sekagtia tou 1960 péxpl onUePA. AIATPEXOVTAG TG CUUUETOXEG
T0UG otnv avd xeipag avbonoyia, pnopei kaveig noiNdv va avixveloel
KAl TOUG TPOMOUG PE TOUG 0Moioug ta apx£tuna enioTpéPouV otn guzn-
TNON YIA TNV apXITEKTOVIKN otnv EANGSa g teneutaieg €€1 SeKaeTieq.

Andéépaon and tov xpdévo

O1 Bewpieg wwv apxeWnwy Kal NG AEITOUPYIag toug otov avepwnivo
noAItiopd avanixbnkav oug apxEG 1ou €IkootoU alwva. XUykpotndn-
KAV KUPIwG yUpw and 1o BePeAINSEG £pY0 TNG AVAAUTIKAG Yuxonoyiag
‘Wandlungen und Symbole der Libido" (1911-1912) tou Carl Gustav
Jung kai and g PENETEG OUYKPITIKAG avBpwnonoyiag tou James George
Frazer oto BiBAio tou, ‘'The Golden Bough: A Study in Magic and Re-
ligion' (1890-1915). ZUpewva e UG NoAU ENIBPACTIKEG AUTEG BEwPIEg
T0UG, ta apxétuna €8pdzovial oto ‘ouAAoyIKkG UNOCUVEISNTO' Kal oToV
uUeo aviiotoixa.

AKOUN Kal ONPEPQ, 10 KEIUEVA APXITEKTOVIKWY OUASWY MOU CUUUETE-
XOUV 0€ autd 10 aPI€pwHa annxouv TG BEPENITKEG AUTEG IG6EEC NOU
Snpoaoievdnkav Navw and €va aiwva vwpitepa. H Mapia Kokkivou kal
o Avépéag KoUpkounag, yia napddelyua, avaeépovial nepioodtePo
010 UNOOUVEISNTO Kal otnv YuxonoyIkh A€IToupyia twv apxetinwv. O
Mo ‘okANPAOG’ 0pIoUOG TOU APXETUMNOU AVEUPIOKETAI, wWOTOC0, OTN CUM-
pyetoxn tng Kanniénng KovidézoyAou nou unoaotnpizel 6u n aunn ivai
apx€TUNo w¢ ‘XWPog nou ocuvavidial ge éAoug toug noAitiopoug Sia-
XpoVvIKd@'. O1 pwtoypapieg nou eniAéyouv o Kwvaotaviivog MNanadnun-
1pakonounog kal o XpuooBandving MnacoUkog eival eniong xapakin-
PICTUKEG QUTING TNG AvTIANYNG TOU dPXETUMNOU OE KINPIGKNA Kal ToMmakn
kAfuaka. ‘Etol, n vhoog KEépog xapakinpizetar ‘peydAn pntépa wng
Meooyeiou’ Kal 10 AEUKO AVWVUPO KIioPa Nou GUIPWVEI and 1o €8a-
POG KAl KAtw and tov oupaveé unaiviooetal eniong pia dxpovn oxéan
pe éva aiwvio tonio (gk. 2).

H @pdon tng Aonaciag KouzoUnn yia tn ‘Siaxpovikn napoucia yéoa
otov Xxpoévo, o€ aviiotu€n UeE 10 PeUydn€o enikalpo Napov' CUUNUKVW-
Vel iowg Kal tov avBpwnivo né6o nou napwbei tnv avdantugn tng oké-
Ung pe 6poug apxetlinwy. H Kata@uyn oto apx£€uno npokUntel akpl-
BWG w¢ npoonddela iapuyng and 10 ePAPEPO. ‘Apx€tuno’ onpaivel
1eAIkd andéneipa va eykataotabei éva vonpa nou va uneppaivel tov
xpoévo. Eival pia kpauyh evdavua oe autdv tov navéaudlopa nou ava-
NOPEUKIA NePIOPizel pia BvntA Unapén 6nwg n avepwnivn. And tnv
aAAN pepid, duwe, Kal kabwg eotidzel otn S1GBpwaon tng UANG, N CUY-
petoxn tng KouzoUnn B€Agl akpIBwG va avasei€er tn 'ypapn tou xpo-
vou, ndvw o€ éva unikd, eviog €vog toniou’. To apx€wnd tng Sev
unoypappizetal teAikd otnv dxpovn 8idotacn tou, anAd otnv Napou-
oia tou gvidg tou xpovou. Eival uAikd, kKal wg T€1010 PEPEI TO HAKPO-
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generational architectural group. Its members are active practition-
ers in Greece from the 1960s to the present. Surveying their contri-
butions to this anthology, one can trace the ways in which arche-
types have been constantly returning to the architectural debates in
Greece over the last six decades.

Escaping time

Theories on archetypes and their function in human civilisation were
developed at the beginning of the twentieth century. They were struc-
tured chiefly around Carl Gustav Jung's fundamental work in analyti-
cal psychology, Wandlungen und Symbole der Libido (1911-1912), and
James George Frazer's studies of comparative anthropology in his
book, The Golden Bough: A Study in Magic and Religion (1890-1915).
According to these influential theories, archetypes are respectively
grounded in the ‘collective unconscious’ and in myth.

