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Some might suggest that the purpose of architecture is to provide functional shelter for work, living and other daily uses of humans within the context of the capitalist economics of outlay and return, adhering to the dictates of the profit motive. Others might suggest that architecture is an aesthetic pursuit of sorts providing qualitative content and qualitative space to the city. In surmising these suggestions, what could be argued to be the raison d’etre of architecture? What is its consequential purpose, and how might it be conceived of as a practice? 

Drawing on the thought of Hannah Arendt and her The Human Condition, this essay will argue that architecture, like anything else we do is informed by a political life-world, and that it is first and foremost a political activity. Even if the goal of an architect and her architecture is to create functional space which adheres to the dictates of the profit motive, and/or in addition returns aestheticised space to the city and its users, this motivation and action might be argued to be in itself conditioned by values which might be qualified as political in their very nature: they are values created and carried forth by a refraction of the content that has come to shape us and our age. If the pursuit of architecture in our age is marked by a refraction of the political-economic value-system of our time, and thus conditioned by it to perform an outcome of activity that might be deemed subservient to it in substance and assemblage, then to what end might architects deploy their action? 

Following on from these introductory remarks, and to begin to introduce an extrapolation on the question of how architecture might in its very nature and condition correspond with the political as a means to go beyond the dictates of function, profit and aesthetics, it must first be qualified what the nature of politics is, and an analogy drawn between it and the substantive condition of architecture. In doing so we might turn to Hannah Arendt’s The Human Condition to ascertain how the political has been conceived in both our distant and more recent past, and what the relations of its conception might be to the substantive condition of architecture praxis.
What is the condition of politics?
Hannah Arendt writes of ancient Greek politics that “the root of the ancient estimation of politics [was] the conviction that man qua man, each individual in his unique distinctness, appears and confirms himself in speech and action, and that these activities, despite their material futility, possess an enduring quality of their own because they create their own remembrance.”
 In Arendt’s analysis, the ancient practice and conception of the political finds its conduit through speech and action. Such conception of politics could thus be translated, remaining initially with action, that whatever produces through action, something that is born from and achieved through the human act takes on the condition of the political. It is in this Arendtian understanding and extrapolation that we enter onto the terrain of what the ancient Greeks conceptualised as the nature of politics as far as the component of action or creating an act is concerned. All and any action for the ancient Greeks found its fulfilment and appearance as a political act: their action became a substantive content of politics as a result of making an appearance, of being performed or executed. The political in this ancient conception is thus tied to appearance, to what appears, to what comes about. Whatever consequences one might wish to draw from action as one side of the ancient Greek conception and practice of politics, one thing that can be drawn is that something by necessity results from it that is seen, something comes about as a consequence to it being conceived and executed, something appears that creates affect. It is this condition of consequence that Aristotle called the bios politikos, namely that “of all the activities necessary and present in human communities, only two were deemed to be political…action (praxis) and speech (lexis)”

