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_ Smce the Iate 1950’5, research mto mchltecture bymany theorenczans has focused .
" on its capacity to convey meaning. As . well as traditional ap\‘oroaches o this
. quesnon, mathematms, _oom:mxmcanon theory, semiotics, dlscourse aualysrs and‘ R
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' deccnstmctive entiasn%have been used

! The workof Dlana Agrest and Manb uandelsonas in the 1970’s drew an a number o

" . of somés from the 'broader sem.'.atxc ﬁeld to analyse arcmtecture as ystem of -
- meaning, Thcy focaSed on the pmcesses mvolved in ‘this aspf-qt t;t archnecmral- ]

- pmductmn o o

" This dzssertatmn exammeS‘tf e thesas, n order o ascertain whemer the semoucf' .
approach adequately explams how meaning is conveyed i:u archxtecmre
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"ihe chmce of subje.ct for thls theszs begﬁm when ,s! ndymg towards a Master of

v asc 'Begree at Prmcetan Umvemty, New Jer.sey in: 1982 whan 1 had the

'5 'prmlege of attendmg Authony “Vidler's "Theory of Arch.tecture’* course. ‘I'ms'_'-
- mtroduced me to the debates surmundmg t}ie Quashan nfmeamng m archlteJ |

e -

.rf;

This quesnnm was pursued i the zheory courses I dgveioped at thea Umvarsxfy of‘
__tha W‘twmersrand “Joham;iesburg, 1984 1992 Whmh mvolve& extensxve researnh
“into the structurahst a:nd post stmcmrahst posmm‘:s on meamng Ot of this I

made contact w1ﬁ1 DrJ ean Pierre Dclaparte, then le?'rurmg in tha Comparanve :
_ :Lﬁerature Department at the ‘same university. This ‘contact mtroducad me to the.

f;';; wﬁaith of semloﬁc d;scourse Eco Barthes, Althusser, Lacan, Krfsteva, lecault.

At thls time, my attentmn Jres drawn to the work of Dlana. Agrest and Mano'

Gandelsonas, who had been exammmg archltecture tmm a semonc perspecuve

 since the early 19""0’5 Thls thes,ls is th@ result of . my readmg of thexr wﬁrk.

%.

- Ov;‘.r the fom' years | have been writmg 1t, weeldy or near weekiy dxscussmns Wlth

.' Dr Delaporte have proved mvaluable. Fnends in America - - Michele van Deventex
.and Ann- Pendleton have gzven asmstance in assembling daﬁ.\. My supemsors,_

initially Professor Denms Radford and lately Professors Glen Mﬂls and Remgard

. Nethersol& have glven valuablr asswtance To a]l of them I owe. my grateful
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| - .Tkns thes:s examines the semmtlc pro;ect of Dnana Agrest and Mano-_:
_ 'Gandelscnas p;oducesi in the 1970’s and early 1980’5, wh1ch analyse arEhltecture I
_".as asystem of s:gns fhrough whch meanmgls conveyed o o ”’_.

| ._-It must be noted thaf; my the:sis isa studg of a spemﬁc bndy of semxoﬁcmrk. It T .
does nist set out to akaunne the breaﬁer scope. of semiotic analyszs in the ﬁ'cld of
;archltectu:e, but foahses on Agfest and Gande],sonas pro_;ectl i

2

3 '._As in all semmnc 'sh1d1es, the madel adopted by Agrest and . Gandelstmas for

. . -their study of arcmtectLL"re was that of natural 1q,nguage,, along the fines pmposed. T
. by Ferdmand de Saussuqe They were mﬂuenced by subsequent developments in
': stmctural hﬂgﬂﬁﬁc& pammﬂarly ftlat of the French Sehook of Se:mwtxcs. SR

'_My exammation of Agiest and Gandelsonas work has been camed out vmh the; -
'-quastmn in mind of whether mdeed a semiotics of archltecture is possible. Can. )

e semmtlc appmach adequatcly explam how mearning is conveyed in o
o archxrecmw? It so, of what aspects of it? In what respects dues arcmtcctme-_ o
B ﬁmetmn as a properly formed mgn system‘? ER

E=

Unecta Foo {1968) prodisced ane of the first attemps to develop asemfotics of architecture, Otherswho
¥ have analysed architecture from a semiotic pesspective have been R. de Fusc i+2¢ M L. Scalvini (1969),
- B. Garroni (1972} and F. Choay (1965). Agrest and Gandelsonas’ woix »ﬁs'.iws on this tradition, -

Subsequertt developments in deconstruction in archtte::ture (e.g Eisenmaﬁ ;“34 1985 1936) owa much' o

10 thesc semiotic fotmnner& L 4




_'Chagper 1 auﬂines 2}1& bas:c cancepts of semxoﬂcs for the archztecﬂZr@l reader. :
- Chapterz outhues the central arguements in Agrest an rl Gandelsonas’ 'thesls, thh' |
g ”whzch the Soutb Afman reader :s probably unfamﬂiar due ’m hmited access to‘-__

t]ae pu'&hcatmns 111 whmh 1t appeared. L e :_f,__

| "'__‘Chapter 3 detaﬂs a number of accounts of the cnncept of metaphof " used 'by |
: _Agrest and Gandelsoaas in then: explamatlon of meamng m archxtectnre ]
'- Chapter4 dlsr:usses Agresf‘and Gandalsonas’ prajectmﬂ:e hght of what has gone: |

Chapter 5 assesses the value of Agrest ané. Gandelsou%'j ' fos
: archltecture : . . L '



| I WT{ATIS SEM[OTICS ?
: 'sexmoncs, as deﬁned by its foundeﬁ Fcrdmand de Saussure in ﬁxs ngas_m
g inguistics (1916), is the modern sclence of Signs. It Smd“’s any objects -
er Pl'actlces whmh convey meanm-' . These might be i lmageﬁ* gem‘ures, ga,rments 3

o mumcal sounds, nr, in the case of th:s thesm, archltecnue anri other bmldmgs B
B \".-\} e ' 3 .

. 'Roman Jakobson, 4 Ic.a.dmg lmguzst, deﬁned semmt:cs at the opemng of the Fzrst

:'Intematlonal Congress uf Sennetlcs in 1974. B

. 'Semmucs, Iakobson sald is the scierice wh1ch exarmnes the basic relihon of -'

~ sending or refemng back, where something stands to somebody for sameﬁung |
- else in some respect or another (see Ero. 1985*176) Sexmotlc ob]ects

recognlsgd as all cases in which. physical obgects stand ‘to someons ‘m sometl,

- else. In addxtmn, semlonmans held that whenever we make setse of thmgs in -

- this way, it is because we: have t:onﬁgured them as part of a system of SIgﬂS

| Semmncs is &he study, not aflsolated sxgns, but of szgmfymg systems ﬁ‘tﬁcamses :

~ or Ianguages wlth whlch }socxety commumcates O A
~ The semmtlclan, a 0pposed to the lmglust studles how it is pOss:bIe for

" .'non-hnguisnc Systems 0 convey meamug The, French semmtmans Me:tz -

(1969), Todorcv (1972) Barthes (1983) et al. carried out studles of a number of ;

. _mltural systems theramre, photography, painting, comic strips, cmema, fashmn .

etc. were all sub_fécted to semiotic analysm Clande Levi- Strauss’ wark (1973) on
- '_systems of lﬁnShlp and myth smnlarly widened the semiotic field.

. The senuotlcians model for these analyses is that of natuxal language as :
-'pmposed by Ferdmam‘ fle Sausme ' :

J ot



" The great novelty of de Smlssnnan Imgmstms m 'hslauon 0 its’ predecessors was
| "thc dmsmn of language into two paits ~its systematxc and its’ executwe aspects 3

o langue and parole I.angue is the- system W]llC]l orders the units of which a *

: ‘language is built up, maicmgmeamngﬁﬂ commuma.a.ﬁon possible, ’Pamle .sthe" |

mdwidual s1de of language, mw fh the rules of langue are put to use. (

5.-. Lo

Barthes (1967 14) desm’bq(fz langue as language mmus specch. It 15 the'_
'_mstltuuonal and systemat;d aspects of any language, and, hy extenszon, any ﬁ
oommumcauon syatenn: wmch thc semmnman zsolates for study De Saussure_'

.

: Language (the langue) isa Well deﬁned ub_]ect inthe heterogeneous
mass of speech facts. It can be locelised in the limited segment of .
the speaking circnit where an anditory image becomes assocla'i;tﬂ_-,_ L
with a congept. Tt is the social side of speech, ouiside the indivil, %
who can never create nor modify it by hirself; 7t exists only by
vsrtue of & sort of contract signed by thie members of a community
. Ianguage o i5 a sys?em of signs in which the only essential thing
.~ is the union of meanings and sound i images, and in which both paris
of the mgn are psychologml Language is a cystem of 51gns that .
express ideas, - . o '
- L De Saussure 1959 15) N
A

De Saussure limited bis Ob]ect of study to langue, a d:stmctlon. hls successo;'s have
ngorously adhewd *nl/ o - Y

M

iy
{// '

Thxs is what distmguishes stmcmral linguisﬁs from other appnoadws t0 ‘sanguas :iuch ag geudi‘ali{ﬂ
transformational Hnguistics, comimunications theory, discourse theory, or other thé of énunciation o
apeech acts, ’I‘hese mucxse the absenne of the notmns of the sub;ect or history in the stmﬁtuml approacb



ymm@dw@embydemmmnﬁ;mmm&mmmm .
-_.ﬂuimgueafbuﬂdmg the system mwfnd!mmdbmﬂ‘abﬁdsm amomated with

_immung.lfmmdemgmdbuﬂdmymﬂpmﬁe problens is relatively simple - w how i3 it

farbw.’t ob;ewrocouveym{bg? Hmw#‘meissﬁm w&wcﬁmme : g

' mratakemmmrmediﬁ‘m mbxﬁmqe:uxedmwduw!jbr BT -

mmmmmmdfmm mmwbmnumm )

 “hetessary o subdivide wchitechure into three systerns and cleasly define which system onzis

o Wmm\@m@lgmﬁemm mmisﬁﬁ‘amm&d. 'meﬁm_' )
_:_mmfwa‘mdmmm“mgdﬁnmofm mrkﬂemwirbemg .

' :mwmw&m’mm&a@w&&m&m germaltarms. _
%Wmmwmmmmmmwwfm_' o
o Mpmmkgmmmuwmewwmofmmmmm: L
in the system architecturs are considered non-significant. The notion of .~
'Wmﬁfmb&ndqﬁmddaesmwmdewﬂlwmm
- __"'obmﬁarmpk,mmmmmnmmwmmmadm
i MWWWWMWM@W
* mmmemdezemjmmz).-

) _mmwwmbmmsaﬂmpmofmmww wnaugs;dra;mgxmdbuﬂd:’ugs, )
_mwﬂwt&ebm‘hmy mg@mmﬁofmmmwmw : _\ -
. . . \\‘,3 \\i
*H’owmasaﬂfbecomedwr, tkeb'wmkmplmﬂwt wntfenam}utectmwﬂwmm; |
-sxgmﬁammfmnmiv muauagackmmasuignm w.'u?snan— mluteuuml'
ha!dﬁ:grmdisﬁnyzzgﬁedbymmkof sackarﬁmawxe. '

RS

Sen:iotics is to be di'stinguished ;'Erom cbmﬁimicatibn theory, The study of
commznication analyses the carrying of meamng (11:3 use and eft‘ects) rather than

its nature and structure Agrest (1978: 86) remarks that the notion of |

commumcamn d1d not even ' appear in de Saussures framework, precxsely

because it is 2 different problem from that which he set himself, Communication
theory is the study of how signs are sent and received. Semiotics is the study of /.

what sxgns consist and of what laws determme thcm (Agrest 1978 86)



- An unp tdistincnon is to be’ made between sem:otlcs and somologY Wﬁﬂe -

o mciolngy Seeks to relate ﬁamm and the prodys of those pracuces to real
- ‘social condmnus, semmtl..s descnbes objer:fs Whlch, from begmmng to end ate
- imaginary ~(Barthes 19839). A saclology i directed towards real ob]ects and
- ptactwes, a semmtms towards & set of collecuve representatxons At no point'
does it relat,e these to their 300131 ongm& It mmply smdaes ’the ordemg of thes-"’
o systems in whlch ¢ullect1ve representatmns are possible. PR |

- g
B ' Sexmotlcs then is baSPd on de Saussure.’s proposiuon that any Ianguage is both
| a system and an act, and that the two can be 1SoIated and studxed separately

| 'Ifhe charactenstlcs of langue molated by de Saussﬁre fozr nau:ral langtmge form’_:.
- the basm of semioﬁc analyses of other mgn systems Thesc are - .sjmtagm,
o pm‘ddzgm, mbztmmess vah;eand convemwn S

(z‘) | SYNTAGMAND PARA_DIGM’ e

*Svntagm and parad1gm (alsu known as system) are the tbvo planes of language. -
~ along which relanonsfu,t\:s between lingumuc terms develop The plane of the "
Syntagm is & eombmanoi\i: of signs, “which, in Barthes w@rds, has "space as aty
~ support! (1967 58). In arﬂbulated hnguage, thls space ig the ﬁham of speech
' whlch determines that two elements cannot be pmnounced at the sam‘* tupe 3

' eanh term denves its value in opposmon to what preceedes and follows m\ "

"I'he plane of thé parad'igtn 1sthe plaixe of ésm’c:iétioﬁs Units:'o'f | Iaﬁ'guagé wﬁiﬁh .'

- have something 1 in common, are as:.ocxated in memory to form. groups in which- '
o 'vanous relat:onshlps can be found e & an affinity of sound (educauon, sanuaﬁon) X
ér an afﬁmty of meamng (educatmn, schculmg) (see Barthes 1967: 71) -

- .The_'s_e _tWo pla_n_es are unite'd _by a clase:,i‘_:latian,.expressed by '_de. :_Sal;s;surg inan



“a . .

 architgotural anslogy (Bg. .