Even today, some of the participating architects’ words echo these
fundamental ideas that were first published more than a century
ago. Maria Kokkinou and Andreas Kourkoulas, for example, refer to
the unconscious and psychological function of archetypes. But the
‘hardest’ definition of archetypes is to be found in the contribution
of Kalliopi Kontozoglou, who maintains that the courtyard is an
archetype since it is ‘a space to be encountered throughout history
and civilisation’. The photographs selected by Konstantinos Papa-
dimitrakopoulos and Valadis Basoukos are also typical of this ap-
proach to the archetype, at the respectice scale of a building or a
landscape. Hence, the island of Keros is described as ‘the mother
goddess of the Mediterranean’ and the anonymous white building,
which sprouts from the soil beneath the sky, also alludes to a time-
less relationship with an eternal landscape (fig. 2).

The words of Aspassia Kouzoupi about the ‘diachronic presence in
juxtaposition to the fugitive current present’ perhaps summarise
the human desire which motivates the development of thinking in
terms of archetypes. Recourse to the archetype arises precisely as
an attempt to escape from the ephemeral. In the final instance, the
‘archetype’ equals establishing a sort of human meaning that can
withstand or transcend the passing of time. It is a cry against time
as the tamer of all things, as the inexorable ultimate limit of a mor-
tal existence such as the human. On the other hand, and as her con-
tribution focuses more specifically on the erosion of matter, Kou-
zoupi aims to draw attention to ‘the writing of time on matter [on a
material] into a landscape’. Her archetype is not significant in its
timeless dimension, but in its presence in time. It is material; as
such, it bears the long-term mark of the forces and processes which
have shaped the landscape that surrounds it. A similar emphasis on
the processes of ~-human- life is to be found in the contributions of



Eik. 2
Fig. 2

XPOVIO IXVOG TwV SUVAUEWY Kal TwV SIEPYACIWVY Nou siIaudppwaav Kal
10 tonio nou to nepiBdnnel. Mapduola €upaocn oug SlEPYACieq ng
zZwNh¢, aAAd KUpiwg tNg avBpwnivng auth th gopd, AVEUPIOKETAl OTIG
OUMPETOXEG Tou IMdvvn Mavvoutoou (‘Apx£€tunog opuyHoc'), tou ©€o-
kAN Kavapénn (‘zAnog tou oikou') kal twv Aegwvida Manadaunpénou-
Aou kal Mewpyiag ZupionoUAou (10 CWUA POU €ival 10 KIAPIO Moy
KATOIKW).

AkéuUn Kal 60e¢ and UG VEOIEPEC APXITEKTOVIKEG OUASEG otnpizovial
pNtd oG I6E€G TOU Jung KAl TwV BEWPNTIKWY ToU €niydvwy, Siatnpolv
touAdxiotov enipuAdEelc anévavu toug. O MaldAog Xatznayyendidng
(314 architecture studio) nou ug xpnaiyonolei w¢ BACIKEG AVAPOPEG,
yia napd8elypua, GPOVIiZel KAl va anootacionoin®ei onpeiwvoviag ot
n ‘npwtdyovn vonuknh €ikéva [...] unotibetal éu eival napovca 010 cun-
Aoyiké aocuveidnto’. O1 BewpNTUKEG UNOBECEIC YIa 10 apx€tuna evé-
XOoUV auth tn 8idotaon tng anédpaong and tov xpdévo. TonoBetwviag
1€G, OUWG, KAVEIG O€ PIa I0TOPIKN NMPOONUKA Nou Ba ug aneykAwpPize
andé auth v enidiwén yia to dxpovo, Ba punopoloe va oxnuatioel yI'
QUTEG IO 810QOPETIKN €1KOVA. ©a unopoUoe teNIKA va UG 8€l Kal wg Jia
akéua EK@paon tng vootanyiag tng alwviétnNtag otn HovIEPVA €MOoXA.
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Giannis Giannoutsos (‘Archetypal Pulse’), Theoklis Kanarelis (‘The
Zeal of the House'), and of Leonidas Papalampropoulos and Georgia
Syriopoulou (my body is the building which | inhabit).

Even younger architects who explicitly rely on the ideas of Jung and
his successors in theory still express their reservations about them.
Pavlos Chatziangelidis (314 architecture studio), who uses them as
basic references, for example, also distances himself by noting that
the ‘primitive mental image [... is] supposed to be present in the
collective unconscious'. Theoretical speculations about archetypes
involve this dimension of escaping time. But seen in a historical
perspective that would emancipate them from their pursuit of the
timeless, they could form part of a different picture. In the final in-
stance, archetypes could well be yet another expression of nostal-
gia for eternity in a secular modern age.

Escaping timelessness

Escaping the timelessness implied by the archetype becomes a main
cause for participants such as Costandis Kizis. In his text, the archi-
tectural discourse on archetypes is interpreted as a child of its own
time. It is a historical construct that played its own special role in the
history and historiography of modern architecture. Dimitris Thomo-
poulos also doubts the question concerning archetypes. He regards
it as circular. In the final instance, he argues, it is yet another one
of the traps that human reason constantly sets itself up for.

The speculative cosmogony playfully set up by lliana Kerestetzi (Mold
architects) is an ironic expression of similar reservations. Her spe-
cific decisions for a house which she is currently designing on Seri-
fos rest on an imaginary geology and its invented history (fig. 3). The
Platonic solids which historically served as the foundational arche-
types for the architecture of the machine age are based on similar
originary myths, after all. If they exemplify the logic and harmony
of geometry, it is precisely because they participate in the cosmic
order, according to the myth in Timaeus. The value of these pure
geometric solids which inspire the ‘archetypal’ architectures of the
modern age, as implied by Andreas Giakoumakatos's selection of Le
Corbusier's Villa Savoye for this anthology, rests upon myth. But if
every project rests upon its own ‘archetypal’ or originary myth, then
constructing this story may well be an architect’s main task. This
seems to be true, at least for architects such as Kerestetzi. Her gen-
eration is aware of the plurality of myths on offer in the world of the
21st century. In the final instance, it is this very narrative, and not
necessarily the material objects mentioned in the myth, that pro-
duces whatever pushes architectural design forward in the present.

