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Abstract 
 
This paper considers the rivalry between Melbourne and Sydney for 
architectural supremacy through the question of an Australian architecture. It is 
particularly concerned with the identification of Sydney architecture with an 
authentic response to Australian landscape and the consequences this historic 
claim has had on contemporary architecture in both cities. The paper will 
demonstrate that the history of rivalry between the cities is an older one in 
which Melbourne has figured as the cosmopolitan but essentially un-Australian 
city. Melbourne's response has been to argue that Australianess resides in 
cultural myths and practices such as football and the figure of the larrikin and 
do-it-yourselfer. Questions of international influence, local cultural histories 
and the role of criticism and theory will  be examined through the Melbourne-
Sydney divide. 
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Larrikins and Landscape: The quest to be the most Australian city 
 
When Robin Boyd wrote ÔThe state of Australian architectureÕ in 1967 he moved 
quickly from generalized comparisons of the character of the nationÕs architects and 
architecture measured against those of Europe and the USAÑ Òold-fashionedÓ, 
ÒinbredÓ, ÒconservativeÓ and Òless alert, less experimentalÓÑ to a detailed partisan 
assessment of the irreconcilable differences between the contemporary architecture of 
Sydney and Melbourne (Boyd 1967, 454Ð465).  Boyd describes the two cities as 
being engaged in a contest for cultural supremacy that had been played out since the 
first decades of the twentieth century. This contest continues, repeating BoydÕs 
characterizations with different examples and despite enormous shifts in architectural 
taste, theory and technology.  
 
There are two constant points of reference in this long rivalryÑ the Australian 
landscape or ÔnatureÕ, and the use of international and imported theories and forms. 
Initially it appears that landscape or nature operates as figure with which to resist 
internationalisation.  On closer examination, the relative advantage of either city is 
determined by the standing of nature/landscape within international architectural 
theory. As Joan Kerr notes, ÔSydney appears strongest when architectural fashion is in 
a Picturesque phase, while Melbourne tends to respond most successfully to a clearly 
articulated ÔIdealÕ. (Joan Kerr 1986, p. 180) Those theoretical positions from abroad 
that champion landscape and the experiential favour Sydney, those concerned with 
cultural sources and architectural history, suit Melbourne.  
 
Over the past three decades, the rivalry between the two cities has been fuelled by two 
theoretical arguments, the postmodernism of Robert Venturi with his interests in 
architectural signification, and the critical regionalism of Kenneth Frampton who 
advocates for architecture that is responsive to place, climate and topography. Based 
in North America, Frampton and Venturi each wrote for an international audience, yet 
Frampton has been adopted in Sydney as a supporter of local concerns. The principles 
of Critical Regionalism, as Sydney architect Richard Francis-Jones understands them 
on the occasion of FramptonÕs visit in 2004 are: Òto mediate the impact of universal 
civilization with elements derived from the peculiarities of a particular place. These 
elements could include the particular quality of natural light, climate, topography, and 
tectonic form.Ó (Richard Francis-Jones 2004, p. 11) Using critical regionalism as an 
evaluative framework, the architecture of Sydney has subsequently been presented 
locally and abroad as most authentically ÔAustralianÕ because its formal conceits are 
supposedly derived from local landscape and climate. Melbourne has figured as the 
cosmopolitan/European, but essentially un-Australian city. Melbourne's response has 
been to argue that ÔAustralianessÕ resides in cultural myths and practices such as 
Australian rules football and the figures of the larrikin and do-it-yourselfer.  
 
Through the 1980s and into the 1990s, MelbourneÕs Peter Corrigan and SydneyÕs 
Glen Murcutt were upheld as representatives of these two directions and the two 
constantly compared. As Graham Jahn has written, Ô(CorriganÕs) pursuit of cultural 
identity and authenticity was no less rigorous or crusty than MurcuttÕs, but was almost 
diametrically opposed in content. . . He rejected fundamental bush myths as being 
unreal memories of a hostile place. . . Murcutt on the other hand avoids the social and 
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potentially cultural aspects of his buildings, accentuating the structureÕs relation to its 
natural setting. . .Õ (Jahn 1994, p. 5) 
 
