
1  Latour 2007: 16.

2  Jen Kamerman (dir.), the Simpsons. 
Season 13, episode 3, “Homer the Moe” 
Aired November 13, 2001, on FOX. 
https://www.disneyplus.com/eu/it-it/
video/7aa1e458-2d84-462b-944e-fdea-
6ba7d0c9 (12:02–12:10).

3 On the various declinations of the term 
“postmodern” in the different disciplines, 
see Sim 2004, particularly the chapter “The 
Science and Technology of the Postmo-
dern”: 151–184.
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“The postmodern is an interesting symptom of transition, let’s accept it 
as such, use it to bring about the end of modernism more quickly, and, 
for goodness sake… let’s talk about something else.”1

Postmodernism…still?

“it’s po-mo
postmodern! 
Yeah, all right…weird for the sake of weird.”2

This is what Moe Szyslak tells Homer Simpson and his friends in an episode 
of “  The Simpsons”. While perhaps unorthodox, this opening quote might help 
us to admit to a shared sense of guilt: we have all had the same thought, at 
least once, maybe as students. There is no need to be ashamed; it is actually 
quite reasonable. After all, it is not really clear what postmodernism is, even 
though it is often cited by theorists and historians. Take any history book on 
the topic — for example Charles Jencks’ “The Story of Post-Modernism: Five 
Decades of the Ironic, Iconic and Critical in Architecture” (2011) — and flip 
through its pages. What do you see? A collection of projects by architects 
as diverse as Robert Venturi & Denise Scott-Brown, Hans Hollein, Michael 
Graves, Ricardo Bofill, Eduard François, Sarah Wigglesworth, Jean Nouvel, 
Steven Holl, Toyo Ito, Herzog & de Meuron, Norman Foster, and many oth-
ers. It is quite confusing indeed. All of these architects seem to share some-
thing, at times, but as a whole they do not compose any unity; surely not any 
precise “-ism”. What is more, the deeper one delves into the subject, the more 
one comes across different and contradictory definitions of “postmodern-
ism”. A situation that becomes particularly complex when considering post-
modernism by looking beyond the disciplinary boundaries of architecture.3

Giacomo Pala

Re-Writing (Post-)Modernity
Or: what did Jean-François 
Lyotard want from Architecture?



4 Carpo 2017.

5  For the English translation, see Lyotard 
1992: 75–81.

6  Lyotard 1985b: 45.
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An important fact, since architecture is always connected to other dis-
ciplines. For example, we can easily find a long list of discussions between 
architects and postmodern philosophers (or poststructuralists, according to 
a more theoretical vernacular). To make things even more complicated, it 
should also be noted that some of the architects who have tried to move be-
yond postmodernism as a style have sought inspiration in the culture usu-
ally defined as postmodern. Which is to say: they referred to those who crit-
icized modernity for being too rationalistic and positivistic. They dealt with 
postmodern philosophy (two names representative for all: Jacques Derrida, 
and Gilles Deleuze), as well as with the so-called postmodern sciences. A set 
of theoretical references that, over the years, has also contributed to the de-
velopment of an architectural discourse on the use of digital tools in architec-
ture. Or, as recently put by Mario Carpo: “post-modern ideas of complexity 
and indeterminacy have been revived, and powerfully vindicated by today’s 
new science of computation.”4 

Given such complications, then a question naturally arises: why should 
we still talk about postmodernism? Can’t we just talk about something else? 
A justified, though perhaps simplistic, question. Indeed, as much as we surely 
need to move on, to do so by pretending that nothing happened would be like 
claiming to have become adults without having been teenagers. Just as none 
of us can forget those years of our youth, so we cannot pretend that postmod-
ernism was only a phase, however exhilarating or depressing that experience 
may have been. But then: how can we profitably deal with our recent past?

At the very least, it is necessary to get rid of theoretical trivialities and 
avoid both nostalgias and abjurations. More importantly, though, we may need 
a kind of group therapy: to come across forgotten traumas, people and events 
that might ultimately prove to be useful in dealing with timely issues. In this 
context, Jean-François Lyotard’s commentary on postmodern architecture 
seems to be interesting, though often overlooked. The reasons for such inter-
est are manifold. First, Lyotard — author of The Postmodern Condition (1984) —
is the thinker who more than anyone else has studied (and in a way invented) 
the contemporary understanding of the term “postmodern”. Second, Lyotard’s 
problematic relationship with architecture is strangely overlooked. Finally, his 
comments may actually give us the chance of analysing the “post-modern” in 
architecture providing a basis to think about today’s architectural discourse.