. .Fxgure 1 Compansnn of Doric and onuc Columns fmm antiquity (Plauat, )
) ) undated In: Tznms and Lefa!vre, 1986) . :

o

o ,Each lmguisuc umt, says de Saussure (see Barthes 1967 59), is like a column in
‘a building This column isina relatmg of contlguity with other pm‘ts of the
*building, for instance the archm'ave (syntag-nanc rnlauon), however, asa column,
- it evokes companson wnh other arch1tecMsI orders, for mstance the Iomc or- L
Connthxan, this allows a poten‘tlal relation of substitutwn (paradlgmatlc or f"- _

. associative relatlon) The two planes are Iiuked in such a way that the syntagm :
caninot develop except by salling on new umts taken from the paradlgmahc pIane._ o

- and vica versa, Language is buﬂt up of sucoesswe layers of s;mtagmati-; and__- _ _'
X paradlgmatm relauons - - - D



Ammbmmmmmmﬂawm :mmmﬁummat

'cmstrmm, cari;pnmm W@Wmmmuﬁemdm iﬂm‘k

~' prmaievmwalb!. the ather the system of use, Which is experienced horizontally. Bodk are

 sbjected 1o, W?Wmmmmnf e s lonied by the

| nmsﬁyq'mmnmm mmmwwwmbym ’f!m_- 3

ﬁmctmﬁalaymn whmztﬂﬂbym W qfuxe. M are by b

o WWMM ﬂfthﬁsa bmmmmdeﬁuedm ﬁwelemmanhmag%;;_@
_ menhmcsafmem:t awgudwmmhwmtbemedmﬂwmpwwfm building
__:_:.-_arﬂ:esmtlme. The paradigm ofcmuwcam refers raﬂgefanmnofbw‘ﬁngﬂw_'_

s

e
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Tradxtional semantics, whmh smdxed meamnlg in Ianguage, conmdered meanmgﬁ
to be mhereni to words LB somethmg a word is suppnse.d to hav& by wmle of the B
concept assocxated wuh it (see e, g. Ogden aud Rlchards 1923) o
\ De Saussure propused that meamng, the assoclatmn ot word mﬂ: concept N
o language is entnrely arbxtrary Itis to be distmgmshegi &om that to whzch a w::rd' S
- :refers in the. world (the prnblem of referent:e)

L Stamng fmm the fact that in human language the chmce of sounds -
" {5 not imposed on us by meaning itself (the ox does not determine - .
: - the spund ox, since-in any case, the sound is different in other . -
- . languages, Saussure had spoken of an arbxtrary relation betwcen- S
oL __s1gmﬂer and s1gmﬁed. G

o

(Barthes 1967.50)

... 'The tradiuonal relatlon bexween fom:l and meaning becomes an arbltrary relatmn

o knomasmgmﬁcamn, mtemal to asign itself (1e between mgniﬁer and Sig]lﬁed): =
EgY). T L |

-

swmnluwn 8. '
ot S £

- Figure 3 Signiﬁcaﬁoﬂ and _R_eféfenée o

W ’
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o
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o _'Meamng is fixed in sﬁch a system ot‘ rejations by convenuom EX when the
. relations between lingmstlc umts are hmxted to _ certain cnm’bmatmns, I

B _mﬁaﬁmofmbmmmammmm @pwmhﬂemfwwmm'_ o
wsmwu mufaamofbwf&ugmammmmthmm @mmm_'
within these limits, urbitrary mdm&%ﬂmmddmmnfmmmmhm i

o

: '_mp@cr. makﬁsgwmmbmmmﬁ?m o

| _'___Meamng Ie heWever, never the PmP“'ﬂY Of an isolated 51gn; but a. consequence '
of its rclahon tn other s:gns Slgns take on meamng ] ,acmrdmg to their v aiue m . -
g systeﬁi of sxgns L - AR _. b ._5_ /, | | ._

L0 a

" To explam this, de Saussure used an economic anamgy (see Barthes 1967’55) For
a 51311 or an economic value to c-.mst, argups de Saussure, ons must be able ta' o

_ .e.xchange it for a dasﬁmﬂa: thmg (work and wage) and also compare 1&, wnh -
 similar thmgs (50 dollars and 100 dotlars) . In’f the same way, ‘a werd must be .
" exchangeable for an idea, and also compared with other signs for meaning o~

5 e}dst. Meaning lies in the twofold relatlon of signification and valye: It is nbver o
the property of an isolated sign, bn.}f the result of the relatwe va.lue of one SIgn . B

to ane:;ther2

L

conventmna]ly mamtained

<

' Tkanonmofmnmaonudxﬂ'wuftwﬁm appfiedro mchkemfnﬁmmd(?mdezfmm’-

'mitmakaﬂhe whokmnceptofla@eambiamucm o

B Evmgfu&passibfetoseath«kv@mmawmpkxmgf o "'_,Jﬁ.'-'
mmmmmwmmmmumm@mw_

-  InMerIeauPomy’s(IDGZ)concepﬁumﬂmtemuul’langungemengenderedonlybymed{ffemces '
o -betweenthem S _ S

0



- - Thiy nouen of code 1s 2 hlghly amhxguous one, . mtroduced mto structura}_ .
hngulsncs by Tx;pubeﬁzkoy (1957) and Jakobson (1962) Hex\g it was proposed that' .

iy 'Ianguage compnses units of sound wh1ch, at a pre-lingmsuc level, sustam purely o

 differential relations. Ttis bmlt up when these units are ordéred into specles (or'

mwwagmmwmwamwm R
L -;mmmmmmoﬁmmmwwm o
O in paredar. Mmﬂumwulqmua!wdﬂwwwﬂlﬁ T
" of the properties of e langue ~ they ure not finite, they are mot . .
. organisved bt @ simple way, nor do they determine the '

| 'A’*%zbffhe.'.)mMmmmdmkxmhtwmxmﬁf SR .
mmmwvm 19?35.-93) ERE

N -";;-_’mmpmbzmmmmdﬁymm (1957-31). nm mma@uq‘am@m;j*

= 'm Where & spistem is e!abmedmrcwigm bertnh@{ymal&?ed. .
. -_m:hnm agin the mseofmckmmamnm ﬂgmmemdmommmm a.rmtke o

| el anifacts, mmmm&@mm@mﬁ'mm canmamﬂx .
_- _;;.gtrwmmﬁmﬁﬁzp. They ure ¢ cmaqumwofmadw mmmm '
. acity. However, 1hil does excludé the concept of langue ﬁmbmg@plwdrqmasa

S mcmdbymrw) mmmz,mamasmmafmm o B

4

" cdse of mass pr

o -'-"I'he ﬁxad com’bmatmns of a Iangnage are aamet:mes referred to as codes The
- codes of 2 language am the conventioas wh1ch sét lnmts 1o ﬂm operafmns 01’

G paradigms) and combined in sequence {or syutagns). Meaninghul langnmgemxses =

. .'{_‘,

. " when the umts and the1r oombmanons are coded or llmlted to. cezttam ﬁxad_. __
" combinaticns, Codes sancuon or exclude possible eombmatory relanons in the N '
’ _mterests ofasoclal function, cummumcauon, Ll

i

L 'ﬁ



o The :ﬁotmn oi’ ouda thus a.ccounts for the étm\rent:lonal or soczal side of langue.-_. :

Tt does ot expiam it systematic aspggts. However, Barthes (1967) argues that, |

S -w1th1n apure de Bai surian, framcwork, itis possrble. 10 1dcnt1fy code Wlth langue. e e

o However, ‘this’ was d1sp1_ted by Helmslev (1959), on the grounds that the:
'_f'.conventmns of cndes afe exphclt of !anguage mphcrt. -

B Tame, Mﬁmmanuhmmﬁommtmhmd muaﬁanjwﬂdaggwofmwm; S

' mmof bmlding mmwdbyww{ymduse, md;ﬂ'mﬁwna wdeafbumfng- A

- > Mnapm‘mdafxetafm demmmpea:ﬁbywnmﬁmwmmmdm Ji: S

e _ . _\'maﬁedmm the mmmmfmafm-'_
-:-_efmn‘smaﬁmdmmm o S

_.-Indwst md Gmdelcoms mmanq tfm naaon afwde mpmb!ema&caﬂy '

Anma@maf!hgnm:reofammafmarcmm af
. signijication . must begin with the development of the ‘most -
important element in the model, namely the noiion of code. An .
. .fndbmmafmmgﬁanmdforﬂwmnonofmdeiﬁamﬂ o
v that the sense is never an intrinsic propenty of the message .. - - .
' information seen as the megning afnmdqpmdfmﬂw“
.- possiblity of being able to 3elwf(ama1qmmafotkwmihle _
. mmagasm mb&:mmmrdmgmmnﬂa T
o . (Agmtﬂ?&zl.‘.i)

mmmnsemmmmmmwmbma mmcppmpummforﬂw_ '
rdeabangaqmmd. The Mhar:ofmd’emmfuta:m shouidberesmdforﬂw ﬁ'wd' -
cmnbmaﬂamo’@kmentfardemmtfmdmmgsmd fhem?esjbrthmmmbum o

3 -P“AROLE_ :

| _';"‘"_So much for langue Parole, the side of langua;,.. whxch aciualises. meamng by
drawing on the mstltutxonallsed store of the language, does not; in structural
: hngmstacs, add anythmg to what canbe known about language or its propertw,s

- Whﬂe nothmg enters language wiﬂlout havmg been tried m speech, nu speech s :

;.
i



ol e s mo drwm n he soré o ngae: 0

. 9"'-.

mwmwmmww mmmkemmﬂarbf
| . q'mes,mﬁ mmmmmmmmmmmmmwm
__ | _Hanng Duﬂmecf the basxs of s&nuotics subsequent develnpments in. the field are
B mpo:tant tolunderstand in relahon to A.grest and Gandelsonas thes:s. o
B '.Wxth the mterventwn of psychoanalysm mta the ﬁeld of language through the _
* work of Jacques Lacan (see for 65, Lacan 1970) the nation that language asf |
o system cnlated thmugh a sigmﬁer whlch exceeds 1ts conscwus use began;

| predo sennoncs. Tt Iaunchcd a senes of mt:ques on 1ts own eb_}ect, the |
- On the one hand, mgns began ta be seen as tran51tory cpuphngs nf axpresswe and
- content-units able to be dlfferently coupled in dift‘erent systems or in. d:fferent
 comtexts in the same system, On the c)theﬁhamd the existence of a transendental

~ ‘subject (a person) outside of language began to be Queshoned People began to |

- be seenasapurmanent dxalect:c ofconst:mus aud unconsmous mgmfymgpmcnces .
| (Lamg 1978: 100) L SR |
_ One of the Iaadmg exponents of the new. se.miotlcs, .Tul;a Knsteva dlstmguashed
. two modalities of sxgmﬁcaﬂon the "semmuc" and the "Symbohc" (1985:216). By

- “semiotic" she referrﬁﬂ to the pnmary orgamsatmn (in Freudxan terms) of drives;
in other words, a state of langnage antetior to the word the "bgfm-e_.

o s&nseupmduchcn-ofas(use“ (Lamg 1978: 100) By "symbohc” she - referted to the
o funcnomng of the mgn and its predmauon_s,, a matter of language as a system of -

/13. .



N meanmg Tﬁe interaction between these/ém mox Khﬁes was se;ap to be acnva 3
. botla the censtructwn of language and of persoT& sa‘clal bemgs in the. Woﬂd.\: '
B _Tlns mteracnon became t.ha sub_{eét of sennutu, dy. et o i’ib}

InAywtdemdelmmr’mi; mmhﬂaﬂ Wofmmmqum
B anchitecture is mdamﬂmaﬂwmaddummmd:ﬁem Wum
o _-:i"‘_afmamdwmmmmmse wndertaken, wheng "uncansclous"” signifying processes are :
.- wsmvaad- Imu!dm mdummmmmemwderbw& mwmmwb:.dmmd
| Gandalfmmawud&:gmbr mwmmmmmmm

’) 1

) .r,_v..’.‘\—_.

[ . &
FLI .

_ It is nnportatn‘t to nnte that 2 semmuc appmach to archltecmre 13 dlfferent from,

- ) | tradmonal thenreucal approaches to the quesﬁon of arc’ﬁnec*;ural meamng in that '
it attempts to explmn how rather thanwhat meamng 15 conveyed by archtectural
fom No parucular meamng, but rather the pmcesses by whlch such meamng
is pmduccd is 1solated ' T ' '

. ﬁto work at the level of meamng (commumcanon) is to woﬁc within
the field of infinite cormbinations and partial changes. To work at
the level of production is to work at the level which prqld{lces C

~ meaning ... it implies interverition at the level of the process rather
S :than at the. level of the produgt

(Agrest and Gand_/l}onas 19’73&. 266)

 'This distinction is imp_c;'nam-to.hear_ i mi;id.- S

o Tosmn_up: '

'1.._ Semmethemademsaenceofszngtsmdwshowmpradxxememing
o msaciety '
B '_2 ft is bawd on tbepremes afshucMraI]mnm rm:s, w}uch pmpased l‘hait

Ianzmepwducarmemmgmawm orgamad bypamdxsm mdaymagm

.__14-.'._ -



-- ﬁmm, Valueand c, ,:i'm!' IR

-..Qs

Menﬂm msultm ce:-fmﬁ:red mzbnmaorwdeg Gw}uch manm" |
btﬂzecmm oftkedevebpme?ﬂaf;ermoacf, it was pmpmmmguage’s T
Wmfam (ﬂze .ﬁgu)“upreceeded by cem:rﬁ“’qpamam which
determmzm mm:fesraﬂbu Thmbmnethe ob;ed ofsemwncmdy o

Mepmmﬁmt}iebmofwdemdmm .vemmtzcof__

g
B
a5
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2. SEMIGTICS AND ARCHHECTURE

- ANOVERVIEWOF =~ °

AGRESTANZJ GANDELSONAS ’ M‘DEL

My thems Exammes the development of Agrest and Gana ohas’ "

'-*pubhcatmns and ' selectlon of arcmtecmral pro;ects, Th1s chapter will ou
the central arguements uf thexr approach to the pmblem nf meamng m
archltecture, wh1ch formed the basxs of thelr practme. o '

o Thisproblemm appmachedfroma numbgi bf pei;_gpet:ﬁirés: -

- 1) - Tn opposion to existng semiafc pracice (19738, 1973b)

’ ‘{I‘I - B

5 Asa u'ansformanvc strategy of des1gn (1976 1977 1980 1980a, 1980b

R As a prdduc’tibn ouf:'side df _éfchitectu:ai obdcs-(iém, '197'6,;' 1677, 1989)__. |

_f;ﬂé&logy '(;_;1973;, 19.73_a,_ 19731}:' 1977) o

S
LJ

. 3) -As atmbuted 10 mei* form bygarchltectural ches (1972, 1973 1973a, "

. 19730, ms 1976 1977 1980)

‘\1

o .'1980c, 1980d, 1980e, 1983, 1084 1984a, 1984b)

L 1N OPPOSITION 10 EXISTHVG smﬂm:rc PRAC’HCE.

I

o &grest and Gandclsonas begm thexr semlotlc prolect { 19733, 1973b 1975) by

clmfymg its terms in relation to two texts . jology and: Architecture by

- Charles Jencks and Lg_'[_)ﬂggguv@ éggge};se n QE itec by Gegrgeé

* Baird (Iencks and Baxrd O i



et - ..! .

For Agrest anf;l Gandel.mnas, these texts x) fail to understand the mp«artmce .
: | of the concepts of arbm’armess and value tf: aﬂy semionc dlﬁcusslpn, and u)‘_ -

_ faﬂ to dzstingmsh betweeq the concep{.:;jof cmnmumcaucn and slguﬁcaﬁOﬁ
They th,,re‘by perpetuate a prb-semmnc vlcw ot me.amf:g, in parucular of ..he .
relation between buily fon { and ﬁlncnanal meaning. A ‘natural L age is

propased by .}I?ncks (:1970} between fonn and flmctmn, ftmcuoﬁ bemg .
consa,dercd inhérent to form ra.;her thau systematmeslly attributed to 1: (Agrest -

e and Gandelsonas 1973;1.257)

B I T _
_ Thls nuﬁmf is nbwously cﬁntested by Agrest aﬂﬂ Gan;‘lelsonas as mconmstent' |
. '_ - witha semiotic perspemve They propose iristead Yhat even the i&antlﬁf;%nqn
a of built form wrth f&ncucnal meanmg is- systematic ie. it arises wheﬁ &,
form-funchon coupie is situe ed m relatm to other form-funct:on couplés m

.

