
Laurel Consuelo Broughton /  Andrew Kovacs 
Anna Neimark /  Andrew Atwood

ER
R

O
R

S, E
S

TR
A

N
G

E
M

E
N

TS
, M

ESSES & FIC
TIO

N
S



This catalog is published in conjunction with the exhibition 
Errors, Estrangement, Messes and Fictions j^irm-Axy 16th-February 
12th, 2016, organized by the USC School of Architecture and 
staged at the Space@y\ll GaUeiy.

Curator/Editor: Hadrian Predock 
Designer; Omnivore, Inc.
Photo Credits: Rachel Bass

Published by
University of Southern California
School of Architecture
Watt Hall 204
Los Angeles, CA 90089
www.arch.usc.edu

Copyright 2016
University of Southern Cahfornia 
All rights reserved

No part of this book may be used or reproduced in any manner 
without written permission from the publisher and authors, 
except in the context of reviews.

Every reasonable attempt has been made to identify the owners 
of photographic copyright. Errors or omissions wiU be corrected 
in subsequent editions.

Publication of this book is generously supported by the 
Blurock Family Endowment for Publication.

Introduction

The USC School of Architecture is a lab-
oratory for both students and faculty. At 
our core, we are a community of teachers, 
students, and colleagues—all with some-

thing to offer another.

For our younger faculty, the School is a 
place where their ideas are experimented 
through teaching, which is a fundamental 

collaboration amongst their cohort.

The exhibit. Errors^ Estrangements^ Messes, 
and Fictions, is a celebration of this col-
laboration and discourse, featuring four 
young L.A. designers, three of whom 
spent early, formative years as instructors 
at USC Architecture. The exhibit, held 
at the space@all gallery in the Bradbury 
Building, is the first event of an out-
reach effort to bring USC Architecture 
to the city of Los Angeles and vice versa. 

Enjoy and stay tuned!
—Qingyun Ma

Dean, USC School of Architecture, andfounder of 

Space@All Gallery

sponsored by Dean Mas non-profit Spamart





Post Construction 
First Office

In his first emails about this show, Hadrian was 
pretty clear. This was going to be about work we’d 
already done, no ne^iv stuff. It sounded great for a 
second, even easy. All we had to do was collect the 
work, have a few conversations with the curatorial 
team, and deliver the goods on the assigned date. 
No construction schedules to worry about. No fab 
rication bottlenecks. No headaches. None of the 
stuff we usually encounter when installing work in 
a gallery. But there was one big problem. And it’s 
a little embarrassing to admit. We’d thrown away 
most of that old stuff. I’m not one for posterity, and 
I like to travel light. So when we moved out of our 
downtown studio last summer, I tossed out all of our 
models and various other material artifacts. Why 
keep them!? We already have nice photographs. 
Anna reluctantly agreed. She wanted to save them, 
but she didn’t want to pay for storage either. So into 
the dumpster they went. Columns, Tables, Houses, 
Cities... all made of foam and paper. Now yellow 
and dusty, they were easy not to miss. To be honest, 
I enjoyed throwing them away. Emptying shelves of 
all that clutter. Models do not stack well, and I was 
never satisfied with how they looked, piled and jum 
bled together on our shelves. As they say, out with 

the old...

So as we confronted the empty storage shelves in 
our new studio space, our initial excitement quickly 
waned. If we wanted to be part of the show, we’d 
have to rebuild all that stuff What had taken years 
to make (and minutes to throw away) would have 
to be recreated in a few months. Lucky for us, this 
exhibition is well-funded, so labor and materials 
were not a problem. The time constraint was a bit of 
an issue, but we’d already finished designing all these 
things. It shouldn’t be too difficult, we thought... 
But it’s weird to build a model of something after 
you’ve built the real thing. Before building build 
ings, building models is required as an abstract, in- 
between step. Models reduce, idealize, and prioritize 
things to a set of necessary parts—only the things 

you think are important.

For us, the most important things about our 
old models are the images we make with them. 
Regardless of whether we build them in the com 
puter or whether we build them out of paper, it’s 
always about the image. In our work, you have to 
look hard to distinguish between renderings of 
models and photographs of models. Not because we 
are interested in photo-realism, but because they are 

produced and constructed the same way.

1. Image -»• Mode -► Greyscale
2. Image -► Adjustments -► Brightness/Contrast -♦ 
Contrast: -25

3. Edit -► Transform -► Skew -► Skew the image, 
so all the verticals in the model are vertical in 
the image
4. Image -► Canvas Size Height: 10", Width: 10"

Over and over again, for every image. We tried to 
do this to photographs of projects after they were 
built. Photoshopping out people. Lowering satura 
tion level. Reducing contrast. Sometimes it worked. 
Usually it didn’t. For one, there’s a contractual limit 
to the stuff you can do to a photograph taken by a 
hired professional, especially if they maintain rights 
to the image. Moreover, too much was added or 
changed from the model. Efforts to erase ducts, 
blend seams, and relocate outlets didn’t have the 
desired effect. Instead of making the built versions 
look more abstract, more idealized, and more like 
the model, the images looked messy and smudged. 
Now, I appreciate these images for what they are: 
documents of the changes and compromises that are 
made as an architect loses a degree of authorship and 
control over the project. Someone else’s construction.