This paper will concentrate upon the ways in which Critical Regionalist theory 
coincided with and reinvigorated older identifications of Australian architecture with 
ÔnatureÕ and landscape and reveal this identification as a construct favouring 
architecture in Sydney. In conclusion, the contemporary consequences of these 
inherited ideas will be explored. It is increasingly apparent that the competition 
between the architecture of the two cities has come be appraised from incompatible 
theoretical frameworks of evaluation. Even more problematically, arguments for 
regional identity, such as that made by Critical Regionalism, have been subsumed 
within the current discourses of branding. What is unAustralian now is that which is 
unpalatable to the tourist, that complicates or falls outside of a consistent and 
homogenous vision. Distinctions between the contemporary architectural production 
of Sydney and Melbourne largely conform to those used to promote those cities 
within global tourism. This is particularly evident in attempts to pitch Melbourne as a 
design city of international standing. 
 
Old Arguments, New theories  
As early as the 1880s Marcus Clarke in ÔThe Future of the Australian RaceÕ spoke of 
Melbourne becoming the Òintellectual capitalÓ, while Sydney would be the 
Òfashionable and luxurious capitalÓ (Clarke 1890, p. 339). Manning Clark formulated 
his understanding of the different cultures of the two cities in the 1960s, portraying 
Melbourne as earnest, humanist and socially optimistic and Sydney as libertarian and 
elitist (Clark 1962, pp. 17Ð23). The broader characterizations of the two cities were 
echoed in the parallel and subsequent descriptions of their architecture as 
demonstrated in the succinct comparison Robin Boyd makes in his 1967 essay ÔThe 
State of Australian Architecture.Õ Boyd sums up the situation in this way: 
 

The architectural leadership that was indisputably MelbourneÕs all through the 
first half of the 20th century passed to Sydney sometime just before 1960 and 
simultaneously altered its character. MelbourneÕs leadership was based on 
vitality and originality. If it fell short of being transcendental the Melbourne 
school was at least adventurous and iconoclastic . . . The Melbourne school 
[Roy Grounds, Peter McIntyre, Kevin Borland] was forward-looking, daring all 
and damning all aesthetic rules . . . The Sydney school [Woolley, McKay, 
Allen, Jack and Cottier, E. H. Farmer] was no less dedicated or serious-minded 
but it was of quite a different character: conservative and aesthetic. . . The 
Melbourne school had subscribed to a philosophy that to stand still and cease 
experimenting was asking to be swept into an intellectual stormwater drain.  
The Sydney school has no such compulsive progressive drive . . . the style 
revels in subtle romantic allusions to times or places unspecifically remote. . .Õ 
(Boyd 1967, pp.457Ð463). 

 
Boyd concludes that while the Sydney school produces beautiful and consistent work 
it is not Òwholly satisfyingÓ because Òits lack of dedication to the present seems to 
dull its chances of enjoying much of a futureÓ (Boyd 1967, p.  463).  
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Architects in the Sydney school saw their work, not so much in relation to the 
Melbourne school of the previous generation, but in terms of an Australian 
architecture informed by, but distinct from, the international architectural scene. In 
1968, Allen Jack and Cottier wrote: 
 

It is asked, Òhave we found an Australian vernacular expression?Ó This in effect 
is asking, Òcan architecture today be regional rather than international?Ó The 
availability of materials, climate, and even varying opinions related to similar 
problems, create different architectural solutions for similar building needsÑ
thus influencing pure internationalism. In that we are Australians and striving 
for a genuine architecture, we could hope that, whilst in total aim our work is 
international, it is nevertheless AustralianÕ (Sowden 1968, p. 16). 

 
FramptonÕs arguments for Critical Regionalism in the early 1980s fleshed out these 
same questions and came to the same conclusions. Frampton visited Sydney in 1983 
as a participant in the ÔCities in ConflictÕ conference, the same year as the publication 
of his influential essay ÔTowards a Critical Regionalism: Six Points for an 
Architecture of Resistance.Õ His arguments were quickly brought to bear upon the the 
value and cause of regional variations in Australian architecture, most explicitly by 
Rory Spence in his essay ÔThe Concept of Regionalism Today: Sydney and 
Melbourne considered as contrasting regional phenomenaÕ (1985). Spence had only 
recently emigrated to Australia from the United Kingdom and with Frampton and 
Lewis Mumford as his theoretical sources evaluated the Sydney approach, dismissed 
by the modernist Boyd for its sentimentality, as superior to Melbourne: 
 

Sydney encourages a very direct, experiential, but often undemonstrative 
architecture that responds well both to the environment and the individual; but 
there is a tendency towards perhaps excessive refinement and an inclination to 
avoid confronting the social realities of the city and suburbs and to ignore the 
educational value of public discussion and debate. Melbourne, on the other 
hand, encourages a deeper social commitment, but threatens to undermine this 
positive approach and to alienate its public by overintellectualising architecture 
and refusing adequately to consider its central, indefinable experiential aspects 
(Spence 1985, p. 6). 

