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The status of construction drawings is changing. Their position in the design process 
and their functionality are shifting from a conventional role to a new one. 
Conventional construction drawings usually mark the end of design process, they 
propose the conclusion of the architectural form as a constructible one. A linear, in 
time, procedure starting from the first sketches normally ends with the detailing of the 
final building’s configuration in terms of materialisation. A clear shift between design 
and construction is present and is supported by the division between design 
drawings and construction drawings. Recent developments in CAD applications and 
the theoretical work supporting them propose a non linear design – construction 
procedure where decisions concerning both form and materiality are taken in all 
stages of the building’s conception and materialisation. Those decisions could even 
being taken during the building’s lifetime. If the status of conventional construction 
drawings, seen as a clear cut between design and construction, is questioned, 
conventional construction courses must be revised. The marking of the end of design 
process by construction drawings has no meaning. The idea that construction 
decisions can be taken in all stages of the design process must be introduced in the 
construction courses. Even further, what we usually call a changing paradigm due to 
IT implementation proposes a non – division of design and construction, a new 
interweaving of form and materiality.   
 
Towards this new direction two issues seem to be of importance and must be taken 
into consideration in the design - construction courses. They promote a change in the 
mental tools (outillage mental) involved: 

• A single 3d model, evolving in time, is becoming a central point managing the 
whole design – construction process. 

• All parts of the model are related. Changes in one part of the model may 
affect other parts of it. A morphogenetic mechanism is at work. 

 
A single, evolving 3d model 
 
The idea appeared a long time ago and has already a small history, but it is now that 
various tools, developed as commercial or academic products, are in work in 
architectural projects. A 3d model gathers all information and is conceived as a field 
where all participants in the design process are present and active. The same model 
evolves during the design, integrating all changes. From the same model all design – 
construction documents could be produced.  
 
A large spectrum of questions is formed, starting from the theoretical bases for 
building such a model and ending with questions on technology transfer from other 
fields as the aerospace industry design tools. 
 
But the major mental shift concerns the design practice and the content of 
architectural education courses. The same virtual model is actualized to different 
outputs that up to now were produced from distinct areas of design work. Different 
points of view concourse for the elaboration of the same building model. The model 
is a unique digital object as the building is unique too, both  being the field where 
differentialities meet.  If from the same model design drawings, construction 



drawings, 3d representations of the concepts, catalogues of detached parts, building 
program listings could be produced as different facets of the same configuration.  
 
The diploma thesis of Nikos Paparounas and Manolis Kalaitzoglou, for a University 
School of Digital Media, presented at the School of Architecture – N.T.U.A. in 2006 
illustrate the possibilities of a single 3d model integration to the architectural design 
(Figures 1,2 and 3). 
 
All parts of the model are related 
 
Bringing all in one model is a necessary condition, a subtract permitting the evolution 
of design towards a new mental scheme. In fact, a model consists of parts, 
components, layers and all of them are interrelated. Design has to face two crucial 
questions. Firstly, how do we divide an object in to parts and secondly, how do we 
define the relations between them. It may be the same question as how do we 
describe an evolving object, how do we form a morphogenetic strategy.  
 
The competences needed for the architecture graduate in order to collaborate with 
specialist and/or use software refer to its ability to grasp the architectural object 
through decoupages in stable and evolving parts. The competences for the teacher 
concern his capacity to form an education object referring to the teaching of divisions 
in stable and evolving parts, defining parameters, constraints and relations. 
 
The diploma thesis of Yannis Orfanos and Dimitris Papadopoulos, on “Electronic 
Democracy” network of small public buildings, presented at the School of 
Architecture – N.T.U.A. in 2003 (Figures 4,5 and 6), raise an additional set of 
questions – issues: 

• The building itself could be a related part of a larger intervention area, 
adjacent to the site or not (net of buildings) 

• The stable/evolving parts division could have a double mode of existence: It 
could be related to the structure – infill division, and / or the closed – open 
activities’ support space division. In both cases, a clear division between 
stable and transformable must be made. 

• In an AmI environment a support structure is defined and AmI - interaction 
components are attached to it.  

• A collectivity demand of space is translated, through algorithm driven 
actuators to a population of possible spatial configurations. 

• For doing the above, classes of  occupation scenarios must be developed 
permitting different space actualizations. There is no final form. The design 
result is evaluated through all narrations it permits and not by its conformity to 
preestablished form criteria. 

 
 
A judgment issue 
 
Two mental schemes are present: 
 
The first refers to a clear division between design and construction. Construction is 
evaluated according to what is preestablished during design. Every change is 
controlled for its accordance to previously established goals. Judgment is possible. 
 
The second scheme proposes a multilayered continuum of design – construction 
decisions, the design is seen as a field of forces managed by a diagrammatic logic. 
In its extreme position, design could totally deny the final form definition, it could only 



be intention and continuous form generation strategy. There is no war but “battle”. 
The battle is not a “Gods’” judgment, but the way to end with “Gods” (of architecture).  
That is, the resolution of crisis (equivalent in Greek language also to “judgment”) with 
multiple battles and tactics and not with war and strategy. i]  
 
As a conclusion we could note: 
For the Construction Course: 
The end of conventional construction drawings. 
For the students: 
Learn to make design decisions concerning stable and transforming / evolving parts. 
For the teachers: 
Learn how to “judge” narrations and not final/ ultimate Forms.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
[i] Gilles Deleuze, “Pour en finir avec le jugement”, Critique et Clinique, Les Editions 
du Minuit, Paris, 1993, p. 155-169. 
 


