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Abstract 

Narrowing in on the drawings made by the furniture maker Gillow and Co. (c.1806 - 
1831), this text will examine the notion of hybridity as a tenable representational premise 
for the design of the interior within the digital age.  

Stylistically, the link between Gillow and Co.’s work and current practices of 
interior representations exemplify an amalgamation of sorts. Where both showcases a 
multitude of drawing techniques harnessed to provide a synoptic impression of the 
interior in one drawing, as a point of departure, present-day interior projections—in 
particular, interior collages—emancipate both their mediums and representations in the 
process of hybridising drawing conventions and images as part of their design language.  

This endeavour is a historiography of interior spatial representations that begins 
with the drawing of lines between interior decorators and upholsterers that occurred 
around the time of this ‘curiosity’ of a technique made its appearance (see Figure 2), to 
the rise of the professional interior designer and its reliance on the interior perspective 
render (see Figure 3), and of the practice’s continued ‘unfolding’ under the praxis-
practice of environmental design and its types of spatial experimentation (see Figure 5). 
This hybridity of conventions, images and of course, meanings have exposed latent 
possibilities that have become increasingly useful in the actual design of space in 
specific levels of scale—cutting across the spatial disciplines through this manner of 
either representation and lamination. 

By rendering this history of interior spatial representation as a metaphor of the 
interior-as-box, this text ultimately aims at advancing how the interior collage as a means 
of representing the ‘design idea’ is reshaping how interior design notions echoes 
outwards to influence how other spatial designers conceptualise and design space 
today. 

On why we can not envision a tesseract1: ‘unfolding’ the interior once more 
(reflections on three representational techniques for the design of the interior) 

 
Figure 1: williamCromar, Unfolding a cube creates its net, a graphic, cruciform shape, 2013.2 

The ways of representing the built environment today are more or less the same as 
it was when architecture was first conceived as a distinct practice during the 
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Renaissance3. Primarily driven by the audience they wish to engage, they can still 
be broadly categorised in the same way in the contemporary practice of interior 
design: conceptual, presentational, and technical. 

It can be argued that we are at a period in history where we are no longer 
concerned with distinctions and that any mode of representing the design idea for 
the interior is as good as the other. However, in actual practice, this can never be 
farther still from reality as many interior design practitioners can still be seen 
generating ideas by way of the sketch (conceptual), clients still rely on interior 
perspective renders in order to visualise the outcomes (presentational), and builders 
still depend on orthographically drawn plans, elevations, etc. towards the realisation 
of interior design projects (technical).  

Of course, with the continued advancement of technologies, we are seeing 
new ways of communicating the design idea for the interior4.  

For this text, we will look into one presentational5 technique that can be said to 
be fitting of the technologies of today: the interior collage as a hybrid presentation 
drawing.  

Ro Spankie in Drawing out the Interior would broadly define hybrid drawings 
as the “fusing of the different techniques [that] creates new methods of drawing for 
the interior” — and the interior collage belongs to this representational category in 
both its traditional (use of scissors and glue) and contemporary (use of image-
editing softwares) sense.6 

Certainly not a unique phenomenon, this will be the first question of two that 
this endeavour will concern itself with: of identifying whether there were precursors 
to the interior collage within the drawing traditions specific to the practice of interior 
design. 

Flowing from this, the second question that will concern us here will be 
similarly framed as the proposition posited by Robin Evans in “The Developed 
Surface: An Enquiry into the Brief Life of an Eighteenth-Century Drawing 
Technique” and Laura Jacobus In “On ‘Whether a Man Could See before Him and 
behind Him Both at Once’: The Role of Drawing in the Design of Interior Space in 
England c. 1600-1800”: that in as much as the developed surface interior7 as a 
hybrid presentational technique can be said to be an example for the exchange 
between “things visual and things social”8, could the same be said of the interior 
collage of the present-day? 

This is a big proposition indeed, and on top of this, unlike both authors who 
benefitted from looking at interior representations made in the past, this endeavour 
will look into drawings being generated contemporaneously.  

