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What if reading did not proceed along lines but through sections?
What if a body were not something given in advance, but something
gradually composed through successive acts of incision? This Lreatise
proposes a tomographic organon in which architecture, anatomy,
geomelry, and writing converge around the practice of the cut. Here,
sections do not divide wholes into parts; they cultivate the conditions
under which bodies become capable of articulating themselves.
Reading becomes a tomographic reconstruction, writing an
architectonic disposition of relations, and architecture the patient
cultivation of organs of belonging rather than objects in space. From
this perspective, scrittura architettonica is less a language of buildings
than an art of composing sectional intelligibility: a grammar through
which forms learn to breathe, bodies learn to belong, and worlds
gradually become capable of articulating themselves.
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Editorial Note

What if reading did not proceed along lines but through
sections? What if a body were not something given in advance,
but something gradually composed through successive acts of
incision? This treatise proposes a tomographic organon in
which architecture, anatomy, geometry, and writing converge
around the practice of the cut. Here, sections do not divide
wholes into parts; they cultivate the conditions under which
bodies become capable of articulating themselves. Reading
becomes a tomographic reconstruction, writing an
architectonic disposition of cuts, and architecture a practice of
composing organs of belonging rather than objects in space.
The resulting scrittura architettonica is less a language of
buildings than a grammar of sectional intelligibility—a way of
allowing forms to breathe through the relations that hold them
together.

Vera Biihlmann and Andrea Collinari,

Croatia June 2026
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AVANT PROPOS

Tomography and Cosmos
On the Pillars of Creation as an Architectonic Scan

The celebrated image of the Pillars of Creation is often described as a
photograph. Strictly speaking, it is nothing of the sort. What we encounter
is the result of a complex reconstruction assembled from multiple
observations, wavelengths, exposures, and computational procedures. It is
less an image than a sectional composition—a tomographic
reconstruction of a region of the cosmos.

This distinction is important.

A photograph records the appearance of a surface. A tomographic image
reconstructs the internal articulations of a body. The Pillars of Creation, as
observed by the James Webb Space Telescope, are therefore better
understood as a cosmological section than as a picture. They reveal neither
what the eye could naturally see nor what the nebula "looks like." Rather,
they compose a body from traces distributed across different spectral
regions, different physical processes, and different moments in time.

In this sense, astronomical imaging has become one of the great
architectonic practices of our age.

The telescope no longer observes a world from the outside. It performs
carefully orchestrated incisions into the electromagnetic spectrum. Near
infrared, mid infrared, visible wavelengths, radio emission, X-rays—each
constitutes another sectional plane through the same cosmological body.
None possesses priority over the others. Each reveals another articulation.
The image emerges only through their correspondence.

This procedure is profoundly tomographic. Just as medical tomography
reconstructs the body from many sectional slices, astronomical
observatories reconstruct galaxies, nebulae, and stellar nurseries from
many spectral sections. The body of the cosmos is not directly visible. It
must first be composed.

What appears in the Pillars of Creation is therefore not an object but an
articulation. Dense molecular clouds, ionized gases, stellar winds,
magnetic fields, dust, radiation, and gravitational dynamics become
mutually legible through computational reconstruction. The resulting
image is less a representation than an organ of intelligibility.
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One might even say that contemporary astronomy has extended the
architectural section to cosmological scales.

The architect once cut through walls to understand the disposition of
rooms. The anatomist cut through tissue to understand organs. Today the
astronomer cuts through spectra, temporal exposures, and radiative
frequencies to understand the internal morphology of the universe. The
procedure has changed in scale, but not in principle.

Every section asks the same question:

What relations become visible through this incision?

Seen from this perspective, astronomical imaging is no longer merely
observational. It is architectonic.

Its purpose is not to collect images but to cultivate coherence among
heterogeneous observations. The telescope synchronizes instruments
operating at different wavelengths, detectors possessing different
sensitivities, observations made at different times, computational models
produced through different mathematical procedures, and physical
phenomena unfolding across vastly different scales. The final image is
therefore not produced by a single instrument but by an ecology of
instruments whose measurements have been carefully synchronized.

Here the notion of instruments of synchronization acquires a new
significance.

The telescope itself is only one instrument among many. Equally
important are calibration procedures, spectral filters, interferometric
alignments, coordinate systems, reconstruction algorithms, radiative
transfer models, and computational registrations. None of these functions
as a tool acting upon the universe. Rather, each synchronizes
heterogeneous rhythms into a common articulation. Together they
compose a field within which the cosmos becomes capable of reading
itself.

This is why these procedures should be understood as instruments of
articulation rather than instruments of observation.

They do not merely reveal what already exists. They cultivate
compatibilities among many partial observations until another body
gradually becomes intelligible. The cosmos is not simply recorded; it is
reconstructed through an architectonic disposition of sectional relations.
The Pillars of Creation therefore represent more than a technical
achievement. They announce a profound transformation in scientific
imaging itself. Contemporary astronomy no longer seeks the perfect
viewpoint from which the universe can be seen. Instead, it composes many
partial perspectives into a coherent field of intelligibility. Knowledge no
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longer depends upon a privileged gaze. It emerges through the
synchronization of heterogeneous articulations.

In this respect, the astronomical image and the architectural section
belong to the same organon.

Neither seeks a complete overview.

Both cultivate intelligibility through carefully organized cuts.

Both understand that bodies—whether anatomical, architectural, or
cosmological—are not simply found. They are patiently reconstructed
through relations that gradually learn to stand together.

The Pillars of Creation are therefore not only among the most beautiful
images of the contemporary cosmos. They are also among its most
accomplished architectonic drawings: sectional reconstructions through
which the universe, for a moment, becomes capable of articulating its own
interior.
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Scrittura Architettonica

There is a kind of writing that seeks expression. It bears the unmistakable
mark of its author. One recognizes its style, its arguments, its sensibility. It
persuades, narrates, remembers, criticizes, or invents. Its success lies in the
force with which a singular voice becomes audible. There is another kind
of writing whose ambition is quieter.

It does not seek to become recognizable.

It seeks to become inhabitable.

This book calls that practice scrittura architettonica.

The expression does not designate writing about architecture, nor the
literary description of buildings. It names a way of composing language
that behaves architectonically. Its concern is not primarily what is said, but
the conditions under which saying becomes possible.

Architecture has always worked in this manner.

A threshold does not instruct us how to cross. It composes the possibility
of crossing. A portico does not dictate how people should gather. It offers a
locality in which gathering may take many forms. A window does not
prescribe a view. It cultivates a relation between interior and horizon.

The architectural work therefore consists less in determining behaviour
than in preparing conditions of articulation.

Scrittura architettonica attempts something analogous in language. Its
sentences are not intended as conclusions. They are intended as localities.
They establish places within grammar where relations may become visible.
One does not simply read them. One occupies them.

This is why the writing often appears declarative without being dogmatic.
It rarely argues in the conventional sense. Instead, it proposes grammatical
positions. Rather than saying, "I believe.."

it says, "One may stand here."

Rather than insisting, "This is how things are..."

it asks, "What becomes visible from this articulation?"

Its authority, if it possesses any, lies not in the certainty of its assertions but
in the repeatability of the orientations it offers.

The text therefore resembles less a chain of propositions than an itinerary.
Its chapters function like rooms connected by passages, like sections
through a body, like stations in an observatory, or like points within a
mathematical notation. They are places that may be revisited. Their
meaning changes as one moves among them.

In this sense, writing acquires an architectural materiality.
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Not the materiality of paper and ink, but the materiality of orientation.
The page becomes a topological field.

Paragraphs become neighbourhoods.

Sentences become thresholds.

Concepts become organs.

Grammar becomes inhabitable.

This is also why the writing repeatedly returns to the same figures.
Repetition here is not rhetorical insistence. It is sectional movement.
Every return performs another cut through the same body. The concepts
gradually acquire thickness because they are encountered from different
grammatical positions. The text does not advance so much as circulate. It
reconstructs itself, just as a tomographic body gradually emerges from
successive sections.

One could say that scrittura architettonica seeks another form of
objectivity. Not the objectivity of detached observation.

