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THIS DOCUMENT IS SPLIT IN TWO.

THE FIRST PART OF THE DOCUMENT IS AN
ANTIT-MANTFESTO MANIFESTO, WRITTEN TO
CLARIFY THE PROJECT’S INTENTIONS THROUGH
OBSCURTTY. YOU’LL HAVE TO ROTATE THE
PAGES FOR THE FIRST ONE.

THE SECOND PART OF THE DOCUMENT IS A
CRITIQUE OF “THIS IS A PLAY - OF WHAT IS
PAST, OR PASSING, OR TO COME”, BY THE
CRITIC. YOU’LL HAVE TO ROTATE THE PAGES
BACK AGAIN FOR THE SECOND.
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ON 'This Is a Play - (Of What Is Past, or Passing, or to Come)’




It was puzzling that Alexander asked me to cri-
tique his play, and to do that before the play
ever having been performed. It’s a particular-
ly strange request as I'm a character in the
play myself, and that I don’t know Alexander
personally. I’ve chosen to only critique the
play as a text, and to not focus on the archi-
tectural component that goes with it, nor to
critique the play as a theatre performance as
that isn’t possible at this time.

First, the title in itself, ‘This Is a
Play’, doesn’t really say much about what one
is to read, it merely indicates that the proj-
ect has something to do with the word ‘play’.
From only reading the title one could draw
several conclusions; one could be that it has
something to do with a play for theatre; an-
other could be that it’s a play on something
- a play on something conventional, a response
to something one may know and then done in a
playful, different kind of way; a third option
could be that it’s both. The title is quite
foggy, and although the subtitle helps a bit,
it doesn’t clarify further what one is about
to head into, except for hinting at something
that has to do with something that has hap-

pened, is happening and/or is about to expire,

and is going to happen - it indicates some sort
of change. The subtitle is also a half-subtle
reference to the last line of Sailing to Byzan-
tium by William Butler Yeats. However unclear
the title may have been when first reading it,
it was a welcome surprise that the last sen-
tence of the play itself is a play on the ti-
tle; where the writer ties the text together
with a monologue from the character ‘Me’ end-
ing in the words “Therefore, I chose to write
‘This’ as a play”, emphasis on the as.

The characters, or caricatures as the
writer calls them, and claims he didn’t invent
himself, but drew out of ‘prejudices and ob-
servation’, are in my taste a bit overexagger-
ated, most of them at least - although I must
admit being somewhat biased as, again: I'm one
myself. Creating characters as archetypes is a
very Ibsen-esque element, which could be a co-
incidence, or a way of relating the play to a
fellow Norwegian. Somehow, all the characters
are antagonists and protagonists, I don’t re-
late much to any of them (except for that of my
own: which I’11 get back to later), and to some
extent ‘The Merry Melancholic’ who’s described
as a semi-protagonist. He speaks only in di-

rect quotations from Sgren Kierkegaard’s works



- mainly from Either/Or - A Fragment of Life
and The Concept of Anxiety, I believe. He’s a
manifestation of ambiguity, which seems inten-
tional - relating again to the monologue from
the character 'Me’ ending Act III. This makes
it a bit hard for me to know who to follow and
who to like - the main character doesn’t want
anything; he seems to be just strolling along
with what the other characters are up to. There
are four other central figures worth mention-
ing: ‘The Architect’, ‘The Starchitect’, ‘Me’
and ‘The Critic’. The Architect is probably the
least exaggerated character, which I find para-
doxical as the message the play tries to convey
is nuancing; the other characters are extreme
in their own ways, but The Architect seems to
be an underexaggerated version of how archi-
tects really are. If one’s to find a more exact
image of an architect, how architects communi-
cates and how the architectural cult operate I
believe ‘The Starchitect’ and the meeting of
the architectural cult in Act II to be quite
accurate - and revealing the writer of the play
to probably being an architect or student of
architecture himself.

The character/caricature ‘Me’, leads me

to the ‘metafictional’ aspect of the play. ‘Me’

states that he’s a student of architecture, but
then again: ‘Me’ is a character, as the other
characters, and his inclusion in the play makes
the genre of the play shift from what I presume
is to be meant as a satire, to a strange blend
between the latter and meta-fiction. Making me
think of Miguel de Unamuno who appears as a fic-
tionalised version of himself in his work Nie-
bla; where the fictionalised Unamuno interacts
with his characters and controls their fates.
As Unamuno was very much inspired by Kierkeg-
aard, I find it hard to believe that the writer
didn’t draw any inspiration from Unamuno. On a
general note, there seems to be an interest in
existentialism. ‘The Critic’ as a character 1is
based on myself, and even though I'm tempted

to proclaim that ‘imitation is the sincerest
form of flattery’ I’m not fully convinced. All
my lines in Act I are taken from different in-
terviews I’ve given on the development of Oslo
and the oppression of the modernist hegemo-

ny, and as they’re direct quotes from myself T
can’t argue with them. However, the rise of The
Architectural Uprising is somewhat inaccurate,
I understand that it’s exaggerated to fit into
the narrative where extremes meet extremes, but

this exaggeration I believe to be unwarranted



and unnecessary.

I must address, in short, that all the
characters/caricatures are male. Something that
felt quite off when first reading the introduc-
tion to the play, especially given the current
climate, and that we’re in the year 2022. On
the other hand, this might be an intended sting
to men, and that it has mainly been men behind
the decisions that created the mess discussed
in the play. Moreover, I suspect that all the
characters may be drawn out of the writer’s
personality and express his own personal ambi-
guity to topics put forward in the text.

The play is at times amusing, at other
times frustrating, the characters are a bit too
one-dimensional, and the narrative seems very
easy to predict in the first two acts - espe-
cially if you’re familiar with the architecture
debate in Norway. At times the narrative seems
to be standing still, almost making me think of
Waiting for Godot (another ‘existential’ refer-
ence) - mainly the strange nature and absurdi-
ty of ‘The Merry Melancholic’. Act III shifts
completely, probably relating more to the task
the writer was trying to solve as he wrote it.
The shift from traditional play to a strange

rant and/or monologue from a metafictional char-

acter trying to formulate his frustrations can
for some be refreshing, it reminds me a bit
of the final act in The Caucasian Chalk Circle
by Brecht, where the point of view suddenly
shifts; the play is a ‘reference-bonanza’ when
one begins to notice. If you agree with the
message the writer is trying to convey, you’ll
probably enjoy the sudden shift. However, if
you disagree with the message of ambiguity and
need for nuances and believe that clear action
is how to solve issues, you’ll probably be as
frustrated as the writer.

In short, I stand ambiguous to the play as
a stand-alone text. I'm not sure if I like it
or not, although I’'m leaning more towards not.
To me the underlying message of a want for nu-
ancing and dislike for simplification - the want
to stay in a somewhat opaque sphere, is a bit
foggy and could be clarified further. However,
I’11 wait ‘till I’'ve seen the play performed,
hopefully at ‘The Place’/ ‘Sukkerbiten’/ ‘The

Sugar Cube’ before I’11 write my final review.

The Critic