Dimitris Issaias and Tassis Papaioannou also consider the debates
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Anddpaon and 1o dxpovo

AKpIBWG autn tnv anédpacn and 1o AXxPovo NoU UNOVOEI T0 apxETuno
SI1EKEIKOUV CUPHETEXOVIEG ONwG 0 Kwotaving Kizng. Zt1o 81k6 10U Kei-
HUEVO, N oUZATNON NEPI APXETUNWY OTNV APXITEKTOVIKN EPUNVEUETAl AKPI-
BW¢ w¢ KAtaokeun tou 81koU Tng 10TopIkoU xpovou. Ki auth n kata-
OKEUN €ixe va nai€el 181aitepo pdAo 1600 €vidG NG 10TOPIAC NG WO
VIEPVAG APXITEKTOVIKNG, 600 KAl TOU TPOMOU WE TOV 0rnoio ekeivn ypd-
PTINKE EKTOTE 1000 AMNo 10T0PIKOUG 000 Kal and apXITEKTOVEG. MapOUoIEG
apeIBonieg ekppdzel o Anpntpng Bwponounog, KaBWG BewPET 10 €pw-
npa nepi apxetinwy KUkAiko. Mpdkeitar SnAadn yia pia akéun and tug
nayiéeg nou BEtel 8IapKWG 0 avBpwnivog AdYog otov €autd Tou.

H @avtaciakh Koopoyovia nou othvetal nalyviwdwe and v HAidva
Kepeotetzh (moldarchitects) anotenei akdpa pia €IpwVIKN €KGpacn
napdépolwy emeuAdgewyv. OI CUYKEKPILEVEG ENIAOYEG TNG VIO HIA KO-
10IKia otn Z€pIpo nou oxedidzel oto napdv edpdzovial o€ pia véEa
vewAoyia nou éxel tn 8IkN TG enivonuévn 1otopia (g1k. 3). Xe napod-
HOI0UG KataywyikoUG pUboug Baaizovial, AAAWGCTE, Kal td NAATWVIKA
oteped Nou €6pacav 1I0T0PIKE WG ApXETUNA YIa TNV APXITEKTIOVIKA OTNV
€noxN NG uNxavng. Av anotedolv eX€yyua YEWUETPIKAG AOYIKAG Kal
apuoviag, gival akpIBWE €NEISH HETEXOUV OTNV KOOMIKA TdEN, oUPPW-
va e tov pubo nou agnyeital o Tipaiog. H énola agio autwyv wv Ka-
OUPWYV YEWUETPIKWY OTEPEWYV MOU EUMNVEOUV 'APXETUNIKEG' UPXITEKTOVI-
KEG TNG HOVIEPVAG enoxng, énwg n Villa Savoye tou Le Corbusier nou
npoteivel o Avépéac MNakoupakdtog, €8pdzetal otov pUbo. Av kKGOe
€pyo €6pdzetal otov SIKO TOU ‘apXETUNIKG’ N Kataywylkd pubo, 101e
S0UAEIG TOU apXITEKTOVA UMNOPET va ival akpIBWG N GUYKPOTNGN AUTAG
g Iotopiac. Auté touAdxiotov @aivetal va 1IoxUel yia tnv Kepeotetzh
Kal tn YEVIA tng nou yvwpizel éu ol yubol SiatiBevial ohuepa o€ nAn-
BuVvUKO apiBud. H idia n apnynaon tou énoiou pUbou, Kal X1 anapai-
NTta 10 UAIKA aVUKEIJEVA Ota onoia ekeivog avapépetal, napdyel te-
AIKG Kal ta evalopata nou npowboUv 1oV APXITEKTOVIKO OXESIAOUO
0T10 Nnapov.

O1 Anpntpng Hodiag kar Tadong Manadiwdvvou Bewpolv eniong tn 8dveia
ouzntnon nepi apxetinwy oINV ApXITEKTOVIKA enigopn. Mpotipolv va
£0UG00UV OE EUNEIPIEG KAl NEPIOTATIKG MOU 8p0UV CWPEUTIKA otn S1dp-
KEIQ TOU ApPXITEKTOVIKOU TOUC Biou Kal ptdvouyv €101 va anotunwyvovial
Kal ota €pya toug. Ki autdg eival évag dAnog 1poénog va anodpdoel
Kaveig and tnv dxpovn 8idotaocn nou enifdnnetal unodopia and tnv
OePATIKA TwV aPXETUNWYV. Z€ CUPPETOXEG 0aV aUTéEG wv Hoaia-Mana-
wdvvou, ta énola apxéwna dev ival napd anotunwuata padnteiag.
AnotedoUv 18€€¢ nou nepvouv and tn pia yevid otnv dAAn wg ouota-
UKE p€PN pIag BIWPEVNG OXEONG. KI QUTEG O1 KEVIPIKEG AVAPOPES SeV
eival anapaitnta dxpoveg N Bepenindelg. Aviibeta, avixvelovial, €ni-
zoUv Kal €§eAi000VIal 010 GUYKEKPIUEVO BABOG €VOG NENEPACHEVOU
apIOuoU YEVEWV.
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Eik. 3
Fig. 3