Someone else’s building. Someone else’s images.

As we confronted the task of rebuilding new ver 
sions of old models, it seemed impossible to go 
back. Building the models after the lies of our early 
images were either constructed or exposed. After 
the projects were subjected to additional drawings, 
documentation, and contractual obligations of built 
work. These new models would have to respond to 

that stuff They would have to be different.

If what comes before the building are lies, what 
do we call it after the lie is fully constructed? Of 
course, there’s a name for forms of documenta 
tion produced after the thing has been built: Post 
Construction Documents. Under this umbrella term, 
we find various types of documentation such as: As 
Built Drawings, Record Drawings, and Measured 
Drawings.’ All three types of post construction doc 
umentation differ with respect to authorship and 
contractual responsibility but share a similar distance 
from the design process and represent an ambition 
to document something as it is, and nothing else. 
These drawings operate outside of the boundaries 
of early schematic design visualizations, which must 
function as rhetorical devices used to convince cli 
ents or other project stakeholders. They differ from 
forms of representation produced in the middle 
stages of a project’s development that are subjected 
to the needs of various building systems and details 
and must be used to convince various officials of the 
building’s safety, code compliance, and constructa 
bility. And while they are often made on top of a set 
of construction drawings, they do not represent the 
architect’s conflicts and struggles with the contractor.
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client, and other end users in the way a set of con 
struction documents would. As such, more than any 
other form of architectural representation, post con 
struction documents are meant to represent a proj 
ect without bias. I do not mean to suggest that they 
are neutral. They are bound to certain conventions, 
expectations, and contractual obligations that make 
neutrality impossible. Even so, of all the forms of 
representation we encounter in architecture, these 
documents get closest to a suggestion of objectivity. 
In other words, these drawings aren’t without bias 
or judgment, but they are produced to look that way.

In 1969, after her trips to the Nevada desert, but 
before she published a book about it, Denise Scott 
Brown, in her essay On Pop Art, Permissiveness and 
Planning, referred to forms of non-judgmental doc 
umentation as “deadpan” when writing about the 
work of Ed Ruscha. We don’t have to look far to see 
the impact that his photographs had on Learning 
From Las Vegas when it was published a few years 
later. Every Building on The Sunset Strip is directly 
referenced in the caption of similar series of images 
of the Las Vegas Strip, titled “An ‘Ed Ruscha’ 
Elevation of the Strip.” Several other photographs 
in the book take additional cues from other works 
by Ruscha, notably Thirty-four Parking Lots and 
Twenty Six Gasoline Stations. Both of which are 
mentioned in the same article.^ Like the architec 
tural examples mentioned above, “deadpan” isn’t 
the lack of emotion or bias but its appearance, its 
look. Unlike drawings produced before the building, 
which are overloaded with the combined rhetoric 
and politics of various members of the design and 
construction process, post construction documents 
must do the opposite. As documents of a survey, 
they must possess what others have called a “rhetoric 
of objectivity,” which has been described as an “oscil 
lation between aestheticization and documentary 
survey” k For this exhibition, we take this one small 
step further. Instead of an oscillation, these models 
are a combination of the documentary survey and its 
aestheticization. They aren’t lies anymore, but they 
don’t represent the truth either. They exist as Post- 
constructed (lies) or Post-fact representations of the 

real thing.

Thinking in this way allowed us to move quickly. 
Our new models had tiny fake electrical outlets, 
light switches, and vents. Little doors with brass 
doorknobs and hinges. Shelves and shelving brack 
ets. Against the blank white backdrops of our built 
projects, these things stuck out in the high-res, 
high-contrast world of a professionally produced 
photograph. It was impossible not to notice them 
in these images and impossible not to include 
them in the new models. In a few weeks, we rebuilt 
most of the old models and wanted to keep going. 
Keeping with the spirit of the show and Hadrian’s 
mandate of ‘no new work,’ we began to build mod 
els of other projects; projects that were not thought 
of as projects when we made them. I am referring 
to a series of other exhibitions we were part of;

exhibitions that displayed models but had never 
been modeled before, at least not by us. These new 
models are blanker than the others. Because we were 
not responsible for the exhibition design of the proj 
ects, we had less information. Less documentation 
of the project before it was built. And because we’d 
never thought of them as our projects, we’d never 
documented them after they were installed. We 
emailed curators and other exhibitors and compiled 
a few things, but most people ignored our requests 
for information. For the most part, we relied on 
Google image searches and other people’s websites. 
Low-res and blurry, these images are insufficient 
as a complete documentation of a project but give 
new purpose to the deadpan look of the other new 
models. Those new models are blank, because we 
want them to look that way. These new models are 
blank, because they have to be. No more doorknobs 
or little hinges. Molding that was modeled in previ 
ous models with scale lumber is replaced with white 
paper. Outlets are small rectangles of card stock, if 
they are included at all. Some parts are left out aU 
together. Details lost in the jpeg’s compression algo 
rithm. With the other models, we achieve distance 
through irony, but with these models, we achieve 
distance through the low-resolution, small file-size 

requirement of highly circulated images.**

When I explained to a friend what we were doing, he 
claimed we were “leaning on Latour.” He mentioned 