Nor the objectivity of universal propositions.

Its objectivity lies in public traversability.

The paths it proposes can be followed by others. They do not require
agreement beforehand. They require only the willingness to occupy the
same grammatical locality and to attend carefully to what becomes
articulate there.

In this respect, scrittura architettonica is deeply indebted to
mathematics. Not because it imitates formal proof, but because it shares
what might be called its mathesic iconicity.

A mathematical diagram is not primarily an image. Nor is it merely a
representation. It is an articulated field that can be entered. It distributes
positions from which relations become simultaneously visible. Anyone
who learns its grammar may repeat its movements. The objectivity of
mathematics does not arise because symbols correspond to external
things. It arises because the notation itself becomes a public place of
orientation. Scrittura architettonica aspires to a similar condition.

It does not wish to produce metaphors.

It wishes to compose grammatical localities.

The reader is invited not to identify with the author's experience but to
travel through an articulated field whose orientations remain publicly
available.

Perhaps this also changes the meaning of authorship.
The architect hopes that, one day, a building will no longer draw attention
to its designer but will quietly become part of the customs of a place.
People will cross its threshold, gather beneath its portico, lean against its
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wall, or follow its stair without continually remembering who conceived it.
The work has entered ordinary life.

Writing may achieve something similar.

The highest ambition of scrittura architettonica is not to be quoted. It is to
disappear into the grammar of thinking.

To become one of those anonymous articulations through which later
readers, writers, architects, mathematicians, and builders quietly discover
another possibility of orientation.

Perhaps this is the deepest kinship between architecture and writing.
Neither ultimately seeks permanence.

Both seek transmissibility.

Not the transmission of information, but the transmission of articulatory
capacities.

A worthy building teaches future generations new ways of dwelling. A
worthy notation teaches future generations new ways of thinking.

A worthy text teaches future generations new ways of reading the world.
When this occurs, the work has ceased to belong to its author. It has
become part of a public grammar.

And has this not always been the quiet vocation of architecture itself: not
to leave behind monuments, but to cultivate articulations generous
enough that others may continue to inhabit, extend, and transform them,
long after the original voice has become indistinguishable from the living
grammar of the world.

Architecture is therefore not merely built space.
It is inhabited grammar.
This understanding also changes the meaning of intersubjectivity.
Conventionally, intersubjectivity refers to agreement among subjects.
Understanding arises because many individuals arrive at comparable
interpretations.
The perspective proposed here is somewhat different.
The agreement, if it occurs, is secondary.
What is primary is the itinerary.
People need not begin with the same opinions.
They need only be capable of following the same articulations.
In this sense, objectivity does not eliminate subjectivity.
It suspends it long enough for another form of companionship to emerge.
The companionship of travellers.
Imagine two people walking through the same mountain range.
Their memories will differ. Their emotions will differ.
Their conversations will differ.
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Yet they will have crossed the same pass.

They will have climbed the same ridge.

They will have seen the same valley open beneath them.

The mountain becomes public not because they have identical
experiences, but because it offers repeatable paths.

This book hopes to offer something similar.
Not conclusions to be adopted. Not doctrines to be defended.
But paths of articulation that may be travelled again.
If these paths prove useful, it will not be because they are mine.
It will be because they have become grammatical.
Because others may continue them. Extend them.
Correct them. Or discover entirely new itineraries branching from them.
This has always been at least one among the quiet ambitions of every
genuine Organon. Not to tell us what the world is. But to cultivate
instruments through which the world may gradually become more
articulate. If these pages succeed at all, they will have done so only by
becoming less the expression of an individual voice than a small addition
to the public grammar through which architecture, mathematics, and
writing continue their long conversation.
May the journey be generous.
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Miniatures as Living Bodies

The ancient cosmological analogies deserve to be read again.

The house as a miniature city.

The city as a miniature cosmos.

The human body as a miniature world.

The temple as a miniature heaven.

Modern thought often dismissed these correspondences as symbolic
projections or pre-scientific metaphors. They appeared to rely upon
resemblance: the small imitates the large. The miniature repeats the
whole.

Perhaps this was never their deepest insight.

Perhaps the miniature was never intended to be smaller.

Perhaps it was intended to be alive.

For a body is never simply a reduced version of another body.

It possesses its own metabolism.

Its own respiration.

Its own rhythms.

Its own organs.

Its own temporality.

A child is not a miniature adult.

A seed is not a miniature tree.

Avillage is not a miniature city.

Each is a body.

Each lives.

The old cosmological analogies begin to change once they are read in this
way.

The house no longer represents the cosmos.

The house becomes another living articulation.

The city does not imitate nature.

The city develops another physiology.

The cosmos is not the largest object.

It is another body whose rhythms become partially legible through the
bodies that participate in it.

Scale therefore ceases to be a relation of size.

It becomes a relation of vitality.

Every scale possesses its own mode of animation.

Its own organs.

Its own possibilities of synchronization.
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Architecture occupies an extraordinary position within this ecology
because it continually negotiates between these bodies.

A wall belongs simultaneously to geological time, human habitation,
climatic exchange, economic circulation, historical memory, and planetary
material cycles.

It does not merely connect scales.

It tunes them.

This is where the digital becomes significant.

Its importance does not lie primarily in discretization.

Nor in computation.

Nor in simulation.

Its importance lies in making visible that every body is itself already
composed of many interacting scales of articulation.

The digital allows us to follow these articulations without forcing them
into a single hierarchy.

A building model can simultaneously host structural stresses, thermal
exchanges, patterns of occupation, material aging, ecological interactions,
financial processes, and planetary resource flows.

These are not layers added to the same object.

They are different lives of the same body.

Reading therefore changes.

One no longer asks:

What scale am I looking at?

One asks:

What body is becoming articulate here?

And translation between scales changes as well.

Translation is no longer reduction.

Nor enlargement.

Nor abstraction.

It becomes tuning.

A scale translation succeeds whenever one body discovers how to resonate
with another without either surrendering its own life.

This is perhaps the forgotten task of architecture.

Not to mediate between large and small.

But to cultivate resonances among living bodies whose rhythms are
profoundly different.

A room learns to breathe with a climate.

A city learns to breathe with a watershed.

A building learns to breathe with its materials.

Human attention learns to breathe with computational processes.
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The cosmos learns to breathe through the countless local bodies that
continually rediscover it.

In this sense, the digital does not replace the ancient cosmological
Imagination.

It reanimates it.

Not by restoring the image of a universe composed of nested miniatures,
but by revealing an ecology of living bodies continually tuning themselves
to one another.

Scale becomes music rather than geometry.
It becomes the art of finding another life.
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On Repetition

Readers may notice that the sections of this treatise proceed with a
striking regularity. Images recur. Certain propositions return. The rhythm
of the sentences remains deliberately restrained. This repetition is
intentional.

The book does not develop by accumulating arguments but by
performing successive sections through the same body of thought. Its
procedure may be understood technically through an analogy with
tomography. In a tomographic scan, a body is not grasped in a single image
but reconstructed through a sequence of sectional cuts taken at controlled
intervals and orientations. Each slice repeats much of the same material —
density fields, boundaries, gradients—yet registers them under a slightly
altered angle or depth. The informational gain does not lie in novelty at the
level of content, but in the differential relation between slices. Through
alignment, interpolation, and stacking, these repetitions produce a
volumetric synthesis that no single section could contain.

The chapters of this book operate in a comparable manner. Each
section rearticulates a shared conceptual field—instrument, organ,
synchronization, articulation—under a shifted inclination. The vocabulary
remains largely constant, but its relational configuration is recalibrated.
Concepts are not introduced once and then applied; they are rescanned.
Their contours sharpen through iterative exposure. What appears as
repetition at the surface is, at a deeper level, a process of composite
synthesis: successive passes accumulate into a thicker, more resolved
conceptual volume.