With this in mind, in surmising what role interior collages play in the process of 
designing interiors today, this text takes on a more explorative approach. In the end, 
more questions may arise than originally thought—which is perhaps best as we still 
grapple with the speed these technologies are changing and how this, in turn, is 
challenging long-held drawing traditions in the practice of interior design. 

Lastly, in the framing of this text as a chapter in the continuing narrative of the 
unfolding of the profession under the rubric of environmental design9, this text 
intends to forward the relevance (still) of a historiographical approach as a form of 
design research in its positing of the interrelatedness of historically specific texts—
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and drawings—of Evans and Jacobus to current practices of representation in order 
to arrive at the question of what role does the drawing have in the spatial practices 
of today. 

 
The drawings made by the furniture maker Gillow and Co. (c. 1806 - 1831) can be 
argued to be the first presentational hybrid drawings produced by a company 
specifically working on interiors. Meant to illustrate how furniture produced by the 
company are to be located in a room—and made primarily for the benefit of 
clients—these drawings are hybrids in the way they combined the developed 
surface interior with furniture drawn in perspective (see Figure 2). 

Although for Robin Evans in “The Developed Surface: An Enquiry into the Brief 
Life of an Eighteenth-Century Drawing Technique”, these drawings by the company 
were actually the harbinger of the demise of the developed surface interior 
technique: that instead of arriving at a clear representation of the design for the 
interior in one drawing, it ended with a more confounding one10. In spite of this, it 
would be interesting to hypothesise—and we can only speculate why indeed these 
drawings were produced this way—how:  

1) simply, the draughtsperson could have intended the drawing to be 
capable of economically relaying information to all concerned all at 
once—economical as this is above all, a business; 

2) more intriguingly, given the developed surface interior’s prevalence in 
the last two centuries of working on the interior11, by the turn of the 
century, they’re simply considered de rigueur, and the addition of the 
furniture in perspective is but a stylistic flair added by the company. 
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Figure 2: Gillow & Co., Design, from a set of 94, for furniture and interiors, made in the studio of 

Gillow & Co., London, 1806-1831. Drawing in pen and ink, and watercolour.12 

The first point is certainly important considering that with one drawing, all 
‘audiences’ are indeed engaged: the client, as noted, to show how a piece of 
furniture they intend to buy relates to the interior, fellow designers to showcase the 
interior in its totality and even builders themselves13 with the developed surface 
interior’s orthographically-correct drawing of the plan and elevations. 

In fact, this is consistent with the visual presentation of the developed surface 
interior that works along the line of thought of opening up the interior as if a box (see 
Figure 1); where all the elements that make up the interior can be taken in at one 
go.14 

Unfortunately, no such economical drawing—one that can simultaneously 
communicate with everyone involved in the designing of the interior—can truly exist. 

The second point—the stylistic addition of furniture in perspective—can be 
easily dismissed as a reflection of the owner’s, designer’s, or even the 
draughtsperson’s mere preference. 

But Evans’ insistence of this being the source of confusion in the whole 
drawing brings us to question his argument for drawings in general as something 
more than just a neutral ‘conveyor of an idea’15. Further, as Evans himself 
explicated, the developed surface interior drawing made manifest how ‘things visual 
and things social’ interacted. Within this frame, this ‘curiosity’ of a technique can not 
be reduced to just a simple matter of taste. For Evans, the enveloping space of the 
interior was better represented using the developed surface interior technique at the 
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time when the interior spatial configuration of the houses in England slowly evolved 
from the traditional hierarchal, user-centred layout to a layout that emphasised how 
rooms are used in themselves. When it used to be that uniformity of the way rooms 
are designed was the rule, the shift of focus to how they function meant that 
variance between rooms now took precedence. Herein lies the power of the 
drawing: the hermetic developed surface interior technique made it possible to think 
of rooms by themselves16 that goes beyond the idea of the drawing as a mere tool 
for presentation. Evans would continue and point how this change in the layout of 
houses was also made manifest in how furniture in each room is arranged. From a 
heliocentric arrangement of chairs—as if the host was the sun and around her was 
the circle of chairs that reverted back to be positioned against the walls when a 
room is not in use17 and hence drawn in the elevations as if they were attached to 
the interior walls—the 18th century witnessed a similar liberation from such a 
restrictive social hierarchy within rooms.  

