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ABSTRACT 

The thesis develops from the understanding 

, of ,arch~t,e'cture as a communicative art, which 

connotes meaning through reference. Various 

modes of reference are investigated in relation 

to architecture, ~nd '\'expression'J a non-literaI 

mode of reference/is emphasized as being 

fundamentai to our understanding of~it. 

The, arguments used to formulate this re'~soning 

are fol'lowed" 'and ~upplemented by analyses, whose 

descriptions show us th~t rexpression' in' an . , 

architectural object'is linked to its own formative 1 
, J 

aspects, 

This analytical inference forms the methodology • 

for a design approach, which is based upbn the 

significance and' necessity of 'expression,' in' 

architecture. The thesis is concluded with two 
r 

hypothetical design situations in which the 

criteria for the methodology are elaborated and 

,demonstrated. 
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L'éssence de cette tM~ésulte dans la 
-----/ , 

perception de l'architecture comme ,étant un art 

de' communication qui implique la raison d" ,être 

• pàr le::; références . Divers mod'es de référence, 
t 

,sont analysés en relation avec l'architectute~ et 
, ' C ~' ~ 

l "expression' • Un mode de référence nOI1-li thal 

est accentu€ comm~ étant fondamental et essential 
1 
1 

a notre compréhension de celle-ci. 1 
1 

, , 

1 Les arguments utilis,és à la formulp.tio~ de 

. cé r~isonnement sont suivis et supplés' pa~ des 
cl 0 ' 

J, 

",analyses dont la description démontre que, l"expres-
l'l D , 

sion' inhérente à un objet architectural est r,eliée 

à ses aspects de formation. 

" , 
Cette inférence analytique constitue lâ 

méthodologie d'une approche conéeptuelle, basée sur' 
JI' J -, 

la significàtion et la nécessité d"efpression" ep',' 

architecture. 'La thèse se termine, par l'élaboration 
, J 

de deux concepts hypothétiques où les- critères de 

la méthodologie sont exprimés et démontrés. l, 
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, PREFACE 

The thesis started out as a very personal, 

need to formulate a viewpoint regarding 

architectural design. 

Although the title of the thesis 'Expression 

in . ~rchitecture' may seem abstract at first 

glance, its.subject is very definite,as will be 

noticed while perusirlg the text. And although 

the main concern of the thesis is architecture, its 

scope daes not limit it to that field. It 

necessitates touching up'on ~reas of interest which 

do not really coincide with what is normally 

taken ta be the field of architecture. The study 

touches upon aesthetic phi19sophy and linguistic 
, 

~tructure and ranges into matters pertaining to 

perception, syrnbol theory, music, the literary 

arts, painting and sculpture. 

The thesis is divided into three sec~ons, 

each having a different degree of involvement with 

the s~bject. The structure of the thesis on the 

whole is systematic and simple. The investigation 

progresses till the third'section, where the 

arguments and reasoning of the first two sections 

are utilized ta form a useful and decisive conclusion. 

xiv 
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No or~ginalit~ ls claimed for the main theme 

of the thesis. For this thesis would not have 

been possible without the influence of the normalist 

philosopher (Nelson), Go'odman' s book, 'Languages 

of Art'. The thesis is.essentially based upon ' 

the symbol theory devel0ped in that work. ' 

However, what can·be claimed as being a personal 

contribution, is the interpretation of the theory 

with respect to architecture. (For Goodman does, 

not in an~ real detail deal or concern himself 

with architecture). 

This interpr'etation is elaborated not only 

within the scope of Goodman's book, but goes 

beyond. As will be seen, previously published 
" 'analyses by other authors are, with sorne 

alterations, understood as part of the inter­

pretation. So alsQ does it raise the question 
" of and forms the basis and justification for an 

applicable design methodologYi which in a way 

forms an effective conclusion to the interpretation 
, 1 

of Goodman's symbol theory as weIl as being in 

a sense, the primary inference of the thes1s. 
\,) 

Goodman is not the only author consulted and 

1 , 
i r 
l 

i 
l 
.~ .' 

r 
J 



"~', -
...Y' 

.. t 
, ' "~ 

~ 

r 
' ' 

", " 

, . 

) '" 

0, , 

, , 

l 

" 

'. 

, 
'/ 

1· 
" 

, , 

~ 

. ' 

.... p' 

J, 

'~ 

,1 

,,1 

" 

li , 

l' 

, , 
... 
1 

" 

' .. 
" 

': .-, 

", 

r -t, , 

, 
", 

.J 

-, -,- ,.,1>--

l , 

" 
" 

.. 
.... '. 

·'·i 

J:M" t 

" } 

.. xvI 
" 

f· .' " . ·v' 

refeJ:\red ta: Thaugpt·s, ideas and rea'poning 
" ~, ~ , 

of many other authors,concerned with varied. 
\ \ 

Jfields a~ interes1;:' have been used to .formulafe 

the thes-is. Whenever specifie warks by any'of 
, . ' 

these authors are consulted, detailed references ' 

are given. 
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" ... ~~ulpture ls th~ representation 
,of 'an idea, while archHecture 18 ltself.' a 
.real thing." 1 

.\- .-) .~ \} 
John Ruskin 
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1.1 - INTRODUCTION 

In this' section we will try to understand how 

architecture wotks as a symbolj that is, how it 

generates meaning. 

For this, we willrefer ta the theary of 

symbolization put forward by the American philosopher, 

(Nelson) Goodman, in his book 'Languages of Art 1 .2 

In this work, Goodman shows how various "syrnbols 

~ttain me~ning for us through what he terms 

Il •••• 1 denotation 1, a species of reference. And by 

so generalizing the concept of reference as to cover 

the entire field o'f linguistic and artistic symbolism" 

he attempts to prove ••• , that there 18 an important 
, 3 

sense of language in which all art is language. Il 

But before we go on in that direction let' us 

consider "the basic, ideas and suppositions which allow 

us ta con?eive of 'symbolisrn ' , [whicijJ together with 

the c~eation and vitality of each symbol, are the 

following: , . 

(a) Mothing is meaningless or neutral: 

evèrything i9 significant. (b) Nothing, 

,'. 

t' 
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t \ 

1) l, 

" 

" ~ 

J 

is independent, everyth~ng is in sorne way related 

to something else. (c) The quantitative becomes 

3 

the 'qualitative in cert,ain es~entials whic~, in fact, 

precisely constitute the meaning of the quantity. 

(d) Everything is seriaI. (e) Series are related 

one to another as to position, and the components 
,.." , 

of each serie's are related as to meaning. Thi~ 

serial characteristic is a basic'phenomenon which is 

as true of the physical world (in its range of 

colôurs, of sounds ,'" etc. ) as of the spiritual 

world (in its virtues, vices, humours, feelings, 

etc. ) ,,,4 We can gather from this that a 

symbol c!ould be pq.ctically anything that stands 

for or refers to something else, 

'1 It covers letters, words 1 texts 1 pictures" .. 

,/buildings} and more .. , The most literal' portrait· 

apd the most prosaic pass~ are as much symbols, 

and as 1 highl Y symbolic, 1 as the most ·fanciful 

and f,igurati ve., ,,5 But this does not· mean that all 

symbols attain meaning or are under s tood by similar , 
meians, (or by. similar modes of reference). Hence. 

we return to discussing Good~an's theory of syrnbols 

and find out what these modes of references are and 

" /. 

( 

", 

, , 

, i:O. 
_. 
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'how architecture as a symbol is understood' 

by any 'one of them. 

. 
Goodman characterises four major types of 

. referencd modes. They are Representation, 

Description, Exemplification, and Exp~ession . . 
Of course, an element may come ta serve as a 

symbol for another element in other ways, where 

the underlying relationship ls not refere~tial. 

For ex ample , ". ' .. when the symbol is tl1e cause or 

effect 'Of (and 50 sometimes / called the sign of) , 

or is just ta the left of, or is sirnilar ta, what 
6 . 

i t denotes." AlI of these (the four types of 

reference modes) are commonly used terrns and 

generally used with an accepted sense of careless­

ness in our',daily language. For this reason, fr'om 

1 now on in this thesis they will only be used as 

deterrnined by théir following explanations. 

1.2 ~ REPRESENTATION 

Our common view of representation is somewhat 

like this;"".' A represents B if and only if 'A 

appreciably resernbles B! . .'~ 7 This is. highly in- , 

correct, ~1 •• Resemblance, unlike representation,ls 

.. 
',' 

4 

, ' 
) 
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1 A 15th century tapestty cushion-cover. 
The unicorn, symJ:01 of chasti ty pnj 
rurity, lays its forelimbs sub­
missively on a lady's l'dp. 

) 

, ' 

reflexive." 8 1t J.s iike a man who is " ... not 

norma11y a representation of another man, even 

his twin.brother~9 For something ta represent 

5 

an objéct it~ .. must be a symb01 for H, stand for it', 

refer ta i t; Rnd that no de"gree of res~.mblance is 
sufficient 40 establish the requisite relationship of 

referenee!lO Resemblance is not necessary for 

representatiori as anytning(may stand for anything 

eise. The 'something' that ~epresents an object 

" ... refers ta and, more pél,"fticularIy, &enotes i t. 
. . 

Denotatibn is the core of representation and is 
, 11 ' 

independent of resemblance. 1I 

Even intentionai resemblance here 

For as (Roger) Scruton shows,'~ .. a Dutch 

contain a fragment which intentionally 

is not 'enough. 

in tel(io.J>m~ 
../ 

resemb1es a 

tree, but which is seen, not as a tree, but as a tree 

in a picture. For the fragment represents, not a 

tree, but a picture. ,,12 

And what about representations with no 
l , 

denotation? Like the representation of a unicorn 

, (Fig, 1).13 What do these pictures represent? 

It is obvious that they do not represent anything 
, 4 

as there is no such thing' as a unicorn. It is 
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howev~r plausible to say that, " ..• we can Jearn, 
, . .. 

on the b~sis of sampl~s, to apply lunicorn-

picture' not only without evet having seen any 
1 
l , 

un~corns but wit~out ever having sèen or heard 
thl d 'unicorn' b' f 11

14 r wor e ore. 

l 't, 

Thus although it was ~entioned before that ' 

denotation is the core of repres~ntation, the 

'unicorn' example seen above is one with no 

denotation! (M.any sueh examp1es can' be seen)! 

"But the 'exp1anation is now clear •. A picture 

mu~t denote a man to represent him, but need not 

denDte anything to be a ~an-representation 
, 

[that is a picture representing ~ man}. Incident-

iy/the copy theory of representation takes a 
1 

6 

further.beating herei for where a representation 

,does not represent anything there can be no question, 
, 15 

of resemblance.to what it represents." 

, . Representation as we have seen requires 
, . 

invention. "This is not a matter of copying but 

of conveying. It is more a matter of 'catching 

, a' likeness' than of duplieating -: ,in the sense 

that a likeness lost in a photograp~ may be caught 

!, , 

...J 

1 
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in a caricature." 6 

, , 

, , -",. -<:~ •• 
\ . 

, . 
To clarify a11 this " .... a reprèsentational, 

'If • 

'work ~f art exptesses t,houghts, about a subject. 
. . , 

~li~ught is understood ,as] ... the;, cont~nt of a 

declaritive sentence, tha~ which might be true ' 

or' false:" l7 

J 
i 

, t 
i 

• ,.j 

1 

J '. , . 
1 
\,' 1 

, " 

By this we' also imply that ,reprèsentation i5 . -' ' 

'to 'a grea t degree inva~ ved wi,th" peoples ~ current 

values~and habit~. Fo~ a p~èture can be seen :' , , 
i ' 

• by anyone as a pict~re, but to see it as represent- ~, ": . , , 

i~g somet~ing requires prior knowledge of the' ,< 

subject. And as with everything else,' knowledge 

stèms from growth within a culture. It is r , 
\ . , 

through this influence tnat we discover rules of 

interpretation ~nd lea~ ta apply them with 

" thoughtful intent. It is " •.. determined by the 
Ir ' • 

system of representation standard for a given ëul-
1 

ture or person at a given tirne!,,18 

J~ '\ .~ , ' 

, "The eye accustomed s01ely to Ortêntal painting . , . 
ooes not irnmediately understand a pipture in 

perspective. Yet with practice one can accommoda te 

~"10thIY tOodis:orting spectacles or to pict~res 

o , 
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~ 2 l '!he Court, of SolCIlOn 1 

Persiafl miniature •• 
Paris, France. 
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drawn in wàrped /Fig. 2} or even reversed 
. , 

Eerspe~Üve,.'1I,19 And è3ncerning this very 

,int'èresting fact, about having ta learn to read 

pictur~s in standard perspective, (Melville J.) 

Herkovits writes: IIMore than one ethnographer 

has reported the experience of showing a clear 

photogr'aph of a house, a person, a familiar, . , 

landscape ta people living in a culture innoc,ent 

,8 

of any knowledge 9f photography, and to have had th~' 

pictur;e held at aH possible angles, or turned over ' 

for an' ~nspection of Hs blank back, as' the 
~ - \( . " ) native tried ta interpret thismeaningless arrangement 

of, varying shades of gray 6n a piece of paper. 

For even 'the clearest photograph is only an inter-' • 
, 20 --

. pretation o~ what the camera sees. Il , : 

1; '3 DESCRIPTION 

It would seern quite correct to say that . , 
, , 

'reptesenfation is bl' pictures whereas description: 

. ',;' '-ls by verbal pas,sages. 
1:1:-: 

) 1 
/ 

1 /, ' 

, , "'But this i5, as we w~ll see, highly incorrect. 
, '/ ' "" 

: ~' é,~~pl~, if :pictùres! in ,a",,\c9~an,dee~e<\',mli~eum ' 

_ ' .alie used 'Py ,a br,iefing officer t~ stand 'for enef\\Y , 
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. emplacements, the picturès do not thereby'represent 

tlwse emp1ace~ts. ,To repr~sent, a pic~ure' must. 

functi9n as a pictorial syrnbo1; that is, function 

in.a system such that what is denoted depends 

solely upon the pictorial properties of the "symbol. 1121 

'.\ . Then what distinguishes Representation from 

, Description?' For this, Goodman goes into a tedious 

, . enquiry abQut distinguishing factors of different 

,art forms. 

\~n sho~t here, he differentiates arts into 

two basic kinds. He calls one 'autographie' 
like painting'andsculpture, wher~ there is no 

alphabet or grammar to réter ta' é1f instance o,f the 

work. The other, 'allographic', like music and 

literature where the work complies with a given 

notation. These latter arts can be copied, for any 

instance of a work which is' in compliance wi th the 

.' 

j 
j , 
1 ' 

.1. 
'. 

notation, (or alphab~t and grammar), is as much the ~~ 
, -----trtle instance of that work. Allographic arts ~~~ 

........--

can be fully identified without taking intô-côllBJder-

ation,their history of production. For as long as 

there is as Goodman puts it, 'sameness of spelling' 

with its notation; the~~ i5 the tr~e, original 

• .. lOrk. 22 

'. ' 

, , 
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A notation means that a system will have an 

articulate set of characters with relative positions 

for each of them. Thus the requiremen~ of a nota­

tional system is, that it be syntactically a~ti'cu)a-, 

~e. The notational system for music, tha't is a , 

score, ,"will pe syntactically and :semantic,ally 

articulate. Whereas a script, in' verbal language, 

will only be syntactically articulate. This is 

obvious to aIl of us who have used discursive 

language, and have had problems with words that, 

have arnQiguous mean~ng. (For an example of a 

semantic description' of the word 'bachelor' 

to Section II,pg. 50 .) 

refer 

This articulateness of the symb61 system is 

precisely what differentiates bètween D~scription 

and Representation. "This all adds up to open 
, 

heresy. Descriptions are distinguished from 

8epictions [representations} not through being 
, . 

more arbitrary but bhrougl)' belonging to articulate 

, rather than to dense schemes Nothing here 

depends upon the internaI structure of a symboli . i 
1 

[this expla,ins, the example 0Ê/pictures used to. i 

stand for enemy emplacementsshown earlie~ for wha~ 
l' 

. " 
1 

" 
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3 Mies van der Rohe 'Gennan pavilion" 

International,Exposition, Barcelona, 
Spain, 1929 (darolishe1). 

, 

, , 

l' 
f ,.' 

11 

describes in sorne systems may depict in others.,,23 

Thus anything, if defined by any so'it of 
'i" 

notation, d'èscribes rather than representè the 

denoted subject., >. 
" 

...... _.... .....,1 

Fina11y, 'it is interesting têLnote here,'that" 

a'notation in arts like music is.~ecessary mainly' 

'because of the neeel to record the work for future 

performances. 

And alth9ugh many questions do seem to be r 
unanswered here, the information is sufficient 

for us to understand a~d define the reference,mode 

of description. 

lA - ARCHIT.ECTURE AND DENOTATION 

,[ 'Architecture' had purposely been left 

out from the previous discussions, for architecture 

j does provide us with a problem. It is defined by 

a notation, which is its plans and specifications, 

and thus would seem to satisfy the requirements of 

t~e descriptive mode of reference. But can it be 

completely divorced from its production? 
l 0 1 

1 
, j 

, .. 
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Can the now demolished 'Barcelona.Pavilion ' 
(Fig. 3) by Mies Van der Rohe, be co pied and 

be called as much the original instance of the 

work? That is even if reproduced on the same 

12 

site and even if it complies to the detail with 

aIl of its notational specifications? probably 

not, but then a typical (North American) suburban 

dwelling is seen as being copied many times over. 

AlI the instances of a building in this sense,as 

seen in a brochure or advertisement for a sub­

urban development JFig. 4) are, as much, copies of 

each other. This ~ontradiction will always prevail 

for, "we are no~ as comfortable about identifying 

an architectural work with a design rather than a 

building as we~e~out identifying a musical 

work with ~ion rather than a performance. 

In that architecture has a reasonably appropriate 

notational system and that sorne of its works are 

o unmistakably allographic, the art is allographic. 

But insofar as its notational language has not 

yet acquiréd full authority to divorce identity 

of work in aIl cases from particular production, 

architecture' is a mixed and transitional case.,,24 

So much for seein~ whether architecture belongs 

1 
f 

j 

1 

1 
1 
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5 Leonardo Da. vioci 
'M::ma Lisa' . 
The LoUvre, paris, 
France ,1503. , 

6 Hot Do:J Starrl 
los ArBeles, Calif./ 
U:S.A. 1938. 

l' 

! 

to one of the two mentioned modes of denotation. 