This procedure is also speculative. Like certain forms of computational
tomography that reconstruct unseen interiors from partial or indirect
measurements, the book advances by projecting possible continuities
between sections. Each chapter is both a slice and a hypothesis about how
it might align with others. The reader participates in this reconstruction,
assembling correspondences across passages, detecting shifts in
orientation, and inferring the latent structure that binds them. Repetition
should therefore not be mistaken for redundancy. It is the operative
technique of the book. Every section is written as a local organ, capable of
standing on its own, while simultaneously participating in a larger
anatomy that only gradually becomes legible through comparison and
return. The reader is invited not simply to proceed linearly, but to move
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back and forth, to overlay passages, and to observe how earlier
articulations are reconfigured by later ones.

The treatise thus seeks to perform what it describes. It does not merely
speak about sectional thinking; it is itself composed sectionally. Its
repetitions are not circular. They are spiral. Each return is another
calibrated cut through the same conceptual body, contributing to a
cumulative reconstruction in which differences of orientation, depth, and
emphasis coalesce into a coherent yet open-ended whole.
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PROOMIUM

The Book That Must Be Entered by Cuts

There is a persistent habit in Western thought.

We imagine that a body exists first, and that knowledge arrives
later. The world is already there—complete, coherent, waiting
to be described. Reading follows. Representation follows.
Explanation follows. The task of thought appears almost
archaeological: uncover what has always existed.

Architecture has always known that matters are otherwise.

A building is never encountered all at once. It is entered
gradually. One turns a corner, ascends a stair, crosses a
threshold, discovers another room. Plans, sections, elevations,
details—none of these contains the building. Each discloses a
different articulation. The building emerges only through the
disciplined correspondence between many partial views.

The same is true of anatomy.

The anatomist does not simply look at a body. The body
becomes visible through the sequence of sections by which
muscles, vessels, organs, membranes, and cavities gradually
discover one another. Every incision alters the field of
intelligibility. What appears is not merely another piece, but
another order of belonging.

Perhaps reading has always operated in precisely this way.

Not by traversing a line, but by composing a body.
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Every rereading is another section. Every interruption another
inclination. Every return another plane through which the text
reorganizes itself. Books do not simply contain arguments. They
cultivate thickness. Their organs become visible only through
the changing disposition of the reader's attention.

To read is therefore not to move forward.

It is to compose sectional correspondences.

This observation reaches beyond books.

A city is read through its crossings. A landscape through its
horizons. A theorem through its consequences. A conversation
through its pauses. A life through the recollection of moments
that acquire new significance only much later. None of these
unfolds as a line. Each gradually acquires depth through
repeated acts of orientation.

The section is therefore older than representation.

Before one can depict a body, one must discover how it belongs
together. Before one can explain, one must first articulate. The
cut is not an act of destruction. It is the first gesture of
hospitality. It allows a body to receive another way of becoming
intelligible.

This is why the Organon proposed here does not begin with
propositions, axioms, or definitions.

It begins with the incision.

Not because the world must be divided.

But because every living body discovers its organs only through
the careful disposition of the cuts that allow it to breathe.
Perhaps architecture has always known this.

Its walls have never been its true writing.
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Its true writing has always been sectional.

Its syntax has always been composed of cuts.

And every cut, patiently repeated, teaches a world how to read
itself.
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PART I
THE SECTION

Before there can be organs, there must be cuts.

This is perhaps the oldest lesson shared by architecture,
anatomy, and geometry.

None begins by assembling a whole.

Each begins by discovering where a body is capable of
articulating itself. We have inherited another image of thought.
We imagine that wholes exist first and that analysis merely
divides them into smaller pieces.

According to this picture, the cut is secondary.

It interrupts an original continuity.

The chapters that follow begin

from the opposite assumption.

A body is not first given and then sectioned.

A body gradually discovers itself through the ordered
disposition of its sections.

The section is therefore not destructive.

It is constitutive.

It does not separate what naturally belongs together.

It teaches belonging.

Every incision asks the same quiet question:

What becomes visible only from here?

Every new plane of orientation produces another body—not
because reality has changed, but because another articulation
has become possible.
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Architecture has always proceeded in this manner.

A plan does not repeat a section.

A section does not repeat an elevation.

Each is faithful to the building precisely because each allows
another order of relation to emerge.

The building does not stand behind these drawings.

It appears between them.

Perhaps thinking itself has always required the same discipline.
Not to seek the definitive perspective.

But to compose many careful incisions whose correspondences
slowly allow a world to discover its organs.

The chapters of this first part therefore proceed like a sequence
of sectional drawings. Each cuts differently.

Each exposes another order of belonging. None is complete.
Each is a local act of orientation. Only together do they begin to
compose the sectional body that this book calls its Organon.
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Section |

Every Organon Begins with an Incision

We commonly believe that thought begins with observation.
One looks. One recognizes. One compares. One concludes. The
instrument appears only afterward, assisting an intelligence
already in possession of its object. This treatise begins
elsewhere. It begins with the incision. Not because knowledge
requires violence, but because articulation requires distinction.
Before anything can be understood, something must first
become capable of appearing differently.

The incision is therefore older than representation.

It is the first gesture by which a world begins to articulate itself.
This is why every organon begins with a cut.

The word should not mislead us.

A cut is not primarily an act of division. It is an act of
orientation. It establishes a difference that was not previously
available to experience. It allows another relation to become
visible. Architecture has always known this. When an architect
draws a section, the drawing does not represent a building
already understood. The section discovers the building. Walls
become thicknesses. Floors become intervals. Columns reveal
the paths of gravity. Openings become exchanges between light
and enclosure. Stairs become conversations between levels.
Nothing has been added to the building.

Nothing has been removed.

Yet another body has appeared.

The section has not divided the building.
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It has taught it another way of belonging together.

Anatomy proceeds in the same manner. The anatomist does not
cut in order to destroy. Nor in order to isolate disconnected
pieces. Every incision is guided by another question. How do
these tissues belong? Where does one organ become another?
What passes between them? The body answers not by
presenting isolated objects, but by revealing continuities,
membranes, thresholds, attachments, folds, and passages.

The incision produces no organs.

It allows organs to appear.

Perhaps every genuine act of thinking proceeds in this way. We
imagine that ideas already exist, waiting to be collected,
arranged, or explained. But perhaps thought possesses no
finished body before its articulations. Perhaps every concept is
itself the consequence of an incision—a careful distinction that
allows a previously unnoticed relation to emerge. Thinking
would then resemble neither accumulation nor construction. It
would resemble sectioning. Not because it divides the world,
but because it patiently discovers where the world is already
capable of speaking differently. The history of science quietly
confirms this. The coordinate system, the differential, the
geological stratum, the anatomical atlas, the architectural
section, the microscope, the telescope, the tomograph— none
simply enlarges what was already visible. Each invents another
incision into reality. Each allows another order of belonging to
become legible. An instrument is therefore not defined by what

it measures. It is defined by the cut it composes.
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Every instrument introduces a particular plane of articulation.
Every instrument asks reality another question. Every
instrument allows another body to emerge.

This is why an organon can never be merely a collection of
methods. Methods prescribe procedures. An organon cultivates
intelligibility. It teaches not what to think, but where
articulation becomes possible.

Its first operation is therefore always sectional. Before there are
concepts, there are orientations. Before there are explanations,
there are incisions. Before there are wholes, there are ways of
belonging.

Perhaps this is why architecture has always remained the quiet
companion of philosophy. Long before it enclosed space, it
learned how to compose cuts. And every careful cut, whether
made in stone, paper, language, or thought, asks the same
patient question: What becomes visible only from here?

That question, more than any answer, is the beginning of every

Organon.

Section I1.

The Body Emerges Through Its Sections

We have inherited a comforting belief. A body exists. It
possesses parts. Knowledge consists in discovering how these
parts fit together. The whole is therefore primary. The section

comes afterward. It merely reveals what was already there.
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This belief is so familiar that it rarely appears as a hypothesis. It
presents itself as common sense. Yet architecture quietly
teaches another lesson.

No building is ever encountered as a whole.

It appears through approaches, thresholds, corridors, stairs,
courtyards, rooms, openings, views, plans, sections, details. Each
encounter composes another body.

The building is not hidden behind these experiences, waiting to
be unveiled. It gradually gathers itself through their
correspondence. Its unity is achieved, not presupposed.

The same may be said of anatomy. The anatomist never
discovers *the* body.