on archetypes in architecture risky, since these concepts are import-
ed from other disciplines. The two architects prefer to focus on lived
experiences and events, instead. It is the cumulative effect of these
in the course of a creative duo's life and work that renders them
relevant as design features in their projects. This is another way of
escaping the timelessness that is subtly imposed by the question
concerning the ‘archetype’. For contributions similar to that of Is-
saias-Papaioannou, archetypes are nothing more than traces of a
learning process. They are ideas which pass from one generation to
the next as constituent parts of a lived relationship that develops
over time. And these central references are not necessarily time-
less or fundamental. On the contrary, they can be traced in histori-
cal time. They survive and evolve in the specific timespan of a finite
number of generations.

A learning process

Selected archetypes and the specific ways in which they are dis-
cussed by architectural practices (such as those of Katerina Kotzia-
Korina Filoxenidou and Anastasios Tellios-Despoina Zavraka, or of
Georgia Daskalaki-Giannis Papadopoulos and Sofia Tsiraki) suggest
the subtle background presence of influential professors of archi-
tecture in Greece (such as Dimitris Fatouros and Tassos Biris, respec-
tively). On the other hand, Dimitris Potiropoulos's words include
slightly refracted echoes of other mentors. The plea for ‘a way of
architectural thinking that strives to include’ alludes to related ideas



Anownwyata padnteiag

Ooa eniAéyovial wg apx£&tuna n o 1Ponog Nou ta cuzntoUV MNio GUYKE-
KPIMEVO APXITEKTOVIKEG OUASEG (ONwG eKeiveq twv Katepivag Kotzia-
Kopivag ®inogevidou kal twv Avaotdaiou TéAnlou-Aéonoivag Zappd-
Ka h twv Mewpyiag Aaokandkn-ridvvn Manadénounou Kai tng Zopiag
Tolpdkn) annxoUvV TNV NAPOoUaCia CNUAVIIKWY 8a0KAAWVY TNG APXITEKTO-
VIKNG otnv EAAGSa (dnwg tou Anpitpn ®atoUpou kal tou Tdoou Mnipn,
avtiotoixa). Zta Adyla tou Anuntpn Motnpoénounou, and v dAAn
uepId, akoUyovial eAaPpws napaddayuévol ol anénxol dAAwv 8aoka-
Awv. To aitnpa yia pIa apxXITEKTOVIKN GKEYN ‘Mou okond €xel va nepi-
AapBdaver avii va anokAeiel’ avakanel UG OXEUKEG I6E€G NG YEVIAG TOU
Robert Venturi. Kai n avaykn yia ilapéppwon ‘ectuwv zwng' nou 6a
OuYkepAoouV ‘tnv nNpayuatkdéinta Pe 1o ‘ovelpo’’ napaAAdooouV yvw-
O1€G pNOEIC Tou Apn Kwvotavuvidn yia ta ‘doxeia zwNng' nou ogeinel
va oxebldzel évag apxitékiovag ‘de Aoyiouod kal W' éveipo’.

H Mapia Mopdvn cuviotd pia akéua Badutepn oxéon padnteiag. n
SIKN TNG Nepintwon, n oxéon 8ev gival nia Pe 1oug NOyous twv §aoka-
Awv InG. To apx€tund tng ouykpoteital péoa and pia, unodopia kai acu-
VEIBN, BIwPEVN OXEON PE UIO OUYKEKPIMEVN OPXITEKTOVIKN. MeyaAw-
VOVIaG OTNV KAtolkia nou oxediaoav ol Yoveig tng, €Ba Kapakwaota
kal Mdvvng Mopdvng, oto Wuxikd 1o 1965, n képn toug HUNBNKE Gue-
0a, ‘'oav 010 Onit ING', 0E CUYKEKPIMEVEG ISEEG VIO TOV XWPO NG KA
101Kkiag. Ta epwthpata nou B€tel n BaoiAikn Metpidou yia tov 1poéno
Mou ENIXEIPEI KAVEIG AVTIOTOIXIOEIG PUE 10 EKACTOTE APXETUNA NAPEXOUV
eniong xpNoIJoug 08nyouc yia Hia §1e€08IKOTEPN PEAETN TwV ANOTU-
nwPdtwy padnteiag.

‘Otav n Zogia Toipdkn avunapaBdAAel tn ‘onoudn apxetunikwy diatd-
E€ewV' TNG SINAWMATIKNG TNG £pyaciag, €va okitoo tng and tnv KipwAo
Kal éva ox€810-0noudhn YIa 1oV APXITEKTOVIKO Slaywvioud tou Anpap-
xefou 010 XaAdvdpl, dev anotunwvel govdaxa tn yabnieia ing (k. 4).
AvadelkvUel eniong tov 1pdno rnou ene€epydotnke OTN CUVEXEID OU-
YKEKPIPEVEG 1I8€€C. H iG1a avBpwnivn gpiyoUpa nou tonodeteital o éAa
10 0x£€81a evioxUel NePAItéPw aUTA TNV aioBnon CUVEXEIAG O€ HIa OXE-
S1a0tKN 81ladpoun nou ekteivetal otov xpdvo. Etol, 10 avepwnoyeveg
nepiBdnnov tou Kinpiou oto Xandvspl gaivetal Eapvikda va annxei 1o
tonio tn¢ KigwAou. H avunapapoAn twv oxediwv unodnAwvel ot Ka-
NOIEG XWPIKEG OXECEIG PAIVETAl VO €XOUV petaPpepOei and 1o €va 010
dAAo. Ki aUTEG oI KOIVEG OXEOEIG MOU ENAVEUPAVIZOVIAI WG ANOTUNW-
uata ene€epyaciag apxetnwy Xapakinpizouv pia akéua opdda oup-
UETOXWV otnv avd xeipag avBonoyia.