 
Spence argues that Sydney architects do not, like their Melbourne counterparts, 
identify with Òlow-brow suburbiaÓ, but are inclined to abstraction, to stylisation and 
hedonism and a romanticisation of nature (Spence 1985, p. 5). Sydney architects, he 
proposes, are intuitive rather than intellectual, and seek to illuminate the 
environmental context, rather than social or cultural truths (Spence 1985, p. 5).  
 
The absence of intellectual or ideological commitment was not, for Spence, as great a 
sin as the ÒoverintellectualisingÓ he discerned in the work of Melburnians Peter 
Corrigan and Norman Day. Abandoning the more measured terms of the above 
characterization, Spence condemned Corrigan for his ÒlarrikinismÓ, for being 
provocative for its own sake, and questioned his avoidance of the tasteful and Òthe 
central experiential aspects of architectureÓ (Spence 1985, p. 6Ð7, 9). Spence accuses 
DayÕs designs for the Housing Ministry as being Òelitist and irresponsibleÓ, 
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ÒgimmickyÓ and Òwildly postmodernÓ. (Spence 1985, p. 9) Day responded by 
claiming that Spence had been Òseduced by an arcadian view of the antipodesÓ, 
whereas his work Òinvestigates urban issues of life in an Australian cityÓ (Day 1985, 
p. 9). Day writes, ÒMr Spence may well prefer Fred WilliamÕs, Arthur StreetonÕs or 
Glenn MurcuttÕs interpretation of Australia. I think mine is more appropriate for this 
time and for the people I build forÓ (Day 1985, p. 9). 
 
DayÕs defence suggests that the definition of Australian culture more broadly is at 
stake in the accuracy and relevance of the contradictory approaches towards the 
establishment of national architectural identity. SpenceÕs purpose, he implies, is not to 
simply identify the differences between the architecture of the two cities as equally 
valid responses to the authentic differences between the culture, history, climate etc 
between those cities, but to evaluate these difference against other ideals, including a 
national ideal. Regional sub-categories are to be examined against the question of 
what legitimately belongs within the larger category of Australian architecture and 
what must be dismissed as unAustralian because a provincial derivation of 
international trends. 
 
The distinction between an authentic local response and an international fashion is 
central to critical regionalism but leads to some problematic conclusions. For 
example, Spence asserts that the inclination of Melburnians is to intellectualisation as 
the result of historical and cultural tendencies. Spence acknowledges that Corrigan is 
Òdeeply committed to the concept of an Australian regionalismÓ, as are several other 
Melburnian architects, but suggests that Òif there were a less desperate search for 
theoretical and formal novelty and a less competitive international orientation, a more 
convincing and ultimately a more distinctly regional formal expression might 
emergeÓ (Spence 1985, p. 6). If a competitive and intellectual nature are consistent 
with the character of the regionÑ as it had been portrayed by historians and architects 
over the previous centuryÑ how could they not be legitimate? What other values are 
at work and are they identifiable within the critical regionalist position?   
 
Critical regionalism does not simply identify the existing character of a region against 
the homogenizing tendencies perceived to be consistent with globalism, but seeks to 
promote specific responses and approaches over others thereby avoiding the 
relativism that would result if all regional differences were equally valuable. Critical 
regionalism was taken up not only in the search of an Australian architecture distinct 
from, yet responsive to, the international, but in the contemporary theorization of the 
relative value of experience over representation and of landscape over cultureÑ that 
is, of the merits of Melbourne and SydneyÕs architecture. It was mobilized 
specifically in reaction to post-Modern architecture. As Philip Drew wrote in 1984, 
ÔThe role of landscape in Australian expression sets Australian architecture apart from 
such phenomena as Post-Modern architecture in which the focus of architecture is 
directed towards the reappropriation of earlier architectures and stylistic modes. . .Õ 
(Drew 1984, p. 78) Drew argues that the rise of Post-Modern architecture in America 
raises the question Ôwhether nature or architecture should be the subject of 
architecture in this country.Õ Answering his own question towards nature, Drew 
insists that ÔAustralians have an intense relationship with their land, one which is 
quite different from the sense of belonging to the land which the citizens of other 
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nations frequently take for granted.Õ (Drew 1984, p. 78-79) Drew concludes that 
FramptonÕs critical regionalism offers a useful riposte for postmodernism.  
 