A ample of this is gn’:'en by Gbidelsonas (1975 45), who imaginés a’p
com}g N rom Mars angd vxsmng homcs in Both Afnca and Europe. He or she
recogmbes in -%”o;rean aud Aﬁ'xcan homes common eleméﬁts apértures 5
in,walls, In Europe, T Idnd of aperture allows the passage of inhabitants
o s ,_.ij uaor) and athers all ¢ passage of hght :‘md air (mndmvs), whereas !
m Afrma, a smgle elemenc comeys all three functzonal meanmgs 'I‘he
meanmg of an element *would thﬁ ’l;;e glﬂerent m the two contexts. . S

f“‘\
g

o 'I‘his éﬁample mdxcatea that meamng, even flmctmna’i me%nmg, is gdgq,;in "
- _’ intrinsic property of a4 built ‘blement, but raﬂxer depends on 1uvalué in
' relatlon to nthef’glements in a system. | ”

.

c - . R \-\ ; .
N

ﬁg_rest afd Gandéléﬁ%&s’_f‘ﬁereby-.gstahl;ish ﬂia_ téhlis;,bf thezr '3 séhﬁ_d*tig' project.

oo



.....

. '“‘ollomng from tbzs dlscussion af the appa.rem:,/7 though mlscanceived-
natum!ness of the meaumg of buﬂt fnrm, a oentral* theme i in Agre&‘t aﬁd o

o '.Gandelsonas thes:s emerges thatntof the ngoessﬁy for clanfying the |
e 'dxstmcnon between arcmtecﬁual 1deology ami archztectuval theory (197313}’ o
- _.Wlth the mﬁon of afchltectural 1deolog, Agrest and Gandelsonas refer to' _
 the normatwe themy whmh smce the Rena:ssance his attributed me,anmg o

 built form and articulated Ehe process of demgn (Agrest and. Gandeisonas'_ -
19733..270 Gane.%elsonas .1975 40). Agrest and Gandelsonas argue that this

i kmd of theo:y has always presented the mieaning of form as self-ewdent, L

B natural and umversal, to couceai 1ts socm-hi?.toncal base. e

IR .__‘".__'rh%:funcﬁoﬁ of such thet)ry is said o be-anfide&iogical“ one. It both adapts

- arch:teeture to- changing sqcial conditzons and preserves. 1t as a dzsnncuve_
| mstltutmn (Agrest and Gandelsonas 1973b: 94) o

' .Arclmectural theory, in the sense m Whlch Agrest and Gandelsonas use the' "
. term, i smlated outside of such normauve texts. Tt explains how they operate.
-_Sem:olmgy, the Study of d:fferent 31gn systems, is, in Agrest and Gandelsonas

'-v;_e\_v,_ guaranteed a pnvﬂeged perspective in this regard (Agre.st aud_ e
. Gardelsonas 19732:259). It is argued that it alone can eéxplain how normat.?e:_j__
theory is constructed, When its central notions (arbitrariness and valug) are: -

 used to crmque archltectural theory, it ds able to tprvr;vslde a model and 2
strategy for a "scxenuflc" (in its Althusserian sense) ar\hltectural discourse. o

- (Agrest and Gandelsonas 19'73b 97)..

1 Thisdraws on the work anlthusser (1977) who sawideology tohe oppasad i sgfence, ForAlthusxer, ldmzogy

- formulates false problems whose solutions ate already prodyeed outside of the process o) “nowledge. Science
on the other hand produces. its own sdemuic /;acts through a eﬂtique of tqe ideologlcal facis producad by
previous ideolcgiwl prnctioe. o _
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3 ASAHRIBUIED TOBUILJ‘FORMBYARCIMCTLHML L
| "’ODES o

I Agre“ *md Gandalsm analysis, wntten archltecture or architectural L

theory is the core of the arclutectural system of meaning, It gives puilt o’hjects

‘a mamg bY expressmg it m natural Ianguage Tn the archltecmal sygem
bmldmgs “commnnicate" concepti, bothi ina similar way to the 51gns of namml.f_ L
planguage, and througn namral language ’Tﬁe arcmtecmral sign is 4 h'rhnd"‘_ =

(Agrest and Gandelsonas 1973&264), compnsmg a non-hngtusnc sxgﬂﬂr @@
_ buﬂdmg crr a bmlt element) and a lingumno sxgmﬁed (a concept,\\ artimﬂatﬂd o
o in Ianguage) (ﬁs 4) )

s T Y T,

&

11 BULT SIGNIFIER |
L R (BUILDING)

-_-,.--}

AR  CONCEPT.
N I {LANGUAGE} |

[ T Caae

Fige 4': O The Archit’éétural .‘s’_zgu'_"' .

- This snuatmn s challenged by Agrest and Gandelsona& They argue that the. "

ﬁ:ung of the meaning of built objects ina particnlar architectural code denies

thexr Spe(‘.lﬁc economy as a sign systeny (Agrest and Gandelsonas 1973a'265) B

~ They ask whether the producmn of the meaning of built form can be freed

from the restnctmn of lmgmstlc codes - is it p0551ble to qonstmct the system:.ll-

in Whth built form mgmfies, outside of codes of language, and ﬂserefore“- -

- outsxde af msumnonal conatramts (1973a 264)?
o This becomé_s tl_ie céntral QUbsti;in;wl;ich_ih_eif work nddre_'sseg. L



/

- '_4-.]' AS 4 PRODUCHGN aummz OF ARCPH!ECTM.__ .

CODE’S

. Agrest and Gandelsonas prcpose that, mdeed, this ccmdm alraaz;y exlsts, 1n _' |
__ the Sn-galied “non-dmgned“ built world (Agrest and Gande 1~m:l:a,s 19'77 111) - :

. _"I'hxs terzn refers fo any part nf the. built enwroumeﬂt which does not bngmate'

- ':m i practlce nf axchltectural desygn, in. other words w’here meamng Has not

o
\.\:l_

_-been normaﬂvely estabhshed, but oscﬂldtes betweeﬁ a vanety of code;:l:_;:;\'-

- Agrest and Gandelsunas TMOve ﬁdm an analysm of the archltectural sy%tem to

"ﬁroductwe readmg" af the bmlt world (1977 113)‘ The term "producuve :

__ 'ireadmg" refars to'a reading of bmlt ftmn which produces meamngas ari openr- *
~ ended chain Of assomatmns " Agrest and Gandelsonas also eall it "C-D”

N _ ’ (CODﬁglU‘ atlon{ dellm:ttatmn) the "prachcg Ofproduct:lon Of SIgm:Ecan 011 111 the
o oouﬁgurauon oi’ place” (1973a 262) It is argued that this pracuce exhibits the

o 'undﬁrlymg bperatmns Whlch produce meaﬁmg in the bunf envLonment, and :
wlnch dre conoealed in grchltecture by hngmstxc codes

g
A7

e s

! 5 .A,S'A'_M ' _SEme ' m SW‘IEGYOFDESIGN B

| Tlns pmductxve readmg of ﬁae buxlt envuonmmt msugates anew practlce of |
archltecture for Agresﬁ and Gandelsonas It is mttcal of a normatm approach -

to archltectural design which attnbutes specnﬁc meanmg to form Iﬁstead it

| draws on. typologies from urba.n apd archltecmral énntexts a:ud tranSfanns

| '_‘them by subjemng them to @peramns which, mstead of reducmg méaning,
- open it. The sadlmentauons of meamng w,‘mch come down through an N

- -archltectural and an urbau tra,dimnn are thereby both acce}\)ted and called into

question. By refuang the. productmn of an dbject unified and- reduced with -

- respect to it meamng, it is. argued that the extent 10 whlch tradmon
naturalises 1deologr wﬂl be expnsed 13 ' ' .

20



_' A number -:af projects were generated nut of th:s appronch. Many wem_j_._
- | submxssmns to presngmus international campeunﬂns ?: the ume e.g. Housing
P;o;ect for. Roosevelt Island, “New York. (1978) (Agrest aud Gandelsonas "
19768, 1980c); Project for tho Renewal Z the Avea of La Villett, Paris (1976) -
' (Agregtand Gandelsonas 1980e); P ; t for La Defence; Paris (1983) (Agres:_' -
~ and Gandelsonas 198413) Others wer theoretical and dldacuceg Proposnl o

| for a Subnrban Centre, aneapolis (19’76) (Agrest and Gandelsunas 1980b, -
o 1983)) Pnrk Square, Boston (1978) (Agrest and Gandelsdnas 1984&) Asmgle S
S built work, Building 1 Urban Fragments I'rqiect, Buenos Aires (1977~82) _
- (Agrest and Gandelsonas 1980c, 1984), marks their engagement ith the'

snectilatwr unba.n marmﬁ g\ SRR

L Agmmm Gandeciwmﬁ’expkuwam ofhowmeanmgw cameyedbybmlt _' __
U _ob;emcemrwanthemweptsafme wbmmmmds}mnmweof"-___ |

. 'memtg‘ N

2 I eanirmgthe mﬁztectumlmrm tkey concﬁ:detkmf mem?rgw'

- com@edwwhmnammve,pm@mm whwhlmtheopemtwm-
. _afthe.system. 'Hmsecadesm mrabluhedwhmtherdmbemaenfam

mdmemmgm amculatedmmtwullmgucge. o '

| '_ 2 _ Agraﬂ and Gandelvams rhen aamine the m-mh;tectumz bzu&:__-- -'
o mwvmneruasa.wstmofszgmftmpmpmedtfmt ﬂm&yﬂmaxhtbm :
- ﬂwapemnom wh:ch prodzwe built objecm assrgm' pnorramem l‘akmg'- K
onavab;emacaded .systemmchasmhztecmre. ' S
4 | Muwtxgates apmceﬂfmﬂxmmd&ﬂmwhmhchaﬂam .

Ny

. Many of tiwae projeds were dona at theInstitute for Amrutecture and Urban Smd:es in Iw}ew York
where Agrest and Gandelsonns weﬂ: Full wuh the assistanm of students and mﬂ’
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'-3 METAPHOR ° 4;1(‘REST anp

GANDELSONASQ SR

et "-'—"““‘x

o . A central concept m Agrest and Gandelsonas’ work is that of metaphor I:n
sl tlus chapter, I ela:borate on three concepfs uf mctaphﬁr used m their worlc. o

L From Bm'thes (1957)
2. From Iakobson (1960)
B "F;am Tel Quel (1960—1971)

_ | In hi:s Elemengg of §§m1glgg (1967), Ro]and Bartnes argues that any s*ystem' L
. of sigmﬂcanon (Barihes 1967 80) congists ofa plane af expresswn, or szgmﬁer .
' (EJ and a plane of content or- sxgmﬁed (C}, and the relanon between them =
- ®ae S o

. Figure5: A System of Signification (Barthes 1967)

[T

. Barthes asks what wculd happen if such a sy.-,tem become a mere eiement Of .
asecond system of signification 1. . become eithet its plane of expression (B)
‘or plane of content (C). What we would then be dealing with s two systems .

u‘r’-'



- of s:gmﬁcatxon wl'nch are mbm:ated but cut oﬁgamt ’I‘his may happen in onie ': R

-'of two ways , :.sdnsumung exther a connatatwe szﬁteﬁ or a, metalanguage_ S

o Connotanon cccurs when a ﬁrst system of sxgniﬁcamﬁ becomes the plaue ot .
. expresmon of 4 seccmd system (Hjelmslev 1959), Usmg N0 new mgmﬁers, .

o __(ﬁg,s .

D _' #__ e _"'.' - SR I

,.. .
N

- Figure 6: .. QA'Con;ldtative System

_ cunnotauon cxtends the meanmg of ¢xisting signs Its system is metaphonc - o
- _1t condenses two Ievels of meanmg into ane SIgn

)

; Concewed of in thm way, metaphor isa oombinanan of hteral (denotanve) _ o

.\_\.

2

anid non-literal (connotative} meanmgs Ta most cases, connoted meanings, as- _ "
 argued by Barthes - (1977:48) are abstractions, pure paradigms, presented fn o
- the syntagm of denotauon. They are abstract somo-cuitural values whzch :
" N have 1o means of expree;smn other than thmugh thc 51gns of the denotame "
'sys tem, whlc,b thereby ’naturahses them, It &Jmocents the semantic arufioe of ) _
. __mtmotatlon (Barthes 1977 45), whxla Bbmg 1tself nnavmdably caught upin

O



0

. Meamng in 8 cnunotatwe system 1s a resul! of the combmatmn of éenntanve R
(ﬁ;rst level) and connotanva (second level) slgmﬁcatmn. ’I‘he total s1gniﬂcat10n" o
o ofa message is the reSult of a constantly mavmg tnrns'ale between denotauve_ﬁ"' R
- and RMtaﬁve messages. An empressinn is - altemauvely presented as
o meanmg~m-1bself and as a form or sigmﬁer of another cont&nt. B

o _ S

' --.'3_'.

1
=1

s o by ittt = —

When the szgns of a. ﬁrst syatem become the plane of oontent of a second_. '
. system, a metalanguage has bettt esmblished (tig.7). Tl:us is the case when |
. langfiage takes over d system of alxeady s1gmfymg ob]ects to describe or'-:

explam 1t

W, - . =

ok

'I‘tns maodel fomled the basis of sr.ructuml appmches 5 the- qumuon of the mlat!onslup bnawem o
" idgology and fepresentation systems. Ideology was propised to bé the form’ of the sigmﬁeds of

connotatmn. while rheton,c the form of the conniotators (Bazﬂws 196?:92)

-

.....



. mﬂmwnfﬁumabmhmdmismm wew..farrqumgmmﬁbe_.‘
. agued. The architectural system is an abstract one, connoted through the syntagm of
R mmmmmwmmawafmmmkw eonbination of -

mmmdmm&gmmmm conaqmmofthemﬁatm;f,mmyﬁ_
m l&eanijfme M;Homfornmbemwmmmnmﬂdﬁm Immm' f
A mﬂwﬁmwmm nwdesas»iﬁ‘ bmwewdmtmﬁeawmg _'

’As wﬂl be remembered Jakobsan (1960) proposed that meanm,g anses in | B

_language when the 1e1at10ns of paradigm and syntagm which charactense' |
o __hugmstm systems are coded or limited to certain fixed combmauons Codes

are the mechanism of langue whlch sancnons ur excludes poss:ble o&mbmatory

' __relatlons in the interests of commumcanon.

Thls model is applmable to hteral mformatmn beanng language. Poeuc R

' language on the other hand is charactensed (Jakobson 1960) as literal

misnse of lmgms‘tm operations. The operatmns of paradigm (selecnon) and -

syntagm (combination) - corresPtmd to two relations - resemblance and

- contiguity, located on orrhogonal axes, The d1fference between poanc and

literal language lie.s m the distribution of the operations and the . 1e1atmns -

- acroys the'two axes, In hteral language, selection and Tesemblance COmclde;f
~ on the paradxgmanc axis, cnmhmamm and contlgmty on the syntagmanc,

whereas in P°"'ﬁ‘-‘ language, these operauons and their correspondmg relatmns T

 are dlslocated ami dlsplaced (ﬁg.3)

- This vlew of the architectural system nurresponds looselyw “Barthes analym et‘ &n advarttsing image
(1977) In othe: words, buildings signify analogously to advems:ng unagas. ST '

Barthea argues that thrae messages are conveyed, by advartimngimagm ﬁrstly, dmoted messages,

. In which the scene yepresented is identified; secondly, connoted messages, abstiact ideas with which-
the scene i3 assocfated; and thirdly, linguistle messages, mads up of the text. in and around the image,

" This both draws attention to. certain elements of the image by naming them and also fixes the
' asaouaﬂons wlﬁch the creators of the advertisemen: wish to make, _ :

. '_In the same vmy, bu{ldings cotvey a denoted message they can be :dentiﬁed 1:.:. fiteral ftmmmal :
terms; however, already constituted as signs in this way, they ntay connote a range of socio-cultural
* values. Both levels of ;neaning can be described in Janguage, which, while techniaally oonstituting Y
: metﬁlanguage, is drself caught up in rhetonml pmcesses. - _ -

%
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Figres 'm;-,fﬂ and Postic Laoguage

Mataphor cnmbmes on the basis of resemblance eg "bottleneck“ whﬂe o

_metonymy selects 011 the ‘basis of conugmty e.g "the men“ (for the

ng/Q.ueen)

Ifwe remember Jakobson’s dlsnnctlon, we shall understand that- .
- any metaphonc series is a syntagmansed paradigm, and amy
" metonymy is a syntagm which is frozen and absorbed in a
systen; i metaphor, selection becomes contignity, and ‘in
metonymy, contiguity becomes-a field to select from. It therefore
- seems that on the fmnuers of the two planes that’ creatmn has -
& chance to oceur,
S (Barthes 1967:88) .