Each incision produces another anatomy.

The circulatory body.

The muscular body.

The nervous body.

The skeletal body.

The embryological body.

None is false. None is complete.

Each belongs to a different order of articulation.

The body is therefore not singular. It is sectional. Every cut
teaches another mode of belonging.

This should not be mistaken for relativism.

The body does not become arbitrary because it admits many
articulations.

On the contrary. Each section is disciplined.
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Each follows a particular orientation. Each reveals relations that
cannot appear from elsewhere. The plurality belongs not to
opinion, but to intelligibility itself.

Perhaps every science proceeds in precisely this manner.
Astronomy discovers celestial bodies through coordinate
systems. Geology discovers the Earth through strata. Linguistics
discovers language through grammar. Topology discovers space
through continuity. None simply observes an object. Each
composes a body through a particular disposition of
distinctions.

Bodies therefore emerge where relations begin to stabilize. Not
permanently. Not universally. But sufficiently to allow another
order of correspondence to continue. One might therefore say
that a body is not a thing. It is an achievement. An achievement
of articulation. A temporary coherence cultivated through many
careful sections.

This changes the meaning of the organ. An organ is not merely a
functional part. It is a locality at which many sectional worlds
discover how to belong together. The heart belongs differently
to physiology, to poetry, to medicine, to theology, to
architecture. It remains recognizably the heart, yet each
articulation composes another body around it.

Belonging therefore does not proceed from whole to part.

It proceeds from relation to body.

Bodies emerge where relations endure.

This observation also transforms our understanding of
fragments. A fragment is usually imagined as the remainder of a

broken whole.
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Its incompleteness appears unfortunate.

It longs for reconstruction. But the sectional fragment is not
incomplete. It is local.

It carries within itself a particular articulation of the body from
which it comes. Its task is not to restore the whole, but to
continue its mode of belonging.

The architectural *Versatzstiick* is therefore not a remnant.

Itis an organ. It migrates. It enters another constellation.

It discovers another body. Not by abandoning its origin, but by
carrying its articulation elsewhere.

Perhaps bodies have always lived in this manner. Not as finished
organisms, but as ongoing correspondences. Every new section
does not diminish them. It allows them to breathe differently.
The body therefore does not precede its sections. It gradually
discovers itself through them.

And perhaps this is why the oldest meaning of architecture has
never been construction alone. It has been the patient
cultivation of belonging—the quiet art through which
dispersed articulations learn, little by little, to recognize

themselves as one living body.

Section III.
Tomography

The word is modern.

The operation is ancient.
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Long before medicine learned to reconstruct the body through
computed slices, architecture, anatomy, astronomy, and
geometry had already discovered the peculiar intelligence of
the section.

Tomography merely gave this intelligence another instrument.
We often imagine that a tomographic scan produces an image.

It does not.

It produces a sequence.

A succession of disciplined cuts.

No single slice contains the body. Each remains partial.

Each withholds as much as it reveals.

Only through their careful coordination does another order of
visibility emerge. The body is never found.

Itis reconstructed. This distinction matters.

For reconstruction does not recover a hidden whole waiting
behind appearances. It composes a coherence that no individual
section could ever contain.

The body appears between the cuts.

One might even say that tomography is the first technology to
acknowledge that bodies possess thickness before they possess
surfaces.

The visible is no longer a skin.

It becomes an interval.

Reading has always proceeded in much the same manner.

We imagine that we move through a book from beginning to
end. Sentence follows sentence.

Argument follows argument. Meaning accumulates.

Yet anyone who has lived with a difficult book knows otherwise.
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One returns.

One pauses.

One remembers an earlier passage while reading a later one.
One suddenly understands a sentence encountered a hundred
pages before. The book rearranges itself.

Its pages become sections rather than stages.

Reading is no longer progression. It becomes reconstruction.
Every rereading introduces another plane through the textual
body. No paragraph changes.

The relations between them do.

Thickness gradually emerges.

The book begins to acquire organs.

Architecture has always invited this manner of reading.

No plan explains a building. No section exhausts it.

No elevation concludes it. Each drawing asks another question.
Where does weight descend? Where does daylight turn?

Where does conversation linger? Where does the building
breathe? Each answer produces another sectional body.

The architect therefore never assembles representations.

The architect coordinates incisions.

Perhaps this is also why great cities can never be seen all at once.
Every walk is another slice. Every season another section.

Every generation another reconstruction. The city does not
exist behind these passages. It slowly condenses through them.
One inhabits a tomography.

This changes our understanding of memory.

Memory is not an archive. It is a reconstruction.

Every recollection cuts through experience differently.
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Different correspondences emerge. Different organs become
active. The past is not recovered. It is articulated.

Perhaps intelligence itself should be understood in this way.
Not as the possession of a complete picture.

But as the patient coordination of many incomplete
orientations. The wiser one becomes, the less one seeks the
definitive view.

Instead,mone learns to compose better sections.

One learns where another incision will allow another body to
appear.

Tomography therefore offers more than a technology.

It offers an epistemology.

Knowledge no longer resembles a pyramid whose summit
surveys everything beneath it. Nor a chain whose links proceed
in perfect succession. It resembles a body continually
reconstructing itself through the careful correspondence

of many partial cuts.

No section is sovereign.

No perspective is complete.

No image concludes the work.

The body remains open because every new orientation allows
another articulation to become possible.

Perhaps this is the deepest lesson of the tomographic organon.
Understanding does not advance by seeing everything.

It advances by learning where to cut.

And by discovering, again and again, that every careful incision

allows the world to read itself once more.
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PART I
READING

A section does not ask us to look.

It asks us to move. Not across a surface, but through a body.

The previous sections proposed that bodies do not precede
their articulations. They gradually emerge through the careful
disposition of cuts.

But once such a body has appeared, another question
immediately follows. How does one inhabit it?

Reading has long been imagined as progression.

The eye advances.

The page turns.

The argument unfolds.

Knowledge accumulates.

Yet sectional bodies resist this movement.

They possess no privileged beginning. No definitive centre.

No final overview.

One enters them wherever one happens to arrive.

Every entrance reorganizes the whole.

Every return redraws the body.

Reading therefore ceases to be a journey from one point

to another. It becomes navigation.

One pauses. One folds distant passages together.

One remembers a sentence before understanding it.

One discovers that an earlier section was already waiting

for a later one. The book begins to breathe.

This is why architecture has always been read differently from
language. No one imagines that a building must be understood
room after room, once and only once.

We return. We linger. We discover another alignment between
stair and window, between courtyard and corridor, between
threshold and horizon. The building changes because our path
changes. Or rather, its body becomes thicker.
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Perhaps every serious reading has always possessed this
architectural character. The reader is not a spectator. Nor an
interpreter. The reader is an inhabitant.

Every act of reading is another passage through the sectional
body. Every passage teaches another organ how to belong.
The sections that follow should therefore not be read as
successive arguments. They are itineraries.
Each proposes another way of moving through a body
that no single reading can ever exhaust.
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Section IV.

Reading as Orientation

We commonly believe that reading consists in understanding.
One reads a sentence. One extracts its meaning.

One proceeds to the next.

Knowledge accumulates through successful interpretation.

This image is persuasive. It is also incomplete.

Before a sentence can be understood, it must first be entered.
One must discover where one stands in relation to it.

Every reading therefore begins, not with meaning, but with
orientation.

This is why one may read the same page many times, finding
something different on each occasion.

The words have not changed.

The reader has.

Or rather, the reader now enters through another incision.
Another body becomes visible.

Reading does not simply recover what the text already contains.
It composes another correspondence between the reader and
the body of the work. Architecture teaches the same lesson.

One does not understand a building by seeing it all at once.

One approaches. One circles. One hesitates.

One climbs.

One returns.

One discovers that a window belongs as much to a stair

as to a wall. One notices that light arrives before one does.

Orientation precedes comprehension.
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Every building must first be learned as a disposition of relations.
Only then does it begin to make sense.

Perhaps books ask for the same patience.

They possess no single entrance.

Every first page is already a middle. Every conclusion returns to
an earlier beginning. Footnotes speak to forgotten paragraphs.
Margins converse with chapters yet unread.