Bût the question of whether it denotes at aIl is 

still to be answered. That is,if it can be 

considered as being denotative ~n the same sense 

as arts such as painting or s~lpture. (The term 

denotati ve could be used instead of either . 

representati~e,or descriptive), 

13 

As mentioned before,a denotative mode of art 

refers to a subject, or infers thoug,hts apout a 

subject. It would also require knowledge of the 

refened subject, however incomplete it may be. 

Thus" for us, to understand a painting, s~y , 

Leonardo da Vinci's 'Mond Lisa' (Fig. 5) one would 

have to know that it is a painting of a woman. To 

see it, as anything else would be ta understand it 

improperly. We could not possibly understand it 

as an abstract painting, consisting only of lines 

and colours. 
25 ' 

But 'in this sense 1 .is architecture anything' 

like the representational art of painting? We 

woukibe better off with exampl~s. The Hot Dog 

stand ~hown .opposite (Fig.61 is surely a case of 

architectural denotation.' As for one to understand 

; , 

1 , 
t. 
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7 Eero Saarinen am. Assœiates 
'T.W.A. Terminal Birlldi " , 
Kennedy Intematiopal ~rt 
New York, U.S.A., 1961) , • 
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what it ·rs, one would have tQ see it as being in 
" 1 

the sh~pe of a'hot dog.'To see it as anything, 

else Wou Id be to misinterpret ,it'.' But such profane 

examp1es are rare in architecture. More common 
, , , \ , • - t 

a're examp1e~ like the' TWA f'erminal BuHding' i;lt 

J,.F.K. Nrpprt by (E,ero) Saarinen kÙg: 7), whi~h '. 

ta many people may de~otea 'bird';' But then . . , 

it may be seen without one ever noticing·jha~ a . _, 1--
bird is being referred ta.,; The reference h,ere is· 

not ali eoncI usi ve Uke l'n a denota tive painting. 

But the fact remain~ that it does try to suggest 
'~ , , 

a 'bird'. The thought of the subject is there, 
," . ~ 

is present for aIl who can'see ~nd noti~t • 
, '\ 

And it may only be due ta the nature of the art 

of architecture that this may not be noticed, ~s 

W~ are not really accustomed by habit ta see an 

abject of ~rchiteèture through its referenee ta 
~ ,. a 

, a subject. We do not· expect a building ta refer to 
,J ' J, ' 

anything. Tpat it does ~o,is genera~ly seen as 
, .' 

being1coincidental, for instance, seeing a high 

risè 'offi,ee/~ower 'like a ;màtch - box'. 

In architecture.denotation is generally seen 

',as being unnecessary, as it is not'really essential' 

for our Nnderstanding of it. We do not say that 
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, Wèf understand the 'TWA Térnlinal 'BuÜdîng' because ' ) 
• we are abl~ 'to q~e i t a,s' a:, bir;d., For, a'lth9ugh' -1,' ,,', 

; \ the characteristi~s of a bird' may i~Je 'th'e : 
~, ' '\ ' -wr' .,', ,-"'" ':' . ~ '1 • / 

:buiid,in(Fwith meàning,Jof' mO,v~inent;,'f1ig~t.f' "," 

etc .... ), denoting a, bi~d r~mains superfluQ;s,., ""~>~! 
1 f. ('. ' "' " ,\:11 

For, these values èo~1dbe,introducedr'without the.. , "" " 
1 \ • ... Q ~ , • , ~! ' ,l ',' ! " 

~e~d, of rerem119 t~, a: '~ird'." ,~ik,e. in the' ' 
:' ," 1 :: 

, l' \ 

; \ ',.'" 

.~"', . , :" ': 
"Dulles' Airport (Fig. B) by the spme arc,hitect,' 

where these charactetistics can be'seen without"" 
" 1 ~1 , 1, , ;' 1 ; 

" ~my reférep.a~ to' a bird. 'It ,is li~e the '1B12, ,-,-,' .", , i, ,: 

,,:' .. "', 'Overture,' by Tchailt~sky ,whereOc'ertain 'So.~n,ds ; ' .. ,,:,'J 
• • , 1."" • ,,'" 

~I" ~ '~=~l:n;'i';:)ThI"".LCll·esU= :" ~~note~,an~'geh~ra~ly"ar~'i~:e~allY, ';canno~' ,sh,~ts. 1:' 

Internatibnal AirpJrt " " But these oCDurènces are never ,real:iy seèn ·as .1, 

'), 

,$1 

'Chantilly, Virginia U.S.A.; 196~. " , '" ,'" .,' <' 1", ,'" , 

being music but' as, superflUDUS'in~tances whï~h ~ wou':I,p:,' .,,~:' 

; . 

9 Herb Greene 'Greene p.esidence' 
. (Alsa kncMn'às 'Prairie Hause'). 
tbnnan, Chl.ah'ana, U,S.A. t 1961. " , 

'0 ~, ... 

, l' r i" 1 ( , .~ 

',1 

• ... \ l •• 1 1 1 '1 , ,,~ .. , 1" <f 

\onl,y addto the dramati~s of,tlie ?omp,~sft~~m,' '~e';~: :' ,1': 
cannot imagine the w~ole "'Oyerture';'be.fng '~omPos~( 't ", 
of s~ch soilnd~. ~~r ,I!lU~~C, i~ 11l0S~, ~~~'<,~6es',' '.:. ',:,> . J ", ~ 

. ~, "n~t denote anyth,,~n9' /:,' ,< :-,.'" ,'," .," '" t ': 
, ' tl' ' " l' " 

1 ~ 1 \, l ,.' ,)tJ. ;:·f ,\: , " '~' " ", '1 1 1; , • iô 
1 "",~ 

Greene~s 'Prairie"Rouse' (Fig. 9)' to niost people .," ,:, \ ,.,::. 

. may look like a,,' l,ar~e c~e~t,~{e:' ' 'A: ; b~~p,e " ' OF ! 'a" '" ': ',:' \ ": 

'coékroach l' perhaps; and ,i~ ~ven ,come~ with i ~s" " '. ,.','.:l ,:: 
own tentacles., This, like the "hot dog stand ,', , l, 

o ' 

a~d /the' 'TWA Termin~l Building' " ~re,. i~ an', , . 
1 .',', 

obj ectîve" sense, fèlt as being improbable, as, this,' ' , .' 
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denotation in any real sense is quite impossible. 

That one is more literal th an the other is open ' 

to question, but al! to a degree do look like 

objects, which in an~· real sense they cannot be.'~ .. 

The building remains\, essentially other than the Il1ask 
,. . t Il 26 ' -. -, which 1 t tues 0 wear. Deno'tatlOn ln 

architecture may only be plausible in terms of 

ornament. Most ornament, especi1üly figurative, 

is in this sense denotative. 

L 5 - EXEMPLIFICATION 

"An object that is literally or' metaphorically 

denoted by a predicate,and refers to that predicate 

or the corresponding property, may be said ta 

exe~Plify' that predicate or property. 11
27 Objects 

that exemplify can be generally considered as 

'laPels'., Thus exemplification can be specified aS 

" ... possession plus reference".28 This po~session 
may not be complete for it is not necessary and 

in most cases impossible to achieve. 

By saying that only labels may be exemplified 

implies ,a condition of, 1 converse , 
denotation' • If in two abjects, say 'A' and 'B 1 

" . 

l' 
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reference runs from 'A' to 'B', then ii is always 

denotation; but if the reference is from 'B' to 

'A' then it is a case of exemplification. , 

Although we have u'nderstood exemplification 

as both literaI and metaphorical converse denota­

tion, there is need for further clarification. , . . 
We will now define exemplification as a case of 

an object that is only literally denoted , by a 

predicate and that which refers to that predicate , 
or the corresponding property. The need for 

this differentiation will become evident when 

we touch upon the la st mode· of reference which is 
1 

- as mentioned before, 'expr1ssion" 

, It is very hard to d~termine the properües! 

that a symbol exemplifies, for it may exemplify 

any number of them, sorne more easily th an others. 

~eed' for an 'expert' is most relevant here, 

for guessing of these properties is not expected. 

Properties will always be present in the object, 

t~e task would be to see and take note of them. 

. ' 

But even then it is left open to question whether 1 
anyone can possibly det~rmine aIl the properties 

exemplifiec;l bYI an object. For "however exact 

~; . 
\ 

, 
1 " 
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any term we apply, there-is always another such that 

we cannot determine which of the two i5 actually 

exemplified by the picture [objec~ in question • 

Since the language is also discursive, containing 

term5 that extensionally include athers, we 

can deç,rease the risk of error by using more 

general termsi but safety is then gained by sacri-

f · of .. 11 29 . lce preclslon. 

~-short, we can be as specifie or as ,general 

as we like about what i5 exemplified, but we 

cannat achieve maximum specificity and maximum 

generalily at the same time. ,,30 

1.6 - ARCHITECTURE & EXEMPLIFICATION 

Just as, "a performance of a musical work 

usually not only belongs to' or complies with but 

also exemplifies the work or score,,,31 an archi­

tectural wark exemplifies i ts plans and specifi":­

cations. That is, those plans and specifications 

that, sa ta speak, name the work. ' But, there 

is much more that a building can exemplify th an 

just this abvious facto Whether or not these 

properties are seen as being exemplified is a 

matter of debate and not our eoncern here. 

~ J 

l \ 

/ 



, , 

(' 

. , . 

'. 

'~ t • , 

19 

A building will also exemplify it~ formative . 
elements, like material, texture, colour, structure, 

and so on. 

50 will a cubical building exemplify 

that form as will a tall building tallness. 

In this sense there can be any number of properties 

a building may become a label for, but nevertheless 

only of properties that a building possesses 

literàlly. (A Iiterally 'short' structure that 

lookes 'tall' will in this case metaphorically 

exempIify 'taIIness' for it wou Id not really 

possess the proper.ty ot' being tall).' 

But there ar~ aiso other properties that 

a building has and that it could exemplify, which 

are not actuai physical possessions like those 

mentioned above. :However, they are Hs possession, 

for they are an oqtcome of a particular building 

formation. A building can exemplify a style or 

period to which it belongs as also its typology 

and aIl labels co-existant with them. 

An 'apart~ent building' can look like one due 

to certain of i's features, for example the fact 

\, 

h. 
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10 'Cathe::1ral, Amiens' 
West Front. 

'1 

l ' 

r 

20 

that it posseSses balconies. In the same sense one 

can elaborate on the other type of building 

exemplification mentioned above. A Gothic 

cathedral (Fig. 10) will exemplify the Gothie 

style due to certain formative factors which 

are cornrnon to aH buildings of that type. But a , 

'Renaissance' building may exemplify even ea!ly, 

Gr~ek or early Roman styles for it shares much of 

the formative elements with those earlier styles. 

Greene \s 'Prairie House l (an example mentioned before 
l ' 

(p. ~5, Section 1) may only exemplify a style, 
. r . 

(the type of 1 organic , style as associated with " 

the work of (Bruce) Geoff), but not a building 

type. 'Early' tre,ati,ses on architecture like that 

of Alberti's Ta'd a strong stress on exemplifièation 

where both the aspects (of style and typology) 

were clearly defined. But due to no such strict 

order and new complex tasks,exemplification~of 

these aspects are not quite as easily determined 

today. 

Here, as in aIl other reference modes, . 
cultural context is very important, if we are to 

be at aIl specifie about what a~ abject exemplifies. 
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For" a man.who li,as never seelJ. "an apartme~t building 

before, would not know what to 'look for in' a v ! 

,'b~ilding ~hen confronted with 'one, whether H di~ 

, " '0 {;, - , '~:" f 
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have 'any properties that could label th~ building"" '" ' .. , , , 
" 

as such. The 'same WGuld apply to oth~r aspe'bts .", 

that' an object like a~bl,1ilding may ~xemplify. ',; 

- ,/ . '. 
, , 

Jf/t JI'. • 

But 'aga in is it'suffièient in "terms' of a " " 

buildl~ifs .und~rstandkg to se~ a building as, . ,,, \ . 

exemplifying certain pf i ts p.roperties? _ Evefi 'a ' 

very poor piece of ardhitecture, may exemplify very, .'" 
, , 

", man~ of its properties, may~e even ,~tent~on?~ly> '.' '.' 

. ,?ut is. nevertheless a design lack~ng i~ mean±ng. . \ 
. ~l ~\ 

" . Clearly, exemplification is not sufficie~t in 

itself to ren2ter.;full meaning to'~ design. F'or 
'),' . 

although we do, notice certain exempllficative values 

,~ (', 

, :" " 

", . 

~ in most buildings, they are not aIl that we judg~" 

" , 

buildings by. A~se not sufficient because if we 

-could" fully understand and appreciate an archi~ect-" 

ural work by,this mode of reference alone, then' 

it i5 impossible te understand how very radical . { 

w?~ks, quite out of reach for any construétive 

, labeling,ca? be understood and appreciated. It 

1s obvious that we do not need to ove~ly involve 
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, 11 Mich~l Graves 'Portland Public 
Serviœ Building' 
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ourselves with this mode of reference like sorne of 

the present day "Post-Modérnists' do. (For even 

with all hls exemplificati ve' e"fforts (Michael) Graves'." 

'Portland Public Service building' (Fig. 11) i8' still 

in the words of Wolf Von Eckardt., "weird, heavy 

and polychiQme ••. " and a buildi~g whlch accommodates 

its function as"an office building with little 

enth~siasm. 32) . .'Not that this reference mode is 

absolutely unimportant. A building may gain much 

from being seen as belanging to a certain type and 

style/but this is not normally considered as béing 

conclusi ve. As will be shown, our understanding 

of architecture becomes complete only through the 

reference mode of 'expression'. 

1. 7 - METAPHOR \ 
Before we commence our discussion on 'expression', 

a short note on 'metaphor' would be necessary, as 

metaphor is so intimately involved with this 

reference mode. 

WeC'ommonly use a fair amount of metàphor in our 

daily language, and it would be very difficult, 

if not near impossible, to use a verbal language 

f " 
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without metaphor. ~etaphors are useful as they 

enable us'to reduce our vocabulary. We cornmonly 
1 . 

-- - understand a metaphor as a " .•. figure of speech in 

which ~ name, action, or term ordinarily ap~lied 

. to a certain object ls applied to another in order 

to suggest a likeness between th~m ... In 'His 

voice eut' through the silence', '. eut' is a 

'metaPh~:,33 "M~tap'h~~, H 5eems, is a m~tter of 

teaehing an. old ward new tricks - of applying 

an old lâbel in a' new way" 34 

Metaphors have multiple uses. We can even 

23 

'term the range of colours or musical tones by metaph9r', , 

,even though they are normally speeified in most 

languages. This use of metaphor~in ealling, for 

exampl,e 1 a colour 1 eold' or a note • chilling', 

is 50 casual and so very 'common in our vocabulary 

that' they function in many instançes as· a true 

interpretation or e~planation. And also there is 

the use of " ... appl ying a familiar' label to new 

h ' l'" l' ,,35 h' ~. t lngs and app ylng 1t ln a nove way.... T 1S 1S 

normally seen as being quite arbitrary, and it, ~may 

be obvious that this type of rhetorie·ean differ 

considerably. However one uses these labels by 

a sort of conviction about the object, (the one 

being, labeled), as being co-existent with the 
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12 li:! CorJ::usier l 'Convent of 
la TOOrette' , Near Lyon 
France, 1959, detail. 
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metaphor's normal use, as there has to be a 

distinction between 'metaphorical truth'.and 

'simple falsehood,.36 Le Corbusier's'Convent of 

24 

la Tourette' (Fig. 12) can be said to ber 'austere', 

'grim' or 'harsh', aIl labels metaphorically 

trUE! but literally'false; but to say that it is 

'rich' or 'delicate' is not only literally but 

also rnetaphorically false. Thus, as it is literally 

finished with rough materials, is of a somewhat 

straight line geometr-y etc •.• , 50 al 50 it belongs 

under 'austere', 'harsh' and 'grim' lnstèad ot 

'rich' and 'dellcate'. 

Metaphor should not.be confused ,with simple 

amblguity as there i5 a sharp difference between 

ambiguity and metaphor. The various uses of an 

arnbiguous term are 11 i. .. independent; none ei ther 

springs from or ls guided by another.,,37 On the 

other hand "wh~n one use of a term precedes and informs 

another, the second i? the nietaphorical one. !J.S time 

goeson, the Qis~ory ~ay fade and the two uses tend to 

'achieve equality and independencei the rnetaphor 

freez~s, or rather evaporates, and the residue 15 a 

, pair of literaI uses- mere ambiguity instead of 

metaphor. " 38 

.', 

" 

1 
l' 

1 

, . 
r 



) 

l. ' 

25 

La,bels may be applied verbally or non-verbally, 

and this is obvious,-due to the nature of metaphor. 

"Metaphorical possession and exemplification 

are likewise parallel to their literaI counter­

parts... A picture is metaphorically sad if sorne 
-. 

label - verbal or not - that is co-existensive with 

(i.e., has the same literal denotation as) 'sad' 
/ 

metaphorically denotès the picture. The picture 

metaphorically exemplifies 'sad' if 'sad' is refemd 

. ta by and metaphorically denotes the picture. "39 

1.8 - EXPRESSION 

"What is expressed i5 metaphorically 

exempJ.ified. "40, The properties the symbol expresses 

qre acquired properties through metaphor and are its 

, own possession. "In general, a symbol of a given 

kind - pictorial, musical, verbal,~tc. - expresses 

only praperties that it metaphorically exemplifies 

as a symbol of that kind. "41 "Pictures express 

saunds ar feelings rather than colours. And the 

metaphorical transfer invol~ed in expression is 

usually from or via an exterior realm rather 

i . 
1 

----_ .. _._--------------
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than the interior transfer effected in hyperbole 

or litotes or irony. A pretentious pi~ture does 

not express the modesty that may be sarcastically 

ascribed to it.,,42 In explaining expression as 

metaphorical exemplification, one may argue that . \ 

the expression may depend on what it is said to 
1 

be"{hat is, it ,may depend on the commentator's 
-

response rather~than the ~ymbol itself. But 
\ l .., 

"~' symbol must have every property it expresses i 

what counts is not whether anyone calls the picture 

sad but whether the picture is sad 1 whether 

the label 'sad' does in fact apply. 4Sad r may 

apply to a picture even though no one ever happens 

to use the term in describing the picturei and 

calling a picture sad by no means makes it 50. 