‘Poetic operaunns hterally mxsuse language. 'Ihey are not to be confused with -
o _paradzgm and syntagm. Rather they are an afﬁ‘ont to lmgmstic reason.

MnmdduuwdbyﬁmdehM{JM)mhuma{wifofMMGmm’mknm o

whsd:,mmopum:, irmeof kums@:mmvppsa-ss).

- this classiﬁcation, Agrest and Gandelsonas a11gn archltecture W1th r_ ;

' mataphonc model

s TEEQUEL (1960-1971)

'Quel 1968:7). In these, metaphor is conceived of as a process whereby
language and hence meamng 1s transt‘ormei

- _(1‘}__ ASCIENGE OF_mE SIGMEI_ER .
\ ) \

‘which uses langu:fge\‘

as a set of signs- which représent a world outs1de 1tse1f' -
o (Van Zyl1988: 36?7) o it, wnung subxmts to the: referent:lal function of
_ -language, In Tel ng]s vxew, this COmpl‘OI[IlSCS, in the mterests of

) B akobson spea.\;s of dlscourses of a metaphonc and metonymlc type, in whlch_ s
oneor other model predonunates (see Barthies 1967:60). For instance, the
- works of Romantlmsm, Symbohsm or Surreahst pamhng ate predommantly_-'
| metaphonc, while Reahst wnnn,g zih.d tl N hermc eplcs are metonymlc. Wlthm "

- 'The bemintn.model developed by Agrest and Gaudelsonas for arch1tem1re_ -

. closely parallels the" modei developed ‘by those afﬁhated to the _]oumal iSO B
- Quel for. hteratm‘e3 Whﬂe many aspects of the Tel Quel ; pro_]ect are adopted . |

, by Agrest and Gandelsonas the two most pertinent are contained in the -
L concepts of a "science of the signifier” (Barthes 1977:167) and "textuahty' (Tel .

Tel Q,nel 5 polcx. SN “gected agau:lst representanonal reallsm in hterature, o

commumcahon, the. systemanc pnnelple estabhshed by de S.mssure T.be'

P 3

! 1
S

: Foueanlt, Sollers and Knsteva contributed 10 the joumal 1t has’ since been replaced by the joumal gj,.

Tel m was Joun'ml pubhshed in Franca in the 19603 and 1970s. Durmg the 7§ yem' of fts pub]mtion, xt s

covered a wide range of concerns, from the litery ¥ to the palitical, and was hsu-amemlmlaunclunganumber

of experimental writings, Wrlters such as Pleyfét, Baudry and Ponge; a3 well as theorists such a8 Harthes,

28



1 'autonomy of langnage as a system 1s uadermmed The ﬁmcnon of hteramre
..\ should, in - M_Ls mew, be to mvesugate Ianguage as an autdnomoms, .
L If-refemntlalsystem" o - - L S

: . B In thzs neo»fcrmahsm, mgns 1o Itmger refer to a world f:utside of the /s_ystem
L ;_01*' szgnﬁcation (the systcm is that to which they refer) htera:y yg;‘ fetice is *
-iocated pnor to the productlon of sense, in the "scene ot‘ the beﬁ'}c ense-: H

- productmn-of-sense" (I.amg 1978: 100) Inthxsway, the de Sau»"*' “mpx,"
- of value was taken to its radlcal conclusmn. B
- Much of tins ;nrmulatmn can be traced back m the Work of Jakobson,
L ouﬂmed m the prevmus sect:lon, as developed ‘by Lacan m hxs paper;:_'mg

i p:oposes that the structm‘e of language whxch exists pnor to an mdmdual’
- entry into it, is the structure of the mgmﬁer, which is always at wmrk in the _
R 'censtrucnon of me*amng Its structure is an unconseious one, whose laws are
thnse of metaphor and me-tonymy By this, Lacan: means the supenmpomﬁan
of sxgmﬁers whlch ocguts in metaphor, and the veering off of - meamng which
= -'occnrs in metonymy In metaphur, any two- 51gmﬁers canbé conjugated e.xcept
- for the addinonal requ;ement of the greatest posmble dlspanty of the i images .
' sxgmﬁed in matonymy, a sigmfymg part is taken for 2 whole, involving. the
N d:splacement of meamng from one to another. Even in literal, information
' -bearmg Iangnagc, these two laws operate if unconscmusly Lacan rcfers to-
| them as "_the two slnpes of mclde;u .? of the :ug;mﬁer on the mgmﬁed" e
(19’!0 119) o " ‘__“ S o
: By mearis of these two pnncxples, Ie_lﬂy_e_ carned out its mvestxgatmn of the
s:gmﬁer and the mﬁmﬁe deferment of the S1gmﬁed in a fozm of expenmental _
writing known as ecmure" (see below) ' B

4 ‘I‘el Quera;mec; ecnues the theories nt'theRussmn formalists, whom they were responsible fm: makmg
am‘hieinl?mce- S __ _ o
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L mmmmq&mm@quum&wmm
Cf' d'wnwn IR s / e = !

Worh The. sa.me structure, says Laca;a,-’ " persxsts in tha dream as that th:ough
wh;.ch the &gmﬂer is analysed and artlculated Dreams functmn by dlstgmen. =

In them 51gn1fies slide under sngmﬂers, accord.ng 1o the Iaws of cén._
(metaphor) and dtsp!acement “&’Eletouymy) R ; ,- N

o} .ation

InAmagd deelvmmdmgq‘m e!mwmofﬂse cuy _‘_, ﬁma&u aa. .
= _:_m%mwm::embm nguﬁers tabea&dmﬂy"ﬂnwnmas pmm =3
' '__:um mdingwkwhmalﬂﬁwwm '

_____ ﬁ

P
FAEE

. : . B A o .
Idﬂusl{a hterary pmcuce tbok the. fm:m of 5. km& of %vrinng known as.
eq-lmre“ mvolvmg a. non-expresmve, non— representanonal expenmentation |
wu:h language Instead of represantmg thé world outside of wntmg, ecrinuc '_
" operafted ‘within a "fold interior to languagc (Carusi 1987:56). It aimed to
offer 00 pnsitwe Imowlnge, but rather td cnthue representauon .

e . -
i . - B .

i Ecnture Wias ..textua]n Pracmce whxch arﬁculated fhe functmmng of the "text" =

\mthm 11:. Thls notion Df "text" was descnbed by Foucault (1968) as

- 'the. form of. a dxsmmve artmulatwn, funcnonmg wlthm egch/
~ work as well as. from one to cyother, (in a): relation /of
momorphm Isomorphxsmmthe space.of htuarylang_uaged A
not fmply a ‘aslon of the world ... but rather is the form of a; ﬁ’ld -
8 mtermr to langaage. : B

DA (f;arus; 198%56)

e

- . l\ . - \g\\ e i e wn
3 ﬁcrlture produs:ed a msiwf readnbmty, bmught o hy the. mtigpa of: thp forms of mhange undeﬂmg
. représentation, Here a parallel with Mards critique of political g-promy Wng propused, The word as a
communicatitnal ertity was argued to be structured-along the samte lines as the commodity, the forim of”
_exchenge in capitalist soclety. A eritique of exchange in representation enderlay th«:poﬁtml wmnmmmt of
: _"Im Quel, This\fndque was operatedbyrhe et of ecnture e



'Ifhe notmn of "text' descrﬂ:es the irreducxble mﬂltrauon of a text by premus_
texts in an "iatertextual articulation. The text has no grammar, but, in Barthes
words (1971 160), is “woven enntely \mth citatmns, refemnces, echoes, )

cultural languages wluch cut 8cross it i_n a vast s{emophon 'T

_‘:\

'Ihe more radlc.al of Ig_,ng_Ls followers clmm that th:s condmon underhes -

: every s:gn and avery reahty

_ The 51gn, as such is mnstm:ted as ongmally mtertexmal Because .
- prior texis reside in present texts - that is, in their signifiers - o
' text is ever fully self-present, self- contained or self-sufficient: ne . ="

SRR text is; closed, total or unified, The forces of mtertextuahty

funda,mentally infiltrate the operations of the sign, dmallowmg' R
any mmcn of pure or nomntertextual textuglity,
N o (Leitch 1983:98)

" Of impottance 1o note is that the destruction of metalanguﬁge or theory

~ (language about Ianguage) is n:nphmt in the nou;pn of the text, 'I‘extual acﬁv;ty
constlmtes 1ts own theory, by demonstrahng it :

Ecnture as a speclﬁc mode of pmducﬁon is itself a seience of |
' _theq:;etxca! ‘ractice which coexists with seriptural pravtice. In -
“order for it fiot to be subsumed under ideclogy, Ecriture mustbe
- maintained strictly within  the borders of its own
_ scripmral/theoretlcal practjce, that is, it must élaborate itseif as =~
the ’science’ of its own systetn of functioning ,.It implies the
: complete overtumng and undermining of this concept
.. (literature), and of its very status as an pbject which may be -
grasped as the ObJGCt of another dxscaurse o

. ge _ o (Caru31 1987:54) :
g . _ L ' : %,
. -nmmwammamddsmwm mmofwm'inw |
_ mmei’mgmgqf m&mmwﬁmwbemmmm wm:tica”
" invalves anepmdumon of a bm!tmtmemdby Wmmmmm
. discourses, which it mm’rexmdxsmﬂenbymwmdt?wdmwm 198&34).
: Arﬂmwmﬂdwmpmofnkuwwafm mthw)ud:ﬂmymd&ngmdta '
_ﬁwh@mmm andGmdeI.wm 1980:35).
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:I' . .

As wirI bem ﬂm mmm ome e !&tf, i ﬁmwﬁ
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- Iﬁsstmemmcmbeanabmd.

o

2 _Metaphor enables existing cadas' ofmh;tecfum 10 be bwufonned. Itsp L
. ‘_"Q""_opemimmm beanab’sed. ’

-3 -Mgfqphar is an umorwciau.«pmcm a@w, .wh;‘ch opm in- the__ R
-"'.-..comtmcfzanafmeanmgpnortmtgbemgamb&hedm apotticular code,
Ta‘mprocas&hmmgreﬂeségmngﬂodes afpmctmemdcaubeaawatedﬂ ' ;
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4 AGRESTAND GANDELSONAS’ SEMIOTIC o

M ODF L FOR ARCHITECTURE

| Ag‘est and (wanﬂelsonas proje“rt is an attempt to explam the Pl‘Dductmn of o
 meaning in archltec*ture, on the basm of the premises of Stmctura] linguistics -

prewously outhned It azms to pmduce lmowledge of archwecture as a system

- '_'-"infsigns

}:

e _Thc archltecture they examme does not conform to a tradluonal deﬁmhon . -_
Instead of a few bm!dings nonnatwely deﬁned as axchltgctu:al by msumtmnal

 rules, Agrest and Gandelsonas adopt Eev's definitiont of archltecmre (1968). o o

’ as the whole man-made enwronment (see Agrest and Gandelsonas 1977 97)

I their exammatmﬂ ofthis system, Agrost and _cs'anaalsm &ﬁ#ke- “an il

"'_'disnncﬂnn'betmeen functianal mesning and other - meamngs Gandelsnnas e
 (1972:72) proposes that function is the primary or denoted meaning of built
: _fmm It is the most dlrect, broadly understood meaning of the bugle .

_ _envxronment, representmg the capacity of form to signify its own funcuon In_ L
_ this sense, it isa message mthout a code, understood i a dnect relatmn to
;1ts referent, . ' '

'. _Nevertheless, whﬂe the functxunal message assocxated wﬂh ) form x:mght be o

' _uncoded it mlght convey very dxfferent meamngs in difﬁerent contexts (see o
Gandelsonas_ 197545). As argugd by Baz_‘_thes_ (1967:42), the possibility of an
absolutely denbting"?‘bbject-meséagé is 1o longer pOSSible'iFuhgtion catonly

be understond within a ooutext whlch ca:mot be expiamed by simple functmn S
- ".alon‘b Use is msmtably senmnncised, This means tha@ it bequ:es mtclhgxble L



in rcl_aﬁdn'tb 'tne' other terms ofa ‘socially éanstmctﬁd sys’tem _of meaning's

_'I'he exannnatlon of thxs sngn system requues an mmal methodologcal' :
separatxon of traditional archtectuce (buﬂcimgs, graphm representat:ons and
wmings) and the built envxmnment at large. ' - '

1 MEANBVG OEAR(:._HHE"" : (_,m RE

“The architectural sysfim is governed, m‘c}andélsbnas’ view (1975:45) by the

- constrection of codea nf meanmg in whuh diﬁerent matenals or substances_ _' E

are combined

: A cnda, it will be remembered (3 akobsan 1962) is a selection of certam ﬁxt?d _
: f'om‘bmauons of all the units of which 2 Iauguage could possibly be compnsed o

n arclutecnue, codes deﬁne the rclauoushlpa between

Il
11

a)  physical or geometnc categories L. between dift‘erent formal shapes '-

and

b physical or 'geomei;ric' -cate'goriés sud other cultural categoi:ies, Which. o

~ might be economic, somologxcal, pohtlca] psychologlcal aesthetlc, or
technical ete. ’

They bring these togsther in a systematic relationship of signs and mesnings.

;

4

Busthes (1967:41) remarks that objects of everyday use, witls fiot being cssentially significatory, ate inavitably
ued by society in a derivative way, to sigmify something, Non-significatory vhjecis are mually incenceivable,

Barthes (1967:42) suggests that to discover a non-signifying object, one would have to imaging one which bore
‘o similarity to an existing model whatsoever, Even If the meaning of in object corresponds to its use, this
" is not to be mistaken as of the order of denotation, but yather corresponds to a Y(disguised) semantic
- institutionalisation" (Barthes 1967:41} ~ the meaning is caught vp in connotative structures in. which it is
- overdetermined by addmonal tultural values - '

Hawever, a8 in all ﬁmetmnally based q«mhohc systems. this signlﬁcaﬂon of use plays a cruc{al role. It

constitutes the articulation point of sn sbstract system of valties and a nature, Barthes (1983:217) suggests that

its consequence is an "cthics of signification”. The ethical underpinnings of functionalism in anddiecturs lie
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o F1gure 9. y Analy‘sxs of Albem’s Code. far Apertures in Buﬂdmgs
(after Gandalsonas 1975) L .