Ana-modernity: Lyotard’s critique of PoMo
As a starting point, it is interesting to read a not too well-known short essay 
published by Lyotard in 1985 in Casabella, at the time directed by Vittorio 
Gregotti, and then re-published with minor changes in 1988 in Le Postmod-
erne expliqué aux enfants 5 :

“the ‘post’ of ‘postmodern’ does not mean a comeback, flashback or 
feedback movement, that is, a repetition, but a process of ana-: of analy-
sis, anamnesis, anagony, elaborating an ‘initial oblivion’.”6



7  “The presence of the past” was the 
title of one of the sections of the first 
architecture Biennale in Venice, curated by 
Paolo Portoghesi; unanimously considered 
a steppingstone for postmodernism. On the 
exhibition, see Szacka 2016. 

8 As an example, is worth remembering 
the very last words in Charles Jencks’s The 
Language of Postmodern Architecture: “In 
a perfectly successful work of architecture 
[…] the meanings add up and work together 
in the deepest combination. We aren’t there 
yet, but a tradition is growing which dares 
make this demand for the future.” (Jencks 
1977: 132)

9  Lyotard 1985b: 44.

12  Lyotard 1985b: 45.

13  Ibid.

14  Ibid.

11  Lyotard 1984: XXIV.

10  Ibid.
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Lyotard’s thought is quite clear, despite being slightly abstract: the post-mod-
ern is not a comeback of the past — a “presence of the past”, to quote Paolo 
Portoghesi 7— but rather a critical way of thinking about modernity, a form of 
critical enquiry. In order to reach such a conclusion, Lyotard develops a short 
but complex argument. First, he notices that the “post-” of the post-modern 
is generally intended as a prefix signalling the overcoming of modernity: a 
new direction, a new historical period, if not even a new era.8 Because of this, 
architectural theory is bound to uncritically reiterate a classically modernist 
way of thinking: to think in terms of epochs (Zeitgeist). It would be based, 
then, on a linear understanding of history, defined by Lyotard as Christian, 
Cartesian and Jacobin: “Since we are inaugurating something completely 
new we must then set the clock’s hands back to zero.”9 Due to this way of 
thinking, postmodern architecture would be nothing else but the repetition 
of modern architecture, though in a new shape: “Postmodern architecture is 
condemned to generate a series of tiny alterations within a space inherited 
by modernity.”10 Departing from these considerations, Lyotard contraposes 
such understanding of the term postmodern with his own, already famously 
defined in The Postmodern Condition as “incredulity toward metanarra-
tives”.11 To put it simply: the postmodern is not a come-back of the past, or a 
new era. If anything, it is a cultural condition characterized by a generalized 
disbelief in the possibility of humanity’s emancipation thanks to innovation 
and through established institutions since, as Lyotard argues in Casabella: 
“neither economic or political liberalism nor the various marxisms came out 
of these bloody centuries [19th and 20th centuries] without bringing upon 
themselves an accusation of crimes against mankind.”12

Nevertheless, Lyotard does not suggest to simply escape from this con-
dition, perhaps finding refuge in a nostalgia for a time long gone by, since it 
is impossible not to deal with the present’s complexity. In this context, then, 
the postmodern requires new ways of thinking: “The postmodernity issue is 
also, of first, that of the expressions of thought: art, literature, philosophy, 
politics.”13. This is an experience that, Lyotard argues, could be compared to 
the avant-garde’s attempt of taking advantage of modernity’s contradictions; 
a process compared by the philosopher to psychotherapy: “Just like a patient 
attempts to elaborate his actual disturbance by freely associating seemingly 
inconsistent elements to past situations, enabling him to discover some of 
his present life and behaviour’s hidden meanings, we may consider the work 
by masters [Cézanne, Picasso, Delaunay, Kandinsky, Klee, Mondrian, Malev-
ich and Duchamp] as a ‘perlaboring’ (Durch-arbeiten) carried out by moder-
nity upon its own meaning.”14 In this sense, then, the post- of postmodernity 
should be read as the prefix “ana-”: a re-elaboration of modernity; a critical 
stance towards the modern world.