And this is what interests us here, this idea of a break from tradition as made 
visually manifest in the drawings of Gillow and Co.  

From this vantage, these ‘confusing’ drawings produced by Gillow and Co. did 
not only afford the viewer a synoptic drawing of the interior, but with the introduction 
of pieces of furniture drawn in perspective, it actually introduced a novel way of 
situating interior objects that unlike other elements of the interior, are now free to 
move about. 

What Evans failed to acknowledge here is the idea that these drawings are not 
‘confusing’ because of the interjection of movable furniture in perspective per se. 
What made them confusing is found in their betrayal of the draughtsperson’s 
inability to communicate this new interior. 

These drawings by the company exposed the limitations of such a technique 
that in turn showed the draughtsperson literally struggling on paper with the 
drawing.  

Such a technique so obsessed with the fixed planes of the interior (i.e., floor 
and walls) made it simply impossible to account for things that have all of a sudden 
become mobile (i.e., furniture). 

 
Laura Jacobus in “On ‘Whether a Man Could See before Him and behind Him Both 
at Once’: The Role of Drawing in the Design of Interior Space in England c. 1600-
1800” also made explicit the connection between ‘things visual and things social’ by 
way of other drawings for the interior that also made use of the developed surface 
interior technique. 

Given the limitations of any drawing technique, Jacobus emphasised the 
workarounds spatial practitioners made in order to present the design idea. Like 
Evans, Jacobus understood the drawing to be a determining force in the design 
process directly influencing how the designer conceives space18. 
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From Evans’ ‘things visual and things social,’ Jacobus, however, would 
transition to ‘things visual and things of the mind’ and argue for how the drawing is 
like a map to the designer’s way of thinking about space19. The author used William 
Kent’s drawing of the Queen’s Library at St. James’ Palace as a demonstration of 
this—“thinking aloud on paper”20—as the decorator struggled to represent what he 
had in mind, pulled apart by the opposing forces of the strict geometry of 
orthography and the physical dimensions of the actual space.  

As noted, the draughtsperson responsible for the Gillow and Co.’s drawings 
struggled similarly, but instead of being pulled apart by the limits of the technique 
and actual space as in the case of Kent21, it was the developed surface interior that 
was being stretched by the possibility of movement within the space. 

 
Figure 3: Thomas Hope, The Egyptian Room in the Duchess Street Mansion in Household Furniture 

and Interior Decoration, 1807.22 

The rise in the popularity of the use of the interior perspective render in the 
19th century in the practice of interior design can be boldly attributed to this idea of 
the inability of the Gillow and Co.’s drawings to affix the otherwise mobile elements 
of this interior. 

It was around the same time as when these drawing by the company were 
produced that perspective drawing can be said to be endorsed in the practice of 
interior decoration by way of its use by one of the practice’s most prominent figure: 
Thomas Hope (see Figure 3). 
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Not that perspective has not been used prior: it forms part of the architect’s 
repertoire of drawings ever since the Renaissance after all—even if it was relegated 
to a less important role when compared to orthographically produced drawings23 24. 

Before this revival of sorts, perspective drawing was employed in the 
production of interior-portraits25 and as a tool for documenting the details for old 
buildings26. However, in its 19th-century reiteration in the practice of interior 
decoration, it became the most effective tool in the interior decorator’s repertoire of 
drawings—generative in the sense that it came before the fact of building as a 
presentation drawing. 

The anthropocentric point of view this drawing technique afforded meant that 
interior representations became more, to an extent, humanised in its presentation of 
the interior; as  

if one is actually standing inside the space thus providing a sense of bearing 
relative to the other elements of the proposed interior. 