The book waits for another itinerary.

Reading therefore resembles walking more than decoding.

Not because books imitate landscapes, but because both require
the continual adjustment of one's orientation.

Every step redistributes the whole.

Every pause thickens the body.

Every return discovers another organ.

The reader does not travel across the text. The reader inhabits it.
This changes the meaning of understanding.

Understanding is no longer the possession of an interpretation.
It is the cultivation of a reliable orientation.

One learns where relations gather. Where they separate. Where
they become dense. Where they remain open.

Knowledge becomes less a collection of conclusions than an
acquired familiarity with the body's articulations.

The best readers are therefore not those who explain the most.
They are those who know how to linger.

Who know when another return will reveal more than another
page. Who understand that a difficult sentence is sometimes

waiting for a chapter still to come.

Reading becomes an act of companionship.
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The reader accompanies the body of the work until it gradually
discovers another way of speaking.

Perhaps this is why the oldest meaning of intelligere was not
simply to understand. It was to discern.

To gather between. To perceive relations before conclusions.
Every true reading begins there.

Not with explanation. But with the quiet discipline of learning

how to stand inside another body’s way of belonging.

Section V.
The Versatzstiick
On Fragments That Belong Otherwise

We often imagine a fragment as something incomplete.

A broken column. A missing page.

A ruined wall.

A sentence without its conclusion.

The fragment appears unfortunate. Its destiny seems obvious.
It longs to be restored. To return to the whole from which it
came. This is rarely how architecture proceeds.

An architectural fragment does not merely preserve a past.

It prepares another future.

The Versatzstiick already tells us this.

Its name suggests something displaced.

Something moved. Something set elsewhere.

Yet displacement does not necessarily diminish its belonging.

Sometimes it reveals it.
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For belonging is not always geographical.

Nor historical. Nor material.

Itis articulatory.

A stone removed from one wall may discover another
architecture. A column may support another roof.

A threshold may receive another arrival.

Nothing has been restored. Yet something continues.
Architecture has long understood that continuity does not

depend upon permanence. It depends upon correspondence.

Perhaps reading proceeds in the same manner.
Every quotation is a Versatzstiick.
Every remembered sentence has left its original page.
It appears elsewhere—in another conversation, another book,
another century, another language.
It no longer belongs where it was written.
It belongs where it continues to articulate.
This is why great books cannot be reduced to their pages.
Their fragments migrate. A paragraph finds another reader.
A concept discovers another discipline.
A figure enters another climate.
The body continues because its organs have learned
to travel.
The fragment therefore possesses another dignity.
It is not the remainder of a broken whole.
It is the bearer of a living articulation.
It carries with it a particular mode of belonging, capable of

entering new constellations without abandoning its previous

life.
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Perhaps this is true of architecture itself.

Buildings do not survive because every stone remains where it
was first placed.

They survive because their articulations continue to migrate—
into drawings, into customs, into measurements, into
proportions, into memories, into new constructions that quietly
inherit their syntax.

The same may be said of thought.

Ideas rarely travel as complete systems.

They travel as Versatzstticke.

A distinction. A diagram. A phrase.

A gesture. A method.

A proportion.

A rhythm.

Each arrives in another body.

Each begins another conversation.

Reading therefore becomes less the reconstruction

of an original whole than the recognition of migrating organs.
The attentive reader does not merely ask,

"What does this fragment mean?"

The reader asks, "What body is this fragment still looking for?"
Or perhaps, more carefully, "What new body has already begun
to gather around it?”

This is why the sectional reader does not seek completion.
Completion would stop the migration.

Instead, the reader accompanies these travelling articulations,
allowing them to discover new correspondences, new

neighbourhoods, new organs, new architectures of belonging.
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Perhaps this has always been the deepest task of reading.
Not to restore a lost whole.
But to cultivate those careful displacements through which

bodies continue to become.

Section VI
to Artefacts That Cast Shadows

There is a way of reading that seeks information.

There is another that seeks meaning.

The reading proposed here seeks neither. It seeks articulation.
For this reason, it resembles anatomy more than interpretation.
The anatomist does not approach the body in search of isolated
facts. Nor in search of a hidden message.

The body does not conceal a secret text.

It presents an order of belonging.

Every incision asks the same question: What holds together
here? Not what exists. Not what functions. But what belongs.
Reading begins with the same patience.

One does not ask, "What does this sentence mean?"

One asks, "What relations become visible because this sentence
stands here, beside another?"

A paragraph is not an argument. It is a locality.

A page is not a container. It is a sectional plane.

A chapter is not a unit. It is an organ.

Books therefore possess an anatomy.
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Not because they imitate bodies, but because they articulate
themselves through differentiated regions whose belonging
must be learned.

The reader proceeds as the anatomist proceeds.

Not hurriedly. Not greedily.

One lingers.

One returns. One notices attachments before conclusions.
Membranes before borders.

Continuities before categories.

The smallest connective tissue may reveal more than the largest
organ.

Perhaps this is why great readers often appear to read slowly.
They are not delayed by difficulty.

They are attending to articulation.

They understand that coherence is not carried by isolated
concepts.

It resides in the connective tissue between them.

Architecture has always required this anatomical attention.

A building is never held together by its walls alone.

It survives through joints, thresholds, connections, bearings,
tolerances, expansion gaps, small accommodations that almost
escape attention.

Its anatomy lies in its articulations.

So too with writing.

Syntax is not merely the arrangement of words.

It is the connective tissue of thought.

The sentence breathes because its intervals breathe.

Its arguments endure because their joints remain supple.
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Its form lives because its organs continue to recognize one
another.

Anatomical reading therefore studies not objects, but
articulations. Not definitions, but transitions.

Not statements, but passages.

It discovers that every body—architectural, textual,
mathematical, or living—1is composed, less by its elements than
by the ways its elements permit one another to continue.
Perhaps this is why the oldest anatomical theatres were also
theatres of thought.

The body was never merely displayed.

It was slowly persuaded to articulate itself.

Every incision became a question.

Every exposure another invitation to belonging.

The reader, too, becomes such a theatre.

One no longer consumes a text.

One receives it organ by organ, section by section, relation by
relation, until, almost unnoticed, its anatomy begins to breathe
within one's own.

Reading reaches its completion not when everything has been
understood. But when another body has quietly learned how to
belong.

Then the reader is no longer standing before the work.

The reader has become one of its organs.

And the book, for a moment, begins to read itself.
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PART 111
WRITING

Reading accompanies. Writing composes.

Not because it invents what was not there before,
but because it patiently cultivates the conditions
under which another body may become capable
of articulation.

The previous sections have proposed that bodies emerge
through cuts, that they are inhabited through orientation,
and that they endure through relations rather than through
substance. Another question now quietly presents itself.
How are such bodies composed?
We usually imagine that writing begins with words.
One searches for the right expression, the fitting sentence, the
convincing argument. Architecture suggests another beginning.
Before walls, there are alignments. Before rooms, there are
thresholds. Before fagades, there are dispositions.
Writing, too, begins before words.
It begins with orientation. With spacing. With intervals.
With decisions about what may stand beside what, what may
remain distant, what may breathe, what must wait, what must
return.
The sentence is therefore not the smallest unit of writing. Nor
the word. The first unit is the articulation.
A relation carefully composed so that another relation
may later become possible.
This is why architecture has always written. Not because
buildings are texts. But because architecture composes
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conditions of legibility. It teaches bodies how to belong,
thresholds how to receive, openings how to orient,

distances how to resonate. Every building is already a script.

Not a script to be read once, but one that continually rewrites
itself through the lives that inhabit it.

This book calls that practice scrittura architettonica.
Not writing about architecture. Not architecture translated into
language. But the patient composition of articulations through
which bodies—textual, mathematical, architectural, social, and
living—gradually discover their organs. The sections that follow
are therefore not lessons in composition. They are exercises
in cultivation.
They ask how writing might become less expressive and more
architectonic; less concerned with communicating thoughts
than with composing the breathable syntax within which
thought, still unknown, may someday learn to stand.
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Section VII

Scrittura Architettonica

Writing is commonly understood as the inscription of thought.
One has an idea. One searches for words.