In this extremely synthetic summary, the reader has certainly noticed 
something strange, particularly given the context of such publication: archi-
tecture is only mentioned by Lyotard in order to begin his critique. Once the 
philosopher reaches his conclusions, he defines the postmodern as something 



15 A reading of Le Corbusier’s La Tourette 
in the essay “Conventus” (Lyotard 2000: 
197-208), and “Domus and the Megalopolis” 
(Lyotard 1991: 191–204). 

16  Lyotard: 1991: 127.

17  Lyotard’s text was actually published 
following a seminar that took place at the 
centre Pompidou on April 24 and 26 1985. 
In the two following issues of the magazine 
one can read Gianni Vattimo’s and Jean 
Petitot’s replies. 

Fig.1 “Les Immatériaux”. Exposition au 
Centre Pompidou, Grande Galerie (March 
28 1985 until July 15 1985) Photo by Jean-
Claude Planchet (©) RMN-Grand Palais.

18 Note: all French quotations in the 
text are from Lyotard, Chaput 1985. The 
page number is not mentioned since the 
catalogue’s pages, in the spirit of the exhi-
bition, had no specific order.
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concerning art, literature, philosophy and politics. No mention of architecture; 
not even one architect’s name amongst the “masters” of the avant-garde. Cer-
tainly, this is due to a possible unease, if not perhaps even ignorance, towards 
our field: Lyotard has mainly written about other philosophers’ works, liter-
ature, art and politics, and only rarely about architecture.15 Furthermore, his 
criticism of the “postmodern movement” in architecture is extremely harsh, 
as proven by the following passage from another text: 

“As for the ‘trans-avantgardism’ of Bonito Oliva and the similar currents 
one can observe in the USA and Germany (including Jencks’s ‘postmod-
ernism’ in architecture, which the reader will do me the favour of not 
confusing with what I have called ‘the postmodern condition’), it is clear 
that behind the pretext of picking up the tradition of the avant-gardes, 
this is a pretext for squandering it.”16

Given these premises, we can easily understand why Lyotard did not write 
about architecture in his contribution for Casabella. However, there remains 
an open question this text will try to answer: what did he want from our field?

Les Immatériaux
In order to find some possible answers, it is worth looking for clues in Lyotard’s 
work. Undoubtedly, a case worth investigating is the event that actually 
prompted the publication of the above analysed text: the exhibition “Les Im-
matériaux”, curated by Lyotard himself with Thierry Chaput, inaugurated in 
1985 at the Centre Pompidou in Paris.17

Designed by Philippe Délise, the exhibition space was a labyrinthine ex-
perience through which the visitors could move between five different paths 
to follow. 1. Material (Matériau): what a message is written on; its support 
(“ce sur quoi s’inscrit un message: son support”);18 2. Material, in the sense 



19  For longer and more exhaustive descrip-
tions of this exhibition and its philosophical 
implications, see Bamford 2017 and Birn-
baum, Wallenstein 2019.

21  To read more about Lyotard’s aesthetics, 
see Lyotard 1985 and the much shorter and 
more approachable text “The Sublime and 
the Avant-Garde” in: Lyotard 1991: 89-107.

20 Birnbaum, Wallenstein 2019: 13.
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of “tool” (Matériel): the device for transmitting and capturing the message 
forwarding it to its destination (“le dispositif de transmission et de capture du 
message qui l’achemine à destination”); 3. Matrix (Matrice): the language’s 
cipher (“le ‘chiffre’ du message”); 4. Maternity (Maternité): a section about 
autorship (“et finalement, qui parle? De qui émanent ces innombrables mes-
sages?”); 5. Matter (Matière): what linguists define as the referent of a mes-
sage (“l’objet sur lequel le message donne de l’information; ce que le logicien 
et le linguiste appellent le referent du message”). These paths, which the vis-
itors could have crossed at will, all started from one space and ended in an-
other. At the entrance, visitors were confronted with an Egyptian bas-relief 
of Nectanebo the 2nd receiving the gift of life from a goddess. At the end, all 
the visitors entered the “Labyrinth of Language”. Here, they could have ac-
cessed a series of conversations between thirty writers, artists and thinkers (in-
cluding Jacques Derrida, Bruno Latour, and Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe), con-
ducted via a digital network of Minitel digital systems. Otherwise, they could 
have even taken part in the collective writing of an interactive novel via the 
same computers. As if that wasn’t complex enough, the exhibit was also im-
mersive. While visiting the exhibited works, the visitor was supposed to wear 
headphones while being bombarded by readings of excerpts from fictional 
plays (Borges, Beckett, Bioy Casares, Calvino, Carroll), art history lectures, 
theoretical speculations, philosophical readings (such as Roland Barthes or 
Jean Baudrillard) and even a fictional dialogue between Leibniz and Heisen-
berg.19 This exhibition, then, could be considered as a kind of scenography 
where all media (objects, sounds, videos, texts and music) created an over-
saturated experience where the visitor could do nothing but lose himself or 
herself in an intellectual dérive. Even the exhibition’s design contributed to 
this effect: the partitions consisted of semi-transparent metal panels allow-
ing visual connections between the different paths. 

