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Casings 6 (details)

Laminated leather, with leather lacing.
Dai Rees, 2006




Casings 3

Laminated hand dyed leather,

leather lacing with leather marquetry
inlay (detall, left) butchers hook and
stainless stee

Dai Rees, 2006




Misapplications / smesw s

Sometime in the spring of 2006, fashion curator
Judith Clark sent me an email to let e know that
Dal Rees, an artist living and working in London,
had seemingly ‘responded to our brief’. It took me a
brief moment to figure out what she meant. Judith
was simply referring to the slim title Bodyline: The
End of our Meta-Mechanical Body, which featured
a collection of drawing studies released by AA
Publications earlier that year, along with the com-
mentary and briefs I had originally written for the
AA architecture students who contributed to the
publication.

When a couple of weeks later I called on
Dai’s studio to see it for myself, I immediately
realised that Judith’s invitation had been prescient
in an unexpected sort of way: the work in progress
was extraordinary, and its starting point clearly
similar to ours; but it was also clear that something
about it was somewhat alien to our own experiment.
This was not a matter of discussing the merits of
individual achievement, of course (the exploratory
diagrams of my students were no match for Dai’s
mature art), but an unexpected opportunity to
reflect on the scope of our disciplines at large: to
assess the objective of the artist versus that of the
architect; or the power of the maker, versus that of
the draughtsman.

That is not an easy task. For all our good
intentions, truly interdisciplinary projects are, in
fact, rather rare. Surely there are architects who
take an interest in dress, and fashion designers who
study the form of buildings, but in both cases the
overlap is limited and partial: those who look to
other disciplines for inspiration won’t grapple
directly with the potential (and difficulties) of the
unknown field; rather, they will transpose its per-
celved qualities into some idiom of their own, to
attain the synthesis (or compromise) we usually call
interdisciplinary. The relation between Dai’s work
and Kun-Min Kim’s Bodyline pattern included in
this catalogue is of an altogether different sort. This

is chiefly because our pattern studies are not the
work of architects seeking inspiration from pattern-
making, but the work of architects seeking to pro-
duce patterns themselves. The result is therefore
very literally similar to its source of cross-discipli-
nary inspiration, and it is this similarity which guar-
antees, paradoxically, that a rigorous term-to-term
comparison will expose the essential differences
underneath. Conversely, this working comparison
relies on the special nature of Dai’s own art: had it
not broken free from the confines of its own field to
meet our endeavours halfway across the spectrum,
not much sense could be made of the apparent like-
ness between us (and our profound differences
would have undoubtedly been lost). Along with &
genuine appreciation for Dai’s unique art, [ very
much value these differences, and I would like to
point them out.

Starting with the similarities, I was extremely
surprised (dumbfounded really) to find out that in
some cases, Dal too begins with a ready-made pat-
tern. For a professional who knows so much about
the technique of pattern-making, the choice of an
incidental pattern as a starting point of exploration
seemns perplexing at first. Yet, on second thoughts,
it makes a lot of sense: Dai’s art is one of détourne-
ment, or subversion, misuse, and recasting of given
techniques: thus a conventional point of departure
like the use of a found, semi-generic pattern will only
sharpen the focus on the transformation applied to
it — the true objective of the said endeavour — at the
expense of the inherent form and quality of the
pattern itself. Hence, his is a truly instrumental
exploration, in which syntactic operations rule. Like
all great art — and the philosophy underpinning the
amateur experiments of Bodyline — Dai’s work is
instrumental and reflexive: it seems to be calling
attention to itself and its own syntax, whose
awareness is gystematically heightened by the
‘misapplication’ and subversion of rules, as well as
the refusal of familiar moves: we get a spinal seam

shifted from the centre-back of a 1960s dress and
applied in tandem with a dart; the ‘lacing’ technique
of saddlery reappearing in the guise of an elaborate
—and seemingly misplaced- shoulder seam,; several
layers of leather dyed and laminated to produce an
inlaid pattern of leather marquetry; and so on. But
subversion does not apply only to technique: it also
colours our basic perception and understanding of
the finished piece as such, which is neither a gar-
ment, nor a body fragment, but something in
between. Furthermore, the use of leather (which is
skin), in tandem with its tall proportions, makes the
piece look and feel like animal flesh; this strong
image exemplifies Dai’s singular inspiration and dis-
tinguishes it from the rest (for all their occasional
resemblance to the body, the corresponding trials of
Bodyline remained decidedly anthropomorphic).