. Gandelsonas breaks fhe text down mto its cpmponent umfs, each of whmh is
representesd in-the abeve dxagram. Each of th@se represents a sxgndymg unit
o in Albem’ code, estabhshmg a spemﬁc relaﬁonshlp between physical
categories and soma-cultural categones. o
o _Subsequent archxtecmrai codes saw the legiumatlon of certam combmauons
- exclyded from the Albertian code ez 6 {the glass daor) (fig.10). 'nus capaclty
* for change of cudes in the a&;l‘chltecml‘al system is made pOSSIble byrf;he
- farbitrariness of the r&laﬁonship between sigmﬁerand 51gmﬁed in its sigmf\ﬁj
uxﬂts. S
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e ":::Fzgure 11'3 'I'he Glass ]3001' in relatlon to Albertx’s Cad& for | o

Apermres

| Tra.nsformatf ons ofa code mvclves metaphnuc caperanons inthe sense deﬁncd E

B __by Jakobsan descnbed in tha prevmus chapter. They mvolve an '&ncorrect" o _
 association of fm‘m and form or form and meamng in relatlon to an emsting_- A

.code. . o

- G"mdelsonas l(1!5' i2) dmcusscs the work of Mmhael Graves e thls hght. R
L Graves, in for example his- Hanselman House (19?7) (ﬁgAl) Juxta.poses -

L archuectmm elements and 1deas, thh accordmg 0 emst:ﬁg codes, are e

}_mumalty excluswe- N

T e



- | | S

. Figore 13:  Hanselman House (Michael Graves)

o For example Graves superlmposes an 1deahsed plan of thf-.- a.ﬂ;lﬂding onto an
| mtenor wall of the house, thus neutrahsmg the tradmon“f 5{ -\- qgntmn betwean

-_ pIan and elevation, the archxtects line of vxsmn when malang the plan and the |

- | _uscrs line. of wslon when percemng the wa.ll (ﬁg 12).

i . . : . . . e
S

- Slmﬂarly, in hié tréanﬁent of the eﬂtrax'ice to the h’oiise, complete 'Eubic'

' volurm of the house has been. removeti and re-established as a separate - .

- component of the buﬂdmg The . dzsplaoed volume extends the buudlngs-

' gection to the external facade, thus revealing certam internal aspects The L
- nppusmon between internal void aiid private use and external solid and J

o public use, tradltmnal in arcmtectl;re, is’ hereby confounded (ﬁg.iS)

p——
_l’ !r



Hanselman House

-Section

Figure 12: .

Vol_u:,net_ric I}_isblacemerit, Hanselman House

Figure 13
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Banthas (1983 204) refers to this process ag' neutrahsatzon 'Ilus descnbes the
| tendenCy in. ﬁconnetauve semiotic Systems, . BUI0SS. time, for prewcusljs
Opposltmnal umas of the sysrhm to be ncutrahssd :under the sancuon nf a
3 smgie s:gmﬁer or s:gmﬁed. So:. R T :

In the work of Graves, the archltectomc order is upset $h1'0ugh |
a particular-nse ¢f metaphor. Instead of combining architectonic -
1deas according to the traditiopal architecturdl rules, whmh S

“prescn'he the $election of one element from - a. pair;, of |

GPPOSIHOI‘JS, he Shows, thl‘ough expgessmg bOtl:l Glements Of ﬂja oo .

oppositian, the opposman 1tself T SN o
_ . o L (Gandelsonas 1972'74) E _ﬁ_ e

) "Ihe codes of the archltectural system ate mamfested in normauve wntxngs

: and written texts of architecture which fix meaning in . an exphclt written =

discourse. Renmssancs treatises such as the above, and subsequeut theanes

o .'_-of architecture have normatwely coded the' relauonsmps between built form
__'-alid meaning, Since the Renaissance (Agrest and C-andelsonas 1973a,260 !
 Gandelsonas 1975:45) when, simultaneous with the. appearance’ of ths o

- architect, - camie treatises and codifications, these texts have estabhshed the, e

: insmnnonal parameters of archltectural practlce (Agrest and Gandelsonas |
: 1973b 99) B '

| Whlle crmcal in e.stabhshmg the parameters of arch1te§ture however, ords' L
have the - efféct of causmg their own role to  disappear (Agrest and
Gande;sonas 1973a: 270). Meaning appearsto inhere in form in anunmedlated" |
way. I-Iowever, itds almnst entirely arbxtrary, and changm constantly, subjact'
1o the neutralmmg tendsncles of the system. o : -

L@ THEARCHIJECTWL SIGN
According to Agrest and Gandelsonas, thie architectural sign is made up of &
: q_nfnbinaﬁon of signs of two or mote"-signifying-. systemns, one archltectura], the

others non-architectural, In ts establishment, the constituent signs are reducéd, =

'--'.-'39'



resultmg ing couphng of an arclntecturai eleant asa sngmﬁer to a mgmﬁed

| from a non-archntecmral system, expressad m natural language (Agrest aud
: 0] S’ 19‘73a 264) (ﬁg.M) L ‘

- M—'{CHITECTURALﬁ \t_zx
;;f%: SlGNlFiER

——.-Q’-O--q-n-p ———

- 'LaLlNGLusnc a
SIGNI}?’IED el

i"

 Figure 14:  'The Arclntectural Slgn (after Agrest and Gandelsonas

19739.)

m\.'

This is argued to produoe two exclusmns - the arclutectural mgmﬁed |
- (oonsndered in formal. terms). and. the non-archltectmal SIgnlﬁe!' As a result,
__ 'anarchltectural mgmfier and a hngmstic signified are hnked abuﬂt element '

- becomes a metaphor for an :tdea (Gandelsonas 1972*‘74)

H ﬂk\( same way, architecture enters into combmatlcm wu:h a’ range of other
cultm*alhgms. A sign qpm a non-archltectural system is linked to a mgn

| from the architectural syz%em, as in the example ﬂ!ustrated a.bove Tn this way, "

it transfers its meaning outo the archxtectural sxgmfier

o _mwﬁmmmm&mvﬂmm@b@ m@m&abymm'
- mh;fanmjmafr}m fwfmmawmmfgﬁwwsyﬂm cwmwdmmat_'

 system are characterised by a. W(IMM}MSWMMW .
. Mbm&mzmﬂwﬁmmtﬁm&gﬁt,ﬂw mmmmlxysm%cmmmdmaf

maimaf mdwmbdwem mcanqmaua;;mms

- _mmm@mmwmmmmmmm it is in architectiral wridngs.

a0



. --wmmmmvmmmmmwm (ﬁg.]ﬁ)

, "'_-mmmwmmmmmww@ mz&,(}bm;gmwdmkmgf .
 This i whot Banhes - calls the Yerminological: le” (19837). By moans of X 6% 2

| -._mnapummatmalafbxdmgmwhkasdcﬂim@ Ins@mmmwm E L

umabw.d. Img:agwwbnmhmamdogmdm

o e e e e U gremret -.'.-\\l_.-._ -
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| bYSTEM L N R T

'Figure 15 “The Termmoiugical System of Bmldmg (a.t'ter Barthes

1983)
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by 1ang:uage. I-Iuwevel‘clhls dﬂﬁ“s ntxt f}gcur as in Agfﬁs'ﬁ and Gande}sonas B |

: wew, ia symmemcai relatxonshlp, b“" in‘a Staggered relauonship of Sgstems. .

--Hamngmade ﬂns point, Agrest and &andglsonas coustructmn ot‘ meanmg m o

le E‘ofbusms Villa Savoye (1929~31)(ﬁg 17) (AgreSt and Gandelsonasf-_;r.." :

-' '“_-_'__1977 107) bewmes diffit to fallow (ﬁg.lB)

| P&gure 17 The Villa Sa;oye (Le Corbusmr)
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Agres énﬂ Gaﬁdelsonas ﬁrg.ue, ﬂm fo,_. ﬂus buildmg to conndt;, th&walues G&.: .
- shp (saﬂ‘*mhé‘blt ‘movement, technology), fwo. different siﬁmfymg systems,
B that of dwellmg and that of ocean liner have Been jwterrelated. By mpans of
; & functioual smnlarity between the systems botﬁ linet aﬂd house are forms e
L of hahxtatmn - & "mataphonc" re%atlon is set u; between the alements Qf__ _

'_"house" and values assm‘md Wi"h "Shlp e |

th ?

. (

- -'Terrmnofogmajly spealung, thwbuﬂMg fe?fesmts a paradox -4 buildmg for L
“ tand and sea, I§ neutralises the pré)wuus opposmnn between two sxgmﬁeds and « |

enables the values of both to be “connoted. We are not. 5éﬂl’ing*iw1:h a._ -
!

3]

' Stralghtfﬂn‘.'m‘d relantm betwee the elemants of a house and the values of
- ocean hners, /6ut raﬂaer wnh a buﬂﬁma whmh on tha level of expenence, is .
- 'both house and sh1p at the same txme, connotmg the va}ues of both



T . :
‘\ i oW ,:l
k it .

| ! BULDING : LAND &'SEA

‘Figare 19: A Building for Land and Sea

It establrshes reiationshxps ahd associations oth&r than thuse tradmonally |
_ 'axpected of a hrmse is bewg in t}:us bui:‘aing Tike being ina house or on a
ship? The clemeuts of the building (the mgmﬂers of i.he system), by their very_' '
. arrangement, suggest both. Simply by havmg been on s§n ocean liner, someone '
expenencing the bmldmg would have access to its mefaphonc oonteut

) LI'MI}TS 70 :mze mTEM
Agrest and Gandelsonas suggest that the possibﬁmes of the archliectural"

System are HIF tﬁd by four factors. techmlagy, ﬁmclzon, fannal cade.s or
convemons ma’t:mguage : -



i

’ (a) recfmawsmﬂﬁwﬁm ,:, R
. Twhnoingy and functmn are pft;jaemes of bnﬂldmgs whlch set ,Jyhnnts ta the-
-amhnectural system (Agrest and Gandelsom—"'x%’l'f 101) T]zls :refers i the
ffact that the conditions which - gdvarn buﬂding (structural and functional
Y __neces'ﬁity) set non«arﬁiimy hmlts Building does flot \neld purely dxfferentlal

""-"'terms “for arc}m;ectufre as smmd does for language Architetture’ s terms afe'
. 'detarmined m relanm m the pre»- seﬁuntic llmlts of gravxty anﬂ e,

o
Q,-_ )

. if-.

_._;}u addxhon tofun&uonal and s.tructural requiremems, the arch:.tectural system

. k is further linmed by fmmal archmctural codes and canvenvnns These mclude

. I_those which a‘re SpeCIflf.‘ to desigu (graphlc cades), those. whxch are shared By
o n’umher of cﬂlturai systems (Le. qpan;u and iconie codes) and those which,
o whﬂe crucial t0 another cnltural system (&g rhytbm in musnc) partlclpate in

' archlter.tural cade formatlon. S o

: In_'the_ fast instance; as has been suggested, language sets the Hmit o the
o afchite'ctu:al- systam. .Tﬁrpu_gh it, building is carved into a synfagm capable of
. th*lg systelqatica'ﬂy'a:ticuldted.- In many instances, the signifying units of the
architectural systemn correspond to units of building (window, wall etc.) but in
" many instan‘é.es they do not (a brick could hardly be taken to be a signifyihg
'umt for mstanoe} On]y certain terms in the archxtw..,hlral system have a
= technoioglcal base. Others exist pure]y to dlstmgmsh one mgmfymg tinit of the
system from another e.g. baIuStrade, handrall balcony etc Lan,guage

| translates technologwal facts mtc‘n s1gni£yﬁag posslbﬂines

- 'I‘hese four ]uruts to the archltectural system technologmal, func.ﬁona.l formal
~ end lmgmsuc are challenged by Agrest and Gandelsonas. They see them as
. having come about in hlstoncai clrcumstances which necessitated the closure

Y.
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of architecturs'ﬁ; an mstmmonal pracnce and a system oz meamng (1980 37)\ -

Through their readmg of semiotic thenry, they see the po‘smblhty of explonng
' am archﬁeeture mt hmrted by 1ts current teleology o

| They Jocate tha a:‘chltect:ual syﬁtﬁm in a brom:ler physwal and semnmc- |
 context - the bmlt enwronment at large. Tt becnmes merely one. of ‘many
 different cultural systems conﬁgutmg the biailt emuronment. The "mtcrtexmal,_:

o relahunshxps" betwéen these systems resulis in an. opacity or non-reducnveness o

of; meamng, (Agrest and Ga. ,kEISODaS 1973a 267), which, for them, challeuges :
the traditifo:;al formatlon of arclﬁtectmal objects . T :
2. MEANWG IN THE BLRLTENWROMMENT

ff(;) BUILT-ENWROWENTAS mx:r
Agr¢st and Gandelsonas (197‘7 112) apply the notion of "text“ to the buili
anvlronment at large For them, it is a complex social  text which
smmltaneously confignresa multtplxcxty of s:gmfymg systens. It has » 1o smgle
pmducer nor is it an established rhetarical system mﬂnn a defined
iﬁstltutional framewcrk Insv:ead it mmprxses a multlcxphcxty of discotrses
/which L&ss-cross one 4nother ina hefarogeneous mgmﬁcatory process. '

.r-’ f“

N is tharet‘ure not poss:ble to analyse the built envwanment in the same way
" as tme would a smgle cultural system such as architecture, for i 1ts mgmfiers are
caught up m many dszerent systéms °imu1taneously Agrest and Gandelsnnas
devise a wchmque far Jts analysis whlch dlfferb radlcally from thelr analysxs
- of archxteMre Tins mvolves a pr‘ucess nf 'productxve readmg" o "

o '@"":“-‘*NOM?ESIG&AND "ﬁR'oDUCM_' _ READ WG T

‘The Ioglc of the urban realm as ] s1gmt'ymg system is termed "non demgn" by
Agrest and Gandelsonas (1977 111) Nnn—desgn isa System which violates
the internal loglc of separate systems and mscnbes meamng in a hnghly



oA

'iﬁaezemiggte_way -(Agregt andGandeIsenas 1}9'_;30:37,1977:-1'11).-;;_ SEL

It posesftze problem of nwamng as. the mtersecnon ot' codes" (Agrest and f
Gandef;onas 1977; 113) or "‘mgnifying chammg /q rest 1976-59) - how does f
one analyse the process by whzch meamng is in.,éri’bed when it is not smgular,
but complex and dynamlc? o L (R :

- "Praducuva rcadmg“ is the: techmr;ue: proposed, by Agrest a&i Gandelsonas B
(1 «a77~113) ta examine this sys:m A productive - reading is an mterpretauon /’ ;‘-
of the huilz anwronment ‘which does not dempher meamng, but cuts through
11:, retracmg the mechamqms by wlnch that meaning was produced '

. !.l"._ . ok

The bm‘lt enmronmwt as the Ubject of rcadmg is a set uf fragments or umts 3

of readmg" ameulatmg anumber of systems‘ (Agrest 1976'59) Begmnmg &dm'
a signifier of departure in such a unit, the various systems in which it is
|  articulated are read. The reading traverses the "h_ﬁ.?f“ pf signifiers of one such o
systeiri, until one of them beédmes ancthe'r signiﬁér' of departure, opening the
readmg towards another system. These mg;mﬁers which open to uthar systems o

" are called *shifters'” (Agrest and Gandelsonas 1977:115). They allow meaning
to be dlsplaced from one system 10 another, ma]nng the production of
dlﬂerent readings of the bux{fg environment poss ble (Agrest and Gandelsonas -
19?7 116}3