Anotwunwpata ene€epyaaiag

MoANEG apXITEKTOVIKEG OUASEG SIATPEXOUV ENINEKTIKA TO €PYO TOUG YIA
va avixveloouv tnv enaveinnpuévn epappoyn wwv SIKWV ToUG apxIte-
KTOVIKWYV ‘apxetinwv’ otn 8IdpKela tng otadlodpouiag toug. Méoa and
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of Robert Venturi's generation. And the need for shaping ‘clusters
of life" which will merge ‘the spectacular with the quotidian’ is a
variant on Aris Konstantinidis's well-known pleas for designing ‘ves-
sels of life’ merging ‘rational reflection with a dream’.

In Maria Pomoni's contribution, one finds the traces of another sort
of learning process. This does not rely on the ways Pomoni relates
with the words of her mentors. Her archetype is the subtle and sub-
conscious outcome of her lived experience of a specific kind of
architecture. Brought up in a house designed by her parents, Seva
Karakosta and loannis Pomonis, in Psychiko in 1965, their daughter
was initiated directly, literally feeling ‘at home' with, specific ideas
about modern domestic spaces. The questions posed by Vasiliki Pe-
tridou about the ways in which one attempts to establish correspond-
ences with specific archetypes could also serve as useful guides for
a thorough study of these variegated learning processes.

When Sofia Tsiraki juxtaposes the ‘study of archetypal arrange-
ments’ from her diploma project with one of her sketches from Ki-
molos and a section drawing for the Halandri Town Hall competition,
she does not only retrace a long-standing mentoring process (fig.
4). She also highlights the ways in which she subsequently pro-
cessed specific ideas. The same human figure that finds its place in
each of her drawings further reinforces this sense of continuity in a
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auth in Siadikacia, o Anpntpng ToakaAdkng avacUpel éva enavanap-
BavOuEeVO LOTIBO OTOV XEIPICUO TWV AIBPIWY Kal TwV JETABACEWY KEVOU-
NANPOUG Kal avoIxtoU-KAEIoTOU OTOV OXESIAOUO KINPiwV Katolkiag. Me
napéuolo oéno, n KaAnidonn KovidzoyAou TEKUNPIWVEI TNV AUAR WG
apx£€wno tng 8IKNG tNG apxitektovikng. O Avaotdolog M. Kwtoiénou-
Ao¢ eoudzel akOUN EISIKOTEPA OE €VA CUYKEKPIMEVO OPXITEKTOVIKO
ot01xeio (1o mashrabiya NG HECOYEIOKAG APXITEKTOVIKAG OTNV ‘Kapa-
OWIA' ToU €KE80XN). AlEpEUVE €101 TOV TPOMO MOU 10 810 €XEl peBEPUN-
VEUBE( SnpIoupyIkd Pe SlapopetikoUg tpdnoug o€ §Uo €pya Tou.

Eoudzoviag nepIoodteEPO 0€ ONUAiVOVIEG 0TaOUOUG TNG HAKPOXPOVIAG
otadloépopiag tou, o Nikog Kanoyhnpou napakodouBei tnv €EEAIEN NG
'Bepeniwdouc teKToVIKNG' Tou. Mapduola gival kal N Npooéyylon NG ou-
zAvag kal tou Anpntpn Aviwvakdkn. Méoa and oktw 18IWTKA Kal &n-
uéaia €pya SIaQPOPEUKNG KAINAKAG, ENionNUaivouv Bacikd GTOIXEIa NG
KOIVAG OUVOETIKAG Toug 81adikaciag (dnwg kivnon, Unaibpo, Sladoxn,
S1doxion). AvixveUouv €101 Kal TouG TPONouUG Nou autd e€enixbnkav
KaBWG 10 eNeCepydoTNKAV NEPAITEPW PETA GTOV XPOVO (EIK. 5).

KaBw¢ enikevipwvovial o€ €USIAKPITA KOIVA OTOIXEIO CUVEXEIAG HETa
€U WV SI0POPETLIKWY EPYWYV, MPOCEYYIOEIG 0aV KI AUTEG AgItoupyoUv
SUVNUKGE KAl WG NOPTPETA TWV APXITEKTOVWY TOUG. KANOIEG APXITEKTO-
VIKEG opdSeg akoNoUBNoav, dUwG, S1IaPOoPETUKS 5pOUO0 YIa VA OUYKPO-
TACOUV TG SIKEG TOUG AUTONPOCWMNOYPAPIEG.
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design trajectory that extends over time. In this light, the human-
made environment of the building in Halandri seems to echo the
landscape of Kimolos. A comparative reading of the two drawings
suggests that certain spatial relations have been transposed from
one to the other. And these shared affinities which recur as traces
of a design process that constantly reworks specific archetypes can
be classified as another group of contributions to this anthology.