Described by Daniel Birnbaum and Sven-Olov Wallenstein as “a way to 
understand, or rather do, philosophy spatially”20, this exhibition was a proper 
spatial embodiment of Lyotard’s aesthetic theories that, in an extreme ges-
ture of simplification, may be defined as follows: artistic disciplines should 
expose the limits of their languages in order to produce a “sublime” effect21.

Concerning this essay’s topic, the exhibition is particularly interesting 
because Lyotard and Chaput also invited architects to exhibit their work. The 
last exhibited item of the path “Material” (tool) was in fact Peter Eisenman’s 
work, presented as the design of building representing their representation 
on a sheet of paper (“L’édifice représente sa représentation sur feuille”). On 
the path “Matrix”, the visitor came across works by Rem Koolhaas (Triptych 
Boompjes) and Zaha Hadid, placed next to some works by Piet Zwart and 
models by Kazimir Malevich: a group of works was formed that would chal-
lenge disciplinary boundaries (“Rien ne distinguee, semble-t-il, un dessin 
d’architecte d’un dessin de peintre”). 

Given these clues, we might find an answer to the initial question. A 
quite obvious one, even. Circumstantial evidence: it is the mid-eighties, the 



Fig.2 Eisenman’s work at the exhibition 
“Les Immatériaux”. Photo by Jean-Claude 
Planchet (©) RMN-Grand Palais.

22 Wigley 1988: 11.

23  Lyotard 1991: 34.
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exhibition showcased works by architects interested in Modern architecture, 
Lyotard is a French philosopher. So then, we might be led to think the obvious: 
Lyotard’s delineation of postmodern architecture more or less coincides with 
what Philipp Johnson and Mark Wigley would define in 1988 as “Deconstruc-
tivist” architecture. Such a conclusion may actually make sense, since there 
are common interests between the two exhibitions: the curators chose almost 
the same architects, and they shared the fascination for the historical avant-
garde. Moreover, in both cases we also find references to psychoanalysis. On 
the one hand, Lyotard, who speaks of “anamnesis”; on the other, Mark Wig-
ley who, in his text for the Deconstructivist show’s catalogue, discussed the 
work of the exhibited architects as follows: “the deconstructive architect puts 
the pure forms of the architectural tradition on the couch and identifies the 
symptoms of a repressed impurity. The impurity is drawn to the surface by a 
combination of gentle coaxing and violent torture: the form is interrogated.”22

Nonetheless, as for anything involving French philosophers, things are 
not so obvious. In “Re-Writing Modernity”, a text first published by Lyotard 
in 1987—and later included in “the Inhuman”— we read the following words: 

“What I’ve here called rewriting clearly has nothing to do with what is 
called postmodernity or postmodernism on the market of contemporary 
ideologies. This has nothing to do with the use of parodies or quotations 
of modern or modernist works as we can see it happening in architec-
ture, painting or theatre. And still less with the movement in literature 
which is returning to the most traditional forms of narrative.” 23

As we can read, to quote Modern architecture (such as Constructivism) is 
for Lyotard as fruitless as quoting traditional or classicist elements. Then, 
Lyotard’s postmodern architecture cannot be deconstructivism, since this 
-ism was not only an interrogation of modernity’s traditions, as suggested by 



Fig. 3 OMA’s and Malevich’s works at the 
exhibition “Les Immatériaux”. Photo by 
Jean-Claude Planchet (©) RMN-Grand Palais.