§

~ 'This potion of ;he s}u&er is adnpred from Jakobson (1953) am‘l Barthas (1983), where it is used to
- explain the pontt of connection between & cotled anit an uncoded level of signification; "the cleeresy,
- example of the shifter is the personal pronoun. °I' means the person uttering ‘T’ Thus or the one
-~ hand, the sign 'T" cannot repiresent Its object without befng associuted with the iatter by a conventional
rule... Corisequently, 'I' is & symbol. On the other hund, the sign " cannot represent its object
without being in an existentisl relation with this object: the word 'I' designating the utterer is
existentially related to his utterance, and hence functioss as an index” (Jakobson 1957:2) Agrest and
- - Gandelsonas’ use of this notion diverges significantly from its mrigtnal formulatmn in that they define
 the shifter 24 tha point of articuldtlon of two coded systems. ; i

.

a ‘Igus Is seen by Agrest and G&ndélao;ms as of nm_;or sig mance for arclummrai practics; "The

© enodern movetnent's eritique of classical Language falls shogt of the idea of unity which this language

\  presupposes, It is this faflyre which causes the moderi movement to misrecognise the radical
'/'}) ~ Heterogeneity which charactarises the logie of the urbgi otder,. And accounts for the Jack of -
#7 theeretical and iconie developmen, for the impaste at wjalch the seaond shird of this s century finds
. M\(Agn&st asid Gandelsonas 1980.37] Lo _ RS

-

'



4.
For mstance, in the follnwmg example, @ street cafe is ]inked o tﬁeatre by :
wrtue of its physlcal cunﬁguration Ttus produces & numbe.r of readmgs wh1ch
'traverse gesmral systems, systems af ntuaL the system of cafes, of public
'places, and of streets The initial fragq?ent of the city ‘observed i is ‘thus shown
_ta b6 dense \mth mea.mng (ﬁgs 20-22) L :
-l Thﬂ reading "decondenses" the slgmﬂers of the buﬂt envuonment (Agrest and
.'Gande:wnas 1977 115) It flmcnons by means of the operations of metaphur
and metonyhy (Aggpst and  Gandelsonas 1973a:269). The shifters of &
productwe IM fonction s condensers, allomng for exchange between
systems Metonymy dlsplaaes a readmg down the chain of s:gmflers of a
single system. These operations are not concc,rned mth fixmg mramng, Lut

_ wn'h the li.nkiug of s:gmfiers

’I'hey are to be dlstinguzshed from the 0perat10ns of tha archltectural system,

whach fot only open, but also close meaning, reducmg it to a smgla

"metaphomc" sagmﬁed. In non—demgn, metaphor and metonymy operate ’as

* expansive forces, similar to- the condensation and displacement, of the dreg

_ werh 'Ihey prnduce a passage from the: mamfest to the latent Ievel of the
buill envnonment, conmdered dsa dream: {Agrest and Gandelsonas 1977 115)

‘This .-expausive _procedura -eztplocl'es the _un_i_ty of the built "*e;uvimmnent whe:_;
" seen from uﬂe'"pariicﬁiaf cultural pérspé'ctive, dissolving’ it into‘ 2 broad’
‘hetwork of meaning. An urban system can no loﬁger be read as an. molated
. sign ot the ’baszs of an antonomous code. Rather, -

Lits mesning is dmpersed along the chaing of its relauons Its o
“mise-en-sequences, the linear-relations of ifs sequential visions
.are violated by other relations which are mdependeut of ‘the

: syntagmatic Ioglc. o

5 _ ' (Agrest and Gandelsonas 1980 3’7)

-

. many ways, this process resembls thak atiopted by Barthes (1970) in his reading of Saerariker
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Bl The Productive Resdlog '
B Ths oidddoor purt of the “safe-terrace” extablishes the vela-

lnmskip safolotreet and iz orgunized izt ferms of the opposi-
or circulation/sidewall ax vafey

' mw:ummmstmm-cmwmmmm

people ik the firat apposition with the sechnd ane. Some

3 mp{cm}kmwudemmmsmmuwmm

sideyalkicafe. Prople ure distribuizd. in a field of abfects

B ihat may be distinguished ay objects for nae aud objects for

S

sire £ gewevaid nob anly at the visual level but also at Uie

fevel qf!axg-mge ix gelioi: thak is, discourse.

Discourse within the “theafer” ia frapmented, duapmed.
dmong varions aclors aid speefelors, articulating itsolf

without either dontinaling or subordinaling, with the boly

i notion, with the geslure,
(Fasture;

B ency crexles a
| cdfefatreal and the inlericr cofe, The inlerlor cafe repeals avtioulated with fashion, the domein of women, ox cof«
i

B superimposed. ...

Backgrmdphnﬂm * Theater

B TTe gaze from mmupﬂm:fomsmmmou
B ?cene aud sweeps through the codes bolfi of the cofe and the ‘The system of cafes; :
B tiizaier. Codes organize the gaze: the people fromiohensand  Eech sqfe 45 not o cafe in ilss{fbul isparicfa ws!em nf
M 1o whom thay are divected—ObserperiOboerved; the placex cafes, whick speaks of Uz fistory, of is origing, uf ita
Y from where and to where they are directed—FPubliciPrivale; fransformalions, {his _ssiabliaking ﬂw pnmd:‘gm of the
B the deaire which genersies ihem—VoyeurisntBxhibi- :ﬂﬁ- ’

W tionism, fn their interrelation, places configurate the gaze: . )

background. Buildings are objects and fagades; the buck- Gesticuluting * ﬂaaﬁnuummmtkck&wuaamm’-

B ~vicid is o continions fagale; the fusade o the cofe atands - skin, vegulei. the gestures.of fashion which play o rold

4 as s medialing elenient which because of iy branspar- #-the narking @ disquising of sex differences. Caft, the
ip between the exterior cafe or domoin of men, is iicorporated in the cily ag thealer,

the sawe oppositions beticen peoplefobjects and back- fume. The twe togelher tausfornt the visunl codes,

. '_I_..'_.: grouadhnirrors, whick themaelves now become medialors link cofeimasculindly wdfas&wutfemiui:ﬂy tkmbycm—
M Seliceen exterior and fiterior In a. refiection i whick ob- fm{dﬁw thene. ~

Jects, sidewalk, peaple, slrcet. and mlerior space are

The gestaeen i2 1o only thatof a-sletic poss, but the vt
HEE gede.0 of the body mwwmumu, mgaycdmmuﬁes
'ﬂmmb, m&mhnndastﬁhmlmnmmdmwhch mclem‘.'z_frpmtkesme. _

.penﬂsm;hwhnd.mmaluupthm : - .
l produces ¢ point of deparinre, ﬁamcufslsﬁut& eafelpit. Disconrse and yestwe cmyig'nm the seene; meanolile,
time and volumg perforaly the plane of dacoration and

Laf=sealy Pitsests confiquraiv the space.
Pt seats  Thoealer :
Themehthestmels: -

o 2 ¢l B lang seenz -

cqfeiﬁmfen
.anadumsmb_emdimd:' . T}w&tmetaaamteoiwnes
: . The sireel ut @ scene of scenes in !mprmeets fido the cafe, -
| Tha Gaze: apmmgﬂupkmymmdmmdﬁmwdu

Tﬁemumwesludaismtum!kzuphaﬁunfm .

Jrontal—oblige—sideview. Scene and pi! areconfused ino
B senernl scene swhere gore and desire ave structured and
Al nrﬁcu!’ to 2 mm.!.htﬁoll of deb

T

’I‘hesystamnftheﬁagmmisofpunﬁeplm ;
The cafe belomgs (o the poradi-w of alreels, - plazas.
mumen!s. Iu !.am. each qrtlne.u 8 :mumly yﬁyﬂcﬂﬁy

.j'utfapased Tt nhﬂ Ica:mn!fy'juxtapascd. Tkls mmm‘bmw

these plgres inlo complex entitipsr eife—bquare,’ cqfs-
market, cafe-—otreel. The strest is transformed inlo & naw §
point of depariure. We are agai in fis atrad. but now lke

: ah‘e‘eﬂxam _
. Btreet:

AmmmMdeﬂwtﬁemueqfswmle,qf 1

- constimpltion, the scene of scenesy it is infinitely continu- §

m m!‘:m&!ed & the mation Qfabjwts of gezes, quem-
s" .

_Ihsthcseenenl‘lustory

mwm.mumxwmmhemunthummm '-

_noLseen, or nof alfoued to- b1 sexx. Whest what iz behind the ‘B

scene s skums. i prodices o demystifying effect, like thal §

- of exposiitg tha regsois for the split be!w_eeu ind{viduat cmd

sociah, beficgen pri'm!« and pﬂ'HIl!.

The fa:ﬂ]esﬁume the atrgd. I'ﬁeyjhuﬂmu ot senery or 3
decoration and control the demystifying effect. The decora- |8

tion. may cr may vol correspond lo t&ccamm!ofrepu-

_ senlation. This umuhmterﬂamnsk—hkc character. -

Peopla 28 decoration:. - -
Fashion transforms peaple mtna(yeets, anmg straet ami

g Mwlhnﬂghmmpmtquawcommmmluamr&

Ritualss .
Penpkmmtatwnm.ymﬁepmmmm!a. dqimngut‘lml o N
£paze, pdrhupa!mg in uremunma, aud. ...

.
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B C1e Eroductive Readins

. that may be distingulished oz obfecis for wa and obfects for Geah-!ra

B8 ericy créales o velationship beliveant the exter'~r
o vafelsireet and the-inferior eafe. Tha interior oy repents ertienlided twith frakion, the dometn of wonlen, of ¢es-
SN the zapee opposiliony belwsen pooplefoljects wnd back- Iume. Tite Livo fogellier trunaforin the wival codes, which

R prounilimivrovs, which themselves now became medictors link énfelmosculingty nudﬁuhmwnmuumtp, t&erebyem;—

AONpOIg SYL,

(9161 35018) Suipeoy o=

Y The gaze fmm the cafs ng pit buﬂsjhms the airodd info o

R 5cente aud awoaps through the codes kol of the eqfe and the The syster of eafes:

B people fromwhomand  Each cafe is noé = cafe i #laelf but 1s parl of o systen af .
B io whatis they are directed—Qbacrrer/Qbasroed; the plucen cafvs, sulich gpenks of ils Mslory, of itz origins, of its

R tinii, i thoiy inferrelation, plu o3 configurile tha gaze:

Houahip cofelyireet and i’aumamzedin {ermia of the oppast
tion ﬁ&_ﬂg_mw sireulption/sidesalk op cafe; Divgoitrse wfmfu the "theter™ it fraginented, dfapcr.mi

axother element in the sidewalk-clroulalidy it introduced; antong veriowt aclors aitd spectalors, ervilenlating iiself
people tink the firal opposition with Yo o
[ peopte walk in the sidewcalklstreels some people o in the n nction, with the geeture.
i aidmnfklcuﬂ. People are distributed tn o field of objects

brpkgrownd, Builidings. nro vhieets and fagedes; the backs Eestwutu.an Jorm o chalit with clatkes ab a pecond
~wgud de e continnots fagade; the fagads of the cofe stands  shin, vepid -+ he gostiires of fashion which play a wle

4 03 o medinting elovient whick becanss of ity tran {4 the markeng wid disguising ofm differences, Cafe, the
e or domain of nian, {3 incorporated in the cily ax theater,

betconit exterior and (ndcriol in o reflection in which ob- founding them,

N Jecls, sidetvalk, people, streel, and Mlerior apm:s are
Wl‘l’lﬁmsﬁ- LN ]

E" souts, which are distribuled in rows and i whith e axits front the scens.

The geature $3 ot ondy Hint of & atak‘z pose, bitt tha multi-
pliod gesturd of the body in mmnuu.. sngaged {% mr!as

people ure clustered, resombles o pit. Thiv substitution ~ °

B | produces o point u]‘nlapuﬂurc.ﬁ'um cufelsirect io cufelpit. Digoaurag and gestire w»ﬁy'umu the mm. wdkanshile,

B Cufe seas ,, Fit sonts
Pitseats Ti'm!er

-itme and volwne parforals tbs plane of decoraifcn and
configirate the space,

Tha scene In the streets; -

- openiug it up lo weic poradigms and thalr codos.

theaisr, Codes orgunize the gases the

Jrow ickeraand (o where they uredivécled—Piblis!Private; trangfaratations, thud éstablishing. the pamdfgm of the
the _ desive sohich yeneraies tham—VopeurismiBxhibi- cofs,

The mtam of the frigiments of publte placen:
The cafe Selonga lo ihe paradign of sireels, plazes.

ftontments, In Litrt, each of thase fst only y

JSrontal—obligne—tideviews Scene and pit are sonfioed i
| general ceeng m gase aud desire wre structred and
antioulated logether. The pleasive in the renkizalion of do-

» ' . " ia gauermd nnt cmly al t}wm‘sua! lml bm alsu uuhe i
B The entifoor pert of Uia "eefe-firrace™ sstabh‘ahu tie relu- Tevel qf‘!amaga i1¢ action: et ta, diseolrse -

Tho slront s ¢ scene of noenes in fuin projseta filo !hs cqﬂr, )

ona, Some withord eithendoninating or subordinating, with the Sody. _

ictayosed b also mzuauyj;mea, Ths trangorms [
© Wtiger pluces inlo complex evditien: cofs-—uquare, cafe— JE

ilise mm. baet it i aisa what [o-belind the seane, what Vs

market, cafe—atreel, The stresk i tangfornted info o naw G
point of duparture. We are apain in mum’e!, bud now t!le S
atreed in 6 mue. :

Streets -
A sians in moventant. The slreet is lhe scene of struggle,qf .
conaempition, ihe scene of seanes; i is fyintiely contini. N

ota, uulim:ted i tha moh’m qro@ecis. of gazes, of gesa :
tumes,

1 iz lhe soene of hiatory.

. not aeen, or ol alloived fa be seemn. \When iohal is bebind the | “‘. ]

Ecenit {8 showni, [} produges « demystifiring effect, Jika that B

- gf exposing the reazona for the aplit bmmn fndividunl and SRS 3

_ amlamn., Thiz umm!mus it nmk-l:’ke c’mmeter.