This is not to say that whether a picture is sad is 
independent of the use of 'sa~' but that given, by 

practice or percept, the use of 'sad,' applicab,ili ty 

to the picture is not arbitrary."43 

J 
.J 

Further, naming a property and expressing it 

are two different things and a piece of literature 

d h ' t 44 An b ,. t nee not say w at l expresses. 0 Jec may 

even express without describing or representing 

, .. 
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,13 vasUii KaIrlinsky, 'White ' 
Backgra.url' ' 
Russian Museun, Leningrad, 
U.S.S.R., 1920. 

, , 

" 

anything else, like a (vasilii) Kandinsky 

painting (Fig. 13).45 

Thus to sum up, Je characteristic of 

'expression', is the presence of re.ference 

without predication. Doric columns express 

a feeling of 'masculine power' but they do not 
1 

in any way really describe a masculine man. It 

27 

is only due to metaphorical exemplification, that 

a metaphorical label may be'applied to things co-
.' , 

extensive with H. This property .fùrthermore i9 

the property of the symbol itself, of its own 

structure, not in any way'dictated by other 

influences. This possession, the ability to 

express, i8 thus an acquired one. 

It is necessary to note here, as it was noted' 

with the other reference modes, that the influence 

of culture tends to vary peoples' responses. 

, (;(Culture here is unders~bod in a very broad sense, 

to cover aU aspects of ,'life, including the bellefs 

of different people in differenf societies.) As 

indicated before, one lS brought up or 'moulded' 
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i~ a certain environment,wh!ch through time one 

learns ta understand and 'gr,asp in aIl i ts 

21:1 

complexities. We learn what co~ventions'are 
,/ 

" ~,' 

current in our society, accepting them and using 
, 46 

them to construc,t the world around us. 

\ 

As (Aldous) Huxley commented, "emotions 

are ev~rywhere the sarnei but the artistic 

expression of them varies from age to age and 

from one ,country to another.,,47 

1.9 - ARCHITECTURE AND EXPRESSION 

\ , 

Befo~e we, go cin" a brief summary of what we 

had previausly discussed. We saw that arqhitecture 

does not lend itself ta modes of denotation, for 

denotation in the representative or descriptive 

sense cannot be in any case complete, las architect­

ure cannat change to 'suit a mask'. That only in 

rega~ds to architectural ornament, can denotatian 

be plausible. And ot?en,we noted that exemplification 

of drchitect~re does not make its understanding 

cornpleee, that there ge~rally is something mor~ a 

building willoffer in terrns af reference. 

. , 

,1 , 
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14 Eric ~e1sohn' E:instein Tc::wer' 
Gennany, 1921. 
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As mentioned before 'expression' is the 

presence of reference without predication. To 

express is to display a feeling ;rather than to 

1 

describe it· and architecture, ip this sense, can 

be d~fferentiated from other dJnotative arts 

such/as painting and sculpture. 
1 

That architecture expres~es is plain ~nough. 
, . 

~i.ke tqe Einsti~n Tower by (Eric) Hende1sobn , 

(Fig. 14), which may express" ... ideas about 

d 1 .. .48 bd' astronomy an re atlvlty... ut oes not ln 

anyw~y de scribe th~m. 

Expression here has nothing ta do, for 

instanc~, with.he expression on a face, as we 

see it in irnrnediate reaction l to say, a feeling. 

Expression in art objects is,as we have seen, 

something more and independent from a feeling 

29 

a face tries ta convey. Expression in architecture 

~? is in most cases impersonal and objective. 
\ 

"Expression is more like a display of atmosphere, 

an abstract presentation of character." 49 

Horeov~r architecture is public property to 

be shared by people and thus strives at an 

t r· ( 
, F,~ 
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15 Rt.rlolf steiner & others 

. -- " 'Gçletheanum II', Dornach 
'near Basel, SWitzerlarrl, 1928. 

16 Rudolf Steiner 
'Haus Duldeck' Dornach, 
near Basel, SWitzerland, 1914. 

objectivity which might be absent from other 

work~ '~f art like m~sic or painting. (For a 

building has to express irrespective of the 

emotion of the viewer.) Thus a constan: giving 

of any strong expression by a building that 

cannot be easily identified with by the public, 

can in most cases be qui te disturbing. 

It is in this context that l' e:xpressionism' 

in architecture, (the movement or style as 

practiced by architects like (Rudolf) Steiner 
... 

(Figs. 15 & 16))", evoked perplexity of emotion 

and,depravity of appropriate personal response. 

Architectural expressionism becomes plausible 

as mentioned above, only when it approximates 

the art of sculpture as in the architecture of 

monuments. 

But then, we should not conclude that 

architecture as we understand it should not 

30 

possess any expressive character. We do see 

buildings as being possessed, with 'character', ~ 

which they express as part of our conceiving and 

perceiving them. This 'character' (or possession) 

is readab~e by their physical outlines and is 

, . 
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17 Lou.is Sullivan 'Getty Tmb' 
Chicago, 1890. 

immediate, quite like an expression onla face. 

But ull.like a face,': .. their individuality is not 

that of a particular feeling ,which they express, 

but of their pUbiic asp~ct."50 

ThUS! a building may express a mood, may 

f . " 51 . k' , b express emlnlnlty (11 e the Getty Tornb y 

31 

(LOuis)Sullivan shown opposite (Fig. 17)), but these 

perceptions are not literaI in any sense. (Unlike 

exemplification where labeling is, so to speak, 

literaI in every respect). It is like 'sad' 

music being sar even though music can never 

li terally be 1 ~'ad'. These properties belong to the 

object and are exemplified through it. Furthermore, 

these possessions mal' not be intended by a building's 

designer, further detaching and objectifying the 

expression. 
',' 

Thus thé expressive reference of symb,ols can,' 

by,their inheren~ qualities, be able ta metaphar­

ically attach themselves to suggestions unimagined, 
Il • l ' 
rnvolvlng u~ in what may be call~d constructive 

world making which is crucial to our existence.' 

Here it is necessaty to mention again that 
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J.8 The 'Tanple of Poseidon' at Poseidonia. 

A Vi~ of a Corner of the 'Basilica' 
arrl the' Tanple' ... 

'expression' in most cases may not evoke similar 
~ 

emotions in aIl people, as education, cultural 

backgrounds, and other personality and social 
• traits radically influencé us with our cognition 

of the world. 

32 

(l 

Thus to sum up, character (a term which now 

could be used instead of expression), is inherent . . 

in aIl buildings. That one building may possess 

more of a particular character tha~ another or 

that an architecture has an appropriate character 

or not, or that it has nocharacter, i5 more à 
matter of judge~ent. What is important here is 

,that this mode answers much of 0rr pro~lém concern-

ing reference in architecture. lIn that it shows . 

how architecture as a symbol g~erally works and 

is likely to be ~nd.~rstood and e?,perienced by 

most people. 

For it is through· recognition of their 
~ 

character that most buildings have meaning for 

us. To recognise in 'Daric' architecture 

(Fig. 18),'strength',:'power' and 'sublimity' is 

decisive enough to ~9~prehend and.appreciate it. 
i 

1 

1 
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19 ~r Church. 

19-20 Le Corbusier 'Convent of ra 
'lburette', near Lyon 
France, 1959. 
North façade. 

\ 
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Le Corbusier's 'Convent of La Tourette' (Figs.19,20, 

12, (6,74 & 93) is generally appreciated because 

of its overwhelming austerity and spiritual 

calmness, expressions seen as being considerably 

appropriate and sensitive to the function ït 

was designed for. Exemplicative values are 
i 

transpended for aIl that seems to matter her~ is 

the building's'character'. We do not requite 

'expert' knowledge to'recognise a character 

in a building. It is immediate to most peopl~ 

sharing a similar cultural code. a The building 

need not de scribe or exemplifiy anything. But 

that most buildings do exemplify and that most 

generally will (to different and varied degrees), 

is not of any real consequence, for they need not. 

This section has form~d the necessary base 

upon which the thesis w'Ul p'rogress. With this 

understanding of how architecture attains meaning 

for us, we move"on to a more 1 practical' part of 

the thesis and Section II. 

.J 



\. 
" 

/' 

l 

" 

I~ 
1 
1 

/ 

,1 

, \ 

REFERENCES, 

SECTION l . 

l ~ 
John Ruskin, The Seven Lamps of Architecture 
(London, 1907), p. 138. 

2Nelson Goodman, Languages of Art (Indianapolis, 
1976. 

3Roger Scruton, The Aestheticp of 'Architocture 
. (Princeton, 1979) ~ p. 179 -180 

4J •E. Cirlot,ÂDictionary of SYrnbols (New York, 
1962} , p.xxxvi. 

5 d ' 't . Goo man, op. Cl., p.Xl. 

~Ibid" p. 65. ' 'l' 
, \.') 
l' 

~ Ibid. , p. 3. 

8~., p. 4. 
1.1 

9Loc .. cit. 

lOIbid., p. 5. 

D. 

'\ <i~ '\ 

\: 

1, 

'. 

') 

. : 

.j-\ 



! \ 

, .. 

, ' 

( 

" 

\ t 1 

. , .... ,' 

11 
Loc.cH. 
. 

12 
Scruton, op.cit., 

,,; 

13 
Goodman, op.cit. , 

)4Ibid• , pp.24-25,. 

15 Ibid . , p. 25. 

16Ibid . , p. 14. 

l? 
Scruton, op. cit., 

18 
Goodman, op.cit. , 

19Ibid ., pp.14-1S. 

,. 

p. 285. vf\'y 
p. 21. 

p. 180. 

p. 37. 1; 

0 

20Melvil1e -J. Herskovits, Man and His Works~ 
(New York, 1949), p.381. 

'i 

21 d . 41 2 Goa man, op. clt., pp. -4 • 

22Ibid ., pp.115-122. 

i3 Ibid . / pp. 230- 231. 

24 Ibid ., p.221. 

, .. ~ .. ~ 

35 



',j . ' 
\ 

'" 

, , / 36 

25 
Scruton, ôp.cit., p. 180. 

, . 

26 Ibid ., p. 183. 

27Goodman, op.cit., p. 52. 

28 Ibid., p. 53. 

29 Ibid ., p. 235. 

30 " IbId. ,p. 56. 

31 b' d 236 l 1 ., p. . 

32wolf Von Eckardt, liA Pied Piper of Hobbit Land", 
Time, Vol. 120, No.8, August 23, 1982.p.A6 

33 h W' d" t' ( T e Inston Cana lan"DlC Ionary, Toronto, 
1963), p.' 388. 

34 
Goodman, 

35 , 
Loc. clt. 

36 ' Loc. clt. 

op. Cit.; p. 

\ 37 Ibid ., p. 71. 

38L ' oc. cH. 

69. 

1 

...J 



1 ~ • 

; . 

1. 

'y 

45Goodman also cites the writi~gsof James Joyce, 
as his writings in many instances do not 
describe anything. Ibid., p. 92. Joyce's last 
wor~ 'Finnegans Wake', can ~e especially seen as 
being very true in this respect. ' 

46AldOuS Huxley, "Music in India and Japan" 
(1926)', reprinted in On Art and Artists 
(New York, 1969), p. 305. 

47 . t Loc.C;L • 

48Richard Sheppard, "Monument to the Architect?" , 
The Listener, June 8, 1967 p. 746, cited by 
Nelson Goodman, Languages of Art (Indianapolis, 
1976), p.' 91. 

49 ' Scruton, op.cit., p. 189. 

o' 

, . 

37 



\ 

\ 

38 

50 ' 
Ibid., p. 196. --,-

51 b . M' d d (' t Her Greene, ln an Image Lexlng on, 
~entucky 1976), p. 71: 

'') 



1 
1 

, . 

\ ' 

SECTioN II 

" 

Il There is sornething about architecture 
which ts independent of and perhaps superior 
to functional utility. A rnedieval castle 
remains architecture long after gunpowder 
has destroyed its utility and the Parthenon 
is architecture ev en after it has been 
converted to an arsenal and had its heart 
blown out."l 

Bruce Allsopp 

"'. 

, , , 
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21 LuclO ,Costa (Planner) am Osc?r 
Nianeyer (Architect) , 
',Plaza of the Three Pa.vers' 0 

Brasilia, Brazil, 1960. 

Frank Wright 
'Helio-LabOratory and 
Réseçrrch 'l'CM:!r 
S.C.Johnson am Son Inc. ' 
Racine, U.S.A., 1950. 
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2.1 - ANALYTICAL THOUGHT 

-In this section we will examine certain 

surveys and analyses done previously by other . 
1 

authors in reference, to architectural 'meaning". 

, We' have learnt that architecture can be per"':' 

of it's ceiyed)as being 'expressive' due to C~7ain 
\ ','1 ., ' , 

~ha~cteristics,i.e. it p~ssesses chara ter and 

that chlacter, in buildings, can/be r cognized 

and exp rienced by all of us, and that it is 

general:y exemplified by metaphOJ. Although 

metaphors may seem to us as vague, arbitrary, and 

even naive, we cannot get away from the fact that 

they"are the ways in which people generally 

classify most architecture. It is through these 

terms that architecture attains meaning for most of 

us. Moreover, as mentioned befor~ in our dis­

cussion on the conceptil and mode .of metaphor, 
, , 

these metaphors·" .•. are socially shared subcodes 

which have a fair amount of stability in any one 
2 time or place." That the 'Plaza of the Three 

Powers' ih Brasilia looks'monumental'or that the 

'Johnso~ Wax Building' looks 'sensual', (Figs. 

21 & 22)., are not arbi trary s tatements and should: 

not be seen as such. 'Monumental' and 'sensual' 

, , 

" 
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, 
'23 'An Eng~ish ;~ridge 

19th Century. 

; -

, , 

are to be seen as-much,a part of the buildings' " 

qualities as their very physical structure. Th~s 
, -, 

~ype of'ch@racterizatiqn is instantaneous and allows 

fo~ us, a sort of instant reviewing of,our world$, 

~ permitting us to arrange an abject in an ove~~ 
aIl seriaI pattern .(The concept of 'series' was 

discussed in the begJnning of the first section. 

Refer Pg. 3, section Il. 

For as (Steen Eiler) .Rasmussen points out 

in his mueh' quoteq book, '~xperiencing Architect­

ure', a shape read as being 'soft' (Fig. 23) or 

'harq' or any other such term, is always in 

l 't . . 3 h re atlon 0 our prevlous experlences. f us / 

say a 'soft' object, even though not literally 

soft, is 'soft' to us because it is 50 in contrast' 1 

to our perception of other abjects ~hich may fall 

into an overall system of a symbol. 

~ve will now go on to discuss bw qui te 

different (not 50 much in methodology as in scope) 

analyse s carried out by (Charles) Jeœk.s alld (Umberto) Eco. We . ' 
a+l must be aware of their work and sa an introduction . ,-

of these authors wHl Mt be attelllpted he;e, nor 

J 
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\ 
is it necessary to eXPlain~.n detail how their 

works came about. We will owever, try to 

understand how their work h s reH~vance to this 

thesis. .../ 

What we wauld like any analysis to do here ; 1 

would be ta elaborate and démonstrate what we 

outlinErl in the fi~st section; That architecture is primarHy 

invol vErl wi th th~ reference Ulcx1e of 'expression' arrl that 

these references tend to possess a fair amount of 

stability at a particular time a d place,thus 

offering a limited and. distin ui~bable set of 

values to be expressed br an object of architect-
.J ure. 

Althaugh the two analyses ta be used are 

nat formulated particularly for the purposes 

mentioned,they nevertheless affer-us, if seen with 

our context in mind, a fair amount of information 

needed to resolve the m~n~loned pOin\s. 

These analyses are concerned with what EC~ 

and Jencks term as 'semiotics' in architecture, 

khat is, the 'theory of signs'. A 1 sign' here 

( , 
\ 
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could be seeh as being quite comparable to our 

'symbol' as bath are used within a similar 

context. Just as a symbol, a sign here is seen as 

anything capable of taking on meaning.And as 

mentioned earlier on in the thesis (Refer ta Pg. 2 

Section 1) that could just about inc1ude 

éverything .. 

One important aspect which is most useful 

for this thesis is the semiotic perspective 

(Umbertol Eco prefers,': .. with its distinction between 
, 

sign vehicles [the abject] and meanings, the 

former observable and describable apart from the 

meanings we attribute ta theJT1 •.. :,4 And although, 

as we had seen before, the abject and its meaning 

cannat be differentiated, as each i8 as much a 

part of th~ other, this ~oncept of 1 distinction' is 
, 

of fundamental necessity in arder ta do any useful 

analysis. For this ~lps us to recognize in 
1 

archi tectùre, " ... sign-vehiC!e s capable of being 
c 

described and cata!ogued •.. :' 5 

It will be worthwhile to note here that the 

. ' 
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analyses are ca4ried out in 'common language' 

terms, that is, by use of a 'verbal language'. 

This is for the sake of convenience both for 

the reader and the authors, as verbal language 

constitutes our most common form 0) communica­

tion.. As we have seen, language }6rms an 

important part in our experience of architecture 

as with it we learn to respond correc~ly to our 

feelings, giving way to a. more co-existensive 

approach to the varied experiences in our daily , 
life. with it we organize our world, and see 

l
, 6 rea lty. 

2.2 - SEMANTIC DESCRIPTION 

44 

Before we proceed to the specifie analyses it 
\ 

is necessary to see in sorne limited detail their 

models of diagramatic analyses, which were adopted, 

from the Katz-Fodor-Postal- hypotheses of linguistic 

description. , ., 

This hypothesis is elaborated in Katz and 

postal!.s work on 'Linguistic Description' ~ This 
1 

specifies '~ .. all the kno\vfedge of linguistic , 

structure that enables ~ speaker to produce and 
l' -
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understand any sentence. But it would not describe 

how the speaker actually uses this, knowledge in 

producing and understanding sentences. ,,8 

However we will not be discussing this in 

detail as sa much of, the essay i5 not really relevant 

to us. ""~\ 

We wjll mainly elaborate on what they (Katz 
" '~ 

and Postal) term as the 'Semantic Component 1
, as 

that is the aspect most useful to us for following 

and' understanding sîmilar modes of analyses as 

adopted by Eco and Jencks. However, due ta the 

Inseparable link between the • semantic" and 

'syntactic' component5, a short note on the 

• syntactic' component will be required here. "The 

syntactic c1oponent of a linguistic description 

of a natural! lang,uage must be a system of ru les WhlCh 

enumerates he Infinite set of abstract formaI 

structures which underlie the sententes of the 

language. ,, 9 

We will now proceed with the • Semantic Component'. " 

In the words of Katz & Postal Il ••• the semantlc 

component of a linguistic description will be taken ta be a 

\~ 
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pro j ec ti v e device ... Such a pro/.cti ve dev ice 

consists of two parts: firs4 a dictionary that . 

p~ovides a meaning for eqch'of the lexical 

items of the Janguage, and second,a finite set 

of projection rules. The projection rules 

~6 

of the semantic component assign a semantic 

interpretation to ea:b'h string of formatives 

generated by the syntactic component. The se~antic 
1 

interpretation that a string of formatives has 

assigned to it provides a full analysis of its 
"-

: , "10 cognlt.lve meanlllg, 

This projective device is really quite simple 

and very schematic in concept. "This process 

re~onstructs the way in which a speaker is able' to 

obtain a meaning for a sentence from the meanings 

of its lexical items and its syntactic structure. 