Critical regionalism repeats oppositionsÑ at the same time as it tries to argue their 
continuityÑ between a place and its people, between landscape and climate over 
culture and between nature and technology.  This is integral to FramptonÕs 
understanding of critical regionalism as a Òdialectical expressionÓ and as a set of 
procedures of Òsynthetic contradictionÓ. The conditions of locality out of which 
resistance and regional uniqueness were to be drawn though were very much skewed 
towards the ÔnaturalÕ. As Frampton states: 
 

The fundamental strategy of Critical Regionalism is to mediate the impact of 
universal civilisation with elements derived indirectly from the peculiarities of a 
particular place. It is clear from the above that Critical Regionalism depends 
upon maintaining a high level of critical self-consciousness. It may find its 
governing inspiration in such things as the range and quality of local light, or in 
a tectonic derived from a peculiar structural mode, or in the topography of a 
given site (Frampton 1983, p. 21)  

 
The privileged motifs of critical regionalist architecture are those identified with, or 
as, ÔnatureÕ and materiality. The peculiarities of a particular place may be derived 
from its history or culture, as Frampton elsewhere notes, but these are not the tools of 
identification that have been used in the discussions had in Australia.  
 
Current architectural criticism of projects in Sydney continue to repeat the tropes of 
Sydney postwar architecture and the core principles of a 1980s version of critical 
regionalism. Local climate and place are consistently claimed to be the generators of 
many architectural propositions in Sydney, despite the obvious referencing of 
international influences. In all these interactions with international architecture, nature 
is given as that which gives the work its regionalist ÔAustralianÕ inflection. 
 
Nature 
ÒNatureÓ is a cultural idea, always mediated by language, history and practices. This 
is especially apparent in Australia, where the manner in which landscape is 
approached is European and imported. Materially, too, nature in the post-industrial 
world is highly modified. The resulting Australian landscapes two hundred years after 
colonisation are very much culturally inflected, even outside cities, both in their 
representation and in their material form.   Australian architects, rather than 
responding to unproblematic and unmediated ÔnaturalÕ, are responding to forms of 
nature that have been substantially altered and to mythologies that have developed out 
of nationalist and regional aspirations. These mythologies, grown out of an English 
picturesque tradition and a colonizing desire to subdue land to landscape, privilege 
some topographies over others. Sydney and Melbourne each have a mix of indigenous 
trees and European street planting, yet because of the undulating topography in 
Sydney, as Spence puts it, Òone is continually aware of the natural form of the 
landscape . . . Nature has refused to be entirely dominated.Ó(Spence 1985, p. 4) 
Spence proposes that in Melbourne, with its Òsluggish, murky riverÓ and Òdreary 
seafrontÓ there is, by contrast, Òa feeling of distinct separation between the city and 
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the bush.Ó (Spence 1985, p. 4) He concludes that, ÒLife in Melbourne, therefore, 
revolves around its man-made institutions and cultural life rather than around the 
natural characteristics of a place.Ó (Spence 1985, pp. 5Ð6) What is being compared 
here is not the biodiversity of each city, or the actual time spent bushwalking per head 
of population, or the economic impact of climatic conditions, but the relative 
spectacle of nature exhibited in each city. One could include that the bush is 
Australian, the city unAustralian except where it allows nature to subdue cultural 
form. It is not surprising that Spence describes the work of Edmond and Corrigan as 
Òcity architectureÓ. 
 
The degree to which SydneyÕs landscape is constructed and our relationship with it 
mediated, is not apparent to Spence, but then neither is it to his contemporary and 
subsequent generations of architects who persist in presenting their work as a 
response to the land, as if were possible to have authentic and unmediated access to it. 
This is not to say that the architects are ignorant, merely that the presumption about 
the natural qualities (or lack of) of each city are deeply embedded. As early as 1883 
when tourism to Australia was a very small market indeed, the journalist Richard 
Twopenny gave this advice to potential travellers: 
 

The beauties of Sydney are certainly natural rather than artificial, and since one 
can always see a big town more or less like Melbourne, whilst the scenery of 
Sydney Harbour is almost unique of its kind, if I were obliged to see only one of 
the two places, I would rather see Sydney (Twopenny 1883, p. 22). 