Yet the greatest difference between Dai’s art
and our own ‘misapplications’ of pattern cutting has
to do with the impact of materiality. Unlike ours,
Dai’s work is profoundly physical, and its aura,
depends on the singular harnessing of material
effect. When looking at his work, one experiences
the weight of the chosen material, its pliancy, and
the physicality of first-grade leather patches dyed to
a dark shade. While roaming in his studio, I looked in
vain for pencilled annotations, or any mark on the
preparatory patterns that would betray some kind
of abstract intention on the part of the artist, far
removed from the direct, empirical manipulation of
the material itself. I could not find many, which is
hardly surprising: Dail knows the properties of
leather and does not need to pre-rationalize its
eventual alteration, in writing or otherwise. And in
his own words, he even ‘relies on chance’, which is
the privilege of the empiricist who will ‘try things
out’. The diagrams of bodyline work the other way
around: they illustrate a rationalist strategy of pre-
defined alterations, developed a-priori and inde-
pendently of the very qualities of the material to
which they are eventually applied (our own material,

which is plain paper, is simply chosen for its ease of
use and lack of physical resistance to folding). Unlike
Dai’s, our patterns are therefore all annotation, and
no matter.

What does that mean then? Since a pattern is,
after all, nothing but a prop, i.e. a means to making a
garment and not the garment itself, it would appear
from my modest comparison that we are more inter-
ested in the status of the work in progress than in
the final result. This is true. We are architects, and
despite the common misconceptions about the true
finality of our profession, the fact is that we do not
build things, we just draw them (which is hard
enough as it is). We do not, in other words, experi-
ence the urge to figure something out by material
means, as Dal - an artist and a maker at heart - is
doing so well. Our anxiety is to consign a thought to
some form of writing, to encapsulate it into signs
and symbols, so that others may cope, as Nabokov
once wrote, with the ‘blessed shiver’ of the original
idea. Our ‘architectural’ etnphasis on the work in
progress has its advantages too. In this case it allows
us, for instance, to truly appreciate the reflexive and
syntactic qualities of Dai’s consummate art. In my
latest discussion with him, I even got the feeling
that, by choosing to leave at least one piece unfin-
ished (and exhibiting it as such), he would not be
averse to the ultimate celebration of the instrumen-
tal nature of his work. Doing so would be anathema,
to the artist and craft person he undoubtedly is
—and a boon to the lover of his work’s instrumental
essence. Having already subverted the use of tradi-
tional crafts and techniques, as well as the corre-
sponding perceptions of garment and flesh, he could
now subvert the finality of his own artistic endeav-
our — and give out the secrets of the great conjuror
along the way.

© George L. Legendre 2006
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Tie Me Up. Tie Me Down
Pattern study by Kun-Min Kim under
the guidance of George L. Ledendre.
Extracted from Bodyline: The End of
our Meta-Mechanical Body by Georde
L. Legendre, AA Publications,
Architectural Association 2006




JENNIFER HIGGIE

Casings 2 (detall)

Laminated hand dyed leather,
leather lacing, with hand etching
Dai Rees, 2006




- -

. -

T

(Left) Casings 4

‘ ‘ (Right) Carapace installation

Laminated hand dyed leather, surgical
stitching with linen thread, hand
painted leather marquetr

I 7 inlay,
butchers hook and stainless steel chain
Dal Rees, 2006

(From left to right: Casings 3,

Casings 6, Casings 2, Casings 1, 2006)
Carapace installation trials at Judith
Clark Costume Workshop, London,
Surmmer 2006
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Dying tulips

Carapace work in progress, 2005
Photographs by Dai Rees




Acknowledg

ce is a British Council

Carap:

ch ()

ch Counci
ashion, Ur

es Resear
ollege of

, London.

Humaniti
London C
of the Art

iversity

The British Council would like to thank
the following partners for their generous
support to the Guest Country of
Honour Programme at the Cervantino
International Festive
BP, British Airways, Diag
The Anglo Mexican Foun

BRITISH COUNCIL MEXICO

Assistant Di1
Kate Arthurs
Arts Pr Manager
Tanya Melendez

Arts Assistant

Rocio Bern
Cervantino Project Assistant
Daniela Gutierrez

ctor Arts & Scholarships

YA
el

The British Council Mexico thanks:
Professor Dai Rees, AHRC Research
Fellow in the Creative & Performing Arts
Judith Clark, Circe Henestrosa, Gloria
Maldc ), Federico Ramos
Santamarina, Ulises Torres,

Areli Vargas,

Festival Internacional Cervantino,

Unive ad de Guansgjuato, El Eco.

LONDON

Project Manager UK
Circe Henestrosa,
Curator
Judith Clark
Graphic Desig:
Charlie Smith Design
Photograph;

Gavin Fernandes

www.gavinfernandes

com

ace T

Carap
in

esearch project conceived
*ation with Simon Munro

schnical staff:
1, Pui T'sol, Janet Hanlon

Golden La
Tracy Ken

anks to:

With special
Chloe Burr
George L. L
Adam Phillips, Lou Taylor, Dr. Louise
Taylor, Professor Helen Thomas, The
Worshipful Company of Leather Sellers

Front cover image:
Casings 6, Dai Rees, 2006

Back cover ima,

ol

Abstracted tulip, Carapace work
in progress, Dai Rees, 2005

ISBN 1-903455-058-7

ISBN 978-1-903455-05-0

@@ BRITISH
@ COUNCIL

(@)

LCFIOO %o

Arts & Humanities \\\"' % *
Research Council a0t
A3 Q0%
o e‘\‘ el
W (-0‘\'\9“