“constructions” and “quasi-objects” when looking 
at the models and then laughed. “They look the 
same as all the other stuff you guys do. I do not see 
how they are different?” He has a point. Not about 
Latour but about the look of the models. These 
new models are white and blank like the old ones. 
But if you look closely, there are important differ 
ences; differences that require us to acknowledge the 
growing importance of images when considering 
models. From the highly constructed, Photoshopped 
images of our earlier physical and digital mod 
els, to the contractual boundaries and cluttered 
nature of the professional photographs of our built 
work, to the low-res jpegs of the internet; the dif 
ferences in our models can be better understood 
only when also looking at the images the models 
are pointing at and understanding how those images 

point back.

-?—For an in-depth explanation, please see “Terminology: As-Built Drawings, 
Record Drawings, Measured MA Best Practices (June 2007): 1-2.

2— Denise Scott Brown, “On Pop Art, Permissiveness and Y’h.nmng” Journal of 
the American Institute of Planners, Volume 35 Issue 3 (1969): 184-186.

3— Martino Stierli, Las Vegas in the Rearvie-jj Mirror (Los Angeles: Getty, 
2013): 135.

4— I got this idea from Hito Steyerl, “In Defense of the Poor Image,” 
£-F/t/.v#10(2009).
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The Architec 
tural League 
of New York 
Authenticity 
Exhibition As 
Built Model, 
Parsons 
School of 
Design, 2015. 
14" X 17" X 9" 
White Mat 
Board

Murphy 
House Model 
Video, 
Prepared 
for the 
Authenticity 
Exhibition, 
2015.
24" X 20" X 6" 
MDF Painted 
White and 
Monitor with 
Cord

Duchamp 
Doors for 
Shotgun 
House Model, 
2014.
18" X 18" X 18"
Basswood and 
White 2-ply 
Mat Board

Paranormal 
Panorama 
Screening 
Room Model, 
Mackey 
Gallery, MAK 
Center for Art 
and Architec 
ture, 2015.
12" X 12" X 18"
Basswood and 
White 2-ply 
Mat Board

Duchamp 
Doors Model 
Video, 
Prepared 
for the 
Authenticity 
Exhibition, 
2015.
24" x 20" X 6" 
MDF Painted 
White and 
Monitor with 
Cord

Paranormal 
Panorama 
Model Video, 
Prepared 
for the 
Authenticity 
Exhibition, 
2015.
24" X 20" X 6" 
MDF Painted 
White and 
Monitor 
with Cord

Murphy 
House Model, 
Echo Park, 
CA, 2015.
12" X 12" X 12"
Basswood and 
White 2-ply 
Mat Board

...And Pedestals 
Installation 
Model, 
SCI-Arc 
Gallery, 2013. 
12" X 12" X 4" 
White 2-ply 
Mat Board
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Graham 
Foundation 
Treatise 
Exhibition As 
Built Model, 
Chicago, IL, 
2015.
8”x 28" X 12" 
White Mat 
Board

Shotgun 
House Model, 
Lexington, 
KY.2014.
8" X 30" X 4" 
Wliite 2-ply 
Mat Board

Possible Table, 
1:1 Size, Built 
for the Treatise 
Exhibition, 
2015.
59" X 29 Vz” X 
29
MDF Painted 
White and 
Grey IKEA 
Lerberg 
Trestles

House on 
House Model 
1,2015.
12" X 12" X 12"
White 2-ply 
Mat Board

Couch on 
Couch Model 
1,2015.
12" x 12" X 12" 
Paper with 
Print

House on 
House Model 
2,2015. '
12" X 12" X 12"
White 2-ply 
Mat Board

Couch on 
Couch Model 
2,2015.
12" X 12" X 12"
Paper with 
Print
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Collaboration 
with All of 
the Above, 
IVMte on White 
House Model, 
Pinterest 
Headquarters, 
San Francisco, 
CA,2013.
8" X 8" X 8"
White 4-ply 
Mat Board

Black Cross 
House Model, 
Pinterest 
Headquarters, 
San Francisco, 
CA,2013
8” X 8” X 8"
White 4-ply 
Mat Board

Black Square 
House Model, 
Pinterest 
Headquarters, 
San Francisco, 
CA.2013.
8" X 8" X 8"
White 4-ply 
Mat Board

Zoopol: 
Leopard 
City Model, 
Think Space 
Competition, 
2011.
40" X 40" X 40" 
White Foam

Zoopol: 
Giraffe City 
Model, Think 
Space Compe 
tition, 2011. 
40" X 40" X 40" 
White Foam
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