A design process

Some of the contributing architects selectively scan their oeuvre to
trace the recurring application of their own architectural ‘arche-
types' in the course of their long careers. Through this process, Dimi-
tris Tsakalakis highlights a recurring pattern in his design of atria,
and other architectural transitions from open-air to enclosed spac-
es, in residential projects. Kalliopi Kontozoglou similarly documents
the courtyard as an archetypal space for her architectural projects.
Anastasios M. Kotsiopoulos focuses even more sharply on a spe-
cific architectural feature (the ‘latticed’ Mediterranean mashrabi-
ya). He investigates the ways in which he has creatively reinter-
preted this same feature in different ways in two projects.

Focusing on significant milestones in his long career, Nikos Kalogirou
traces the evolution of his ‘fundamental tectonics'. Suzana and
Dimitris Antonakakis follow a similar method. Through eight private
and public projects of different scales, they highlight the main fea-
tures of their common design process (including questions of circu-
lation in open-air, successive, or transitory spaces). In so doing, they
also trace the ways in which these features have developed over time
in their work, as they have been further processed from one project
to the next (fig. 5).

Concentrating on distinct shared features that establish the consist-
ency of a design approach across different projects, such contribu-
tions also have the potential to serve as portraits of their architects.
Some invited architects worked differently to assemble their own
self-portraits.

Self-portraits

Many of these portraits are fragmented or shattered. Interpreted as
a self-portrait, the contribution of A Whale's Architects refuses to
be reduced to a specific concise form. By contrast, it develops as a
kaleidoscope of references that are in turn indirectly refracted
through one of their projects. Many other architects refuse to sub-
sume their thinking to models or modes of abstraction that are
subtly implied by the concept of the archetype. Agnes Couvelas also
prefers to foreground one of her projects to stress the specific



Autonpoownoypagieg

MoAAd and autd ta NoptpPETa TwV APXITEKTOVIKWY opddwy eival kata-
KEPUaUopéva N Bpaucpatkd. Q¢ autonpoownoypa®ia, N CUPKEIOXA
wv Apxitektévwy tng PAAaIvag apveital va ouunukvwdei oe pia
OUYKEKPIUEVN ouvoMnuUKN pop®n. AvantUooetal aviibeta oav €va
Kanegibookdénio avapopwyv nou 81a0Adtal éuueca oe €va SIKO TOUG
€pyo. MoAAEG akOUN APXITEKTOVIKEG oudseg apvouvial va unaydyouv
N OKEYN TOUG Ota apalpetikd npdtuna nou unofdAnel n €vvola tou
apxewinou. H Ayvn KouBeAd npoupd eniong va npofdnel éva €pyo
NG YIO VA TOVIOEl UG OUYKEKPIMEVEG OUVONKEG Nou TeNIKE 10 vonua-
1080toUv, avii va eunAakei oe onoladnnote 81adiIkacia apaipecng tou
and 1o noAuoxI&8€¢ tou nAaiolo.

AAAec autonpoownoypapieg Sev anotedolvial and €ikéveg, annd
and n€geiq. H Anegdavépa Zipdatou (askarchitects) ouoxetizel 1o kKupl-
0NEKTIKO TNG MOPTPETO HE HIa akoAouBia and peHOVWUEVEG PPATEIG
Kal A€€eIg-KAEISIG nou popodotolv eAgUBeEPOUC CUVEIPUOUG. QoTd-
00, 10 NPOOWNO NG Pwioypapiag kaduntetal and éva Aentd, annd

Eik. 6
Fig. 6
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conditions that generate its meaning, instead of abstracting it from
its multifarious context.

Other self-portraits are not made out of images, but out of words.
Alexandra Stratou (askarchitects) associates her actual portrait with
a sequence of individual phrases and keywords that encourage fur-
ther free associations. But in the photograph her face is covered by
a fine, translucent but impenetrable, veil (fig 6). The self-portrait
blurs in the same way that the implied architecture of the keywords
is not crystallised into a specific visual impression. In the final in-
stance, this blurred landscape may well serve as the core of the
debate on archetypes in architecture. The gaze behind the veil in-
vites us to focus on the ways in which we could actually see the
archetypes, and through them our own selves, more clearly.

Relating with archetypes

Thanassis Manis's sketches help us pose questions related to the
language architects may readily use to interpret archetypes. Will this
be an abstract language that will focus on spatial episodes and their
variations, as is the case in Manis's sketches? Will it be a language
which explores similar variations in a way that does not isolate but
integrates them within a continuous landscape of architectural crea-
tivity, as is the case in AREA's sketch (fig. 7)? In the final instance,
could it be that archetypes constantly transform because of their dif-
fering surroundings? It is even possible that the archetype is not the
depicted object, after all. What if an archetype is simply established
by the very process of the filing of a photographic image, as suggested
by Dimitris Giannisis? Or is it the overall image and not the specific
framing that is more significant, in the final instance? A Whale's Archi-
tects argue that their creativity is not fuelled by what is axially centred
as a point of interest, but by whatever lies in their peripheral vision.

Such questions emphasise that, in the final instance, it is the rela-
tions we establish with our archetypes that prove to be crucial. And
this may well be the main difference in the architectural debate on
archetypes then and now. The social life which was interweaved
with established archetypes was certainly the great absent from the
architects’ picture in the past. The notorious cliché of the ‘life out-
doors' in Greece, for example, is not only the story of an idealised
relationship with the Mediterranean landscape and climate. It is also
inherently linked with the harsh conditions of a life in poverty. People
spent their days outdoors, because their house wasn't big enough
for them - not metaphorically, but literally. How many of these social
relations and living conditions are reproduced every time that these
idealisations are used as archetypes?