(R Backpiouad plaxe cafe_,, und plavie scung The scua 16 the atreste {2 b tum the' explosion of fks .
Buckground plane zeena. ﬂmtsf L cqimeu(er, .
¥ readings may be praduced: : The atrant a8 & scend of sgenay

}

~ People meet ak coriers, poople pramm:ic. defining n rx‘!ual o . '

mcﬁnl‘. Sotwean private and public,”

The fagades frama the stres, rheyfnuc&nu s & gnery or
decovation and control the demyatifying gffect. Tie decore- §
lion may or moy nod fo the-content of repre- S

Pauple a5 deccystion; B
Feghisn transforms people fulo ob%m. lmkiaw ool and BOEE
theater through one napecl uf Uwir conunen vitual nature, B

Rituals:

spage, pmteigmtbxg n Wsmnfu. uud. vern

'
4
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“Cafe as Theatre

Figure_ 21
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. Cafe as Theatre

-."Figurc 21
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Figure 22: Cafe as Film
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: Nowdesign orders, penmltas and dlsplaces social c\?des. As it mscnbes culture : ;
i matter, “rt does not reahse a work orﬁa product with one smgle or overal!. o
- ‘meaning, but maintains the multivalencs and dialectic of ‘meaning in society’

- '(Agrest and Gandelsonas 1973a1267). \'Ihls dialectlc is the result of

generahsed cultural processes, rather than tﬂh presmpuom of a partlcular :

L ms,tlmuonal practtce (Agrest 1978 219). Whete demgn hldes ﬂ’ non- deSIgn -

o _ ‘Ieaves the exchange of meamng in an open—ended state
3 .-_NoN_-DEsIGN_A ND ZARcmm' CTURE B

- The procedures of non-design are adopted by Agrest and Gandelsonas s

B -Stfaﬁgj,r for diés:;lvixig the limits of architecture; This fnvolves the disruption -

of exlstmg archztectural and urban typologles along the Imes of a producnv.e
e o ding. - - - :
B -Kurt Forster (1984 42) ca]lgd thzs process "typologlcal dxslocauen" or chammg.
Eiements of built typnloglesl’are ‘selected and then ‘shifted and recast to
' produce open-ended and indeterminate readings. The process is terminated
__ when ihe original fragments are no longer recogmsable, ‘when the memory of
_ the past is lost (Agrest and Gandelsonas 1980:38). The type has been opened :
- up, unflmshed (Agrest and G%hdeﬁsonas 1983: 37) | |

Two _ﬁ;ﬁh'ngkag= of th-x_'s aippmach are worthy of exazmuatipn: |
)5) A HOUSING PROPOSAL FOR THE FRENCHMIMSIER or
Housma (1975) (fig 23) -

. . '\-\_ . : . . .

In this project, Agrest and Gandelsonas, in collaborat:lon wuh Rudolfn o

Michado and Jorge Silvetti develoPed a housing system capable of adjustment o

to a variety of urban sites.

a

B Demgn was, explored as a process of readmg of selecnon, cnmbmatmn and
transformauon of forms and meamng. It was based on the notipn of type. A

s



Figure 26:  Urban Fragments Building 1 (Agrést and Gandelsonas
1984) '
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Flgure 27' Front and Back Facages Urban Fragments Buﬂdmg 1
(Agrest and Ganc:alsonas 1984)

L)

The front lower bmldmg 5a sohd palazzo typc, punctured with windows and o

h
._._i e

an arcade at it base. A tllree storied porch marks its entrance. The second_ .

buxldmg is d taller modemxSt siab type mth curtsun walLand stnp mndows, |

The twa bmldmgs are separated by & courtyard and connect;)d by a sequence-

. of elements in the pubhc space wluch traverses jtifrom front to back (ﬁg.28)

At the j'uhctidn between the"t\iké buildlhgs; a sméli barbque dcublé | Sfﬁifcase'-

leads the visitor to a piano nobile over the stores ~* the back buﬂdmg from
where access is gained to the vertical cireulation shaft, This stair rezonciles.

. thetwn buildmgs, but a.t the same ume, its centrahmng t‘uucuon is at odds
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Figure 28 Axonumetrfc showmg arnculanan between twobmldmgs" atfir
S and Second ﬂnor levels (Agrest and. Gandelsonas 1984)
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L 'mth the - narrow resu‘lua! cnurtyard wﬁlch 1t o&uples In addman, a huge
C '_mrcular colummsplacen on’ the central axis of thle fc.y;.,r, Bioclmg any mading
o 0fsganalgrﬁndeur‘* _3}_.__; R ~* o a

.- | Ff@m ﬂﬂs bnef des‘mphon, thé bmldmg can ﬁ:learly be seen as one in whwh
o dlfferent typulogfes are. yxxtapuSed., Its ironic agd d:alcct:cal quaht:es are.

'ohwovs It isewdence of the critmal" desxgn proces}\ advocated iay Agrest and‘
' Gandclsonas, and uears withess 10 a ng,orous conneetion m their wozk
between thcary and. practxce It wili farm the  basis. af my concll.rémg )
'statements regardmg the outcome of thexr work for archltecture o e

o Tdsiui:_';zp;- _'

"L e arr:hdemml .system is, in Agraft and Gandelfouar’ view,
| | charw:temedbyareducaon afmear:mg Architectural objects conveycn{y

' cmmmmuugsmdmtoﬂzmbythe!r bemgeqmmdmnatwf
_Wag&mylmguagemwhwh buﬂtfommaxsocuﬂedwdﬁmemmg;
___zsﬂzemedw'zmwfuch r}zemkztedmzl.systemumme&k-
'facillrates the . formation: of a:t:.‘mteclzmzl cadas, whxch govem the:

_ mang"e.rtatwn of mckrtectnmlmgm. _- '

2 Ti&'e siructwaebfthe archxtectum! s@'}z proposed by Agrest md
" Gandelsonas is, in my view, problematic. Instead of the ety they
- prapase,!havesugwedthaﬂhevwiamsﬂtmmwhmhnmm
'-wmbuwdmamafmmmvemﬂmaahmcopmm (see
ﬁg.Iﬁ) thefechmcdb!cammamemlmguagg amhmﬂm'
Bl '_-mngmupmesmbmmmmemmofmemwmw g

| 3 ]_Amh:tecmasmddiomfb!pmrmd, wgovemedbya teleolog];wnach,
S lﬂcerealmmmlzterampmdetemes thenwnfe.ﬁatwnof:tssysrmr



| ,.?_'___muugﬁmmalogowm&quemmatpmmmwrhem&dmﬂr:
fznemm, Agrest and‘*c;mdem altempt @ wrilery" ppactice
”Mw“-“m whgﬁpm%mmﬂ'g aning in architecture outsi

7 in wﬁcwdazbexmbmmmadmomofﬁe

;mzarmg chmgbmtmomcadedmm Th:.fceuldbearguad.
3 to accomphwh jbrmh:tecture what_LQm_accomphvhed farktefm

=



5 CONCLU.S‘“ION
AN EVALUAHON oF AGRE’ST AND |
' GANDELSONAS' MODEL FOR z:HE

PRAcrg EOF'-" SHIT ;CTURE

A -.'.v—.i:"{:, o

5‘»‘;\_.__'=Agr¢st and Gandeisonas senuotxc‘ pI‘(ljBC'{? looks at buﬂt form a:nd ashs how"}"
- and why, when not duectly causzd by ﬁmctmnal cnteria, bmlt form takeb the _
. form it does It relates this to the pmblem of the producnon of meaning -

) m addatlon to answcnng ﬁmctlonal criteria, built form conveys messages about o
the somety whiah produoed it, anchonng ce: /n 1deas ¥ich that saclety has-_ .
E about 1tse1f in space and ‘ume “‘z L S

- ‘The vn;w of the angm of bul form which Agrest and Gandelsonas hold isuot |
amew one it can broadly be dcfined as hxstonc:st (Agrest and Gandelsonas

__ 1977 103) Nevertheless, in- dxsnngul.smgg themselves from this pos:tion, mey B

“ddentify their pmblemauc as the relaLmshxp of ‘architecture to 1deology N
9T 103) They apply the baste prlnclpleS‘j; structural hngumﬂcs toan’ |
- a‘nalysxs of tht: omratmns of 1cmlogy in archltecture., o - '

s E

L ARCT:IITECTUREAND mEOLOGY_ -

6. . .

' ':Fbr-_Agre_st and Gﬂ;iﬂelﬁona's; o

'_ Aﬂ cultural productmn, such as archtecture, when arhculated as
“ the economic and pnlmcal levels, manifests the way by whlch
1deology is pmduced as part of a gwen social structure. o
o . (1977‘104)

a ‘ i

- It participates in _-mechanis;ns'_which have:

61



.i
i

I} ' :
: "I"o say that archltecture is 1deoiog1ca1 practlce 1s 1o refer to 1) the sets éf 1deas -
 which provxdg knq\yledge of it from practlcal rehgmus, moral, or aesthet:lc etc. i
' "'grounds and are asmgned to phys:cal elemenix vmh a speclﬁc form

| (Gandelsnnas 19'15-45) and " ii) to the funcnon of such lmowledge in the
; repmducnon of the inistitutional boundanes of architecture (1ts somal form) |
(Agrest a‘ﬁd Gandelsonas 1973b: 94) -

e
(s

 the SOCIRI functmn %mﬁmtalmug the ovcra!l structure - Cof - o
- soclety by inducing meb:to aécept in thelr coascmnsness the o
o place and role asmgneﬂ to\fk&ef L
CLA e _ (ﬂ%:estand(}anﬂelsonas 1973’0 94)

] T B . ’_(»5;-- L
. : j,'_i.f"_'-. L e
. ff ‘\ :

In theu- oonmptwn of 1t (Agrest and Gande!s’oqas 1973b 94), 1deology 15 the
set of representauons and beliefs (rehgmus, ‘moral, pbﬁncal or aesthet;t')

; “which, at ﬂ@e same. tlme as provldmg a certdin knowledge of the world,
- xﬁangﬁu lthazsocual relatmus of a society. ’Iht* r;.f/ers to tvm aspects of
B 1deology ﬁrstly, to what 1t is (behefs about the" ‘xray the world is). and
_secnndly, to its use (the malntenance of the somal rclatmns of somety)l .

N - P __.5
o

X seems crmcal to. ask what the relatlonsmp is between these W0 - hetween-

. knowledge of archltecmre and the 1nst1tut10naﬂy reproductive functmn of such

: lmowledge. They are brought together, in Agrest and Gandelsonas wew, and

here I would agree with them, in the I:mguagum‘! the archltectural system ie.

in the wntings of those whe "r@cuce archztecmre. _-
. . .r{ . . .

The medlatmg use of Ianguage (penmts) the mclusmn of the

- object in social life.
_ -(Agre__s; and Gandelsonas 197_3b:264) .

o _The use of language in the"phrasedlogyi nf 'architecturai wntmgs (see_ ﬁg.16)

T

1

Agrest and Gindelsonas’ conception of i&E‘b.np"ﬁ'sws on Althusser (1977) for wher ideologr is not fals

‘consclousness, but an objective level of sncial realtq” Tt is & system of vepresentation whereby people Hve thel
relation to theworld. Tt is profindly unconseious; snly intelligible through its steucture, not a8 fsolated image

or represéntations. Its function is to secure cohesion among péople and betwesy; people and their taske

L Indmduals tive in Jdenlogy by parﬂcipatmg in oem!n pmctlces mthm spaoiﬁr: ldeoln;ﬁﬂ\apparamms '



- .closes tI:la meamng of tbe archxtectural text; it reduﬁes the prodm'non of e
meamng to onlj one sxgrﬂﬁcanon wl.uch seeras natural and self-ewd’ent |
o 'Ihe mﬂngs of archtects descnbe form by relarmg it to other 1deas, be they' |
' _.'.funcnonal, techmcal orabsla:act.lnthcse writings, speclﬁcforms are 1dent1ﬁed"" -
and meamng or meamnga‘ ‘attached 1o them. “This language" estabhshes -
* certain huﬂﬁmgs "a;rchiw‘tural“ and others nnt. In other words, certam' o
R buﬂdmgs cginote the abstract value "a:ccbltecture“ if they correspond 10 fhe
' codes estabhshed in agf,:hltectmal dlsceurse, while others do aot. These cndes =
_ ';perform t.he soc;al fimcnon of sem:ng lirnits to the acuvmes of demgners. They "
- -defe:mme the wayfs mwhlch designers eonceptualzse, relate to, * aaagme and'.:'. K
- -produce the:r work. In addition *lo estabhshmg archltecmre as :a distinct
_-system of meamng, 1dentiﬁab1e ina distinet set of buﬂt works, arclﬁtects E

_ wntmgs thus secure a relation between those who practice. arehxtqptm'e and:-- |
o .thelr tasks. It estabhshes the xdeas in which archn:ects represent thdﬁr work e -

, thémselves and through which they act in the socia! totality. 'Ihzs praserves the -+
" -antonomy of architecture as a- soclal praﬂtice in Jmaglnazy sysiem of
:. rcpresentanon. . T . . AR .

W
-'\

Tti is thls which Agrest and Gandalsonas contesn Fnr them, arr;hltecﬁ\ﬂzre cannot -
 be conmdered an autonnmous pmctme Every a:chuect is mphcated in the o
o 'pnlmcal and social context of his or her work, and shOuld be mvolved t0'some |

© - extent in the exposure af its' ldcological form For them;/thls involves :

~exploding the wholeness or completeness. of the architectural “System by -
B locatmg it in a "textual" pmdu:cﬂpn of meaning, in- which the oparauon of o
1deology to chSe the meanmg of the text is refused ' 8

@) | Anewmlafwnbetweenmtﬁ:tedmmdtk&m L | ’*f

. ‘*:-;;_-..—-*

l:..

- ”'Archltecture, has tramally stood apart from the broa\a urba:u maim as 2
o spemfiew system o‘r‘ meanmg pro&uced in a spemfic pracnce. rAgrsst and

‘J'
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e

_' So, far mstance m Bullding 1 of ﬁie Urban Fragments pro;eét, a front b ‘{:k .
- éonformmg to the typalogy ofa bmimng facmg the street is combined v,vf

tradmon ot‘ aﬁmatecture, and from those tradxt:onaﬂy excluded fmm it, the
u;rban realm tzwy cancelled out -ﬂ:e prevxously hald dxstmcuons between t]:na\\l

1

e

back biock that ha.s tne curtain wall and strip witidows typically assoﬁlata\ﬁ
thh a modem free ntandmg towvsr {fig. 27) Th:s mxtaposmon of seale and -
type mnmcs the guxtaposmnns whi}:h charactense dev::lopmeﬂt :m the mty a“t

- anurbanscale. By -
’I'hls conceptuahsatlon of their tasl& challenged the 1deolagxca1‘%\fonn of
arch:tecturemtws ways‘ N .\\“:\-;-_

R

o 1) 'Ihe tradltiona} antonomy of au:}nte

e :

ii)‘ ' T]Je archxtectural aubject was T, Iongéi'%g mdmdual demgucr, S

:-‘"‘"_;' ST S Ny . . .

» undermined At was. praduced a5 8 p
ongomg, o ‘;—ended process of the pm : ctmn ofmeanmg it the hu:lt
envxronmeint s

i-.“: T e ‘*‘“"‘"’-"%\\

i Gandelsonas, in conceptuahsmg tﬁe mdmdual arcmtectu:?l ‘veork as a text_' : _'
‘which is always part ofa larger set nf texts with whxch it engages- in dxalogue,__ i
- radlcally chaﬂenged thls posﬁwn Dramng on’ 'texts from both mthm the .

' e/a/s asystéﬁl of meamng ngwas
\;t of the functioning of the

i mterpellatedmspeclﬁc ideological representaﬁons, but ra.thera subject

part:c:patmg in the broader 1denlogma1 ﬁeld of the urban realm. In ﬂns
way, the sepmnon between designcrs and other urban subjects was..

]
R

m)Aww??"bm oty and e

In 2n cssay, "On Practxce“ ﬁgrﬁst and Gandelsonas (1980) argue that cntzcxsm
. ard design have Jong beed distinet. and separate pracnces in arcmtecmre

ﬁ; -

=

N

Architcctural 1dea.s} and’ ?Eorms have bee:n produeed in desi’gn and then o



l“I-“‘lgura 25 Possib'le Relationships between Bﬁﬂdiﬁg"m{ié and Urﬁaii
o Conﬁguranon (Agrest and. Gaudelsonas 1980b)

(u) URBAN FMGMENIS BIHLDBVG 1 B‘UENOS 4}RES_? :
' (1977-82) . . :
In collaboranon witn J orge Feferbaum and Marcelo Naszewsslu

26 -
w0

 This buildiug'wﬁs one of three désigned for d'iffi%f%anf locations in Buenos .

| Adres, It deals with the issue of contgz;g as something resultmg from aultoral
" and economic deternunents and bmldmg codes, The building is considered a

fragment ofa dascaume estabhshed among ’ouxldmgs ina cxty by Juxtaposiﬁon,' - |

o accumuhatlon and reference ST _,,g/ |

i

The bmlding is typlca’}ylrurban 1t mmrs ba;tween two party walls It was“.