It must not be overlooked that there exists a second or paired substantive component of ancient Greek politics alongside action, namely speech, that it is action accompanied by and related to speech, speech and action together which create the conception of ancient Greek politics, as opposed to action alone. Indeed in following Arendt’s conceptualisation of ancient Greek politics, speech as part of the political should not be thought of as some secondary component within it, but rather that speech is paired with action appearing at the same time to produce politics, existing as a substantial condition of it taking place. Speech and action thus form lines within a multiplicity creating an assemblage, which assemblage is politics if one takes a Deleuzian reading of the conceptual art and practice of it. The relation by which such lines of multiplicity within the art of ancient Greek politics assemble themselves, by which they relate to and create oneanother is articulated by Arendt in her definition of action, that “finding the right words at the right moment, quite apart from the information or communication they may convey, is action.”
 Thus action in its substantive nature and component of politics is the ability to speak, the ability to convey and communicate. It is at this point that the connection between action and speech become clearer to our comprehension: it is action coupled with and tied-up in communication that is conceptualised by Arendt to be the ancient condition of Greek politics; the two together, one serving and yielding to the other.
It is at this point that we begin to glimpse a preliminary diagram of how an understanding of the ancient Greek conceptualisation of politics might be tied to an understanding of Occidental architecture, namely that it resides, like politics in ancient Greece, in and on action on the one hand and communication on the other. To take this conceptual glimpse to an extrapolative continuation, it could be asserted that the substantive content of Occidental architecture is nothing other than the same two primary qualities of ancient Greek politics – action and communication - thus defining architecture’s existential essence as a formative condition of politics, or at least existing on the same plane as politics. It is through understanding the substantive condition and nature of politics in ancient Greece that we can begin to draw an analogy of it with architecture and with the assertion regarding architecture’s existence within a political life-world with which we commenced; this is at least a possibility if we collapse the ancient Greek conceptualisation of politics as detailed above and relate it to architecture’s arguable substantive condition.
In continuing with Arendt’s conception of ancient Greek politics, when action coupled with speech appears it requires by necessity a space to do so; the consequence of action and speech appearing in space produces and defines a certain quality and type of space which Arendt terms as the ‘public realm’. This is so, “because of [action’s] inherent tendency to disclose the agent together with the act, it needs for its full appearance the shining brightness we once called glory, and which is possible only in the public realm.”
 The coupling of action and speech is only affected in a third medium which is spatial. Within the very essence of the conception of ancient Greek politics is a spatiality through which politics might be performed in and identified as such. Without the spatial aspect of action and speech, politics remains mute and ceases to eventuate. By necessity therefore and as a consequence of this understanding, action and speech is further coupled with a third line which is space, creating in turn and as a result the public realm. For politics to appear and occur it requires space as a coupling component, and the resultant assemblage of these three multiplicities, action, speech and space is none other than what the ancient Greeks termed the ‘public realm’. 
The nature of the public realm is one in which action and speech occur, or in our analogical continuity with concerns architectural, where praxis (action) and communication occur. In a continuation of our extrapolation of ancient Greek politics with architecture, and in a parlance that might be more familiar to architects, we might translate the ancient Greek concept of the public realm by which politics is created and affected by as a consequence of praxis and communication, as the architectural ‘site’. Such a conception of the architectural site as being one where politics is played-out might not be too unfamiliar to architects. When praxis (action), communication and site are coupled, that is when architecture is conceived and put forth, one indeed by necessity encounters the political. 
If we take Arendt’s analysis of ancient Greek politics as outlined above, the public realm or public space is indeed an identifiable site of politics to us moderns as well, but only becomes a political site in which politics is played-out as a result of praxis and communication appearing, be it architectural or not. Public space, or the ‘public realm’ is thus “the space within the world which men need in order to appear at all, [and] is therefore more specifically ‘the work of man’”, than is “the work of his hands or the labour of his body.”
 Public space can not be characterized by particular size, material, fabrication or creation of something as typology, such as a square, street, boulevard, avenue or building resultant as they are of physical labour and the ‘work of man’s hands’, but rather the architectural conception or intellectual creation that creates a content for space regardless of how small or large that space might be is what the essence of public space is: it is a realm where action and communication (speech) play themselves out. The qualities of public space or the public realm are of an entirely different nature to what might be conceived in terms of material, size or typology, it is rather the content of a physical space as conceived of by man and actualised, as opposed to the physicality of it that deems a space public. Public space regardless of its area and typology, and it could indeed be exceedingly small as a room, is defined by communicative praxis in appearance, or by extrapolative analogy, ‘architecture’ in other terms; it is this which Arendt terms the ‘work of man’: a particular type and quality of space.