The architects’ task to establish a relationship with their archetypes
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APXETYNA ARCHETYPES

adlanépacto, nénno (gik. 6). H autonpocwnoypapia BoAwvel. To i810
KAl N apXITEKTOVIKA Mou unaivicoovtal ol N€EeIg-kNelSid. Apveital va
naylwOei o€ pia cuykekpIpévn ontukn eviUnwaon. Auté 1o BoAo6 tonio
EVEEXETAI VO OUYKPOTEI TEAIKA KAl TOV NUPAVA TNG OUZNTNONG Yia ta
apxéwna. To BAéupa niow and tov nénno Pdg kanei va ecudooupe
otoug tpdnoug nou Ba pnopolUoape va SoUpe 81aUYECTEPA KAl EKEIVA
Kal Toug €autolg Jag pazi toug.

Ta apxéwna wg oxéon

Y€ auth tnv katevBuvon, okitoa 6Nwg ekeiva tou Oavdon Mdavn Bon-
BoUv va BECOUNE KAl T0 EPWINKA TNG YAWOOAG Nou 8Ia0€T0UE Yia va
avaylyvVwoKOUPE Kal va gpunveloupe ta énola apxéwuna. ©a eival
QUTA IO aQaIPETIKN YAWOOoa Nou Ba eotidzel 0 XwpPIKA enelcddia Kal
UG napadAay£€g toug, é6nwg kavel o Mavng; B©a ival pia yawooa nou
Slepeuvd napopoleg napannayEG annd UG evidooel 0 €va CUVEXEG
T0Mi0 OPXITEKTOVIKAG SNUIOUPYIKOTNTAG, ONwG oUupPaivel 010 OkKitoo
wwv AREA (Architecture Research Athens) (eik. 7); MAnwg dnAadn n
SI0PKNG LETAPOPPWON ToU apxetinou ogeinetal teAikd oe é,u KGOe
@opd 10 nepIBANAel; MANwG 1o apx€tuno 8ev €ival 1o 810 10 aviKei-
UEVO MOU aneikovizetal, anAd cuykpoteital wg tétolo and tn diadika-
aia NG apx€e100€INONG NG PWIOYPAPIKNG EIKOVAG, ONwWG unalviooetal
o Anpntpng TMavviong; 'H yAnwg €ival n cuvoAikh €Ikova kal 6xI 10
OUYKEKPILEVO KASPO Nou €xel neploadtepn onpuacia; O ApXITEKTOVEG
g ®dAaivag unootnpizouv 6t n SnuioupyikOtNtd Toug SEV 1POPOSO-
1eftal and ekeivo nou kevipoBeteital a€ovikd, annd and 6,u cuAnau-
pBdvetal unodopiwg, p€oa and tnv NepIPeEPIK dpaaon.

Epwthpata 6nwg ta napandvw unoypauuizouv ou gival teAiké n oxéon
pag pe ta apxéwna nou anodeikvUetal Kaiplag onpaciag. lowg autn
eival kalr n Bacikn 81apopd otn cuzNTNON TwV JPXEWUNWV TOTE Kal
wwpa. H KolvwVvikn zwh nou ouvséctal ue 60a KablepwbNKav wg apxé-
twna ival oiyoupa n peydAn anoloa and tnv €Ikova nou oxnuduzav
yI' autd ol apXItEKToVEG 010 napendov. O nepipnuog ‘unaidpiog Biog'
otwnv EANdSa, yia napddelyua, Sev ival povo pia e§18avikeupévn oxe-
ON HE 10 TOMio Kal 10 HECOYEIOKO KAIUd. XUVSEETAl OUCIAOTIKA Kal UE
UG OKANPEG OUVONKEG PIAC ZwNnG Mou ouxvd Atav kal evéeng. Zouaoav
£€w, eneIdn gv T0UC XwpPoUoav 1d onitid Toug - OXI HETAPOPIKA, aAnd
KUploAeKTIKA. MO0EC and AUTEG TG KOIVWVIKEG OXETEIG KAl TIG CUVONKEG
zwhg avanapdyovial dpaye KABe @opd nou Kaveig Sounelel PE TG
OUYKEKPILEVEG £€1I6aVIKEUOEIG WG APXETUNQ;

To aitnpa yia pia oxéon nou kAde Gpopd Kadeital Kaveic va avantvuéel
UE 10 apXETUna w¢ apXITEKTOVAG CUVOYIZEl IOwG XapaKINPIoTKOTEPT N
EUa ZonedyAou. To 81k tng apx€tuno npoépxetal and 1o AoYICUIKG Nou
HEPA TN BEPUOKPATia Kal tnv uypacia eviog Ki ektdG evog 16eatol
apXITEKTOVIKOU KEAUPOUG OTn SIAPKEIT TOU €T0UG (EIK. 8). YNOSEIKVUEI
AU N apXITEKTOVIKA 8V 81agépel kal noAU and ta polxa pag. AAAdzel
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KI €KEivN pazi ue ug enox€G, Kabwg ta udikd tng dianegpvwvial o€ Sia-
POPEUKN €KTaoN and tnv uypacia kal tn z€otn and 1oug UNSEV oTouUGg
pIdvia Babpouc. To Sidypappa evog AoyIoUIKoU Nou xpnolyonoleital
KUpiwg and dAAoug unxavikoUg kabiotatal apx£tuno, eNeISn Npoteivel
éva Baoikd G€ova NpPooéyyiong NG ApXITEKTOVIKAG. Mpodiaypdpel éva
KEAUPOC Tou onoiou ol NAEUPEG PUnopel va eival nepioodtepo N Ayo-
1EPO S1ANEPATEG OTC SIAPOPEUKEG EMOXEG TOU XpOVoU. Avii va 10 Bew-
pei autd annd 8€60U€VOo NG ENICTAKNG TOU UNXAVIkoU, OwG, N Xoné-
oynou 1o enavabétel wg NpéPAnua nou xpeldzetal va anavinBei and
1OV OPXITEKTOVIKO oxedlaoud. Eival SouAeld twv apxItektdvwy va ou-
vayouv ox£oelg Pe 6,1 KI av Xxpnaigonololv wg apx€tuno.