The page receives what the mind already possesses.
Architecture has never proceeded in this manner.

Before a building exists, there are no walls waiting to be
described. There are only relations, inclinations, proportions,
intervals, and orientations seeking a body.

The drawing does not record the building.

It cultivates its possibility.

Perhaps writing has always worked in the same way.

A sentence does not contain a thought.

It prepares the conditions under which thought may discover
its own body. Words therefore do not stand alone.

They lean. They suspend. They receive. They wait.

They accompany.

Every phrase offers another orientation.

Every paragraph opens another chamber within which relations
may gather. Writing is less the arrangement of words than the
disposition of neighbourhoods.

It asks what may stand together.

What should remain apart.

Where silence belongs.

Where another voice may enter.

Where a thought requires distance before it becomes visible.
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This is why architecture and writing have always shared the
same discipline. Neither begins with objects. Both begin

with articulations. The architect does not first imagine a
building. The architect composes the relations through which a
building gradually becomes possible.

The writer does not first possess a meaning.

The writer composes the articulations through which

meaning slowly learns how to stand.

Scrittura architettonica is the name for this patient work.

It is not the architecture of books.

Nor the literary description of buildings.

It is the architectonic disposition of articulation itself.

Its material is neither stone nor language.

Its material is hospitality. Every sentence becomes

a threshold. Every comma an accommodation.

Every paragraph a room.

Every return a stair.

Every interruption a window.

Every silence a courtyard where distant relations may quietly
recognize one another. One does not construct such writing.
One cultivates it. Slowly, as one cultivates a garden, or an
orchard, or a city whose streets have learned to receive
generations yet unborn.

This is why great writing is never finished.

Like architecture, it remains inhabitable.

Every reader rebuilds it.

Every generation discovers another alignment.

Every translation opens another entrance.
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Its permanence lies not in preserving its original form, but in
continuing to compose new organs of receptivity.

Perhaps this has always been the secret ambition

of architecture. Not to erect lasting monuments.

But to write the world so carefully that long after its builders
have disappeared, others may still discover new ways

of dwelling within its articulations.

For writing, at its most architectural, does not preserve

what has been thought.

It composes the breathable intervals within which

thinking, again and again, becomes possible.

Section VIII

The Respiration of Form

We often imagine that form is what remains.

A stable figure.

A completed shape.

A finished arrangement of parts.

Endurance, according to this view, belongs to solidity.
The longer a form resists change, the more perfectly it fulfils its
vocation. Architecture suggests another possibility.
The most enduring forms are rarely the most rigid.
They survive because they breathe.

Not metaphorically. Architectonically.

A doorway breathes because it receives passage.

A window breathes because it exchanges light.
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A courtyard breathes because it gathers distances without
enclosing them. A portico breathes because arrival and
departure remain simultaneously possible.

Its permanence lies not in resisting movement,

but in composing it.

Perhaps writing possesses the same physiology.

A sentence does not endure because its meaning has been fixed.
It endures because its articulations continue to receive new
readings, new voices, new climates, new occasions of belonging.
Its syntax breathes.

Grammar, too, breathes.

Not because rules change constantly, but because relations
remain capable of further articulation.

Every conjunction opens another interval.

Every punctuation mark redistributes attention.

Every silence permits another resonance to arise.

The page inhales what has already been said.

It exhales what has not yet become thinkable.

Writing, in this sense, is respiratory.

Not expressive. Every paragraph takes in many histories, many
customs, many voices.

It releases them again, rearranged into another atmosphere

of intelligibility. Architecture has always practiced this
respiration. Buildings do not simply occupy their sites.

They inhale the climate, the terrain, the habits, the paths, the
prevailing winds, the movements of daylight, the customs of
those who arrive.

They exhale another possibility of dwelling.
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The building does not interrupt its world.

It enters its breathing.

Perhaps this is why great forms cannot be copied.

Their geometry may be reproduced.

Their respiration cannot.

For breathing belongs to articulation, not appearance.

It belongs to the countless relations through which a form
receives and releases its world.

This changes the meaning of composition.

Composition is no longer the arrangement of elements.

It becomes the cultivation of respiration.

The careful disposition of intervals.

The measured generosity of thresholds.

The patient spacing through which another body may discover
its own rhythm. Perhaps every form is therefore less an object
than a respiration. A temporary equilibrium between receiving
and releasing. Between memory and anticipation.

Between inheritance and invention.

Between standing and becoming.

The greatest forms do not preserve their identity.

They preserve their breath.

And wherever that breath is taken up again—in another
language, another city, another drawing, another body, another
century—the form quietly begins to live once more.

For forms are not remembered because they endure.

They endure because they continue to breathe.
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Section IX

The Grammar of Cuts

We commonly imagine that grammar belongs to language.
Words are arranged. Sentences are formed.

Rules are obeyed. Meaning becomes possible.

Architecture has always practiced another grammar.

Its first concern is not correctness.

It is coexistence. A wall does not stand alone.

Neither does a column. Nor a window.

Nor a stair. Each receives its articulation through its relation
to others.

The building is therefore grammatical before it is formal.

Its syntax is older than its appearance.

Perhaps writing has always known the same discipline.

A sentence is not held together by the meanings of its words.
It is held together by the intervals that allow those words to
remain in relation.

Syntax is not the order of elements.

It is the order of their belonging.

This is why punctuation matters.

Not because it regulates speech.

But because it composes breathing.

The comma does not interrupt. It accommodates.

The period does not conclude. It lets a body stand for itself.
The colon prepares another articulation.

Parentheses offer hospitality to another voice.

Every mark is an architectural act.
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It does not decorate the sentence.

It distributes its possibilities of dwelling.

The same is true of joints in architecture.

Ajoint is never merely technical.

It is grammatical.

It teaches two materials how to remain together without
becoming the same. Expansion joints, hinges, thresholds,
lintels, connections, bearings—all compose

a syntax of coexistence.

Nothing touches without articulation.

Nothing belongs without spacing.

Perhaps this is why cuts themselves possess a grammar.
An incision does not simply

separate. It punctuates.

It introduces another interval within which relations

may become legible.

Every section is therefore a sentence.

Every plan another paragraph.

Every building a patient composition of grammatical cuts.
Writing, too, proceeds by incision.

One paragraph leans toward another.

A silence allows a distant thought to arrive.

A return binds together passages that had remained

apart. The body does not emerge through accumulation.
It emerges through syntax.

Syntax, then, is not a linguistic category.

It is an architectonic one.

It is the quiet art of teaching differences how to remain
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in company.+Perhaps this is the oldest task of architecture.
Not to compose objects. Not even to compose spaces.

But to compose the grammar through which worlds

learn how to breathe together.

Every worthy artefact eventually disappears into that grammar.
Its stones weather.

Its drawings fade.

Its builders are forgotten.

Yet its syntax continues.

It lives in gestures, in customs, in habits, in proportions,

in sentences, in ways of standing, of greeting, of listening,
of leaving room for another.

This is the highest accomplishment of architectonic writing.
Not to produce a finished work. But to compose a grammar

so generous that others may continue to write within it.
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Part 1V
ARCHITECTONICS

Bodies do not remain within themselves.

Every body extends its articulations beyond its own limits.
The hand reaches toward another hand.

The sentence continues inside another sentence.

The building becomes a neighbourhood.

The neighbourhood a city. The city a landscape.

Every articulation seeks another articulation.

This is not expansion. It is correspondence.

The previous sections have remained close to bodies.
They have followed their cuts, their organs,

their respiration, their grammar.

Yet bodies never exist alone.

Every body belongs to a larger ecology of articulations.
Architecture has always known this.

No building stands by itself.

Every threshold anticipates another threshold.

Every path another destination.

Every courtyard another horizon.

Every room another room.

The building is already a fragment of a larger syntax.

Perhaps worlds come into being in precisely this manner.
Not by assembling larger and larger wholes.
But by allowing articulations to discover ever wider
fields of correspondence.
Architectonics is the patient study of these correspondences.
It does not ask how objects occupy space.
It asks how relations compose a world.
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The sections that follow leave behind the scale of the individual
body. They turn toward cities, artefacts, institutions, notations,
technologies, languages, and climates.