Thus/the semantic component, if formulated 
, 

correctly, provides an explanation of the speaker' s 

ability to det~r~ine the meaning of any sentence, 

\" including ones wholly 'novel to him, as a compo-. 
sitional function of the antecedently known 

, f hl' l ' ,', ,,11 meanIngs ote eXIca Items ID It. 
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2~ Peter Eisenman 1 House VI 1 

Cornwall, Conn., U.S.A., 1977. 
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It is interesting to note here the pos-sible 

ïmplication of this concept in relation to 

architecture. It is very hard to imagine 

architecture in the same sense as a 'verbal 

language l,due to its accommodating grammar. But ". 

a type of ,a syntactic structure does exist in 

architecture in the sense, that its various 

compositional aspects have their allocated relation-

ships with each other. This would mean to say, 

~ that a component Icolumnl, for exa~ple, is an 
'. 

";, established norm for a support" as a staircase 

is for changing levels. The (Peterl,Eisenman 

stair'case \shown opposite (Figs.24 & 25 l is not 
"'-.. 
no~ed as such even if it does invertly resemble 

one 'as we know that it 1eads nowhere. For most 

people it would be a type of an ornamental 

sculpture and not seen, except in such a sense, 

in relation to the building as à whole. It 

'does not matter whether it is meant to be seen 

" as a staircase, intellectually brought about 

. , 

by a complex geometrit exercise. It would be 

very difficult in this respect to recognize the 

semantic co~ponent of an architecture made of ' 

such unlikely and unfamiliar syntactic character-
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25 Peter Eisenman 'House VI' . 
Cornwall, Conn., U.S.A. ,1977. 
'Reciprocal stair 
Transformation' . 
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We now turn back to the Katz-Fodor-Postal 

analysis at the point where we left off. 

" 

~s they state, each lexical item in a 

sentence must be introduced by a normal 

dictionary reference. "This normal fOrIn must 

enable the dictionary to' represent formally 

;' aH the semantic information invol ved in the 

meaning of any,lexical item ... It must 

decompose the meaning' of the lexical item i\1to 

its most elementary components and state the 

semanÙc relations bet~ee~ them. n12 This is 

to be done with each of the different lexical 

items_pf a sentence. 

The normal form of a dictidnary entry that 

~ we talked about earlier is like this:" ... an 

entry consists of a finite set of 'sequences 

of symbols,'each seque~ce consisting of an 

initial subsequence of syntactic markers, followed 
,6 

by a subsequence of semantic 'markers, then, 

optionally, a distinguisher, and finally a 

1 0 

( , 
~ 
1 
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selection restriction. Dictionary entries may 

, ,be represented in the form of tree diagrams ... 

wh~re each sequence in the entry for the 

lexical item appears as a distinct gath rooted 

at that lexical item, ,,13 

'" 
, 1 

1 ! 
11 Semantic markers are enc1osed'/ within 

parentheses fi )J, distinguisœrs wi thin brackets 
" ft Jj, and selection restrictions within angles 

t:. 'i/. .. Syntactic markers are unenclosed .... ,,14 

Thus we" see in the diagrarn, (Table 1), 1S', 

that the le;dcal item 'Bachelor' is described 

as being " .•• four-ways sernantically ambiguous, 

i.e., as having four distin~t senses."l~ 
" , 

And it is basically this type of a tree 

diagram that Eco and Jencks use to structure 

their ana~ysès. 

Sorne final comments on the terminology 

used to construct the diagram. "Semantic 

rnarkers are th~ formaI elements that a sernantic 

cornponent uses to express general sernantic 

properties. In contrast, distinguishers are the 

49 

.J 
" , . 



TABLE l 

SEt1ANTIC DESCRIPTION 

bachelor 

1 
Noun 

(Human) (Am mal) 

~ \ 
(Male) [Havmg the academlc (Male) 
~ degree conferred for \ 

(Adult) (Young) completlng the flTst (Young) 

1 1 four years of college J \" 
(Never-Marned) (K h) 1 

1 rug t <w3) (Seal) 

<Wl) \ /' 
[Serving under the [When Wlthout a 
standard of another J mate dunng the 

1 breedl1ng bme J 

<Wl> <w.> 

50 

formal elements employed to represent what i5 

idiosyncratic about the meaning of a lexical item. 

Thus,while a distinguisher differentiates a 

lexical item from those closest to it in meaning 

so that each distipguisher will be found only 

once in the dictionary, a semantic marker found 

in a reading of a certain lexical item will also 

be found in the readings of many other lexical , 
items throughout the dictionary.,,17 

.J 
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'It has not been explained, (for reasons 

mentioped at the start of this qiscussion), 
i . 

how tHis seMantic component fits in and acts 

with other components of a language, namely 

51 

the syntactic and the phonological, to characterize 

a complete lingui~tic description, of a lang~~9~' ~ 

We have however seen'the semantic component' 

as being represented by a tree diagram whose 

reference we will have cause to return to later. 

2.3 - 1',NALYSIS l 

'A COIWONENTIAL ANALYSIS OF THE ARCHITECTURAL 

SIGN/COLW1N' .18 (UMBERTO) ECO. ", 

The purpose of Eco's essay was ta find out 

whether ther·eare /s ign if ica ti ve' units in 

architecture and ~ow these components can be 

described by.using an interpretation of the 

Katz-Fodor-Postal model. 

" If it were valid (which it is not) to 

'transpose linguistic concepts into the termino­

logy of architectural semiotics, one would have 

'~o ask: 'What is an architectural 'word" ? But 

( 
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1 , 

one can ask: 'What is an architectural 

SEMENE', and thus 'what sign-vehicies in 

architecture communicate a specifically 

architectural meaning?,,,,19 

52 

Here 'semene' is specificall1y.a " ..• cultur9;l 

unit, and' .•. the abject of a structural semanti~s 
of architecture". 20 And for this ~nalysis, the 

architectural sign vehic;e will be termed a& 

a 'morpheme'. "The analogy with 'linguistic \ 

terminology is 'etymologically justified this 

tirne, since an architectural morpheme is a 

complex of formaI qualities.1I21~ •. Treatises on 

architecture that identified the architectural 

orders, for example, were morphological 

treatises that identified morphemes or complex 

syntagma tic chains composed of morphemes. ".22 

'l'hus say for the semene 'Doric order' a 

morpheme possessing various morphological fe~tures , 

like being non-ornamental, of certain dimensions 
\ 

etc •.• , would be required, These are normally 
1 

quite extensive and complex exercises as seen 

in the treatise by Alberti. 

.J 
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It will be in this manner, that a 

componential analysis, of an architectu~al abject, 

in this case a 'column', will be carried out. 

And moreover it will be described using the 

model put forward by Katz-Fodor-Postal. 

Before we go on, Eco cites sorne needed 

modifications ta the linguistic model, as he thinks 

it ta be,.excessively. schematic. 23 
Il However4 

in the absence of more elaborate systems of nota­

tion and representation it may, l (Eco) think, 

prove didactically effective as a first 

approach ta the problems of componential analy-
, 'II 24 

SlS. 

-. 
As noted by Katz and Postal in the' 

concluding chapter of their book, (Katz and 

Postal, 1964), "the rules of a linguistic 

descriRtion no more de scribe how the speaker 1 
produces or understands sentences than the rulfs 

pf a mathematical system describe the way in l , 

which proofs are written out or checked."25 In this 

sense we can, as Eco also does, 6ritici~e it 
for'not elaborating on a 'theory of settings'. 
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t 

This implJes ~ .•. that it is not possible to 

include arnong the semantic components of an item 
the possible contextual events that will assign 

to the semene one path (readingl rather than 

another. The argument asserts that a theory 

54 

of settings would imply the con~iderat~on of aIl 

possible contexts and therefore of every event in 

the universe. l [ECO), on the other hand, would 

main tain that in the semantic representa'tion of an 

element, priviledged events, which is tQ say the 

contextual connections arnong which i~ habitually 

recurs, may be taken into consideration. In 

this sense it 4s valid ta conslder that these 

contextual connections are codified and re-, 

cognized as '.canonical' [an established standaré!l, 

and that the y may therefore find a place in a 

componential an~lys-is. "26 

Neither does the Katz-Fodor-Postal model 

take into consideration the aspect of connota-
(, 

tions that a lexical item could have (and that 

most do is obviousl;for the sarne reason it refuses 

to consider a settings theory.27 These connotations 

4 , 
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,1 

could include an Infinite' set of ,possibilities 

in theorYrbu1 here againrif one considers the 
Ir' 

aspect of contextua1 events.or,ci~cumstances,the 

realm of possible connotations could be 

radlca11y reduced and made finite in scope. 

, 'Thus if one takes the likely connotaÙons into 

" account " ••• i twill then also be pas sible ta 

. includé in the componential description of a'unit 
l 

the connotaE-ionp ît i~ !],lost likely, to generate -

'and which therefore àppear to'be already 
codified. ,,28 

And 'it will be for these particu1ar 

reasons :' .. aJ why a system of componential 

description that resembles JS:atz'~Fodor-Postal' s in 

several respects is adopted r bl why the present 

fosee[} system diverges from it r a~ cl whYr'all 
#f 

things 'considerêd r l [Eco] wou1d regard this 

system of description RS entirely proviso!y 

and ' l' t' ,,29 SIrop lS lC. 
j" 

This coroponential analysis of an architect-

ural sign, as mentioned before invo1ves the 

'co1umn ' as'its item. A column Is for many of 

,0 
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, ,. 
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us 'a rather unclear ~lement in thp.t' H does not 

allow clear ,commu~ication~.Why then a 'column'. 

As Eco puts it,during a seminar on the serniotic~ 

approach to archi b;cture, 30 the most fr~quent 
objection fowards a.componential analysis was 

p 

the quest~on of the columni Il .. !one thing that 1s 

not cle~r is the meaning of a column; in itself 

a colurnn doesn't mean anythingi it is the complex 

56 

.. 

, , 

qf colurnns called the Parthenon that acquires 

architeitural meaningi a column does not cornmunicate 

possible functions, it is a neutral element that 
r 

(combines to form, more complex' morphological chains 

which do have an architectural _rneaning', ,,31 

He goes on to say tnat during the serninar 

he carne across ah article called 'Eternidad de La 
'J2 Colurnna 1 (The Eternal COlumn) by( Dora Isella) 

Russell. He translate9 it in ful1".~ernphasizing 

the phrases whose sernàntic units are then to be 

subj ected to analysis. Il 33 wi th this analysis he 

attempts to disprove, the' n'otion that a singular 

column does not presènt any meaning.-

For a better understanding of the phrases 
\ ' 
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used 

~The 

in the ,for'thco~ing 

Eternal columnt, is 

1 
, "The Eternal Column 

anaÎyfis the article, 

prese~ted in full. 

57 

Around it blow the winds of time. The winds 
~ml?r~ce the, uplifted time-dérying shaft. centuries 

'h'aye passed wi thout touching i ts slim body, and 
towering among .the ruins, the column affirms its 
,timeless destiny. 

A glance back through the ages reveals to 
us the vast panorama, studded with venerable 
ruins, from which emerge soli tari columns, the 
rast'remaining witnesses of vanished greatness. 
~ongst them wanders thé shadow of melancholy. 
The mighty civilisations that lighted the awakening 
of humap consciousness were ground into the dust, 
and other men and other ways of life raised above 
their exhausted cultures the hope of resurrection. 
Phan toms of India, shadows of Babylon, Chaldean 
shephe~ consulting the stars, priests of Heliopolis 
filing,invisibly past, wanderil1g Phoenicians 
hoi~ing the first sails in our seas, grave pharaohs 
submerged in death, luminous memories of Hellas as 
the sun of the Peloponnese sinks, soldiers of 
Gaul extendl'ng the frontiers, aIl were consigned 
to oblivron before the uncontainable onrush of ___ ~~ 
ne~ ages. nd the flood swept down upon men as 
upon things, blotting out peoples, burying buildings, 
shattering t~mples, destroying statues, wlplng out 
aIl trace of the work of individual men. And yèt 
here and there in remote corners of the Orient, and 
along the roads. of Europe; menhirs and' dolmens , 
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remained standing, hinting at reconstruction, and 
in Egypt as in Greeee, at Rome ap at Palmyra or 
among the remotest océanie islands, something 
was able to escape from the inexorabl,e massacre -
the aristocratie upthrust of the column, an 
object of wonder, a sacred relie, an unscathed 
document'. " 

,The first tree-trunk, the first lopped branch 
that sorne distant inhabitant of this planet 
hammered into the ground in front of his cave, 
were its most distant forerunners. From the tree 
was born the column. The imagination arrives at 
such an ide a without effort, and 50 simply, 50 

logically that there is no race that has not 
coneerned ItseÙ with the column, as support and 
as orn~ent.' It, sustains, yet'nothing sustains 
it, and it may possess e 'patina of millennia. 
It allegorizes the mira le of survival, belying 

. the apparent ragl lty a slng e' pOInt of contact 
wi th the eart 

Rare l',ere :the Egyptian monuments: that lacked 
'imposing internal colonnades. Generally, a stiff 
plume of palm, lotus, or papyrus fronds twin~ 
around the capital, taking over ,its place, which 
in its~lf constituted no me an imaginative audacity 
for 'a people of such grave and hiera.tic formulae. 
India, on the other hand, was to allow leaves, 
flowers, allegories, and legendary figures to 
climb around her columns; the imaginative 
exuberance of her mythology found intricate 
expression in decorations that reached to the 
roofs of her colossal sanctuaries'. 

But.at the height of Greece's glory the artists 

.J 
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of HeHas trimmed away aH foliage, leàvi,ng 
naked the smooth, scarcely tapered body of the 
Doric column, or else, later, adding the nimble 
Voïütes' that embellish the Ionic order: The 
column became channelled withlgrooves, with 
flutings that enhanced its weightlessness in 
a crystalline, open-air exaltation that lent 
harmony to their constructions. When the-­
CQrinthian column became burdened with acanthus 
and 'olive eaves; when griffons, pegasi and 
sphlnxes w re added; wh en the capital blossomed 
into a pr fusion of interwoven forms, the end 'was 
near. These baroque mannerisms, for all their 
beauty heralded the sunset - a glorious but 
finally inescapable twilight that brought to an 
end the 'Grecian miracle', 

59 

In Asia tHnor the bodies of fantastic animals 
replaced the traditional column on many occasions. 
In persia there were kneeling camels; in India 
the ~achyderms of Ellora, carved in the stone of 
the mountain, servid as the base for prodigious 
te~ples, ~hile at Jhe palace' bf Susa bull-heads 
crowned the columns. The Egyptians, even earlier 
than the Greeks, had revealed the sumptuous 
màjesty o~ hypostyles such as those at the temple 
of Karnak, and had arrived at the stage of 
sculpting-human forms on the capitals of Denderah 
that reproduced the masks of Isis. Yet it was the 
Greeks of pericles: time that dared to ent1rely 
replace the column by making the human bod~ assume 
its functions, supporting the architecture of 
their temples now upon the male statues (talamoni), 
now upon female bodies that graciously and effort­
les81y carry the building's weight without losing 
their graceful forms and f]uttering robes, and 

..J 
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~have for centuries borne their heavy task with 
that diaphanous limpidity with which the Grecian 
sky lends nobility to the sacred relies of its 
history. 

60 

In every latitude and in every age the column 
has enriched monuments, givingéto façades soli dit Y 
and surnptuousness, to interiors grandeur, and 
above i t have ri s en' towers and cupolas that 
re-echo its upward-aspiring intention~ with 
that vertieally sa charaeteristie of Gothie art. 
The Gothie column has no modulus, is not 
independent of the. building - it inter-reacts 
witt other e0lumns ta for,m groups which mount 
vertigino~sl~ upwards, painting towards heaven, 
as if by-thlelr means the faith of men rose·towards 
mystic regions inhabited by.saints and angels, 
that have been metamorphosed into finely-wrought 
stained-glass. ~he mediaevàl cathedral absorbs 
the column in its obsession with upward-climbing 
rnasonry that sprouts architraves, bran ching forms, 
'spears of stone, dominated by the impulse to rise. 
Ogives, arches and colurnns do not belong to Gothic 
art alone - while mediaeval Europe was constructing 
her dties, with their prodigious, steepled bell­
towers, r1uslim art gave birth ta the Hosque ofr 
Omar at Jerusalem, the Mosques of Arnru and of Touloun 
at Cairo, ind in Spai~ the farnous Mosque of Cordova 
and the Palace of Zara, built upon four thousand, 
three hundred cclumns. 

A lyrical raptus renders it poetica~ Its 
suggestive 'power renders it subtle. The a onymous 
Arab poets celebrate it, identifying it ith the 

.J 
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palm-tree, 'the column of the desert'. 
'Slender as a column and with eyes like stars 1 

they say of their beloved: Her neck.is a:n 
'aIabaster column'i the 1itany of beauty 
employs it as a lik~ness for the d'èlicate 
throat, the smooth1y shaped arro, the perfec~ly 
formed ~. 1 Her legs are co1umns of marb1e 

61 1 

upon bases of fine gold' , ·one reads in the Song 
of Sangs. Nations raise co'lurnns in commemoration 
of their great feasts, events; and heroes -
the. Trajan column, the column of Place Ven~ôme, 
thefi column of Trafalgar Square, rècal.ling 
Nelson •.. 

Since they are not easily thrown down, men 
erect tl~em as memorials. An aesthetic mission, 
a'historical mission, both devo1ve ·upon these 
o9stinate, airy, arrogant colurnns raised above 
the passing hours. 