24 See: Philip Johnson, “Preface”, 
in Johnson, Wigley 1988: 7–9.
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Wigley, but also an attempt to bridge some of the architectural trends of the 
late 1980s with early 20th century Russian avant-garde, fetishizing its aes-
thetics (a goal notoriously dear to Johnson).24 Also, it may seem that “Re-
Writing Modernity” somehow contradicts the architectural content of “Les 
Immatériaux”. Nonetheless, this contradiction is partly clarified in the exhi-
bition catalogue, where we can find a sort of justification for the coupling of 
works from the early twentieth-century avant-garde with Koolhaas’ projects 
and Hadid’s drawings. As argued by the curators, the aim was to demonstrate 
the inexistence of a substantial difference between the various artistic disci-
plines, emphasizing the fact that drawings are the most essential part of the 
architectural message: “Le bâtiment projeté sur le papier constitue dès lors 
l’essentiel du message architectural”. This fact is particularly evident in these 
cases, since the architectural drawing would be freed from the need of build-
ing, becoming the expression of something beyond the projects it represents 
(“le dessin d’architecte s’émancipe des contraintes du ‘bâtir’ et s’approche de 
celles du ‘peindre’”), 

Despite the still existing contradiction in Lyotard’s discussion of architec-
ture, we can assume that we have by now gathered enough clues and informa-
tion in order to speculate on what Lyotard might have wanted from our field. 
The conclusion may actually be simple: Lyotard seems to suggest that archi-
tecture may be postmodern only if it is able to engage other disciplines, if not 
even toying with disciplinary boundaries. Thus, architecture would not only 
be a matter of composition, space and materiality, but rather a discipline that 
makes it possible to question—if not actually reinvent—its own world, and 
through such reinvention, enabling a questioning of the world it operates in. 
An interpretation that is also apparently supported by a statement from Rem 
Koolhaas who has recently mentioned his participation in “Les Immatériaux” 
in an interview conducted by Léa-Catherine Szacka: 



25 Koolhaas, quoted in Szacka, 2015.

Fig.4 OMA, triptych, Boompjes Tower Slab, 
1982 © OMA.
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“One exhibition I was happy to be part of was Les Immatériaux at the 
Centre Pompidou in 1985. I really felt at home, much more than at the 
Biennale, and much more than in the Deconstructivist Architecture ex-
hibition. [...] I felt close to that exhibition because it was not connected 
to an architectural movement: it proposed a kind of thinking through a 
condition. [...] It was exhilarating! It was Pompidou at its best and its 
most profound. It had nothing to do with matter or substance – it was 
concerned with thought.”25

Architecture, then, may be defined as postmodern (in the Lyotardian sense 
of the word) when it is conceived as a conceptual practice: one of the means 
to question the world’s complexity in relation to other disciplines.

Re-writing (post-)modernity
Here, then, is what Lyotard seems to have wanted from architecture: to be-
come a field interested more in thought than mere form, tectonics, and func-
tion — ideally engaged with other disciplines and with the world it helps build. 
Nonetheless, now that more than thirty years have passed since the opening 
of “Les Immatériaux”, we may also wonder: is Lyotard’s demand still rele-
vant today? Lyotard’s claims — or at least the way how these have been inter-
preted until now — were surely necessary at the time, when a great deal of ar-
chitectural debates revolved around the topic of architecture’s disciplinarity 
using catchwords such as autonomy and heteronomy. 

Today, things may be different. After all, it is a common experience for 
an architect, more or less academic, to partake in interdisciplinary research 
groups or in conferences and exhibitions where the topics of debate may re-
late to many different fields of expertise. Also, as argued by Birnbaum and 
Wallenstein, “Les Immatériaux” has become a model for many other events in 
the last decades, also inaugurating what they (and others) define as “curato-



26  “It seems increasingly clear that ‘Les 
Immatériaux’, anticipating decades of the-
oretically motivated exhibition production 
across the globe, marked a ‘curatorial turn’ 
in critical theory; it was followed by a large 
number of museum projects that involved 
influential thinkers, from Jacques Derrida, 
to Julia Kristeva to Paul Virilio and Bruno 
Latour. In fact, what was originally criticized 
for being a rather grey affair has gradually 
developed into a fabled occurrence with a 
more or less mythological glow.” (Birnbaum, 
Wallenstein 2019: 15)

27  Lyotard 1991: 34.

28  Two examples of these understandings 
are, respectively: Adamson, Glenn and 
Pavitt, “Postmodernism: Style and Subver-
sion” (Adamson, Pavitt 2011: 12–96) and 
Jameson 1991.
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rial turn”.26 Today, therefore, it could be said that Lyotard’s demands are per-
haps not so interesting, since his preoccupations and concerns have become 
the new normal, sometimes trivialized by using obscure but catchy slogans. 