The creation and coming about of the public realm or public space is a consequence of people living together. Only when we exist in a society with other people do we have a space that can be deemed public, where action and communication (speech) appear and are witnessed. The public realm requires spectators to see an act and hear speech in order for it to be public – only as a result of seeing, hearing and witnessing something in a place does a space become public. Indeed in order for politics to exist we need others, we need a shared time and space for action to be seen; for speech and communication to be heard we need listeners and responders, that is other people present and interacting with the speaker in the same place. Arendt in fact inverts the notion of the necessity of action and communication to be seen and heard for public space to come about. She writes that to live among men, we need action
, that is that action as a substantive component of politics is a necessity of people living together, that politics as a phenomena is a natural occurrence governed by nothing other than people living together, and that wherever they may live together politics appears, and that the fundamental condition of people living together is the necessity of politics appearing. It is this condition of action as a substantive component of society that Arendt terms vita activa, or the activity of man. One of the activities of man in the fellowship of other men, indeed the necessity of such fellowship is politics. 
Everything we thus do in society in front of and in the vicinity of other people might be considered as political action. When we speak, build, communicate and appear amongst others, a certain space is created that becomes public which is pregnant with politics. Conceiving of and executing architecture is none other. As soon as the architect conceives of doing something on a site, regardless of whether it might be insignificant or momentous, triumphal or banal, a process is activated that leads substantially to politics coming about. It is impossible to build architecture without entering onto the terrain of the political, and it is for this reason, following Arendt’s conceptualisation of ancient Greek politics, that architecture might be deemed first and foremostly a political act. The action that the architect takes in her hands when designing a building or a space releases processes and formations for living, it releases action and communication, both spoken and received – two substances which lie at the heart of the ancient Greek conceptualisation of politics – which in turn create public space. It is a question of releasing something, of releasing processes through action and communication. Arendt indeed refers to ‘action’ in The Human Condition as “the releasing of processes”
, and when action and communication are released, space will not remain the same; it is this emergence of difference or the releasing of processes in space that is the mark of politics which architecture can’t escape, and is thus reciprocally drawn into.
In turning from the ancient Greeks and their conceptualisation of politics to the post-Roman society of that of medieval times, we read in Thomas Aquinas’ writing that “Man is by nature political, that is social”
 By medieval times the concept of politics shifts from the necessity of action and speech occurring in space to simply being a fundamentally accepted condition of man as a result of her living in society. This conception of the political is altogether different from that of the ancient Greek conceptualisation of it, where something had to appear and as a result be communicated. 
Aquinas’ conceptualisation of politics equates and draws into each other the meaning of the terms ‘political’ and ‘social’. The conception of such politics is that because man lives amongst other men, by default s/he exists in the realm of politics and partakes in it. In this conception nothing else is required for the political to come about than the presence of others, of other people. It is the interaction between people within society that by necessity creates the space and appearance of the political concept in the medieval age.  This is to say that the conceptualisation of politics has shifted from the action-speech-space assemblage of the ancient Greeks to the interactive condition and potential of simply being with and amongst others. Such a conception of politics translates to the understanding that nothing else is needed for its appearance than the community of people. In this Medieval understanding then, everything that architects might do within society and for society is connected with other people and for the benefit other people, and by default enters the realm of a social product and hence also the realm of politics.
As architects conceiving architecture, if it is not for the benefit of other people and their use and enjoyment, there is no purpose to creating it. Architecture by definition is concealed and grounded in social servitude: it is because other people exist, and that we exist together with other people, and that there is a communal necessity to what we do, that we build. Without society, architecture would have never emerged, as there would be no need to house, shelter, serve the needs of or communicate anything at all to others. Architecture by default results from a social condition, from the fact of people living together, and hence in this understanding occupies the space of the political – not only in theory, but also in practice. Thus if architecture is both created by and bounded by the fact of society, then according to Aquinas’ conceptualisation of politics, architecture is of nothing other in substance than an element of the political, and a profoundly political activity at that.