Further, and of particular interest for us here, perspective drawing is not bound 
to the strict geometry of orthography. 

The language of perspective necessitates none of the rules that made the 
drawings of Gillow and Co. ‘confusing’ because ultimately the definition for such is 
only bound to that which it relates to—which in this case is the orthographic 
geometry of the developed surface interior. 
In perspective’s privileging of the singular ‘look’ of the interior—that literally is 
prefigured by the point of view—the interior perspective render is able to secure all 
the elements of the interior in one drawing. 

The fixity it afforded clients as a presentation drawing made it succeed where 
the room-as-a-flattened-box that is the developed surface interior, in its inability to 
pin down otherwise ambulant pieces of furniture, failed. 

Where the Gillow and Co.’s drawings struggled to reign in the furniture, the 
interior perspective render in its centring of all interior elements to that vanishing 
point made sure the necessity for the traditional triumvirate of conceptual, 
presentational, and technical drawings well into the 21st century. 

 
The tesseract (see Figure 4) represents another dimension beyond the purview of 
the first two representational techniques discussed so far: time. Ironic indeed since 
the discussions so far have, in fact, revolved around the idea of temporality: of the 
fixity of representational techniques vis-à-vis mobility of interior elements in the case 
of the developed surface interior and the fixity of the point of view—and concomitant 
‘freezing’27 of such a view for posterity—in the case of the interior perspective 
render. 

To an extent, herein lies the objective of the interior collage: that precisely in 
its disregard for the technicality that governs both orthographic and perspective 
drawings, it is able to introduce the element of time. 
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Figure 4: Eric W. Weinstein, Tesseract.28 

The drawing by Doris Hung Shuk Ying entitled “The Adventurous Room,” (see 
Figure 5) is a particularly interesting example of such an interior collage. Stylistically 
operating in the same way as the developed surface interior technique in its 
flattening of the walls of a box outward, their similarity ends there. 

At the most basic, this drawing is in fact representations not of interiors but—
by way of contraction—of cities in Italo Calvino’s 1974 novel The Invisible City29. 
Following a process of translating written text into spatial terms, the premise of the 
project questions how the description of spaces, materialises from text into space as 
a consequence of hybridising representations and descriptions. The thesis 
questions the validity of drawing itself. Beyond that, it is through the mechanisation 
of the developed surface interior, as facilitator of spatial meaning and context, that 
the actual descriptions are made in their spatial specificity.  



Proceedings of the 1st Annual Design Research Conference, Sydney 2018 
 

 561 

 
Figure 5: Doris Hung Shuk Ying, The Adventurous Room, 2017.30 

Harnessing Jacques Derrida’s philosophical work Of Grammatology and its 
inversion of language rules as an example, Hung limits her focus to the novel which 
was originally penned in Italian and later translated into both English and Chinese.31 
Each line of the four individual spatial descriptions is first visualised, collapsing 
elements, drawing mediums as well as perspective angles into one whole. 
Thereafter the various elements are mathematically examined in terms of its layout, 
graphically linking text with images and eventually space. Interior space in this 
sense, is reframed through language terminology as ‘eloquence,’ ‘spacing,’ ‘word 
choices,’ ‘oxymoron,’ ‘parables’ and ‘analogies.’  
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Figure 6: M.C. Escher, Convex and Concave, 1955.32 

As a consequence, the operative medium is a collage: an assemblage made 
up of fragments of text and language. For example, where the English text refers to 
the characteristic of being “thin,” describing pipes as the predominant structure of 
the city, the Chinese version harnesses the idea of thin nets suspended over the 
city to explain the delicate landscape. The final hybrid translation occurs when 
images of elements are substituted back into the original text for words. Each newly 
formed text-image tests the material qualities of text to space. Nowhere near 
presentational with its complex, Escherian logic (see Figure 6), objects or ideas that 
are supposed to be drawn to access their meaning are offset against their textual 
descriptions, which by default employ the linguistic characteristics of alphabetic or 
phonetic characters to convey meaning through an unfolding of images in both 
space in time and spatial experience. 