For time is a sharp-keele~ ship that leaves 
in its wake aIl that is transient. And the 
column that'spans the centur~~s appears as the 
mast of this rnighty vesse-l." i 

The article seems at fir~t glance to be 

a rather poe tic account of obvious reflections 

up~n the therne of a colurnn. The sort of 

intellectual 'kitsch'that one:would take very 

lightly. 
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But as Eco points out, and which sorne of 

, us with patience also, wou Id" that 'upon re­

,reading the 'article " •.. one realizes that 

these 'obvious .reflections, 'correspond precisely 
" to an inventory of the current tradition of , 

thought about the colùmn. It repres,ents the 

'astohishi~g record of an ima9inar~ survey 

tha t collects from a samiüe of' everyday "us ers 

of architecture aU the meanings that they 
- 35 associate wi th the unit' colurnn ' " . 

In Table 1136 (see following page) we see 

possible connotations (differentiated for a 

cle~rer reading into,31 cOlumns), taken trom 

the article referring to certain morphological 

, features of a column .. \ 
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TABLFt II 

LIST OF CONNOTATIONS 
(edited) 

• 

architectura' hrstorrca' 
ronnotallons connotatrons 

A tree-trùnk the WlOds ohlme 
blow around ri 

B apparent fragrllty l venerable 
" 

âesthet/c: 
connotationJ 

1 affrrms its tlmeless 
destlny 0 

Il amongshthem 
wanders the shadow' 
ol,melancholy'-

C supports wlthout 
belng supported 

D cHortless 

J last r~"e left standrng III It mes arlltocratteall\ 
" 01 vanlshed grandeur 
4 unscathed document IV 'JOlversal 

[ enrrches monument~ 5 commemoratIon of V pure 
events, great de"ds. 
heroes 

b misl 01 shlP of itmr Yllegendary 
" ' 

f glvcs lalrdltv la • _. ' 
l'açade 

G glves sumpluousnesl 7, has the patma of VII ilUdacltv-çl 
la façade ' millennia - Imagination 

H glves grandeur to 8 alle'goryql the VIIl mount5 \ert:glOo~sly 
mtrrior mllacle 01 survlval' upwards. pOlntlOg 

1 unit y 10 repetrtlve 
varrety 

1 unit y ln madularlOg 
varrety 

K, rrremovable 
l mast 01 shlP 
M all'\t 
'N glves harmony ta 

bwldlng 

9 hme\delymg 
towards heaven 

IX poet Imed by Ivrical 
raptul ' 

X 'n~(k ai belavE'd 

,xl sleoder body 
XII'sna'pelyarm , 
XIII "er(ecdy farmed leg 
XIV obstl;'~(r , 

, 'IN arrogant 
XVI saillary 

XV\! lacrfd rrmalps 
XYlIlGrppk mrracle 
XIX pradlg"oul , , 
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( Point (I) refers ta colonnades in whic~ similar 

columns are placed at similar distances and (J)'~ .. 

in which rhythms such as AB-AB or ABC-ABC may be' 

established. ,,37 This ela,o;ation is necessary , 

to clear up the meaning of 1 the words 'repetitive' 
, 

and 'modulating' (in Table II) for th~y are not 
'. 

described as such in the table.) 

We will no~ for a better reference to our 

context, set this chart (Table II) according ta 

the various modes of references involved. ' 

It is interesting to note here the vast 

amount of 'expressions' seen in contrast to the 

other reference modes. The table (II-B) shows 

what was already noted,that the most common mode 

of reference in architecture is 'expression'. 

Also in teresting is the second column 

(hi~torical connotations),' where 'exemplicative' 

references are seen as being as common as the 

'expressive' ones. This is no mere coincidence 

because as mentioned earlier, (in SectionI) , 

exemplification in architecture is ta a great 

o 
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'rl\BLE II-B 

LIST OF CONNOl'ATICNS (altered) 

AOCIII'm:;roIW.. CONNOl'ATlOOS 

A tree-trunk 
L mast of ship 

C supports without'being " 
supported 

,~ 

B apparent fragility 
D effortIess 
E enriches IIDnurrents 

1 

F gives SQ1iqity ta façade 

\ 

' 1 

G gives sumptuousness ta façade 
H gives grandeUr to interior 
l unity in repetitive, variety 
J uriity in m:x1ulating variety 
K irrEnDvable ' 
Mairy 
N gi ves harrrony ta building 

HIS'IDRIClIL ccmarATIŒs 

6 mast of .ship of time 

l the winds of lime b1cw 
around it. 

3 t ast relie 1eft stanling 
of vanished grandehr 

5 carrnEmJrative of events, 
great deeds, beroes 

8 allegory of the mirade 
of survival 

2 renewable 
4 unscathed document 
7 has the patina of 

millennia 
9 time-defying 

65 

AESTHEl'IC ccmOl'ATIŒlS 

X ,neck of beloved 
XI slerrler lxx1y 
XII shapelyann 
XIII ~fectly fonned leg 

1 
1 

IV univerLl, 
XVII sacred ranains 
XVIII Greek miracle 

~ 

l aff~ its timeless destiny 
II am::mgst them wanders the 

shadaw of melancooly 
III 

V 
VI 

, VII 

VIII 

IX 
XIV 

it rises aristocratically 
pure 
legen:1ary 
au:1acity of .inagination 
mounts vertiginously 

ufW.Ids pointing UMardS 
beaven 
poeticized by lyrical raptus 
obstinate 

xv arrogant 
XVI soli tary 
XIX proiigioos 

.J' 
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extent cQncerned with its historical background • 
.., 

We will ~ow proceed with a 'componential 

analysis 

context, 

'column' 

model' of the 'column' out of 
38 {Table III) , and subseguently 
, 39 

in context, (TapIe IV) . 

of the' 

A short note on the terminolo~y used in the 

analyses. "The sign in isolation is represented 

bya horizontal stem, the sign in context by 

vertical ,stems ... The terms in brackets ! j represent 
l 

morphological markers; those in inverted commas 

f j represent semantic markers; Arabie numerals, 

Roman numerals and lett~rs of the alphabet refer 

ta the inventory of connotations listed in •.• 

trable IY. ,,40 Morphological features in Table IV 

,have been put in square brackets (t:V 

"The symbol' ' , and the symbol { are 

used when a given node generates a series of 

possibilities that are not mutually exclusive 

but can co-exist... The symbol A or the symbol < is only usec1 when the markers ar~ excluqive 

\ 
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TlillLE III 

A COlIPONENTIAL ANALYSIS OF THE SIGNI 

COLUMN OUT OF CONTEXT 

\ 

Imorpheme) 
Icofumnl 
semem! 
'column' 

leapltall 
'holding 

up' 
COX 

" '-

(,haIt) 
'forleanlng 
aga.n't' 
A ' 8 

(basel 
're,nng 

upon the 
ground' 

K LXIII 

( 

(Donc) -----
, ,-------.( 

(Ionie), ---- ( 
'XIII '-------. ( 

IConnth.an) < ( 
" ( 

Ipalml ____ 1 

, ---:------.--. 1 

, 1 

Iw.th liguresl < 
, 1 

(matena!) 
'sol.d-ngld' 

(we.ght) 1 (smoothl 
'stable' V' " 

(h"ght), 
'vertical' 

(dlameter! 
'.mpenetrable' 

I,uprasegmental -- IIV.th f.gures) 
features '!Conie denotat.on' 

-E 
, \ 

Icaryatld) 
XI' , 

\ 

67 



TABLE IV 

A COMPONENT]AL ANALYSIS OF THE SIGN/COLUMN/IN A VERTICAL 
AND HORIZONTAL CmnEXT 

{vertical relatlonl 
'vertlcallty', VII 

/colulnn/ ' 

1 
(homontal relatIOn) , 

'honzontahty' 

lalonel IWlth othersl 

ISlfnplel 

(upward relation) 
'holdmyup' 

(downward relationl 
'restl~g' < 

'equaltty' 

'sln9ular' 'plural' Icomplex) 

~ A ~ 'rhy.thm' 

68 

(ex tenus) 
'extension' 

al funcllon' 

IllOus a hmll) 
'fulfllment 

01 lunctlon' 

Idlrect) 
'contact 
wlth the 

(,ndirect) [anclent, amongst ' Inewl lanclent, ln Inewl 
'contact rumsl 'commemoratIOn' Intact 
wlth the 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8, 5, III, archeologlcal' 

{verttcallyl 
'sumof 
cf/arts' 

Vil 

hn depthl 
'product of 

efforts' 

cf plan 

.' 

'base' l, Il, III, XIV"XV, XIV, XVI contextl AXVIXVII,' A earth' 

{above stapsi (on the lower 
part 01 façade) 

GN 

Inothm9 
behfndl 

'way through' 

(1lIIed ln 

behlnd) 
(nothlng 
belllnd) 

(filled 
ln behl",]) 

'no way through' 'way 'no way' 

A '''""~/\ 
(limlled space) (filled 1111 IIlInlwd Îlilleti 
'penetration 01 'relnlorcement' spare) Ill) 

119ht' E, F, ~ 
VIII,M, Il 

'flcn 01 
Itght' 

VIII,M, " 

'rt!111 

lorcement 
E,F,K 

.J 
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and in mutual opposition, implying a binary ,'. 

selection betw~en different paths or readings. 

69 

,These binary exclusions could be similar to those 

that in Katz-FodQr-Postal's lexical models'are 

defined as Idistingufs~ers. ,,~'41 

For more information regarding these 

analytical models, ref~r the Appendix (pp.154-l64). 

2.4 - ANALYSIS 2 

, 
'A SEfmNTIC ANALYS1S OF, STIRLING'S OLIV~TTI 

CENTER WINGf2 (CHA~LE.S) JENCKS. 

""',,-, 
Although Eco's and ttiis anq~ysis can be 

viewed as being ·of the same realm, they are 

considerably different ··in their range of involve-
t;,., 

ment. Eco's,as we have seen deals with an . ' 

architectural component, (a column), whe,reas 

Jenck's here involves a whole architectural object, 

a buildin~. 

But his methodology for analytic description 

is also adopted, as was Eco's, from the Katz-

" 
.. 
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26 James Stirlirg, 'Olivetti Center' 
Haslaœre, Englarrl, 1970. 
'Axonaœtric Drawing". 

'~ 

(\ 
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Fodor-Postal model. 

Even though Jenck's analysis is what can be 

ca~led as being 1 (and as you will see), related to , 

the descriptive mode of reference, it nevertheless, 

if seen differently,and if formulated differ-

" ently, could present us with the appropriate 

information we need to have (in arder to 

-corlfirm our findings of the ,first Section and 

those stated onpg.42 of this Section). 

We will,~owever,first try ta understand 

the analysis as fo~ulated by (Charles) Jencks 

and then go on ta an appraiBal of i t wi thin 

our context. 

While Eco's was a hypothetical analysis, 

this one invol ves data actually' gathered by 

a limited public survey. As' it is apparent 
\ 

from the title, the sUbject,of the analysis 
Q 

is the' Olivetti Training Center' (Figs. 26,27 

& 28) designed by the British archi tect (James) 

Stirling. (The building i5 lOCilted in the " ... 

stockbroker belt of E~glan~'s r'olling southland"). 43 

1 
\ 

1 
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27 Jarres Stirlirg", 'Olivetti Center' 
Haslemere, England, 1970. 

The purpose of the exercise . was to determine 

whether the building form is seen as being 

appropriate to its purpbse. Although he does 

not' give us a detailed aa:ount of the survey (in 

regard to the number of people surveyed etc ... ), 
• it is sufficient enough for our purpose, for ' 

the 'metaphorical analysis' is self-explanatory 

71 

ta a great extent. The data presented was the 

result of a survey do ne among his (Jenck~) students 

at the Architectural Association in London. "The 

audience was asked 'what does the building wing look 

like?' They were shown siides of a wing out of 

context and 95% didn't know the building. After 

no more metaphors were seen [to refer)the buildinqJ,' 

the audience was asked ta vote on which two 

metaphors they found mbst plausible among their , 
list. If debate i5 allowed and if the context is 

'. . 44 
shown a much greater consensus IS obtalned." 

Four major metaphorical types were' seen by 

the students and these four were subjected to 

analysis by constructing semantic chains as seen 

in the diagram,(refer to Table V). 45 



" 

'IEIJEI, l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TABLE V v 

SEWmIC ANALYSIS OF STIRLlNG' S OLIVEITI 
CENTER WlNG 

t •• :o~ .. 
r-II-~' ..-IL. 

AtCAb a 0 2!2L.1ik3'fl = U QO • J 
InorganiC 

1 
1 

1 
Movable Unmovmg 

j 
1 

1 1 1 
CARAVAN TRAIN OliVETTI TRASH·CAN 

HORSE TRAILEAS BUS MACHINE, LETTER BOX 
(7) (121 WASHER DRIER \ IBI 

1 
1 

(81 

1 1 Icurved 
(curved 

metal, Icurved (cheap 
plastlcl plastlcl plastic, piastici 

1 1 

chpsl 

1 1 
(prefab Ihlgh speed (opera live (prefab 
rrlovable people. miniature contamer 

contamersl power! Instr~mentl for refuse) 

1 1 1 1 
(not appropnate (approprlate 1 appropnate (not appropria te 

plastlcl plastiC) plastlcl plastlél 

~ 
'-
" "BAD' --------:--

SemantlC chain 01 Olivett/'s Tralnmg Centre, Haslemere 
(Other metaphars seen Architecturai Assoclalton. Ice·cream, blancmange-7, 

electnc plug-3, skln, snake-l, aquarium-l, automat-l Thames Polytechnlc 
tram/bus-27, caravan-25, broller hause-13, plastic breadbasket-13, 
. ChrIStmas presents-6, aeroplane-4.1 

72 

1 
PLASTIC 

8UILDING 
(01 



28 James stirling, 'Olivetti Center' 
Hasleœre, Englard, 1970. 

'Connectin:] Wing' • 

As mentioned earlier the, ,anailytical model 

is that of Katz-Fodor-Postal, but is used here 

with certain modifications in regard to 

categorization, which were found necessary 

by the author. "For their' semantic markers ~ l 

[Jenck~ have substituted aesthetic~material 

categories as these, l fJenck~ believe, are 
i 

pr imary classif iers leading to functional 

categories (or their 'distinguishers' or 

'definitional meanings'). For their 'selection 

restrictions', q have used context and code 

restrictions, because, l believe, archi tectur'al 

reading is highly determined by the code of the 

viewer. ,,46 (We who are now familiar wi th these 

terms of semantic description should have no 
(1 ; 

difficulty in substituting Jenck's categories 

for them.) It is also interesting to note the 

simplicity of t~e analysis, which really is 

quite refreshing, as it facilitates easy compre­

hension and understanding. _ 

, 
Sirnilar responses were noted by students in 

o~her parts of the world, (Norway and California), 

" ..• dernonstrating the predominance of these 'codes' 

1 
"1 
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TABLE VI 

BLUE-JEAN TRANSFORMATIOOS 

(edited) 

~ 

Ob)l'(r '/l'lOml 

1 RI.IIl-J SHOnIJ:1UH" 

Il fnrwrnk 
Î tt1nlltnl 

1 Rrrl n-I 1 Jm ol tOW 

\\lJmhV hoy lunlu"1 
lo .... IJO,.11 
hnnlt 

1 Rfl/ U-I Th{' \~.IcI 
I\orn il.,. W,\I,r!nlll'nl 

I\omm An4 

thdd,rn 

~ R"I B- J C~Jull oIIl\d 
WOln by voun,'r"n 
/,lmt',Dt'.'ln IttntldUldblt 

5 f.d,d B-J c.uu,tI Al'slht-
tmbrolot'Ird lit 1 h.'If hJd 
and worn IM\t'foro'lsf'1 
by ~olJth It,nurot! 
116 durablf 

6 hh~ 'am .. mtom-
6-) tir- ~rof,nf'_ 

d"dI1) clu"v(' I:JOUp 

flle tr""'l(!n!,l 
du/.bl. 

1 P,,,,fadrd Wh"I.aloh 
roUon lolnmk lm .. 
8-J (owboy' 

SI Treptl lummellM 
1170 (r'",K'nl 

! Smpsol Blue-Ir,n 
8-J" ItJlh~hc 

{Qlt! 5185 Ir'n1lfnll 
OI'brkmls dUf.ble 
110 

9 Surdr Vou rtcOi 
copy 01 ntu' th., 
7"1(,(1 'ltptnullf 

JOk.r durlbl. 

10B-J,,, fork.rt of 
mUleum ulb,n min 

dur,bll' 
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in -different cultures today. 11 47 Not rU metaphor­

ical implications are' noted in the analysis as, 

in fact,~ost people found the worked upon 

metaphors to be most plausible. As with other 

sympols, an architectural object orfly allows a 

limited range of meanings in a society, those 

that are acceptable and which are common to aIl 

of us. These 'coqes' however may change 

through time, some may be,discarded, newanes 

introduced. (Examples of this are seen by 

us aIl the time in our daily lives. An' 
l , 

interesting analysis, also by Jencks , regarding 

transformation af meaning is shawn opposite, (Table 
VIl). 48 

But, "despite semantic change, this analysis 

shows that architectural metaphors work in 

coherent ways, which suggests in turn that architects 
f 

could take responsibility for how people will see 

themi a fact of cansiderabl~ importance if\ 

modern architecture is grasped firpt r RY the 
'through ~etaphor. ,,49 

public, 

It is evident that what we are dealing with 

here is description, as 'metaphor " for Jencks, is 

.J 



different from how we had understood it. For 

him it is similar ta what we normally understand 

as 'analogy'. 
1 

The problem now, is, how this analysis 

can have meaning for us if it ~eally disagrees 

on such a fundamental point. For this, we _ 

hav~ ta go back to the start of his analysis 

and ta the primary question used ta formulate 

it. 

For this is where the prablem lies, and if .. 
not for it, or if corrected, the analysis would 

fit right within the cOntext:' of this thesis. 

75 

Would the conclusions be different if he had 

asked a differently worded question? It is 

certainly probable. For his question 'What does 

the building look like?' very strongly\implies 
-. 

an inherent descriptive referencei -or even to 

an extent an exemplicative mode. That no one 

u$ed this reference mode \exemplicative) ta A 

understand the building is'pnly because the 

buiiding is so unlike any other. Jencks qlso 

, \ 
J 

\ 



notes this aspect of the buildtng. 