 
The drama of the setting has sometimes been considered to outdo SydneyÕs  
architecture, as Hardy Wilson noted in the 1930s, ÒThe beauty of Sydney does not lie 
in its buildings . . . Where streets were made or buildings erected around the 
waterside, they were poor things in relation to their surroundingsÓ (Hardy Wilson 
1929, pp. 69-73). Yet, within the framework of critical regionalism, the setting has 
proved advantageousÑ mirroring its demands for an explicit and dramatic 
engagement with light and topography. Spence sees the differences in climate, 
topography and natural materials between Melbourne and Sydney as having Òaffected 
peopleÕs ways of life and attitudes, so that basic regional differences have been 
culturally exaggeratedÓ (Spence 1985, p. 4). He does not see the ways in which 
topography and natural materials have been culturally exaggerated. Not only is nature 
essentialized, the cultural responses to it are naturalized. As J. M Powell observes 
Òseveral of the major differences between Sydney and Melbourne are thought to 
reside in the domain of ÔnaturalÕ environments, notably in the area of landforms and 
climateÓ and while there is some foundation in this Òa few of the contrasts have been 
casually overdrawn from misapplication, ignorance or defiance of the accumulated 
observations, and by social inheritance. . .Ó (Powell 1986, p. 29). 
 
It is necessary, Powell writes, to recognize that environments are invested with 
meaning. One of the central cultural differences in the rivalry between the two cities 
is the place an idealized nature holds in the discourses through which architecture is 
generated and interpreted. The architecture of Melbourne framed by frequently flat 
light and mostly flat sites has been harder to recognize as critical regionalism, even 
where the architects might have been motivated by these positions. Melbourne-based 
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architects such as ARM, Woods Marsh and Lyons, actively reference earlier 
Australian architecture and other Australian icons and cultural images, continuing a 
local tradition noted by Boyd and Spence. New light might be shed on this approach 
by discussing it through critical regionalism, yet MelbourneÕs architecture is typically 
approached by contemporary critics and architects through theories of intertextuality 
offered by postmodern representation. SydneyÕs architecture, on the other hand, as 
already noted, is consistently presented with reference to the critical regionalist 
triumvirate of sunlight, tectonics and topography. Are the limitations within the 
architecture or embedded in the frameworks of interpretation brought to bear upon the 
subject? Are some regionalist architectures more regional than others? Where is the 
critical in this problem?  
 
Branding, Identity, Place-making 
Spence was not an insensitive historian or architectural critic. Yet, his summation of 
the differences between Melbourne and Sydney relies primarily upon the inherited 
stories architects and other critics and historians relayed to him about the architectural 
character of those cities. The closeness between the characterizations of the two cities 
by Boyd and Spence is not an accident. But whereas Boyd was describing the 
differences between Melbourne in the 1950s and Sydney in the 1960sÑ differences 
that mirrored shifts in architecture across the world over two decadesÑ these have 
subsequently been collapsed into essential and timeless differences between the 
architectural approaches of the two cities. Since its primary categories are of nation, 
region and city against global ÒplacelessnessÓ this ahistorical approach is in part due 
to the emphasis in critical regionalism on geographical differences over historical 
coincidences.  
 
In his essay Spence repeats some of the key claims of critical regionalism, stating that 
Òregionalism of any depth is inescapably subversiveÓ of the Òcynical internationalism 
of big business interests and power politicsÓ (Spence 1985, p. 3). For Frampton, the 
Òuniversal Megalopolis is patently antipathetic to a dense differentiation of cultureÓ 
(Frampton 1996, p. 482). Following Adorno, for Frampton the critical is the activity 
of revealing the cycles of consumption and exchange in late capitalist culture. It is 
about laying bare the ways in which capitalism works and, in architecture, involves 
opposition to the postmodernist historicism he perceives as consumerist iconography 
masquerading as culture. Critical regionalism is not closed to global ideas but is 
selective of outside influences, measuring them against local traditions and desires. It 
involves both refusal and transformation. Frampton opposes the scenographic, that 
which fosters its own reduction to an image, and in this is opposed to VenturiÕs notion 
of the Ôdecorated shedÕ. An obvious flaw in this argument, is the notion that capitalist 
culture operates at the level of international business and politics, rather than in the 
interstices of the local. What Frampton did not anticipate, is the reduction of critical 
regionalism, both as a theory and also in the architectures he promotes, to easily 
consumed idea and image.  
 