Moving on from Aquinas’ and his conceptualisation of politics to the age of reason and the rise of the scientific worldview - the emerging age of proto-technology and proto-capitalism -, the conceptualisation of politics shifts again. With the emergence of science and technology politics becomes conceptualised as what Arendt terms as “the art of man”
. Here, politics becomes seen as something machinic that man has put in place and which begins to perform and live an auto-machinic nature, producing government and the execution of government for the common good as a machine. Commonwealths, states, and within them judiciaries and other mechanisms of government are conceived of as an artful machine performing according to type for the serving of justice, representation of polity and the execution of law. 

Such change in the conceptualisation of politics in the age of proto-capitalism results from humans becoming what Arendt terms homo faber, that is concealed in a metaphysics of primarily a maker of things. As humanity’s metaphysics alters from the medieval period to the proto-capitalist era, so does her conceptualisation of politics. Politics becomes a form of art, more precisely an art of man, which directly corresponds to all her other activities as a maker of tools and machines, forming a direct connection with the emergence of a scientific worldview. It is this scientific worldview which transforms occidental humanity from the homo activa of the Greek world to the homo faber of our present time. Arendt creates this conceptual shift of politics by placing the emergence of political philosophy in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to the emergence of a scientific world view, that is bound-up with a practice of what man can do with nature (observe, measure and ultimately control it). As man begins to control her nature and subtract making from it, she can do the same with politics as a fabrication in the service of people and their government. In this sense politics becomes an artifice, which Arendt likens to the paradigm of the watch and the watchmaker
: politics becomes a machine.
The analogy between politics as a machine and the conception of architecture as a machine, and hence an activity resembling the machinations of the political, comes to fruition perceptively in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Before the rise of the Modern Movement as an obviously machinic ouevre, even before mechanisation had developed at the end of the nineteenth century, we see architecture being utilised as a machine of representation for and by the state as a medium between it and its institutions and the populace it governed by way of the re-emergence of classicist order in Neoclassicism and what it conveyed to society at large as representation: buildings as representational machines. Although it took a number of centuries for the proto-technological world to transform building into capitalist scales of economics, by the early-twentieth century architecture was indeed not only figuratively, but literally seen as a machine, both in its production if we consider Gropius’ conceptualisation of it, and both in function if we consider Le Corbusier’s phrase conceptualising modern architecture as a ‘machine for living’, or even if we look at his work in Marseille or Chandrigah. The machinic order of metaphysics reflected in the maturation of politics into the form of the nation state is echoed in the nation state’s architecture throughout this period. Both Gropius and Le Corbusier and others in the Modern Movement, reflected back the essential condition of the political-age in their work, they reflected back the condition of a mechanised society in their production and began to produce architecture inflected by and infused with the machinic condition. Architecture in their and their contemporaries hands became a mirror held-up to the workings of the modern economic state and condition of its society, and extended that society’s political-social-economic condition in their built output. By the nineteenth and early-twentieth century the machinic conceptualisation of politics and the condition of society that it created catches-up with and infuses architectural conception, sensibility and production.
In drawing the preliminary discussion of the conceptualisation of politics and its analogical relation to architecture to a pause, whether one conceives of politics in the vein of action and speech requiring space, or whether one conceives of it as the condition of man as a result of society or indeed building likened to a machine for governing and ordering society, the sum effect of all the above conceptions is that politics sets off affects, sensate responses by which it necessarily operates, and does so in space. In this sense it is not so alien to the condition in which architecture finds itself as the potential creator of affects in space. If we follow Eisenman’s argument pertaining to architecture and affect in his essay “The Affects of Singularity” we read that “affect in architecture is the sensate response to a physical environment”
, it is the feeling of a presence, what may be termed the heart of action and speech. Potentially both politics and architecture perform for the creation of presences, and it is this ‘affective’ condition and potentiality of architecture vis-à-vis its substantive potentiality as a condition, even medium of politics that will be explored next.  
The affective potential and possibility of architecture 
The affective potential and possibility of architecture given its substantive analogical nature with politics is its ability to activate presence and sensate responses, to begin to perform sonorously beyond its material nature, this is what Eisenman identifies as strong media
. In his essay “The Affects of Singularity”, Eisenman identifies two types of media, weak media and strong media, of which architecture formerly occupied the later, but has since fallen into the category of the former. Eisenman writes that “throughout the nineteenth century, there is a development of architecture for mass society parallel to the development of the new political state, [and that this] modern political state of the late eighteenth century and early-nineteenth century corresponded to the rise of social and economic institutions and with the beginning of the change of architecture from strong media to weak media.”

As modern political development began to take hold and the modern state required media to communicate its message, architecture began to lose ground, and indeed has since entirely lost ground on the territory that it had formerly occupied as strong media. Modern political development and its form of communication or form of speaking bypassed architecture as a medium from this time onwards, and instead embraced predominantly two-dimensional media such as journalism and print, furthering it in the twentieth century with radio, television and the internet, leaving architecture to occupy a space outside that of political media it had previously enjoyed. In this sense, since the rise of modern politics and the nation state, and despite the analogy of the machine between modern politics and modern architecture, architecture has increasingly lost its political rationale as a medium, it has become ineffective as a medium, it has become weak in its possibility for communicating political messages and creating affect. Eisenman writes further that “while strong media as architecture was about affect, strong media today in terms of commercial television and journalism is basically concerned with effect: how quickly, compactly and distinctly can the message get across?”
 Although the historic potential and possibility of architecture lies within the realm of strong media tied to the political message, in our present time this is not the case. In order for architecture to become political again, an organ of politics, it needs to reassert its condition as a strong media, it needs to begin to produce affect again; and to begin to produce presence and sensate responses as a result of its actualisation it needs a political sensibility. Architecture once more needs to become truly political in order to become affective, and it is this which is the potential and possibility, even promise of architecture.
Instead of lying down and accepting the fate of architecture as a weak, ineffective, hollow form of communication, architecture in stead should be raised to the potential of politics yet again, to a medium that produces political presences, feelings, new thoughts, to a medium that creates sensate responses, becomes deployed to the purposes of apprehending and suspending a users’ subjectivity, and in turn revealing something new in a user’s experience and relation to society, space and the city – to a medium that communicates, and which communicative message in my argument and in the argument of ‘strong media’ is of a political nature. Architecture in this politically charged sense of production might then come to be thought of as a guerrilla practice in the context of the urban landscape, and for this we need more than just the dictates of capitalism within architecture production, we need to turn architecture production into forms of activism.
Although throughout the nineteenth, twentieth and beginning of the twenty-first century architecture, or more precisely the production of certain architects or movements within architecture, has sought-out the political for its process of conception, and sought the reflection or mediation of politics by way of its function and form, however admirable and worth-while these practices have been, they have remained burdened by the condition of architecture as an increasingly weak media in relation to other media on offer for politics, and because of this the mere exercising of function and form - despite their political genesis and intention of outcome - has also remained weak. 