Not because these are larger.

But because they reveal that articulation is never local.

Every careful cut casts another horizon.

Every organ belongs to another body.

Every body breathes within another atmosphere.

The architectonic question therefore becomes astonishingly
simple: How does a world learn to belong to itself?

The chapters of this final part are attempts to accompany

that question. They do not offer a system.

They compose another series of orientations.

For architectonics is perhaps nothing other than the art of
cultivating worlds that remain capable of further articulation.
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Section X

The Organ of Receptivity

We commonly understand an organ through its function.

The heart pumps. The lungs breathe.

The eye sees. The hand grasps.

Every organ appears to possess its proper task.

Its identity seems inseparable from what it does.

This understanding is useful. It is also incomplete.

For before an organ can perform any function, it must first
receive. A heart lying upon a table is no longer a heart in the
fullest sense. Its structure remains. Its substance remains.

Even its form may remain.

Yet something decisive has withdrawn.

Its belonging. The organ has lost its world.

Perhaps this observation should guide our thinking.

An organ is not first a function.

It is a relation that has learned to endure.

Its task arises because it belongs.

Not the other way around.

Architecture has always known this.

A column does not support simply because it is strong.

It supports because it belongs to a disposition of loads, spans,
foundations, materials, and proportions.

Remove it from that articulation, and it becomes a stone.

The threshold does not receive because of its material.

It receives because it belongs between arrival and departure.
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The window does not illuminate. It belongs between light and
dwelling. Its office is born from its position.

Perhaps every organ is positional before it is functional.

Writing offers another example.

A comma has no meaning by itself.

Nor does a paragraph.

Nor a title. Their work begins only within a body of relations.
Each belongs to an articulation whose coherence allows another
articulation to emerge. Grammar is therefore an anatomy of
belonging. The same may be said of institutions.

A school is not merely a building.

Nor a curriculum. Nor an administration.

It becomes an organ when it belongs to the cultivation of
learning. A library becomes an organ of memory.

A bridge an organ of passage.

A court an organ of judgment.

A garden an organ of seasonality.

None derives its identity from itself.

Each receives its vocation from the world it helps to articulate.
This also changes our understanding of technology.

A tool is not simply an object used for a purpose. A probe, a
gnomon, a compass, a page, a prompt—none operates in
isolation. Each belongs to an ecology of orientations.

Each teaches another body how to become articulate.

Its instrumentality is therefore a form of belonging.

Perhaps this was already hidden within the word organon.
Not an instrument placed before the world.

But an instrument that belongs to the world’s own articulation.
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One could therefore say that organs are not things.

They are places where belonging becomes durable.

Places where many relations discover how to continue through
one another. This is why organs always breathe. Not only living
organs. Architectural organs. Linguistic organs. Mathematical
organs. Social organs. Technical organs. Each receives and
releases relations. Each composes another circulation within a
larger body. Perhaps worlds are themselves nothing other than
constellations of such organs. Not systems. Not collections.

Not totalities. Living anatomies of belonging.

Architecture, then, is not primarily the art of constructing
objects. Nor even the art of constructing bodies.

It is the patient cultivation of organs through which a world
learns to belong to itself. And perhaps this has always been the
quiet vocation of every Organon. Not to teach how things
function. But to teach how they belong.

For only what belongs can truly begin to live.

Section XI
Architectural Tomography

We commonly imagine that architecture is represented through
drawings. Plans. Sections. Elevations. Perspectives. Models. Each
appears to offer another view of the same building.
Representation, however, is only their most superficial task.
None of these drawings simply depicts an object.

Each performs an incision.
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The plan cuts horizontally.

The section cuts vertically.

The elevation removes depth.

The model reconstructs thickness.

Each establishes another grammatical locality from which the
building may become articulate.

Architecture has therefore always been tomographic. Long
before computed imaging, it reconstructed inhabitable bodies
through successive sectional operations.

No single drawing contains the building.

The building gradually appears between them.

Its body condenses through their correspondence.

This changes the meaning of architectural representation.

The drawing is not a substitute for the building.

It is an organ through which another articulation becomes
possible.

The section reveals how gravity descends.

The plan reveals how inhabitation circulates.

The elevation reveals how the building addresses its
surroundings.

Each performs another anatomy.

None possesses priority.

The building requires them all to become legible.

The digital does not replace this practice.

It extends it. Laser scans. Photogrammetry.

Point clouds. Finite-element models.

Environmental simulations.

Building Information Models.
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Digital twins. These are often understood as increasingly
accurate representations of architecture.

Perhaps they should be understood tomographically again.

Each constitutes another section through the life of the
building.

The scan reveals another geometry.

The structural model another physiology.

The environmental simulation another climate.

The maintenance archive another memory.

The occupancy model another rhythm.

The digital twin is therefore not a copy.

It is an ecology of sectional bodies whose correspondence

allows architecture to continue discovering itself.

The building is no longer a finished object.

It becomes an ongoing reconstruction.

One might say that architecture has quietly entered its
tomographic age. Not because it has become digital.
But because it has become conscious of its own sectional
condition. The same building may now be read through energy,
through acoustics, through logistics, through material ageing,
through social occupation, through ecological exchange,
through economic circulation.
None of these describes the building.
Each articulates another body within it.
Architecture gradually becomes an observatory of its own lives.
This transformation extends far beyond buildings.
Cities, too, become tomographic bodies.

Traffic flows. Hydrological systems. Vegetation. Public transport.
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Digital communication. Microclimates. Economic exchange.
Historical memory. Each introduces another sectional anatomy.
The city does not possess a single body. It continuously
reconstructs itself through many coexisting bodies whose
articulations must be synchronized without becoming identical.
Perhaps this is the deepest lesson of contemporary architecture.
The task is no longer to compose finished forms.

Nor even to represent complex realities.

It is to cultivate instruments through which many sectional
worlds may gradually become mutually legible.

This also transforms the architect.

The architect is no longer primarily a composer of objects.

Nor merely a coordinator of information.

The architect becomes a curator of articulations.

A keeper of sectional correspondences.

One who patiently cultivates the organs through which
different bodies—material, social, technical, ecological,
computational, historical—may continue to breathe together.
Perhaps this has always been the quiet vocation of architectural
drawing. Not to describe what a building is.

But to compose those sectional localities through which a
building, again and again, learns how to become inhabitable.
The plan, the section, the elevation, the model, the scan, the
digital twin—none concludes the work. Together they perform
an architectonic tomography, a continuous reconstruction
through which architecture remains capable of reading, writing,

and renewing its own body.
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For architecture is never completely built. It remains a living
reconstruction, continually learning new ways of becoming

legible to itself.

Section XII

Towards a New Organon

Every age inherits its instruments.

Not only its tools, but its ways of thinking.

Aristotle composed an Organon for demonstration.

The geometrical tradition cultivated an Organon of
construction. Modern science developed an Organon of
observation, measurement, and experiment.

Each transformed not only what could be known, but what it
meant to think.

The present transformation does not simply add another
instrument. It changes the meaning of the instrument itself.

For the question is no longer how knowledge is represented.
Nor even how it is produced.

The question becomes: How does intelligibility learn to
articulate itself?

This book has proposed one possible answer.

Not deduction.

Not description.

Articulation.

This distinction is more profound than it first appears.

Deduction moves from premises to conclusions.
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Description moves from objects to representations.
Articulation moves between relations until another body
gradually becomes capable of standing.

It neither proves nor depicts. It cultivates. Architecture

has always knownthis movement.

A drawing does not demonstrate a building.

Nor does it describe a finished object.

The plan, the section, the elevation, the detail, the model,

the point cloud, the simulation, the digital twin—each
establishes another grammatical position from which a body
may becomearticulate.

The digital does not replace these instruments.

It enlarges their family.

Its greatest achievement is not computation.

It is literacy. For every new notation extends

the alphabet through which architecture

may write its bodies.

Orthographic projection, survey, photography, laser scanning,
finite-element analysis, environmental simulation, planetary
observation, tomographic reconstruction—these should not be
understood as competing representations.