The question 'what are the characteristics 

of the buil~ing' may have been more appropriate, 

for 'characteristics' ts a term which in normal 

discursive language (here reference is to the 

language of 'English 'lis very wide, ranging 

and could accommodate aIl the different 

reference modes. It could imply,for example, 

in reference to the'T.W.A. Terminal building' 

(Fig. 8 ), the characteristics of a 'bird', of 

'Late 20th Century architeqture' or in the 

expressive sense, of 'moveJent' or 'flight' • 

. /" But do we relilly need ta ask t,his type 

of a question here and thus, re-formulate the 

, entire analysis? This is not thought necessary 
-

as Jencks in a way accommodates these types of 

references in his analysis itself. That is, 

his -final comments on the variaus'metaphors' 

(L~vel 5 in Table/V, p. 72) are basically 

expressive references (terms that could qefine 

a building character) and which are seen as 

being implied by and which could realr be ~he 

\ 
l" ,. 

" 

r/ 
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basis of the analogies seen. J 

j 

respo::::ei~o~: ::~~y:::ew:::ndt:: 
We could,in effect',substitute these 

initia.l 

different-1-Y. ' 

instead of 

the anological primary classifiers that are 

in the analysis ,(rafer to Table V-B). Semantic 
~ 

chains could as weIl be drawn up for these~ 

in a similar pattern, and with n0 effective ) 

change in any constituent matter at any level. 

Maybe the distinguishers, (functional 

categories Level 3), may not be as ~vident or 

as easil.Y formulated, but, the.n those that 'are 

already mentioned in the analysis would ~ 

definitely fal~ into the compliance class of 

th~ various expressions. 

HOWrver, ,this does ~t imply that the 

buildind, ('Olivetti TraiAing Center' by(James) 

Stirling), has no denotative value. It 

1 
! 
~ , 

J 

( 
-i 
t . 
~ , 
.. 
1 

; , 

, , 

1. 

, , 

could weIl nave for rnany people ev en if questioned 

i~ the,manner suggested. We could have ended up \ 

~ith similar responses as Jencks, had. a survey , } 

in the suggested manner been carried out. But 

1 
1 
J 
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TABLE V-B 
, ..... 1 

sEr.wmC ,ANALYSIS OF STIRLING' S 0LlVE'1'1'I 
\ CENIER WING (altered) . 

\ 

I~orga",c 

" .-' , 

, . 

IJlVEL l (5)T~-
1 1 

LoW 
Class 

1 

Futurist 
)

'10 
-Cont.alq;XJrary 

& 

Cool 1 
1 
1 

'2 _1 
1 

1 

(CurVErl 
Plastic) 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

, 3 - l (Prefab 
1 fuvable 
: Containers) 

! 1 1 • 

4 -: (Not appropriate 

l~-6·! 

(Curved 
~tal 

Plastic) 

1 
(High Speed 

People 
';Power) 

1 
(/l.ppropriate 

Plastic) 

(cled 

/ 

Plastic 
, CJ:ips) 

1 . 
(Operative 
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th:! n maybe not. 

./ 
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h l. d No suc survey'was carr~e 

out and so this question remains unanswered. 

For althQugh a fresh analysis would~efinitely 

have Made things more certain, this analysis 

with the specified alterations serves the 

purpose for which it was included in the 
/ 

thes:i"s. 
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SECTION III 

.. ' 

"Forro may then be defined as the 
operation of forces that carry the 
experience of an event, object, scene, 
,and situation to its own integral 
fulfillment."l 

John DeweY' 
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3.1 - REVIEW 

First a short review of thé first two sections. 

We prirnarily sa~, in the'first sec~ion, that 
"', 
fi architecture is in most cases cléiRsi~ied by 

rnetaphorical exemplification; that it is 
1 

'expressive ,o. We also gathered that these 

meta~horical labels are generally in reference 

to an architectural 'character'. ,That is, we 

recognise a 'character~ in architectural o~jects 

which is labeled by metaphor. We also noted that the 

'character' with which the object is endoweq is 

not a given one, it is one that is inherent in the 

object and as much. a part of it as the very material' 

with which it is structured~ And although the 

character of an object remains the same always, 
'" it may be interpreted differently by people not 

sharing the sâme cultural or social subcodeS. 

Furtherrnore, a character 0f. an object rnay not be 

intentional, that ls, it rnay not be interpreted 

as its' 'maker' wànted it. It rnay be referred to 

anything, as 'character' is the property -of the 

object itself. 

In the second section we noted by analys~s 
'. 

1 

1 
/' 
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29 Iv'ties van der RJlie 
'Aparbrents, 860 arrl 880 
Lake Shore Drive,' Chicago 1 

111~ois, U.S.A., 1951. 
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,.! 

, .. 
we had ,~1ready determined in the first section, 

namely that an architectural component or aq 

architectural .. whole is' primarily classified and . \\ 
understood by.'metaphor. 

3. 2 _0 ~THE TASK 

87 

1 
We m~s~all have reAlised by now how useful a 

design appr~~c~ would be, that took into accoùnt or 

rather formulated itself upon the need to determine 

the appropriate ch~racter in ar~tecture. 

For 'character' is in most cases, as we have 

seen, the .first and maybe the only aspect of a 

buildi-ng that ±s' experienced an,d responded to by 

most people. EV4n with only a glance, (and that 

i~ probably the only chance people get to experience . 
most architecture a!ound them) , one can sense and 

rnaybe decide upon a character in an architectural 

o~ject. No deeper reading is required of the 
, ,q 

object and it is'highly unlikely that any later 
• perceptions would alter ones' first determinations. 

The glass and steel towers of Mias van der 

Rohe (Fig. 29) will always be ""cold' and' sinister' 

, f 

.. 

1 

1 
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to us, (amo~g other values),~even though we may 

generally acknowledge their virtues of good 

planning and detailing, proper proportioning 
~ ~ 

etc ••.. Nothing will change however, from them 

f 88 

being ,'cold' and 'sinister', as these expressions 

are as much part of the architecture as say 'stè~l' 

is as a material. Can then thé character be 

intentionally achieved in a building design? Can 

a building be insured against inappropriate 
> 

labelling? It'should he obvious that it could, 

or better still, that it should be. After aIl 

aS(Aver~Johnson has said, "the architect's raIe 

the raIe that he is being paid for - is to pre­

experience the building ••. that he is working on." 2 

And ta experience is ta note character . . , 
And thus we come down ta the purpo'se of this 

section (and in a sense, -of,.the thesis), that is, 

to propose a way of introducing this o,ften neglected 

and ignor~d aspect of 'character' in the design 

proces,6. The word 'introducing' is used instéad 

of 'basing' which would be more emphatic, as we 

assume that this inclusion would understandably 

be only part of a complete design pracess. For 

it would not be right to think that an appropriate 

cl , 
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'character' would satisfy aIl 'the requirements 
"0 

(and ~hese can be numerous), thatpwould b~ " 

'necessary' for a weIÎ"developed architectural 
<1 

design. 

3.3 - REASONlNG 

'0 , 

This type of a desi'gn approach is bound to 

stir up accusations that it' is p'irration~l'. 

0+ eyen 'emotionql' às opposed to 'funct~onal'. 

ls it really so? lt should be.obvious by now that 
.... p 

it is the function'of a building to have an 

appropriate character lust as i t is ,the function of 

a building to properly accornmodate and '9helt~r . 

human activities. This should be basic, for arter 

aIl we should take the responsibility Ior how'pe~pie 
in ,general are going to experience archite,cture{ 

a • 

for it is they who will be ~he ultimate, users 0% 
it, and they, (of course with us architects),who 

) 

will have to live with it, presumably for the rest 

of their lives. "For unlike other objects of art, 

like a painting, a sculpture or even a musical 

'composition, an object of architecture cannot be 
. ' .... 

'stashed'"awal in a closet or'not performed as· 
~ 0 

in the case of music. We are so to speak 'stûck i 
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(' '~,ith it, it 'will always be ~ere, 'and to quote a 

1 .favouri te author( John) Ruskin, "'the eye i t ' 
3 . 

cannot choose but see.'''' 

This however does not mean that,we as 

architectural designers need to take public.opinion 
.-; 

polIs to help ?e~ide on,aodesïgn Ch~acter., , 

We aIl know of architecture whdse 'character' 

we aIl, appre.ciate and' °recognise. It is' however 
• •• 0 

hard to bel~eve that the~r des~gne~s followed 

this type of methodology, (one basing itself upon 

\ res~l ts of opinion poÙS) , ta decide upon' what " 

character °.their buildings should .be endowed, wi th. --
It is'plausible to say that these' types of 'opinion 

pQlls' are not necessary f6r us, as we are aIl 

(as architects) as much a p~rt of a society as other 

people and thus should know what our cultural and 

\ social codes tend to be. for as Scruton' say~,~."" 

if l produce re~sons for~rny lay of peeing, l 

thi~k of these reasons as reasans for otpers as weIl 

as for myself..I.Y reasons will seern apt ta me 

only if they seem to put me in the r~gh1:: .• " .. 4 

'. 

This knowiedge, however, rnay not be necessarily 
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automatic and sa we as architects 1re obliged 

t d ., tt' b . 1. . s u y soc~ety s a r~ utes, ~ts asp~rat~ons, 
j 

in short know and recognize aIl of its values 

in, order to be able to make the right 

design decisions. As (Benedetto) Croce wrote 

9). 

to 

" .•. those artists who embrace the creed of' pure 

art or art for art's'sake, and close their hearts 

to the troubles of life and the cares of thought, 

are found to be wholly unproductive, or at most 

rise to the imitation of others or to an 

impressionism devoid of concentration .•. Of course 

this does not me~n that the artist must be a profound 

thinker or an acute critic; nor that he must be a 

~ttern of virtue or a heroi but he mus~ have a share 

in the world of thought and action which will 

enable him, either in his own person or by sympathy 

with others, ta live the whole drâma of human . 

life. IIS 

Yet the refusal of many architects to accept 

this could explain why so much of our architecfure . 
is unpopular .. Some architects consider themselves 

as being the'avant-garde' of a society and 

generally even pride themselves on this distinction. 

This fault may lie as Jencks puts it in different 

.... .; 
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30.a,b le Corbusier 'Pessac 
Housing' France. 
1%9" & 1925. 
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. .. , 
values the architect's education generally places 

". •. on such things as technology, order, pure 

form, construction and invention. Not just 

different,but opposite values are oftèn at work. 

Where he, [the architect} as a son of the 

Enlightment and Romantic Age wants to 'make it 

new and strange' ·in arder to tnak~1 it aes.thetic, 

the inhabitant wantsto 'have it'old and farniliar.' 

Where he [the architect] wants to keep"pace with 

new materials and methods, always progressing in 
o Il. 

the permanent revolution going down at the patent 

office, the inhabitant wants to live more and more 
• 1 

like his ancestors (th.ejmore ancient, the more 
venerable).,,6 

It is interesting to take note of-Le 

Corbusier's 'Pessac Housing' project (Fig. 30) 
\ 

which was as Jencks has !lritten " •••. transformed, 

ruined, aged and articulated by a traditional 

language. Tt signs of personalisation,and security 

have,effectiv ly distorted the purist language 50 

that it send out welcom1ng messages of domesticity 

and 'home' 

hospi tal'. " 7 

instead of 'factory, sugar ëube and 

(Jencks here seems to be mixing up the 

various modes of reference, for 'Personalisation', 

'Security' and 'Domesticity' are expressions, 

1 
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31 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Falling Water', Bear Run 
penn., U.S.A., 1937. 
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'House' an, 'exemplification, and 'Factory', 'Sugar 

cube' and 'Hospital' des~riptions.) 

'\ 
This however does not imply that we should 

exclude invefltion or any progressive approach from 

our designs. It 'is, as mentioned before, a matter 
, -

of being consc~ous of retaining approprfate 

character in'our architecture, meanings which may 

not be common, but those that ailow for a public 

comprehension. What is implied here would be better 

eXPlained!bY the following example. 
J ., 

Even a very inventive piece of architecture, 

such as(Frank Lloyd)Wright's 'Falling Water' (Fig. 

31) is understoO? and appreciated in this sense. 

~ts harmonious interaction with its environment, 

its human scale, its warm materials and colour, 

'''and oth~r;. such aspects help in developing a cha1:acter 
~ ... r;, 

which we have always associat~d with a domestic 

house, and more 50 with a country lodge. And 

it is precisely th{s- building's ability to 

indicate such familiar and appropr iate values, 

above all its other technical virtues, that helps 

to make this one~of our most popular obiects of 

architecture. 
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, '---
It is also plausible to say that such design 

consciousness could help in makimg distinctions 

between various buildings types. For this is one 

of the problems of our times, where we can, as 

(Christian) Norberg-Schulz goints out, '-" ... hardly 

distinguish between a church and a' ga~age.,,8 
As many other au thors have noted, "much of the 

cO~fusion in modern architectural thinking has 

a.r{sen from failure to recognise that there 

are different kinds of architecture;,,9 that-there 

are different emotional values assigned to and . 
associated with different types of architecture. 

"Obviously we do not chop woo~ with a hammer, but 

it should be just as evident that we do not eat 

pastries in a Gothic cathedral."IO 

It may not be entirely possible that we c?uld 

irr our current complex world have architectural 

typologies like in the days pasto Much of todays 

architecture is integrated and multi-functional. 

A ~'building type' differentiation may thus be 

quite inappropriate in, sorne instances as confusion 

would obviously arise when different types are 

integrated or altered. However we could instead 

of saying that something (i.e. a building) should 
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" 

. ' 
look 4like something due to i'ts function, say 

• 1 

that a building should have 'an appropriat~ 

character in relation to its function. 

This would also mean for- us a lessomonotonous 

environment than our present one or one where 

buildings were structured diff~rently according . 
to certain of their exernplificationary values. ' 

For, instead of total segregation of form between 

different building types and rnuch similarity of 

form among similar building types that would 

invariably arise out of this type of formation, 

(that is if this were possible), this system would 

allow for a more varied, more inventive and less .. 
rigid approach to design. It wbuld certainly help 

in creating a meaningful environment where we 

.' 

could acknowledge buildings, appreciate and understand • 
them by recognising in them a 'character' which 

would have a meaning for aIl of us. 

It may have ambiguous character, or little 

character, or maybe a cfiaracter which is very 

difficult to translate into cornmon verbal language. _ 

The purpose of ,the exercise would only be in insuring 

that somehow a 'building is not said to look 

1 -
1 
1 _ 

. ! 

" 

" 

\ . , 
• 

.. 



" . 

, , , 

,"- -.:, 

, . 

. ' 

! 
- 1 

".. 

o , 

: 

.' 

'. 

..J 
, . 

" , 
" 

" \ 

~. 1 
<; 96 , 

/ " 
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inappropriate~ We 'could cite numerous '~xamples' 

<il lI'... 0 

of architectu~~ whi6h a~e unpopular as they\offer 
, D ~,9 

cont;r;adictory types o'f- 1 character 1 in" relation to: 

their p~~ in a society. 

3.4 METHODOLOGY 
''''p ",' 

" 

, , 4 

Here we have cause< to return to the. seconc:1, 
, , , 

section, of' the ·t.hesis· and reoollect.· the s~mj:lrit'i'~' 
.. '" ~ 

de~cription analysis of Katz-F6dor-Post~1 ·and its 

i~~erpreta ti'on by Eco ~~d .;renck~. ' For their 
", "* 

analyses offer us quite a plausibl~·methQd for a~' 

des'ign process. 
, ~ 

If a buildipg and its charact'er can ba broken 

dow!1 into certain formative 'aspectsO, ,( af EC~ and 

Jencks show us) then it also follows, ·that these 
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.' 

~ormative~aspects, if furmulated correctly, in 

accordance wi th thei'r description "would brihg .. about 

the desirable c4aracter in a building .. , (} 

~ .' 

, 
But this does not imply that the analyse~'~, 

that Eco and Jencks give us are adequate ehough to 

be used as design processep. ~or Eco deals only. , . 
with an .architectural ~omponent whereà$ ,Jenç~I,.s 
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analys~s is definitely not articula~ed to any 

extent ,in order to of ter us much in terms of a 

de.Sigf! ,.~ethodology. But-"' then we cannot really 
, ;-

criticize thèir analys~ as such because they -, . 

.. 

were not formulated for our type of purpose. Thus 

a further ~laboration on';heir shortcomings would 

o not only be unnecessary but aiso ,unfair • 
........... 

We shall start with an elaboration of 
--

,architeqtural aspects that are involved in b~iiding 

"'design and our perception Of ·it. That is, aspect,s·. 

we ,pee .in a l?uilding and which determine a building's 

, character. (This notion ean be clearly seen in 

the anq lyses of the second sèction). As psyehologist 
, ~ ~f~ 

Arnhèdm has said, " ..• partoicular arrangements of 

"lin,es and shapes correspond to particular emotiqnal 

states" .11 

And implying the sama(~OWard)RObe;tson writes 

that "these effeets of expression are due not only 

'~o a.choiee and handling of materials, the 

presence or otherwise of ornament, put in the 
" main to the proportioning "and shaping of 

t e composition. It is in .the 

elements that the des.igner has 

• .. 
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exteriorized his personal conception of what the • 

building should be, and he has thus endowed it with 

character, the expression of which.lt rernains 

for the critic to comprehend and to classify."12 
1 

The eighteenth century French architect 

(Etienne-Loui~Boullée also sensed this and noted 

in his 'Essai sur l'Art' " ..• théll1t forros and shapes 

served to conjure up thoughts and ideas"; 13 that 

there was a " ... direct relationship between forms 

and the sensations they aroused. ,,14 

We can categorise these aspects into four main 

1 groups. They would be (a) Volume and Space (b) 

çeometry (c) Enclosure (d) Materials. 

A further elaboration of these aspécts Will! 

be done by following approximately Prof. (Radoslav) 

Zuk's explanations given in his DesigntConstruction 

course, (~o. VI 30l.41lA, McGill university, 1980). 

-. , 

(a) The development of the overall building 

shape and internaI spaces. 

(b) The development of a distinct geometric 

1 
1 

1 
J 
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'patter-n employing the combinations of 

several geometries or modular divisions 

within the same geometry.· 

(c) The development of typicai exterior and 

interio~ enclosure appearance based on 

the consideration of opening types and 

ornament. 7 

(d) The development of enèIosure based on 

the consideration of material, texture, 

finish and colour. 15 

A specifie arrangement of these aspects would 

produce a specifie character of a building. The 

designer primarily has only these as tools to 

generate the building's expression. And'ali 

architecture has to consist of these aspects (among 

others), in order to be an explicit object that 

we can term architecture. 

with this understanding of the design aspects 

and their ability to generate a character we 

proceed to the next stage of our proposaI and see 

how these aspects are included in a 'd,esign 
1 

prQcess' model. 