Amongst such architects and movements in our recent past that have attempted to convey the political through their practice and whom have created distinctly politically charged forms of architecture we might cite certain examples of the work of the Modern Movement in the 1920s and ‘30s, the International Style championed by Phillip Johnson and Henry Russell Hitchcock, the work of Team X and Alison and Peter Smithson, and of course other lesser known practices and sites. These examples have sought to capture the political and charge their making with a condition approaching the releasing of affect infusing strength into their communication, however in relation to the strength and meaning of activism as politics par excellence fell short, precisely because architectural form has since lost the strength of conveying the political message in comparison to the strength of television or print-media: the strength of their articulation was lesser in comparison to other politically charged media, and it is in the strength of articulation that we can define activism occurring as such.
The twentieth and early-twenty first century hasn’t been shy of producing other forms of politically charged architecture, but of an altogether less admirable genesis of conception. Amongst these we could site the Israeli settlement building which Segal and Weizman have analysed, or the architecture of National Socialist Germany to mention only two examples. Other architecture of the political variety that might be cited is architecture swamped and dictated by planning regulations as a result of political rules, however these examples are anything but activist in the sense of changing and challenging the status quo and producing sensate affective responses. It is clear to see why these examples of architecture despite occupying a level of strength within their media fail to be classified as activist and thus on par with strong political articulation, namely because they are in conformity with the politics of the state as opposed to mediating a political message that might release affect in opposition to the status quo.

So if truly political architecture of the “strong” media variety might be defined as activist architecture, requiring a stronger method or medium of communication than what the Modern Movement, Team X and other contemporary individual practices have achieved to date, and if it is of an opposite relation to the architecture of the political status quo, then how might activism in architecture be defined? To answer such question the very nature and strategy of activism as a strong media needs to be discussed and examples given.
The Strategy of Activism

The reason for the rise of activism as énoncé of political action in our time is the consequence of contemporary politics itself. Contemporary politics has given way from producing sensate, affective outcomes toward accommodating government through measures of pragmatism. The politics of our contemporary status quo is a pragmatist politics represented by the philosophical branch of Pragmatism ascendant from the late-nineteenth century, characterised by a politics that is neither too radical nor too conservative, as long as it works and delivers for the largest number of constituents. This constituency in turn has come to increasingly occupy the middle ground and in turn switch off into apathy, a middle class which on the whole in industrially and socially developed countries expects very little from politics and public discourse. It is a centrist management of society and of the economy and public affairs which commands such Realpolitik – “nothing too radical please” is what characterise the mindset of this broad middle. In light of such luke-warm and bland state of affairs in public life and discourse, and indeed in the state of affairs of architecture on the whole and of the public realm, an injection of strength is required which shakes this apathetic goldilocks zone of subjectivity toward something more perceptive. This shaking can only be done justice to through activism, action which is strong, sensate and produces affect. In order for architecture to become strong and communicative and thus political again, it requires architecture to shift itself out of its bland topiary of pragmatism in which all the indistinguishable contemporary rubbish throughout the world of architecture on the most part today is produced in, toward architecture which produces sensate responses again. It is from the same condition that governs the status quo of contemporary politics in society that architecture has also become impoverished and has lost ground in communicating ideas in the public realm; hence the need for activism in and through architecture, and for activist architecture.
One example and strategy for returning architecture to activism and thus to politics and strong media is to go against the grain of functional, corporate typology and capitalist sensibilities, and to begin to introduce strategies such as the Situationist’s concept of detournement, whereby unexpected, sensately out place yet familiar elements were proposed to be used to create potential for situations. Detournement may be defined as “a method of critique through which artists or architects appropriate materials, styles, or techniques used by dominant culture to re-create a new work that contains a meaning that is oppositional to the intent of the original”
. Others have termed it as “satirical parody”
 or a form of disorientation and confrontation, whereby the condition that a work is supposed to convey is turned upside-down through parody and satire to create an affect of disorientation and confrontation, a sort of anti-architecture. In the practice of detournement a critique is enabled which critique’s message in its very nature of being an effective critique produces a strong affect thus occupying the space of strong media, and by consequence is of an activist nature.  In architecture, the harnessing and consequential mixing of an entire palate of existing architectural and/or graphic vocabulary opens spaces up to be read differently, and to affect different sensations to its users, but must be done so in a way that creates blatantly strong affects in order to be achieve activism. Such examples abound in graphic design and pop-art, to name the work of Banksy as one, or anonymous stencil artists in our cities and some cartoonists as others.
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Figure 1.: Banksy, 18 minutes, Chalk Farm, London, 2006 in Banksy: Wall and Piece, Century, London, 2006
[image: image2.png]