Kdu napdpolo 1oxUel Kal yia tnv avdyvwon autng tng aveonoyiag.
MoAAG and ta Keiueva Nou ouvodeUouV TG EIKOVEG NOU €XOUV enIAE-
€€l 01 SIGQPOPEC APXITEKTOVIKEG OPASEG eival eEalpetikd oUviouad. Xpn-
gigonoloUyv tnv 1816AEKTO TOU €Nayy€APATOg Yia va cuvoyioouv nonu-
NAOKEG APXITEKTOVIKEG OKEYEIG o€ Niyeq povo A€Eelg. KAnoia and autd
euQavizovial €101 KAl WG XPNOWOI Nou Xwpdve nepiocdtepeg and pia
epunveieg. Ma va eyBablvouv OTG EPUNVEIEC TOUG, Ol ANOSEKTEC TOUG
fowg xpelaotei va 81EpeUVACOUV NEPIOTOTEPO KAl 10 i610 10 €py0 A TG
BAOIKEG €VVOIOAOYIKEC/OXESIAOTUKEG AVAPOPEC TWV APXITEKTOVWYV.

Teneutaia N€EN Sev pnopei, AAAwOotE, va upiotatal otn 8iadikacia ing
eppnveiag evog nAoUcoiou ontikoU kal AektkoU uAikoU aav autoU nou
€X€l OUYKEVTPWOET £6W. O €punVveuTIkdG KUKAOG NOU avoiyel autih n
aveonoyia pe tn Snpocieuch tng Pnopei va kAeioel yovaxa and v
KGOe avayvwotpla Kal 1oV KABE avayvwaotn tou. Xpeldzetal 1¢ anpoo-
SOKNTEG CUVSEDEIG KAl TIG OUASOMNOIACEIG NOU Ba eNIXEIPATEI TO SIKS
oug BAéuua. Etol akpiBwg napdyetal, dAAwOTE, Kal n énola véa
YyVWon: tn ouypn nou cuvdniovial VEEG ouvS£aelg HETaEl npaypdiwy
nou PEXPI EKEIVN TN OUYUN BewpoUviav 1EPAPXIKG SIaxwpIiouéva n
aoUvéeta. Ki eival ouvs€aelg oav KI autég nou Ba kabopioouv tenikd
Kal UG NIBavOINTEG PIAG SIAPOPEUIKNG ENIOTPOPNAG TwWV ApXETUNWY 010
uéAnov.

O Zténiog MNapap€nog ival apxItéktwy Kal 8I6A0KEI apXITEKTOVIKN 10Topia Kal Bew-

pia otn oxonn apxitektovikng Bartlett, UCL.
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is characteristically summed up by Eva Sopeoglou. Her archetype
originates from a computer programme that measures heat loss
and levels of humidity in and out of a notional architectural volume
during the course of the year (fig. 8). This simulation suggests that
architecture does not differ much from our clothing. Building enve-
lopes, and by extension our architectures, can change with the sea-
sons as their materials are permeated to a different extent by the
humidity and heat of their immediate environment, as its tempera-
ture rises from zero to thirty degrees. The diagram from a com-
puter programme that is mainly used by other engineers becomes
an archetype, because it offers a basic axis for the development of
a specific approach to architecture. It specifies a shell whose sides
can be more or less permeable in different seasons of the year.
Instead of regarding this as a given borrowed from the science of
engineering, however, Sopeoglou reclaims it as a challenge posed to
architectural design. It is the architects’ job to accept this challenge,
solve this problem, or relate with whatever they choose to employ
as an archetype in their design work.

This is also the case for the readers of this anthology. Many of the
texts that accompany the images selected by the architects are
very brief. As such, they often resort to disciplinary jargon to sum-
marise complex architectural thoughts in the space of a few words.
As a result, some of these texts almost serve as oracles that can
sustain more than one interpretation. To develop their own interpre-
tations, their readers might need to engage further with the archi-
tects’ specifc projects, or their main conceptual/design references.

In any case, there can be no last word in the interpretation of a visu-
al and verbal material as rich as the content of this anthology. The
hermeneutic circle that this publication opens can only be closed by
each individual reader. It invites the unexpected affinities, associa-
tions and groupings that can only be generated by a novel individu-
al gaze to the sum of the material. This is how new knowledge is
produced, after all: at the moment when new relations are estab-
lished between things that had earlier been regarded as hierarchi-
cally separate or disconnected. And, in the final instance, it is such
connections that will determine the fate and different nature of yet
another return of the archetypes in the future.

Stelios Giamarelos is an architect and teaching fellow in architectural history and
theory at the Bartlett School of Architecture, UCL.
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