In 2006, the interests of governments and urban theorists in the ÔbrandingÕ and 
promotion of individual cities suggests that regional differences are readily coopted 
within the globalised economy of tourism, multinational corporations and 
employment markets. The central notion of branding is that a constructed image of a 
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place seeds the desire for an experience of that place and that that experience is on a 
continuum with other forms of consumption. For state and private tourist agencies, 
the contest between Melbourne and Sydney for tourist dollars is particularly intense, 
with Sydney very much in front. Repeating historic arguments, Melbourne has been 
actively pursuing its image, as the more culturally disposed city. The strategic plan for 
Tourism Victoria states, ÒMelbourne's key competitor as a short break destination is 
Sydney and it is important to differentiate Melbourne, emphasising its sophistication, 
style and culture.Ó ArchitectureÑ as a cultural phenomenonÑ is caught up in the urge 
to differentiate and simplify the contested experience of cities into consumable 
epithets and ÔlifestylesÕ pertaining to place as destination.  
 
In the competition for achieving brand recognition for the city through architecture, 
Leon van Schaik contends that Melbourne is leading the way. In the pre-launch 
publicity of his new book, Design City Melbourne (Wiley, 2006), van SchaikÕs 
assertions about the superiority of MelbourneÕs architects over those of Sydney have 
captured local media attention more than his hyperbolic claims for the status of 
architectural capital of the world. Van Schaik argues that whereas Sydney has given 
its largest projects to international firms, Melbourne has become the design city of the 
decade because of the work of its local architects (Coslovich 2006). Sydneysiders 
would no doubt protest this claim on the grounds that MelbourneÕs architecture, even 
when undertaken by locals, has closely mirrored international trends in practice and 
theory. If MelbourneÕs architecture deserves the status of current design capital of 
Australia and ÔworldÕs most livable cityÕ, it is so, for complex reasons, including its 
compatibility with populist international trends such as Richard FloridaÕs notion of 
the ÔCreative CityÕ as well as specifically architectural evaluative frameworks and the 
current status of nature within them. It is also a measure of the promotional efforts of 
Melburnians such as van Schaik whose case is helped by writers on Sydney who 
lament the state of contemporary architecture in that city.  
 
The motivations for branding a city and its architecture through Ôhot copyÕ may be 
diametrically opposed to those in arguing for critical regionalism, yet both seek to 
identify the unique and consistent character of a region, and both have, in the 
Australian example, sacrificed the plurality that can be found in the architectural 
scenes of both cities being to a coherent image. The process in which a divided 
architectural scene is given a unified front relies on the promotion in the media, the 
profession and the academy of individuals and the development of an argument as to 
their similarity as a group. Both cities have pluralist architectural scenes and both are 
richly informed by international practices with many architects having trained or 
practiced abroad. For whom then it does it serve to continue to present the two cities 
as diametric opposites, one quintessentially Australian devoted to nature and the 
experiential, the other, unAustralian, to culture and the representational? 
 
Critical regionalism, I would suggest, mistakes globalism as a homogenizing and 
external force, not recognizing the drive for novelty and ÔauthenticityÕ at its late 
capitalist core. Accelerated tourism has reinforced the new role acquired by the urban 
image towards not only the branding of cities, but also in the transformation and 
conformation of the existing city to that image. Critics and theorists of city branding 
argue that the image now animates architectural or urban design decisions, prior to 
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any material realization. The brand leads rather than follows the city. Image has 
become a motivating fiction. Examining the history and durability of the constructed 
identities of the two largest Australian cities, it is apparent that the relationship 
between the image of a city and its material reality has always been mutually 
reinforcing, indeed prophetic and determining. The persistent images of the two cities 
will continue to drive architectural culture, discouraging and making less visible any 
work that departs from the historic image, unless the history and consequences of 
those stories are thoroughly pulled apart and the heterogeneity of the cities brought to 
the fore. The geographic interpretive category of region needs to be much more finely 
grained and the status of Australia as an identifying category put in question. 
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