1 • 

'If 
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We shall consider the following step by step 

approach: 

l. 

2. 

.. 
. 

Identification of character. 

Appropriateness of 'character' ta the 

function of the building. (Function is 

sean here in a broad sense which would 

include socio-cultural pertinence). 

3. Reference ta previous experiences of 

similar architecture or other related 

objects. 

b 

Ta 'identify character' would be to consider 

what type of 'character' a proposed building 

should have. This does not imply that a ward or 

metaphor has-to be identified exactly, but that a 

rang~ of similar types of 'character' may be thought 

of. (This could also be termed as a 'compliance 

,class' of a metaphor). 

( 
The second point could be seen as a sort of 

moral judgement. It wou Id definitely require rnuch 

deliberation and consciousness on the part of the 

architect to ensure that his building shall not 

possess a 'character' totally alien to or 

•. 
~ 

~) 

) 

. r. 
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.inappropriate to its function. 

. . 1 
The thlrd p011t would depend on the architect's 

ability in referring to examples which according 

to him possess a similar 'character', (in whole 

or in any of the previously mentioned design 

aspects)., AlI this of course does not come down 

to the fact that he, (the architect), will imitate 
(} 

elements of the refen-ed architecture. This sort 

of exercise is purely for the purpose of linking . 
specifie types of architecture to certain 

characteristics (listed under their aspect . 
headings) so that he would have a clear idea of 

how 'character' translates itself into built 

form. It would be like lOQking up in a 

dictionary of discursive language to find the 

meaning of a texical item. How he then uses it, 

is"up to perSinal deliberation. Moreover, the 

word itself in this case need not be used as such, 

other sirnilies instead, may be used to convey a 

similar rneaning. In the architectural context 

it may corne down to the use of, say in the aspect 

of materials anq in reference to wrigh~s 

'Falling Water', other rough finished rnaterials 

l 
'1 

L 
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, ; " 
instead of rough cut stone.or those,that would . , 

have 'a 'similar semantic description. 

In short we would learn by detailing tbe 

references, (by seeing them in context of the 

different aspects), ex~ctly what makes them'that 

which they are, of what .contr~butes and what does 

not, towards the overall 'character'. 

This process could be illup'trated wi th a tree 

,diagram. (Table V) • 
• 

We will now proceedion to two analyses where 
~ 

this process is elaborated and followed. The 

first'will be on the expression 'Organic' and 

the second on the expression 'Austere'. In both 

the analyses important points or phrases that 

will make up the design characteristics (formatives) 

of that particular expression will be underlined 

and eventually listed to concludé each analysis. 

3.5 - 'ORGANIC' 

We will star~ with certain 'program conditiops. 

Supposing the destgn is for a rural domestic 
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., " 

o house. The sJ. te on wliich li t. ls to be con'stF~cted 

is l?lrge.;:-~n Fi,rea, .... s{:ill 'natural', in the s~nse 

,.~hat it "has not yet been worked upon or àtered 

by anyone exqepW nature. The ~li~nt wishes to 

havè a build~ng that~ would not seern oq,t of place 
oP 

i~ its natural surroundings. 

~ 

- " Identification:- The building is perceived as having 

~.very 'organic' character, 'natural' , in other 

words, which seerns to inake the building look weIl 

fittêd "" in with the natural site. --, ,-

Appropriateness:-,In acgor~ance with the client's 

wishes, ,a buiIdtng that has an 'organi? character,' 

has been conceived. l'tot 'only in this sense does the 
b 

character seern 'appropriate (for it cannot be 

appropriate' just because it is in accordance with 

the clien~s wishes for he rnay be wrong in his 

- perceptions and it is" an architect's job to set 

thes'~ right), but also because· of i~s env~ronmental 
, 

contexte 'A ~ountry house can gain rnuch by being 
" ' , 

in harrnony with its environment, for oprobably it 

'.w~s the environmen;t i tsélf that prornpted the 

cOnstruction of the,house on that· particular site. 
~ , , 0 

,By'rnaking 'it fit in wel~ wittr its surroundings " 

'is in a sense to appreçiate and,consider the 
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environment and produce in the house a sense of 

belonging. In this ~ense, there is not much of 

a problem in seeing 'or~ic' as an appropr ia ~e 

character for the country dwel1ing. 
, 

Before we go on tOGthe third stage of the 

analysi's a short note on the selection of examples 

used as reference. 

There are two distipct trends noticed in 

architecture that we generally cau refer to the 

'çharacter'organic'. Their differences could be 

better expiained by giving examples: that of (He.rb) 

Greene' s ' 'Prairie House' and (Frank Lloyd) Wright' s 
• 0 

'Falling Wa~èrJ. (Examp1es as sho\-ln in Fig. 9 

& Fig. 31). In ,referring to the first example, 

(H~rb)Greene notes what should be obvious to all 

of us, that, "the creature-like metaphors in the 

image cannot be easily verbalised, but they 

include impressions of a, large object, thing or 

creature .•• !,16 The reservations about this type 

of descriptive arèhitecture have been stated ~~ 

. ------------earlier and need not be elaborated upon-here. 

And it is for these reasons that the character 

'organic' is not identified with this exarnple or 

others ,like i t. 

. . 
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But this does not mean that such exarnp1es not 

be considered in any sense as reference for the 

ana1ysis. For although these buildings cou1d 

be termed as descriptive objects as a whole, 

there may be aspects of theirs that do not direct1y 

contribute to such an overall cnaracter. These 

aspects may be considered 'in the analysis if they 
1 ) 

are seen as possessing the ~ppropriate character. 

~ 
The other example('Falling Water') in comparison 

to the first is quite unlike it, in terms of being 

non-descriptive, but does nevertheless give a " 

feeling of being 'organic'. The character is more 

identifiable with this type of arch~tecture, where 

the label 'organic' is only metapho~ically 

exemplified. 

Reference has Qeen made in the following text, 

to the writings on the theory of the 'organic 

style'. (The 20th centurY~le as in reference 

to say,(Frank Lloyd)Wrigh~'s ~~r~). It is 

appropriate to use these references because as a 

trend or a style in architecture it did help produce 

structures, more sa than any other (trend), which 

tended to express an 'organic' or 'natural' 

J ." , 

~ . , 

" 
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32 Herb Greene ' DeLUca Residence 
Project' 1 Kentucky, U.S.A:, 
1973. Elevation., 

33 Frank'Lloyd Wright 
'lbbie House', Chicago, Ill., 
U.S.A., 1909. 

r' 

character. 

References 

Mass'ing 

Volume: - (Figures 32-41) The fi'rst point to 

elaborate on h~re is the Re!c:=tt~~n_o~ gr~th 

107 

as seen in most exarnples, considered to possess 

the character 'organic'. The volumes of 'organic' 

architecture seem to imply growth. That is', there 

is a sense of a point or area from which growth 

has occured and from where the building has 

developed. 

This growth is moreover sensed to be mu eh 

like the growth of a tr~e; f'~' example it is not' 
" 

exaetly the sarne in all directions. 'There is a 

certain amount of irregu1arity there which helps 

in conceiving the structure as a form of natural 

growth. This irregularity, although seen, is 

somehow not sensed as there is this feeling that it' 

is so because of its natural growth. We can sense, 
------

in these irregular volumes certain functions which 

necessitate these irregularities. 
------------"'-'----

Very important Ihere wi th the sense of growth 

, . 
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34 Frank Lloyd Wright -1\ 
'Taliesin west', near P , 
Arizona, U.S.A., 1938. 

, 1 

1 

of volume is scale. Like a bird's nest which 

is 50 weIl constructed with a total control of 

purpose, need and material availability, which 

tends to develop a right scale for its volume:, 

so also the human scale " ••• can reflect our, 

individual existential being." 17 A human scaled 

structure in our environment makes us feel 

" •• ~ at home' and can encou'rage us ta interact 

wi th the environment. ,,~18 "One message of ,that 

revelation was that no matter how large, small; 

or complex works of architecture are,no matter 

what th,e source of ideas for 'the form, every 

visible part sh9uld reflect human dimensions. 

The consciousness of this idea above aIl others 

is manifest in Wright's work. ,,19 Thus, whereas 
1 

the environmental scale is hard to relate ta any 

108 

one object or being, the scale of an 'orgarlic' 

building is generally always in dimension with the 
h~a_~Èeing. 1-------- ---

! 

Here, we aiso find tl}e use of ~!:.egu..!..ar ~o..!um~ 

(non-cubical). As wi th others and "moreover, with 

Wright, the sheer statement of what things are, 
1 

as.in the revelation of the qualities of materials 

and the expression of architectural building 

'1 
i 
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35 Oscar Niaœyer 
'Oscar Niemeyer House' , 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 1954. 

37 Richard Neutra 
, 'KaufJnann Desert 
Hause' , Calif. 1 1, 

U.S.A.,,1947. 
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36 Frank Lloyd Wright 
f S.P. E1arn Residence' 
Austin, Minn., U.S.A., 1950. 

.; '(1 " "} • ',1'" 'VI":;j.i. 
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ja ruchiro. Neutra 
, 'TrEinàine HcÜse 1 , ..' ~ \ 

CaJ.if~", tl.S.A., 194~. 
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39 Normm Jaffe ), 
'Private ReSilience' , , . Iqn;J.Is1afrl 
U.S.A. 1 1977. 

40 Frank Lloyd Wright' 
'Imferial Bote1' 
TOkyo, Japan, 1922. 
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'~rt Llewel1yn Wright H,ouse' 
~~esda", Mary1an:l, U.p.A., 19,53. 
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FraJ)k IJ.oyd Wright ' " , 
'Sturges House', càlif., U.S.A., 
1939. rnteriOf. ' 
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S'pace:-' (Figures 42-48). Here as, i~ the: aspe'ct' of, < 
,volume, the co'ncept of growth is '<Jènerally ahtays 

t, ,_~--:-________ ~':' 

.' seen.,', An~, as ip- many natur~ü grQwths, a node or, " 
l:IIj \ p.! l , 

~ point is s'~e~ to 'grplN', ".',~~tward in hël.tllOO~~witp 'ili,e " 
, cmlditio!1s ;6~" ;i:~s be~ng ~,"~.n ,Wright, il1 many, of: his j 
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, .' d~signs used 'a fire place 'a~ 1115 'primary 'unit;' : '~', 
'and' exten~ed,' th~\r~.st of 'the: sa~ce ~rô~nd ',i~: :.":; F""J '; 

" " '.' ,', . <l' ',', '~ , 1 \~, :, ,'" Il' l " \ < ..... ~. _~ • '~ 

: _A ...:sta!~ ~~ è..~giE.nj;'ngy~s 'no~~~~~e~~~_~~n~-, ", 
1 <. , • 

(for it ccmId be p~r~e,iv~d .as in ,a '~~at;e Ùf 9ro~t~~,' ' .. ··>r,;~.> 
is always sens,ed, in an 'organie;' space.' In:, tllis ~. " " 

1 • , ' .. 1'13 - - , " '1 
respect most other àdditive' archi1.eèture llke "";' " 

",' j, : ", " ! \' ' 

'system build~ngs 1. differ, for th~ir V91umés and' , " ," ',", '>.: , 
of course the:j.r internaI sÈ1,aces as' Cl r:esuJ. t Qf being ;,' ", 

) , ' • ~ '>, -,~ 1" ~ , 

!.êp~itiv~ in, most resp~çts, are~~o~toriO.E~,~herè the~;~<t', , 
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i5 -no,beginnd.ng and no end.' "-',' J :,~" 
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,43 Frank Lloyd Wright' 
'Jacobs House' 1 wis. 1 U.S.A. 
1936. Interior. 

44 George Muennig 1 Residence 
at Joplin', Nissouri, U.S.A., 
1965. Interior. 
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~~~a~~oE~ and other aspects, are generally the 

result of following,the natural process of " .. : 

the system of interdependeJ;l.t organism.."i. Every 

organism is influenced by the earlier stages 

from which it,has\developed. Every organism is 
\ 

influenced also by the present situation of 

which it is a part."22 

The scale of the .spaces is maintained here 

and is aiso seen as being related to man. The 
\ 

growth of spaces is always with the ~~~_di~~sj~~ 

in mind, to create a better ungerstanding ~f the 

buildings and spaces. ''rhe elements of human scale' 
• 1 _ 

tell us on proverbal levels that the buildings 

are like us. Il 23 Fr~ shape~ spaces al 50 seem 

ta proàuce a natural character like in the 

aspect of volumes. 

, 
Another aspect of 'organic' spaces is that 

of their '~~Elj~~tï' which ~an explain the 

purposes of their creation. "But simplificity 

is not in itself an end nor is it a matter of the 

side of a barn but rather ~n entity with a graceful 
,,> 

beauty in i ts integri ty from which discord, and 

all that is meaning1èss,has been eliminated. A 
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45 Frank Lloyd Wright '1 

'Bouse in Oskaloosa', ICMa 
\ U.S.A. Interior. 

\ 

l,' ,~,';L 
L ..; 1 \ 1 ~ 

46 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Walter House', Iowa, U.S.A. 
Interior, Living-Iban. 
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47 Richard Neutra, 'Trernaine House' , calif., U.S.A., 
1948. Interior,Living-Room. 48 Herb Greene 

'Prairie Bouse 1 , 

'. 

Nonnan, Oklahœa, U.S.A., 1961. 
Interior. 
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49 Herb Greene' DeIllca Residence 
project', Kentucky, U.S,A" 
1973, Plan. 
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wiH:1 flower is tru1y simple, There.fore: A 

building shou1d contain as few rooms as will meet 

the conditions which give it rise and under which 

we live, and which the architect should strive 
'11 'l' f' ,,24 h' , 1 1 contlnua y to slmp 1 y.,. T lS lS C ear y 

'manifest in most of the organic architecture, 

so mueh sa that U in general, the hall, the vertical 

office building and the house, as conceived 

by Frank Lloyd Wright, represent contributions 

to Sl functional, formal and techniea1 concret- . 

isation of'the basic image ;f open space. u25 

./ 
Geometry:- (Figures 49-57), liA good plan is 

the beginn~ng and the end,because every good 'plan 

is organic. That means that its development in 

aU directions is inherent - ineritable.:'26--

General~y the .2';::~~ J?~r..:::~i~ed in 'org anie' . . 
architecture is achieved by 'treating a geometric 

'module' or 1 model'" 'bThese mode1s would 

provide forms able to .tl1...?ng~ ..!'~tÈ~!:.l:~~ 2~ 

!~.!!0-~ï; they wou1d ~i~~~_~uman ~calei and 

they would ~ iqf,2 ~03 .:!:~a~~ 19_v2El!..n..9._d~'l.r!~. ,. ' 

Louis Sullivan 1 s drawing sugge~ts such a mode 1. ,,27 

J. " 
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50 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Ullroan House', Illinois, U.S.A. Plan. 

52 Eliot Noyes & ~sociates 
'Horton Residence' ,Conn., 
U.S.A., 1974. Plan. 

, 

\ 

51 I.e Cprbusier 
'Chapel at Ronchanp' 1955. 

Spatial Drawing. Plan. 
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51 Louis Sullivan.Original 
Drawing for ,'A System of 
Architectural Ornarrent' , 
1924. 
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)'While the design'is free 
posbibilities for growth and change, each part 

,has the suggestion of indiv~duality produced 

with sorne purpose,' Yet eaeh part also seems to 

refleet the other parts, and this gives the design 

unity. One can find one's way around in the 

design by pereeptual landmarks of axes, ~paces, 

clusters, and geometrie contrasts. One lan~mark 

recalls features of anoth~r to build an orche'stral' 

resonance and a continuity in the mind.,,2& This is 

no mere design às one could easily view it as a 

complex building seen from afar, as from an , ~ 

airera ft high in the sky. 

Arehitects like Borromini have used ~9fY~§ 

to create a more varied natural ______ L _______ _ 

and rhythmic space enclosure. ------------------ Sorne have 

designed whole structures with free or curved 

geornetries. In thip they appear to follow Ruskin 

who said, "i twill evidently follow, upon our 

application of this test of natural resemblance, 

. that we shall at once conclude that aIl beautiful 

forrns must b~ carnposed of curveSi since there is 

hardly any comman natural.form in whieh it is 

possible ta diseaver a straight line."29 
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,54 FrancescO Borranini 
,'San carlo Alle Quattro Fontane' 
Ibne, ltaly, r6~-67. 
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55 Paolo Soleri & 'I1ark Mills 
, Dese~t House~\Arizona, U.S.A., 1952. 

56 Eliot l-loyes & Associates 
'liorron Residence' , Com., U.S.A., 1974. 
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57 Alvar and Aino Aalto 
'Firmish Pavillon 1, 
New York, U.S.A., 1939.' 