Figure 2.: Carlos Latuff, 2003, http://nohaycomolodeuno.blogspot.com/2008/03/detournement-2.html
Other existing strategies might borrow for example from the late-Stephen Perella’s HyperSurface theory in architecture, whereby the surface of architecture was proposed to work together with the media image – the present day strong media – and incorporate it into the fabric of an architecture, indeed create the architecture by way of it, whilst at the same time deconstructing both it and the architecture that it enabled. This second example contains the proposition of capturing existing strong media and inverting it for the purposes of an architectural language – such examples of architecture production are increasingly common place, whether one cites certain work of Coop-Himmelblau, Diller + Scofidio or others. 
Beyond these two examples mentioned here, a numerous number of other strategies can be invented to bring political affect back to architecture production, however regardless of what strategy might be employed, architecture as an activist project of production requires an altogether different sensibility of approach to it than what exists in the profession at large today. 
Eisenman writes of the possibility of returning architecture to strong media by saying that “a possible way of returning architecture to the realm of affect may not be through the idea of the individual or expressive, or through any kind of standardisation or repetition of the norm, but in fact through an idea of singularity.”
 Such ‘singularity’ according to Eisenman
 is the putting to forefront the ‘thisness’ of a thing, of creating spaces that are not necessarily forms of expressionism, but contain the thisness of a thing, condition or percept in a blatant form, and as a result activate built material in space with content, making it affective and active. The question however is what the content of such affective architecture might be; to this one must answer that it needs to be political in nature – not merely material thisness - in order to be activist.
Bernard Tschumi has said of architecture that it occupies the social space of “timeless servitude to the King”
, with this King having alternately been religion, metaphysics, the state - and now capitalism in our current time. What such servitude suggests is precisely the attitude of that which we commenced with, namely the perception and contemporary practice of providing functional shelter for work, living and other daily uses of humans within the context of the capitalist economics of outlay and return, pragmatism adhering to the dictates of the profit motive. The call of returning politics to architecture and beginning an activist stance through architecture production is precisely a call to break such servitude to the present King, namely capitalism, and to perhaps conceive of things that might not be strictly functional or responsive to budget constraints, but go against the grain and begin to create affect. Such a call is for a different type and condition of architecture and space, to place architecture once again in an active situation of communication, to activate the production of architecture.

Why such call for activism in architecture, why the need for activism in architecture? Returning to Arendt, the reason there is need and calling for activism in architecture is that “the things that owe themselves exclusively to men [in this essay thinking about architecture and spatial intervention] …constantly condition their human makers.”
 Architecture, as a thing that owes itself exclusively to men, regardless of the type of architecture conceived, “constantly condition their human makers”. Modern corporate and consumerist architecture conditions its human makers albeit in a different way to architecture that begins to become politically affective, however the conditioning content of it is of an entirely different nature. The question is, what sort of conditioning do architects want to leave behind and put in place as a result of their efforts, is it a conditioning that serves the dictates of capitalism or consumerism and is subservient to it, or is it of an entirely different conditioning type, one that attempts to change the subjectivity of users, to cause them to think new thoughts and feel new feelings? The conditioning that activist architecture calls for is a radical release of different ways of thinking and feeling about something, different ways of seeing, using and ultimately acting in turn. It is this which activism in architecture and spatial disciplines calls itself to and results in. This should be the raison d’etre of architecture, to return architecture to the realm of the political.

Activism in architecture, the making of things for the affective realisation of politics creates an alteration in subjectivity precisely because humans are conditioned by things, or in Arendt’s words because “human existence is conditioned existence, it would be impossible without things, and things would be a heap of unrelated articles, a non-world, if they were not the conditioners of human existence.”
 The call of activism in architecture is for the architect to begin to think politically about their making and consciously place in the forefront of their architecture a political message or political affect, to activate their architecture with communication in a way that the user begins to feel and think differently about something, that the user’s subjectivity is suspended and apprehended for a moment, and an affective presence makes itself felt.
In qualifying such activist stance in architecture production, and in borrowing from Arendt in regards to qualifying the term ‘action’, Arendt writes that “…action is the political activity par excellence…”
 with “action” being defined as “beginning something new”.
 Thus activism as a politically charged architectural stance is precisely about beginning something new, of releasing yet unseen possibilities and processes into the world: an activation of something that by necessity is a political activity as such. Arendt continues, that “….as a result of action being the political activity par excellence, “…natality [birth], not mortality, may be the central category of the political…”
 Natality or birth, the starting of something over, the beginning again of something, the bringing to surface of things latent and placing them into an active presence to create affect is the heart of the political, and it is this that should be the calling of architecture and its potential and possibility.
How does Activism work in architecture?