However, there is something else in Lyotard’s thought, which — for the pur-
poses of this discussion — today might still be interesting? This is the con-
cept of rewriting:

“Postmodernity is not a new age, but the rewriting of some of the fea-
tures claimed by modernity, and first of all modernity’s claim to ground 
its legitimacy on the project of liberating humanity as a whole through 
science and technology. But as I have said, that rewriting has been at 
work, for a long time now, in modernity itself.” 27

We usually think of postmodernism as a sense of taste (a style), or as a symp-
tom of Western consumerism.28 In the first case, postmodernism is interpreted 
as a sort of either ironic or cynical game that elaborates possible affinities be-
tween high and low culture, resulting in more or less interesting pastiches. 
In the second, postmodernism is intended as an aesthetic depriving art and 
culture at large of their critical function. What Lyotard shows with the for-
mula “re-writing” is another meaning of the concept: postmodernism as a 
kind of avant-garde; an ethos that is already at work in the history of moder-
nity, and that may assume different names. According to this interpretation, 
then, the “postmodern” would essentially be the refusal and contestation of 
pre-defined categories and trends aimed at constructing unitary and hege-
monic theories (thus including postmodernism itself). 

In this sense, the postmodern may be quite interesting nowadays. In to-
day’s world, populated by orgies of lunacies, Lyotard’s critique towards post-
modernism shows us a fundamental task for architecture and its theory: to 
think critically about itself. That is to say: to constantly question our ways of 
thinking, whether through theory or design.

In conclusion, re-writing (post-)modernity is nothing more than an invi-
tation to escape from historiographical clichés, and to be aware of what the-
ory and design may be able to do: to show paths transcending pre-established 
categories and practices. It is the acceptance of one basic need: the possibil-
ity of revisioning the theoretical models and categorical apparatuses defin-
ing what architecture should be and should do. In this sense, to re-write the 
post-modern is just one of the many possibilities of a cultural project that may 
be resumed as follows: to accept the existence of entities, practices, policies, 
events and styles resisting the ideological attempts of enclosing architecture 
and its history within fixed and invariable schemes. An attitude that, there-
fore, never takes for granted architecture’s nature (beyond obvious technical/
functional issues), that considers the socio-cultural context in which architects 
operate, that does not define yet another “spirit of the time”, and that avoids 
the reduction of the discipline to just one of its many facets (either form, or 



29 Nancy 2007: 59.

30 Nancy 2007: 61.
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politics; either function, or aesthetics; either program or composition, and 
many other cumbersome oppositions of such kind). On the contrary, this at-
titude should be able to question what to do, overcoming common sense (ste-
reotyped historical periodization, aesthetics, categories, or techniques). A 
cultural attitude that was perhaps best defined by Jean-Luc Nancy in a text 
initially written “as an homage to Lyotard”29: 

“An exigency appears here that will have constantly—we can be certain 
of it—inhabited our thoughts and that always accompanies in various 
ways a concern that in the end is common to our absence of community, 
perhaps to our refusal of community and of a communitarian destina-
tion: how to do justice, not only to the whole of existence, but to all exis-
tences, taken together but distinctly and in a discontinuous way, not as 
the totality of their differences, and differends—precisely not that—but 
as these differences together, coexisting or co-appearing, held together 
as multiple”30

A slightly rhetorical statement, maybe, but still useful to highlight the con-
stant need of re-writing our time by considering the plurality of phenomena 
that animate the world we inhabit, and by elaborating a dialogical thought. 
Which is to say, for us: there is a need for an architecture capable of making 
sense of possible conflicts and enabling a dialogue between the different is-
sues it deals with. A discourse and a practice that, in order to do so, may also 
need to reckon with the living traces of our teen, post-modern, spirit in or-
der to find yet another way to move on, today.
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