_ -concﬂpmahsed as_two bmldmgs, one sEt in fmnt of the other, partly jn

E response to set-back regulauons, partly to the 1dea of: ypslogmal ]IJXtB.p()SItIO!‘I' '

o (ﬁg..’a?) L
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" Figure 23: A Housing Propnsal far the French Mlmster of Housiug (Agrest

and Gande.lsonas 1980b)

| typeisa réc_:ogﬁsable. buﬂdmg form which has fuﬁctidnéd efficiehtly over ime

and been associated with a particular cultural tradition. As the basis for this
design, the utilisation of types allowed for the development of a housing

* system which users. would recognise. and 1denufy with wzthout havmg been

dxrectly mvoIvedmthe demgnprocess.__ oy

%
Yo

“This project cleatly ilustraes the design approach generated by Agiest and

 Gandelsonas from their theoretical base. Context supplies typ_olo_'g_ir:aléi;i_aterial



|

(7

‘"\’J

Flgure 2 Typological Elements (Agrest and Gand»lsmas 1980b)

s’..e‘-

_ h1ch the designer shapes and transforms in a dialectical relauonshjp thh'
S urban morphology : . ;

Design is a prOcess of:
- (a)  Analysis :'ofﬂ'oontéxt"for generic types and urban morphologies.
| ) ®) i%&nsfonn#ﬁon.of type.s_ m relation to one another.

: () Exploraoon of the relation of types fo the urban morphology of a
B specific szte ' '

Tl . . \
A :

5 Thls plocess models ftself '"F*er the process by wmch the city takes shape It "
combines, amculates and transforms a given context of 1ypes and urban spaces

(ﬁg.25)



 criticised o -interpi_rgted_ in an __\al_t"erﬁaﬁve wntten :ﬂi:_s;;*}ii:_se.
In their w’dfk,, c‘l_eéign”is its'elf- c_on_ceii:ea of s miﬁca-i, i

‘I’i’rem is 1o doubt that thls pasmon was develc:ped ont. of a theorencal_'

-":-:".dls::eurse wh1ch inade explicit the mles of archltectural pmducnon, and - .
' _.confmnted i with thé notion of “textuahty" However, there is also no doubt o

* that Agrest and Gandlesonas ‘buildings do notsn'mghtforwardly attempt to be L

: -the ﬂlustiatmns of a d:scoursiv» crmmsm. K B

'Instead they r)kae use of a strategy “of analogy' desxgn is thOught of as-__

:‘.__-'_\____"readmg" Jnst s hterary texts read existing texts, and, in doingso, establish
a eritical - digtance from them, . so archltecture reads the texts of the:

arcmtecnual"tradmon and the u:ban rea.lm, a:nd actlvely transforms them o

' -Demgn is no lcmger an unreﬂectm proeess dICtated 10 by the unlfymg will of

the demgner, but rather involves a conscious cntlcism of e:ustmg aesthetic
codes, Working with the sedimentations of meanmg passed down in aesthetic

" codes, des:gn becomes a process of unmasking the extent to which these codes.
_ "na:turahse .deoiagmaz practices. It makes expll(:lt ‘the - unsmhle tilation -
between form ang meaning which codes concedl. I this process, the desire of
 the demgner is xéquired to be countered by a capacity to criticise those vety
forms vhich give h1m or her pleasure {Colquhauu 198.:.8)

| The p_ﬁbl_ic foyer 'in Bui_lding '_1' of the Urban Fragments prdject I qx:ainliliﬂes_

“this procedure particularly well (fig:28). Init, a small baroque double staircase .

is placed in the residual space between the front and back blncks of the
N buﬂdmg‘ Its centrahsmg funcnon is in conflict with the narrow interstituary
~ space which it occupies. 'Ilns stair suggests the socially mcongruent traditioni

of hzgh bourgems architecture to those who enter the bmldmg How*ver thls

reference is countered by the insertion of solid elements into the foyer 1t:.
: enc1rc1es a large clrculat column which impedes an axial approach, 1ift and - .
__ screen walls 'lhese gzve the foyer a feelmg of mmpmmon and prevent a

.65' . _' 



 teading of spaual or socxal grandeur.

s T o
' ""In th@“way the coﬂ\es of the archxtectural system axe undermmed and

- deszgners allena.ted ﬁénka.u uneritical relation to their own work. A smgle-' o

| readmg or mterpretation of the buﬂd&ng, is o ionger pﬂsmble

| (i;'i_)._ Anewrelntzantmdeolagy e

\’;‘5 .

. Agrest and Gandelsbﬁﬁs speak of their 'w'ofk” as geﬁe.ra;téd'oﬁt of a new -

o - re}ation to an ideologlcal “anconscious’ » "a network in which l:he: subjeci of
_the reading; the Jaws of the unoonsc;ious and the hlstonco-cultutal_- L

) determmants are artlculated" (Agrest and Gaudelsonas 1977: 116)

15

Begmmng W1th de Saussures disnuctmn between langt)/e and parole, the -

assumpuon is made by semioticigns that langue is the unconsclaus level of

. every iﬂeologlcal discourse, u.naiterable by indiyidual actxvxty 'Ihe structure.f o

of Iangue ishe structure of 1daolagy the hidden strucnrrcz in PVery dxsaourse

Althusser (1977) spolse of 1deology as ai obJecnvc level of social reahty, o

independent of indmdual subjectivity, It comprises systems | of represantanox\
hav:ag nothing to do with consciousness: “fysually images and’ occasionally
concepts, but above all stmcmre.uggpﬁsed 0 '_ ihe vast ma}omty of men notvia " |
~ thelr consemusness" (Larrain | 1979 155) - ' :

J_.
o

-~ Asa profoundly anconscxous Ieve! of socxa;l xeahty ideniogy is only Jmelhgxble )
. asa system, Ttis a process of the productmn of sanse, pnor 10 its. appearanoe
in. chscmus representahunsa o ' ' o

o

. The Igj_Qgg lmuatwe in hterature and Agrest and Gandelsonas mmanve in

. archltecture was an exPIorauon of the unconscmus structure in thelr respectlve )

ﬁe}dﬁ‘ E

' “For Agrest and Gandelsonas this meant, as has been seen, an activation of the

x
||I .



_ 'unoonsmous (me!;aphouc and metony:mc) processes whlch operate the
_' constn,cnon of meanmg in the built world, outsme of the phraseology Whlch N
-' f-m archltﬁcturs, ﬁxes it mwords e .
T order o evads, the xdeologzcal fun(:t’in _g""'bf languiage, and. tl:us:s tome,
b  the bz,‘lhance of Agrest and Gandleos v prqect, the architectural system was ..
) IOuated in ralatlon to anothe.r syste -havmg the same material substance -the -
o bui]t world, Thls enabled rel ons ‘between diverse and, often contradxctory'_ | '_
- bu:ldmg furms and code'_"' o be estabhsh..d, as in the above mentioned -
o e,xample In this, the @/as no :leed. for language to medmte. One built text.' :
- "_con:front_gd ar;_,:_ger ecﬂy, by mxtaposmon, accumulauon and reference

o It st be ncited that thxs dui ‘not du away thh ]mgmsnc dmcoursa in the
produchnn ‘of archxtecture, but it did bnng to. -the fore the mechamsms
) -whereby bmlt form signifies as built form. It foregrounded the Operat:lons of

 the system so to speak, and, in fact, estabhshed relatzons in bu.ilt form wlnch .

. hngmstm :prescnptlon Wculd have excluded ' -

i wbuld like'hdwever to sﬁggest that the absencé df'language is- not 'sbmetbjn'g o
which charactenses the. process of design Whlch Agrest and Gandelsanas
'adopt, Whﬂe 1find the notion of the juxtaposition and conta;*;ﬁnauon of codes
an mterestmg and a construcuve one,” T would not hold as Agrest and o
o Gandelsonas do. that tlus process is- outsxde of language. | | |

- ‘\
If the system cf archxtecture and of desxgn, even when we play B
with it, is always closed within a game of the commentariés of - i
- language - a meta-lingual game - it is interesting to speculate on
~ the outcome of a similar "game” of non-design, a game of the
built world. For non-demgn i5 a nonlanguage, and by .

~ comparison vith a language, it is madness, since it is 0utsxde' L
o language and thus cutsxde soclety. - '
- o (Agrest and G: ,sndelsonas 197‘7 116)

| Thelr work is as. arnculated by language as any prevxous architeetuxal code,___
. aud s]ips into the dangemus posmt‘m of becﬁmmg Just another uLologlcal-
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pr%scnptmn for arch:teeture’s prodﬂctmn - a. new <code of archltecture -
. -producing demgners with an aItered pﬁrceptmn of their task. In their case, this
peroeptmn is both contextual and formahst It draws od typologws from an .
 existing gontext and. juxtaposes. the:r forms to produce fmmhar though.'- |
| unexpected results. Agrest dnd (}andlesgnas @wurmve position of
maiutammg meamngma permanent state of mcompletenessmas 1deologmal"
| audpresmphve aposmonasany nth&r RN S

But this 1s not a Senous cntlmsm. For what is important 1s not whether
somethmg is 1deolog§al or not, for there is no practxce except by and in
1deology (Althuaser 1 77), but rather, what comes Gut oi 1t. o L

In my OPHIIOB, what has mme out of Agrest and Gandelsnnas practlce 1s the. o
erosmn of archxtectu:e asa dlstzﬁct and autonomous system of meaning |
3 its incnrporatlon, ona senuatm, not a SOCIOnglcal Ievei mto broader cu:!. fal
processes" In th1s sense, theu- practxce is entxrely sucoessful. o
It both descnbes and explams how meamng has been tradmonally defined i in
crohitecture and, at the same time, as a form of "axcmtectural/pohucalj _
psycho-anﬂlytlcal“ eritique, counters thls system Build:ngs aré no. longer_-
. generated out of prescriptive codes of mea.mng whxch project spec:ﬁc values- .
onto the hmlt world but rather artwulgted m a prOcess which condenses and '_ |
juxtaposes values w;tthm in a generahsed soclal and urban framework.
 Buildings ard demgned as'if they are heing interpreted from 2. vaviety of points -
“of view, Arch1tectura1 and general cultural processes, mdmdualand collectwe :

1

actmty, amblguously merge ane;l remain dlstmct BNV

In Bmldmg 1 of the Urhan Fragments Pro;eet for mstance, a powerflﬂ -
| contradncuan is estabhshed between the familiarity of its paris and the
unfanu'hm‘in of thelr Juxtapomtmn. It is & buﬂdmg both farmhar and strange,_' a

2 - Inno way do Agrael: and Gandeisanas question the traditional relaﬁun of the m'chxtecl: to soﬁety What th.ey
muestion. is the manner in which the architecs conoepmalises and rolafes 1o Iﬁs/her task, 'ms is enurely
mns!steatwﬁhmewmofaseuuoucfrmmrk, S '
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'- _-whmh both seduces and ahenatcs, cauntenng any attempt towards umfied
'Merpretatlon N L |

L

In th:s sense, itisa form of cnthue, utihsmg negatmn to expose the mode ot '

- -mtelhgﬂnhty which ccmﬁgures arc}utecture as 2 system of signs. The -
o ogeratlons of memphor and metonymy pmwde both a model and a strategy

. . f C.hlte s . t o N . . . . ‘r.r’ o .
o | _"I‘he outcome of thxs cnnque for archztectural practzce IS the recogmuon that

. archivécture is caught up in collective systems of representation which exceed

its lumted jnstitutional -form. ’Ihese systems are profonndly unconsclous, |

_acoasszble in arehstecture onIy as procesge,s, by actwatmg the operatlons of
| _‘ metaphor anu mctunymy 111 demgn. AN o 4 . -

i

_Agres_t”and‘ Gaﬁdels’onas prtwide g;:fi‘iodei for such a practice. -

Their work, 'oci:urring at the time it did, éontributedl substanﬁéiﬁy towards the .
' deve]opment of post—modermsm in archltecturei On a theoretical level, it
prov;ded a more ngorous cnthue of architecture as a system of' szgns than

- ther‘f\more prescnptlve writers (cf, Jencks 1977, Venturi. 1966) On a :
practical level, it utilised collage bchmques critically, producmg what i§ in my
opinion, 8 highly ambiguous relation between arrmtecmre and p@pu]ar urban -
.'forms, and avmdmg both the pastiche and the abstract formalzsm to wlnch

~ other postmadem practlce was often reduced

| _ Thls estahhshed in my oplmon, the palamsters for an ongomg pracuce of
archltecture Whlc]:l is cntlcai and transformatwe Provaded their work is read
from the perspectwe of its process and not its. product, it carrbe utilised asa
. strategy of de51gn which’ constantly questmns and rewrites exlstmg ideOlﬂglcal
- pracuce o o '

3 Nevertheless, in tlw mind of arcintectural mtfc. Alsn Colquhoun (1983), the bullding’s memmlg isoneof .
unresolvedness. xrony and contradiction, _
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_ | whmh both seduces and ahenates, countenng any attﬂmpt towards umﬁed.
kR _mterprctauon o
o Iu this sense, it s isa form of cnttque, utﬂmng neganaﬂ to expose the mode of e
’mtelhglbihty Which conﬁgures axchitecture & a system of signs, The “
| | -operations of metaphor and mezonymy prowde both a model and 3 strategy S o

o -_-foracntlcal archtectural dlscourse -

' '_The outmme of thls mnque for archnectural pracuce is the recogmnon that _
o "amhltemre is caught up in collective systems of representation which excsed
' its limited - institational form, These systews are profoundly unconscious,
accessible 1n arciutecture only as processes, by actlvatmg the operauons af | .
- metaphor and metonymy in deszgn | - |

- _Agrest and Gandelsmas h mde a model fOr such a pracuce

B Théir \#birk, nccm'ring at th'e t:.me it di&, ébntributed sﬁbstaﬁtiaﬂy towards the
_ -deveiopme.nt of post-modemlsm in - architecture, On a theoretlcal 1eve1, it
"prowded a more ngorous critique of architecture as a system of mgns than o

other - more: prescriptive writers (£ Jencks 1977, Venturi 1966) On a o

h Ipractlcal level, it utilised ccllage techmques cntically, producing what isinmy -
o 'opxmon, a highly ambxguous relanon ‘betwesn architecture and popular urban
forms, and avoiding both the pastiche and the abstract formalmm 10 wluch :
other postmodern pracnce was often reduced. : o

This establlshed in my opinion, the parameters for an ongomg pracnce of'- '
architecture wh;ch is critical and transfonnatxve. Prdﬂded their work isread
from the perspective of its process and not its prodict, it can be utilised asa

- strategy of de31gn whmh constanﬂy quastmns and rewrites exlstmg 1deolog1ca1

. pracnce. ' :

\\

3 Nwetﬂ:eless, iu the miud of architectuml cﬂnc. Alan Calquhoun (1983), the buﬂdmg's meanlng is ona of
. unresolvadnm, irony and contradlctian. : _ _
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