Given the call for political activism in architecture in order to make architecture affective, how does activism in architecture work, how can it be conceived? Of all the various art forms, Arendt writes that “…theatre is the political art par excellence; only there is the political sphere of human life transposed into art.”
  Such a statement might suggest that architecture can not achieve the political as it is outside the realm of theatre as a form, this might be surmised due to the fact that theatre as an art form combines action and speaking, action and communication, whilst architecture does not. Conversely to this sentiment, one might begin to conceive architecture as a form of theatre for the purposes of pursuing a political activity through it - that is to place communication into the forefront of the architectural conception in a way that communication begins to play itself out as a result of the architectural. The task therefore that one might suggest for activist architecture is to create a percept of theatre through architecture, that is space or spaces where action and communication combine and result in something playing itself out. It might even be conceptualised that activism in architecture is created when architecture becomes substantive theatre; when we produce architecture in the vein of theatre.

To examine the substantive nature of theatre and to relate it to architecture, to understand and conceptualise what it is that is being called for in creating architecture as theatre, theatre might be said to consist of an interaction or double-combined play of communication and action, of communicating and acting at the same time creating the medium. Active architecture, activated architecture, architecture that activates, or in another term activist architecture requires a similar double-combined play of communication coupled with action to become affective. In order to achieve this architecture needs to become sonorous, and for this it needs a language, a particular palate of communication that begins to speak, and thus create affect.  To forward an understanding of how this might be achieved, one needs to understand the substantive nature of action and speech.