In spite of this, in the same manner that the Gillow and Co.’s drawings can be 
argued as examples of a decorator thinking aloud on paper, this example of an 
interior collage by Doris Hung Shuk Ying is similarly of this genre with its attempts at 
putting on paper ideas that are similarly convoluted. 

In this mode of representing spatial ideas—in the stretching of the 
representations of space and time—we see a break from tradition. 
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Although the developed surface interior and the interior perspective render 
have helped in the circumscription of the interior design profession—at the turn of 
the 19th and 20th century by way of the professionalisation of the interior decorator 
and the interior designer respectively— the interior collage as a mode of 
representation is now at the forefront of presentational practices that go beyond 
customary ways of representing the design idea. 

In as much as the drawings of Gillow and co. can be considered an attempt at 
breaking with representational traditions—intentionally or otherwise—the interior 
collage of today can be argued to signal the desire to do away with the restrictive 
rules of perspective drawing and its privileging of the centralising vanishing point 
directed by the human eye. In effect, this also entails the desire to do away with the 
reality that has been conditioned by this Renaissance point of view. 

As axonometry was championed at the beginning of the 20th century as an 
alternative to perspective drawing33, we are now once again at a similar juncture in 
the history of representing spaces. However, unlike these Modernists that were 
limited to the bounds of the paper, the virtual surfaces afforded by tablets, mobile 
devices, computers is a leverage that today’s practitioners are enjoined to exploit. 

 
Let us briefly return to the inspiration behind the title of this text34—or rather to an 
answer offered by rschwieb on why indeed we can not envision a tesseract: 

Big surprise: our brains evolved in a three-dimensional 
environment, and so that is what they are best suited for 
thinking about. It's easy to visualize because we literally see it 
all the time. 

Thinking in higher dimensions is harder because we have no 
(little?) direct experience with them, so there is not a clear 
prototype for most people to use as a springboard for 
visualizing it.35 

So if ever the interior collage—similar to that of Doris Hung Shuk Ying’s—as a 
presentational drawing may be hard to visualise to serve any purpose in the practice 
of interior design, let us take comfort in that ‘curiosity’ of a story by Edwin Abbot that 
came out in 1884: Flatland: A Romance of Many Dimensions (see Figure 7).36 

In the same way that the two-dimensional characters of this story had difficulty 
understanding the notion of three-dimensionality—so used were they to things in 
two dimensions of the world they inhabit—we are perhaps just similarly unable to 
comprehend representations that attempt to go beyond three-dimensionality. 
Simply, our inability in visualising the interior collage can be said to be beyond our 
purview. 

And as the future will undoubtedly be dominated still by perspectival modes of 
looking at things—in the way augmented and virtual reality technologies are 
harnessing this dependence in the practice of interior design—the time will come 
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that the interior collage will be reduced to being just like the developed surface 
interior: as a curiosity of the technique that was the harbinger of the demise of itself, 
as artefacts that show yet another designer thinking aloud on paper. 

Nonetheless, let the interior collage be this struggle representing the inability 
to illustrate not the freely moving furniture in the way the Gillow and co. did 200 
years ago, but the intangibility of space itself that is slowly being dissolved not just 
in the figurative sense, but also in the literal sense as well.  

This can be considered but fitting as the profession of interior design is at the 
centre of the continued dissolution of traditional spatial specialisations under the 
spatially-encompassing practice of environmental design—given that this 
phenomenon of an ‘unfolding’ still holds true in countries where the practice is still 
traditionally contained within the notion of the interior-as-box37 despite the fact that 
this shift was initiated around half a century ago.38 

From this perspective, the interior collage is not only but a mere tool of 
presentation but is actually the crux—in its kinetic unfolding as afforded by the 
technologies of this Fourth Industrial Revolution—from which we will conceive the 
future of spatial practices. 

 
Figure 7: Cover illustration for Edwin Abbot’s Flatland: A Romance of Many Dimensions, 1884.39 
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