They are new literary genres of architecture.

Each cultivates another mode of sectional legibility.

Each contributes another chapter to architecture's
ever-growing grammar.

One might even say that architecture has always written

far more extensively than it has built.

Its greatest works do not survive because their stones endure.
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They survive because their articulations continue to migrate
into drawings, customs, notations, measurements, habits,
institutions, algorithms, and ways of reading.

The artefact gradually disappears into grammar.

Perhaps this is the destiny of every successful instrument.

The gnomon becomes orientation.

The portico becomes hospitality.

The scaffold becomes method.

The section becomes reading.

The drawing becomes literacy.

The artefact enters ordinary syntax.

The highest achievement of architecture is therefore not
permanence. It is transmissibility. Not the transmission of
information, but the transmission of articulatory capacities.

A worthy instrument teaches future generations how to
continue. This also changes the figure of the architect.

The architect is no longer primarily a builder of objects.

Nor merely a planner of spaces.

Nor even a coordinator of information.

The architect becomes a composer of sectional intelligibility.

A curator of grammatical positions.

A cultivator of organs through which heterogeneous realities
may gradually become mutually legible.

This task extends far beyond the discipline of architecture.
Astronomy composes cosmological sections.

Medicine composes anatomical sections.

Mathematics composes

inhabitable notations.
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Artificial intelligence composes computational articulations.
Writing composes grammatical localities. Each participates

in the same architectonic labour.

Not because they resemble one another.

But because they cultivate the conditions under which bodies
may become capable of reading themselves.

Perhaps this is what a new Organon must become.

Not another theory. Not another method.

Not another language.

A public grammar of articulation.

An ecology of instruments whose task is neither to master the
world nor to represent it, but to cultivate ever more generous
forms of legibility. For the future of architecture may no longer
depend upon the buildings it constructs.

It may depend upon the articulations it leaves behind—those
inhabitable grammars through which others, perhaps long after
us, will continue to discover new bodies, new worlds, and new

ways of reading the unfinished architecture of the cosmos.
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Invocation

Stand quietly.
Attend carefully.

Let the world cast its own shadow.

Learn where it wishes to be cut.

Follow its articulations patiently.

Read without haste.

Write without enclosure.

Build without possession.

Leave every threshold more hospitable than you found it.
For every worthy instrument

disappears into the world

it has taught

how to breathe.
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POSTFACE

The history of cosmology is, in many respects, the history of
bodies. For the greater part of human history, the heavens were
never imagined as an empty expanse populated by isolated
objects. They were understood as an articulated body. The
celestial spheres, the zodiac, the planets, the winds, the seasons,
the movements of light, the rhythms of vegetation, the pulse of
animals, and the measurements of architecture belonged to a
single living order. Whether one thinks of Plato's Timaeus,
Aristotle's De Caelo, medieval cosmography, or Renaissance
architectonics, the cosmos was never merely large. It was
animate.

Its animation did not imply that the universe possessed a soul in
the sentimental sense. It meant that relations themselves
possessed vitality. The world moved because its articulations
moved. Every body participated in larger bodies. The human
body echoed the civic body; the civic body echoed the celestial
body; architecture occupied the middle, translating one rhythm
into another.

The modern scientific revolution did not simply replace this
picture with a more accurate one. It transformed the very
ontology of bodies. The cosmos gradually ceased to be a body
and became a collection of objects situated within
homogeneous space. Scale became quantitative rather than
qualitative. A mountain differed from a molecule only by size.
The analogy between architecture and cosmology slowly
disappeared because there no longer existed a common
conception of articulation through which both might be
understood. Yet contemporary science has quietly begun to
reopen this possibility.

Not by returning to ancient cosmology, but by developing
entirely new ways of seeing. The images produced by modern
observatories are remarkable precisely because they no longer
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resemble photographs. They are reconstructions assembled
from innumerable partial observations distributed across
wavelengths, temporal scales, computational models, and
observational techniques. The Pillars of Creation are not simply
seen. They are composed. They emerge through a patient
synchronization of heterogeneous articulations. The procedure
1s deeply architectural.

The astronomer no longer searches for the correct point of view
from which the cosmos finally reveals itself. Instead, the cosmos
gradually acquires body through successive sectional
reconstructions. The universe becomes legible by learning to
stand together across many different observational organs.

This changes something fundamental. If bodies can emerge
through articulation rather than preceding it, then cosmology
and architecture once again become analogous—not because
buildings imitate galaxies, nor because galaxies resemble cities,
but because both are engaged in the cultivation of legibility.
Architecture has always sought to compose bodies capable of
being inhabited. Astronomy increasingly composes bodies
capable of being read. The difference is one of medium rather
than principle.

Both practices ask: How do heterogeneous relations gradually
become coherent? This question also transforms our
understanding of scale.

Charles and Ray Eames' Powers of Ten is often understood as
an elegant demonstration of quantitative magnitude. The film
appears to teach us that reality simply becomes larger or smaller
depending upon our position. Yet perhaps its deepest lesson lies
elsewhere.

Every change of scale produces another body.
The picnic dissolves into the city.

The city dissolves into the continent.

The continent dissolves into the planet.

The planet dissolves into orbital mechanics.
Galaxies condense into filaments.

Atoms become solar systems of another order.
Cells become landscapes.

Each movement reorganizes intelligibility itself.
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Nothing merely becomes larger or smaller.

Everything becomes otherwise articulate.

Scale is therefore not primarily metric.

It is organological.

Every scale possesses its own organs.

Its own rhythms.

Its own syntax.

Its own atmosphere.

Its own possibilities of belonging.

To move between scales is not merely to zoom.

It is to acquire another body.

Perhaps this is why architecture has always occupied such a
privileged position.

Buildings stand precisely where many scales intersect.

The geological and the domestic.

The climatic and the bodily.

The civic and the tectonic.

The historical and the immediate.

Architecture synchronizes these heterogeneous bodies without
reducing them to a common measure. It composes temporary
compatibilities among rhythms that otherwise remain
incommensurable.

Seen from this perspective, the recurring desire within
architecture to "do something differently” also acquires another
meaning.

Too often this desire has been interpreted psychologically, as
originality, innovation, or individual expression. Difference
becomes the property of an author.

But perhaps genuine novelty has never originated there.
Perhaps every significant architectural transformation begins
because another body has become legible. Not because someone
wishes to be different, but because another articulaton has
appeared that demands another instrument.

The Gothic cathedral did not simply invent height. It
synchronized liturgy, structure, light, urban life, and celestial
orientation in an unprecedented way. Modern engineering did
not merely invent new forms. It synchronized industrial
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production, new materials, transportation, and social
organization.

Digital architecture does not simply introduce computation. It
composes new organs through which planetary infrastructures,
computational media, ecological systems, and human practices
begin to articulate one another.

Innovation, then, is not self-expression. It is synchronization. It
occurs whenever previously unrelated rhythms discover a
common atmosphere in which they can coexist. The movement
of thought itself becomes spiral rather than linear. One ascends
toward larger bodies. One descends toward smaller
articulations. Neither direction enjoys priority. The ascent
reorganizes the meaning of the local. The descent reorganizes
the meaning of the universal. Every return discovers another
correspondence between scales.

This spiral movement resembles neither induction nor
deduction. It resembles breathing. Or perhaps reading. One
moves outward into ever larger constellations, only to return
inward with another capacity for discrimination. The world
acquires thickness because each journey reorganizes the others.
The old cosmological imagination may therefore be returning,
although in a form that no longer depends upon metaphysical
certainties. Contemporary astronomy, computation,
architecture, and mathematical notation increasingly cultivate
worlds through reconstruction rather than representation. They
compose bodies rather than merely observing them.

Perhaps this is the deepest significance of the new architectonic
analogy between cosmos and architecture. The cosmos is no
longer a model for architecture. Architecture is no longer a
miniature cOSMos.

Rather, both have become practices of articulation. Both
patiently cultivate organs through which heterogeneous
realities may synchronize without becoming identical. And
perhaps this has always been the vocation of architectonics. Not
to build a world. But to participate in the world's own, unending
work of becoming legible to itself.
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