Arendt writes of action and speech that “action and speech need the surrounding presence of others”
, this is to say that it only occurs where other people are present, that is first it requires other people, and secondly it requires a shared space for that presence. In essence, this is what the ‘public realm’ is, the creation of the public realm by way of others hearing, seeing and witnessing action and speech. Architecture as theatre and as politics, that is activist architecture needs the shared space of the “surrounding presence of others” as a mechanism for political affect. Because it needs the “surrounding presence of others” its most apt place of appearance would be in the city – this is the first condition of activist architecture. As a result of it being in the city in the surrounding presence of others, it begins to satisfy some of the requirements of theatre, namely the presence of others, and begins to create an act along the lines of the affect of theatre.
The nature of architecture in the context of the city is a form of fabrication that “is surrounded by and in constant contact with the world”
, and thus takes on the contexts of the city as a setting for its play, for the playing-out of affect. The urban context becomes the scenography as it were of the architectural language employed. The conceptualisation of action and speech, not dissimilarly, might be characterised as “surrounded by and in constant contact with the web of the acts and words of other men.”
 Thus activist fabrication in an urban context as a political activity, similarly to action and speech, requires a form of interaction to be enabled, a putting in place of constant contact and feedback with and by the people that witness it. It is this interaction between a fabrication and the users that activates the language of it to be heard and perceived. The language of a particular architecture becomes affective as a result of the interaction occurring.
In order for architecture to become an activist fabrication, an affective fabrication, in order for it to activate itself, it needs to leave something in its nature behind, it needs to morph from being mere fabrication toward being something that is interactive in nature, something that causes its language to become affect. It is as a result of the causation of affect that fabrication or architecture enters the political realm. Activist architecture therefore is in opposition to everything one conceives traditionally as representative of the discipline of architecture, it performs differently, its functions and forms are different, and its entire paradigm is other to the point where it might not even have plumbing – or maybe only have plumbing. To achieve such percept, to tie architecture and fabrication to the substantive nature of speech and action is the challenge of activist architecture. Tying architecture production or fabrication to the ability to communicate is the second condition of activist architecture.
How is architecture’s condition of communication created, or in other words how might we further an activist architecture? In answering this we can turn to Andrew Benjamin’s portrayal of architecture in his first chapter of Architectural Philosophy, where he surmises that function (and with it architecture), is always tied to a condition of repetition, be it of program or of time, and that it is this repetition which makes function possible
. The question however in the communicative ability of architecture, and hence of the possibility of activist architecture, is precisely how might this repetition of function and time be suspended, altered or disturbed,  how might otherness or alterity be introduced into function? In order for otherness and alterity to be introduced into the repetition of function, the program and with it function must be negated, so that a different space of time and form emerge. Once alterity or otherness is introduced into repetition, an opening occurs in function that destabilises form. It is this destabilisation that becomes the mark of alterity or otherness, and the possibility for communication to arise within the users of the space. The introduction of alterity in relation to function and program is thus the third condition of activist architecture.
Given program, repetition and function as precursors to architecture, and the question how might these elements of architecture be altered, we naturally arrive at a position whereby we might alter program, repetition and function to the extent that we might be operating outside the realms of architecture altogether, or perhaps in the realm of an anti-architecture if vestiges of them are sustained. If indeed these elements which make architecture are reduced to near zero, whereby even function becomes compromised or suspended, what we are left with to sculpt is the excess of architecture, which is signification. In such circumstances signification of what is built becomes the function, and with it we are reaching closer to pure communication as a hallmark of activism. The presence and promotion of signification beyond and above function in a way that function is prescribed and tied to signification opens up the possibility for real communication to occur. Activist architecture therefore enters the realm of architecture where function is subservient to signification, and hence communication takes over as reason for program. At this point some might argue that architecture, and with it function is being exited, and an anti-architecture is being pursued. Such a premise is correct if we aim to create communication through architecture in order for it to become affective, for it is in the strength of signification, and a signification of critique and disjunction that architecture begins to become activist. As Lyotard writes in Libidinal Economy, “there is no sign or thought of the sign which is not about power and for power.”
, and it is precisely this character of signification which leads such architecture to become strong media: one needs power for activism to work. It is for this reason why the creation of the sign, and with it power, is the fourth condition for activist architecture.
Arendt writes that “a production process necessarily precedes the actual existence of every object”
, this is to say that for every way of receiving, there is a way of putting together: the key to activist architecture and fabrication is the way something is put together for the purposes of a particular reception, after all, this is what communication is. Activist architecture as a result of its necessity for interaction as a requirement for its language to become activated and create affect requires a particular way of putting together, it requires conditions approaching an anti-architecture in the traditional sense.
The way something is put together, the conceptual production process preceding the actual existence of the fabrication is at the very heart of activist architecture, of making architecture affective. To borrow words from Marcos Novak, “…all making is political, not in a crude, literal sense, but in the very fibre of its being. What something represents is usually indifferent....What something is, what constellations of practices have brought it into being, what rhizomatic structural relationships it has to its multiple contexts, how strong a 'meaning magnet' it is, or how reflective an 'interpretation screen' it is, are all political aspects. All making is a microcosmic exercise in envisioning alternative worlds. Our constructs and interactions embody values and imply social orders, whether we are aware of this or not.”
 It is precisely these sentiments that course through the vein of how activist architecture might be realised.
Examples that could be cited of fabrication approaching activism might be the work of English artist Banksy, who uses the urban fabric, the surfaces of walls, buildings and infrastructure to couple with his urban art work of political nature. It is not the art work in itself which activates the political in his work, however provocative it may be, but the coupling of the art with the urban fabric which creates the communication, the affect of presence, or sensate response in the viewers mind – it is the context coupled with the language. In this way, Banksy’s work hijacks the urban topos to inject it with media of a political nature – this is one instance of activist fabrication. Other attempts at political architecture have also been attempted by instance in the London + 10 project
 of the AA School of Architecture, whereby the fabrication of something, an act, a condition, a presence or sensate response was created in public space and filmed for posterity. Although this second example didn’t explicitly always utilise built fabrication, its results did achieve political and/or social communication, the communication of presences and sensate responses. Both these examples engage the urban environment in a theatre of process, and activate architecture as a revealing of process creating activism, depositing an affect of that process as an end result which might be deemed as political. It is this engagement with activating processes that is the mark of activist architecture. As Arendt writes “processes, therefore, and not ideas and models and shapes of things to be, become the guide for the making and fabricating of activities of homo faber in the modern age”
.
Conclusion
Architecture once embodied the highest artistic creation of man, the mother of all arts as it were. Since the rise of the scientific age architecture has steadily decreased in relevance to the point today where architecture is merely seen as a way of ordering function, providing shelter, or facilitating capitalist return. Much of what goes on in many architecture schools today echoes this state of affairs. Architecture was once the communicating vessel of world view, of culture, a central pivot in civilisation that people read and learnt from about culture and world view. Perhaps as Victor Hugo wrote that “this will kill that”
, that the rise of new media and specifically that of printing will kill off architecture in as far as the communication of knowledge and culture is concerned. This foresight has largely fulfilled itself, with periodic movements of architecture where it temporarily regained some strength to heave a cultural communication once more, such as in the Modern Movement. What architecture as activism has the potential of achieving is the remaking of relevance of architecture, of placing it once more for a while in a position where it acts as a communicating vessel, a vessel with relevance for human subjectivity, thought, behaviour and action that it once occupied. It is only through politically activating architecture as a vessel for activism, and a political one at that, that it has the hope of evacuating irrelevance as a cultural form and recoup a losing of ground.
_____________________________
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