0,' 

"58 Lê Corbusier 'Chape! at Ronchatqp , 
France, 1955'. 
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The curved wall Cf the Finish pavillion by , ' 

lIB 

(Alvar) Aalto clearly lends an organic air to its 

internai space, as does (PâO'lo} Soleris 'Desert' 

House'where," .•. the living "space is carved intb 

'the hillside and enclosed by masonry walls .}' 30 

Enclosure ,:- (Figures 58-64). Openings' in 

enclosures of 'organic' architectureM-should 

~ occur as integrai features of the structure 

~~~ !~~~~if;~~ibïe~~ ~~~~l_-;n';~~ta~.9I!.'" 31 
The 'Great Wall' of .R01champ is very true in this 

respect. (Here'the reference is not ta the real 

structure, but the structure one imagines in 

seeing the wall. ) Num~rous ope~ings of various 

sizes are weIl integrated into ~~e mass of the 

concrete wall 50 that they do not\in any way 

lessen ,its character of being a salid mass, of· 

being a natura1 autcrop of the graund it stands 

on. The openings' irr~tional placement and size 
--~--------------~--

have much ta do with this effect. This also gives 

"the vwall a very natural ornamentation. The wall 

somehow 5eems'well developed, fully formed, the 

opening 5 in E.0.E.'pl~te .È~~on:l. wi th the accent 

of the wall. 
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59 Frank Lloyd Wright 
wiIrlow of a Fesidenœ in Hall y'I.QCXl 

Cal if. , U. S.A. 

61 Richard Neutra 
'Kaufrnarm Desert House', 

'Calif., U.S.A., 1947. 

~ , rol·' 
-1: , , 

60 Richard Neutra 
1 TrEm.Ù1e House 1 , 

Calif., U.S.A., 1948. 
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62 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Millard House' , 
Calif., U.S.A., 1920. 

63 Frank LloYd wright 
1 I1Tq?erial Hotel' , 

-Tokyo, Japan, 1922. 
Interior. 
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!:~.9:~ ~e..eE!.ng~~~1:...eE~i.E~ !ro~ th!:3~~!!<! 
upwards, as seen in many of Wrigh~s works also 

seem to deve10p a natura1 character ~X .. Èe~2:~g_~~ 
b1end the lnside with the outside. Through them 

we are made more aware of the environment around 

us. Non-repetitive irregu1ar1y sized and p1aced 

opening~ of this type do seem ta heighten much 

of this effect from the exterior as much ÇS from 

the interior. 

More on openings will be discussed under the l, 

aspect of materials as openings are dependent 

on bath aspects. For although materials provide 

the opportunity, the nature of the opening is 

the result of the entire building concept, which 

is better seen under the aspect of enclosure. 

The 'question' whether the opening is shaped 

first and then materials found to produce it, 

or whether it is the other way around, ls an 

indeterminate one. For each case will depend 

on specifie circumstanc~s pf mate rial 4se. 

Ornament is always seen here as an ~~~~r~! 

feature of the enclosure. tiAn excessive love ---------------. , 

of detai1 has ruined more fine things fro~fhe 

" 
j ; 

- --~-~-------------



64 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Imperial Hotel' , 
Tokyo, Japan, 1922. 
Exterior Detail. 
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(1 

standpoint of fine art or fine living than any 

Ohe human shortcoming - it is hopelessly 

vulgar. Too many houses, when they a~e not little 

stage settings or sèene paintings,are mere notion 

stores, bazaars or junk-shops. Decoration 

is dangerous unless y011 understand it thor0':l9hly 

and are satisfied ~t i,t me~s ~o~thin..<L.90od 

in the scheme as a whole, for the present you are 

usually better off without it. Merely that it 

'looks rich' is no j,ustification for the use of 
. 32 
ornarnent. Il 

I~ternal decoration shou1d aiso justify 

itself as bei!:g_~t:ar~ of_1;..h~ wh2~_~oE~~~' 
Ornamental objects like "pictures deface waiis 

aftener than they decoratè .them. Pictures should 

be decorative~and incorporated in the general 

scheme as decoration." 33 

The ornamentation of Wright's'Imperial 

Hotel,' (now demolished), like in sa many of his 

buildings', clearly exempIify tl).ese values, where 

it is seen not as mere decoration but as an 

integral part of the buildings formation. 
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65 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Taliésin West', Ariz., 
U. S.A., 1938. 

66 Frank Lloyd Wright 
'Fall.i.n; Water' 1 

Penn., U.S.A., 1937. 
Detail., 

, , 
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Materials: - (Figures 65-69). "Each material 

has its own message and,to the creative artist, 
34 its own song." 

"Bri~<L ~~_ ~~ E~t~~e_ ~_ ~~ ~a te.E.~~' let 
their nature intimately into yeur schemes. 

Strip the wood of varnish and let it al one -

stain it., Develep the natural texture of the 
,1 

plastering and stain it. Reveal the nature of 

th~3~oÈ!.... plasJ:~r~ .È~i~~~_ ston~ in your 
designs; they a~e aIl by nature friendly and 

beautiful. No treatrnent can be really a matter 

of fine art when these natural characteristics 

are, or their natureis,outraged or neglected. ,,35 

Much of this material aesthetic, is taken 

from the 'Shinto architectural tradition of old 

Japan'. "I~0~~h2I2..t~~~adiÊ-~n_tree!!...!~!!..es; 

~~_o~~e! y~~ural..E~~cJ:~~~..E.~~!:.~_f.9~ !,heg.:. . ..:. 

§.t!~C~~..r~.!..?!!d_st~ng~!!. Trees and \~Tj)nes,\and 
,their properties,are manifestations of a deified 

nature. They are to be cooE.e.E~t~d_ with .!'~tÈ~ 

th2~ ~~3.~:..e~. It follows that the shape of 

trees produced by natural forces, the textures 

and.grain patterns of wood, 1 and the changes 'in 
fP'.. 
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67 frank Lloyd Wright 
, Helio-Laboratory am Iesearch ToNer 
S.C. Johnson arrl Son Ine. , , 
Racine, U.S.A., 1950. Interior. 
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wood d~e to weathering are recogni~ed and 

bec orne part of the symbolic content of 

architecture.:,36 There was no use of materials 

like steel and concrete in the Shinto era, but 

it follows,.that the USE' of newly developed 

'artificial' materials,whe~sed ~ith Ee~~~~ 

~~d_~ntes~i!YJcould be acknowledged. ,Steel, 

as a material would ~e perfectly suited for a 

skyscraper, if it is the only logical material 

for its design. Its use would be with a proper 
f 

understanding of its nature, its virtues, and 

f aults recognised, and -II. •• cooperated wi th 

ra ther than conquered. Il 37 

In the same way, "in sorne of Frank Lloyd 

Wright's buildings, materials come to life in the 
1 --------------

spirit of the ancient Japanese, and at the sarne_ 

time express the possibilities of modern 

teehnology. The Johnson Wax Building, faulty 

in technique (it leaked) but magnifieent in 

its image value, provides an ~llustration. 

Wright revealed the structuraI'\essences of 

ma t:erials which i~~E-1I!.. ~s_ ~i~!.di L. ~_ t.h~ l~~e~ 
~~~~li~~s_fo~~!.n_~ture." t3 -
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68 le Corbusier, 'Unité d'Habitation' 
Marse,}11es, FraOCe, 
1946-52. 
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T~.s~n!r~st~ in.l~~~~~!.!!!at~~al~ iOn _so' 
many organic 100king buildings, in most cases': 

exemplify the ~~~r~~aEdiE~~~ ~i.!~eE.en~ ~<.lU!.r~ent~ 
~i0.E j~fie.E~! R~po~e!. "The mat,erials and 

textures of a ,bùilding for chemical research 

would.,...be different from those ,of a bank, because 

human activities in these buildings are different 

and the building funètions are different. ,,39. 

"We instinctively respond to the colour, 

degree of transpar~ncy, mass,and tactile character-
, 

istics of material~. Through ihis tesponse,we 

j udge the tecton;c Ior s tructur al char actei,· "" '" 

of ~ building. Out stored experiences of 

stresses and strengths, a10,ng wi th our experiences 

of scale, pro~ide criteria by which we unconsciously 

measure physical phenomena .•• For instance, the ( \/ 

great mas? and weight of the Marseilles Biock 

[by Le CorbusieJ;},in an effect amplified by the 

texture and designed for~ework patterns of the 

xeinforced concrete, thrust down on the stout, 

tapering concrete piers in a dramatic statement of 

force acting through material 1 and one feels· this , 
through his [ones] own bodily experience. In many 

buildings executed in the manner of the Marseilles 
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Frank. Lloyd wright 
'Hillside Hane Sclxx:>l'. 
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Bdock, such as the U N,E seo Building' in 

P~ris, the concrete piers seem no more 

substantial th1n cardb~ard." 40 

As mentioned before materials also 

.!.n!lu~~e_ t:!,l~ ~yp~ ~f_ope~~~~ !2.g!~r~_f 
• materials allow for different and varied 
--------- ------------
op~ing!. as a part of the jmaterial' s ow~ 

structure. The w'll have its arch and 

lintel, pa also Not mucp more 

would be needed to spoil the organic nature of 

faced wa1l than not 

having an arc ta support it. This 

is a particuXar shortcoming of many current 

bufldings using brick as an external facing 

ma~érial. 

a 

Materials also .!.~lu~ce_tÈ.e_~~etEY_ ~ 

È.u!..ld~2.s .!..l!~tÈ. ..!:~~ _ d2:f!~r~n.! _c!!.a.E~te~~t.!c~!.. 
. For, a "wood plan is slender: light in texture, 

narrower spacing. Jl, stone or brick plan is 

heavy: black in masses, wider in spacing •. . 
Combination of materials: lightness combihed 
'th "', ,,41 t '1 h't t Wl maSSLveness. Mos vernacu ar arc l ec ure 

(which generally looks so organic ta us) exhibits 
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"this aspect in its geome-tries, as do' most , 
'. other buildings which ;Look .' na tural ' . 

"Colo"rs require the' same conventionalizing 

process ~o make them fit to l~ve with that natural 

forms dOi 50 go to the woods and fields for 

colo -' r schemes. Use the soft, wann,optimi~tic 

tones_ of _ earth~~n.9-_ a~tumn_ ~av~s_ in .J?referen~~ 

. to_ !.he -pes...?!~i~~ic _b.!~e3 L pUEples_ ~r _ <:...O.!C!.. 
SL~ee~and .JJ~eys _o!. ..!h~ _ribbon3ounter ; they are 

more wholesome and better adapted in most 
. 42 ' 

cases to good decorat~on." /T~ use of warm 

natural colours is evident in! aIl buildings 

seen to be poss~ssing the chJracter 'organic'. 
/ " . 

The table which follows gives us the listed 

design formatives which would help in the 

developrne~t of an 'organic' eharact~r. It 

would be ~ith the use of these points or notions, 
" 

(sorne or! aIl, for that would qepend on eircumstaqces 
1 

and the (specifie reqtlirements of a partiçula~ '. 
, . 

design), 'that we would be able to develop.~esign 

in which -4n'" organic' character woùld invariably , \ \ 

be se~sed ~'.. ',) 
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For the, sake of clarity the list/of underlined 

phrases has been made under thè four aspect 

headings. (In sorne cases they are not quoted 

in ·their entirety as they are negatively implied 

whereas sorne are too extensive and could be . 
abbreviated for easier reading. But in aIl these 

cases ,the essence of the phrase will be kept the 

same and the notion behind thé phrase listed.) 
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TABLE VII: 

REFERENCE LIST 

(1) MASSING 

-VOLU~1E ' 

a Perception of gro~th 

, .. 

\ 
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b Growth in relation ta the buildinifs functional 

requiremen ts 

C In dimension to the humaR being 

d 

e 

Irregular volumes 

Variety of volumes 

f Non-répetition 

SPACE 

.g Ta imply growth, 

. ' 

h ,Ta be ~ble to perceive a start·or beginning of 
1 • '. \ ... the lnt~rlor sQace 

i Non-repetitive a~d not monotpnous 

j 

k 

l 

'Oiversity ahd variety of space 

Hciman dimensioned ~ 

Pree in shape 

/ 

m Simplicity of space: or aIl that is meaning1ess 

has been e1iminated 

Ta give an image of dpen' space n 

u , 
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(2), GEOMETRY 

a 

b 

Deve10pment in aIl direction& 

Growth rO be impli~d. l 
c Change ~nd variety of, g~ametry: 

'loss of identity as' a whale 

but without 

- f 

9 

Tp display human scale 

Cffer contrast in varying degree . 

-Use of curveliner geometry 

varied,rhythmic geometry 

. (3) ENCLOSURE 

Openings 

• 1 

f • , 

As integral features of the structure and a 

form 

b As a formls natural ornamentation 

C Irrational placement an~ sizes of o~enings 

. d -Opening's in harmony wi th t~e wall 

e Use of large openings extending from the 

"0 

f 

r 
ground' upwar~s help blend the inside to the 

outside 

Ornamentation /( 
\] 

As integral features of the enclosure 
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Decoration included with the understanding 

k"""'"r<_ ,', 

l3Q' 

,1 Q 

that it is necessary and.means something'good 

to th~ design as a whole 
o 

Decoration as being part of the whole building , 

MATE RIALS , 

, 
o 

Reveal the nature of the materiaIs, 

Natural objects to be revered for their 
',;( 

structure and strength 

Mat~rials to be co':"'~per!?-ted with rather 

than conquered 
... 

d '1:. Materials used wi th reason and integri ty 

e 
f 

9 

h 

i 

j 

. 
k 

.. 
Materïals to come to life 

Materials to inform us vividly of the force~ 

and qualities found in nature' 

Contrast in the use of materials 

Used with the understanding of different 

requirem~nts for different purposes ': " 

They influence the type of' 'Opening:diffe:r:ent 

materials allow for different and varied 

openings 

They influence the geometry of buildi~gs with 

their difterent characteristics 

Use of soft, warm, natural colours '. 
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We will now proceed with the s~ ana1ysis. 

The expression to be ana1ysed here wlll be 

" 'austere'·. A d~s~inct di~ference b~~~en thil3 

and the preceeding, one is that this expression 

unlike 'organic' .cinnot be associated 'with any 1 

ci 

style in architecture •. For it is rarély, that r 
label for a style in. architecture has been so 

designated becaus~~~f ithe 'expression' or 'character', 

thataparticu1ar 4pe! b'f archi~ecture possessed. 0 

Anothe~ exception that cornes to mind is the 

'Bruta1ist' style, obvious1y so-cal1ed becau~é of 

the 'brutal', 'hulking', 'massive' and 'heavy-set' 

characters the architectu~e~it exemp1ified possessed. 

But sincerthese cases of 'what,can be ca1led dual~ty 

in meaning are quite unique, the fol1owing analysis 

on ,the, expression 'austere 1 would seern more 'like1y 

:~6bed~:~:~odel for other ~uch 'an~:s~s. 

As· in the previous analysis we will start with' 

a hypothètical d~si~n pr~lem.· The typ; of "' 

~bui1din9 to be designed here is a 1 court house f'. 
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like site' con'di tion~: etc ••. , as they are ~ot seen 

as being overly influential on deciding.upon the 

'character' (this bec?rnes evident in the aspect 
, , 

_ of "appropriateness", and is very uhlike the 

first analysis where the environmenb of the site 

had much to do in influencing the 'character' . ' 

d~cision) • 

" 
Identification:- The building~is conceived as having 

an 'aus~ere' character. 'Austere:is understood 

,!' ••• as a metaphor used to express the moods created 

by feelings of harshness, severity, rigour, 
43 simpleness, and unadornment." Le Corbusier 

spëaking of 'at<.steri ty', likened the exbr.ession 

to. the" ..• puritan fascination fu:: self-de~ial, ,,44-

which brings açout the expressions' closest 

ar'ch'itectural implication • 
... 

Appropriateness:- 'Austerity' as a building character 

is usually att~ched by us to building types like 

monasteries,certain devotional buildings, jails 

etc •.. ; functions which convey a feeling of 

J restraint. upon us. And in this 'sense aust.eri ty 

can be seen as being an appropriate char acter 

Ior a 'court house'. Court houses can gain much 

by being severe as the y are after aIl places 

, . 

, . 
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1 
a 

where people do not go 
/ 
1 

te have a good time. 

',Court Houses' are generally Pl~S Wh~re 
~, one goes if one has to, (except of course for 

> judges, lawyers an~ other people permanently 

working there), places one would rather not 

frequent. They are places where restraint in 

behaviour is expected, and formality required. 

, 
'Austerity' as a character seems to be 

133 

compatible with these characteristics of 'court 
1 

houses' and thus seerrs as,' being appropriate to 

the function. Undoubtedly many existing court 

houses are seen to display this char acter and 

rightly so. 

References 

MASSING 

Volume:- (Figur:es 70-74). ,'primary volumes ------ -_ ...... 
are always called 'basic by us and this to imply 

their ~E1plene~~ ~n~ ~~velj. ~t, both quali ties 

that relate to the 'austerê'. In aIl examples 

the use of simple volumes is evident. These 

volumes are hardly .seen to_beyrok~~E.. in~~ 

" 
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70 l'hes van der Rohe 
'Chapel at 1. I. T.' , 
Chicago, Ill., U.S.A., 1952. 

72 wagrier,Harbnan Assocïates 
'Lycaning County Court House' , 
williamsport, Penn., U.S.A., 1971. 

73 Eero Saarinien 
'Chape1 at ~1.1.T.', 

, , 

71 J..é Corrusier 
"Museum at Ahrœdabad', Irrlia, 1952. ~ 

Cambridge, Mass., U.S.A., 1955. 
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74 le COrbusier 
'Convent 0 f La Tourette' 
Near Lyon, Fran:::e, 1959. 
South Facade. M::xlel. 

75 Paul Rtrlolf 'Orange 

., 

County Govemllent Center', 
NéW York, U.S.A., 196&. 

\ 

,component parts, or in anyway seen to be 
-.-- - -I~ -:-- --

~~rga~sed. They are always ~eJ>~.E~i~~~ 
and can,be seen as being in total 0ppasi~ion 

ta èthe volumes seen in the previous chap,fer 1 

('Organic'). A most interesting exarnple is' 

Le Corbusier'; ·convent/of La Tourette' which 

although on a very ~ntoured site, Qever-
theless quite rigidly m ~tains its basic 

geometric volume by be'ng bodily lifted in most 

parts by pylons or 'pi otis', thus severing ~ 

135 ' 

the mass from the natural slope ff the landscape. 

Also in contrast to the pre~uSoanalYSiS 
th~se buildi;gs ~..o_~!.2~ ,!:o_ pr~!?.r.!io!!~~ll 
relate to the human sca1e. ----------- -- --~ 

Space:- (Figures 75-78). The internal,' 

spaces ar~ seen to be ~i~ple_~!ho~_~~ 

irE~g.E~a.E~L ~r _ dj~tor,.!:~o.!!. For much irregulari ty 
tends to be seen as an indulgence, a feeling 

not to be associated with this character. 

Here aga in as in the aspect of volumes, the 

spaces are generally ~!...?~eE _a~ _b~~~ .2E.0Po.Eti~~~e_ 

to_ 't:È~ ~~~_~~l~. These internaI spaces have a 
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76 œ Corbusier 1 

'Convent of La '!burette', near Lyon, 
France, 1959. Interior of Chap:!l. 

, . 77 EerO Saarinen & Associates 
'Chapel at M. 1. T. " Çambridge, t:Ess., 
U.S.A., 1955. Intenor. 0 
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,78 Desroorrl-Mir61Dnt-Burks 

'Tan:Jipahoo parish Courthouse' , 
limite, lDuisiana, U.S.A,/196~. 
Interior of 'Small Courtroon'. 
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79 Le Corbusier 

'Convent 0 f La. TOurette' , 
Near' Lyon, france, 1959. 
Sketch of Plan. 
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, . 
minimum of human scale elements, '(l~ke furniture, 
-------------~-----
etc •.• ), for these c~uld bring about an empathy 

with th~ viewer and his surroundings, whicH 

wo~ld tend to lessen the severity of the spaces, , , ' , 

Also .!.is1~t_t~ th~s~~~s~~re ~pa~e~i~ 
generally seen to be 'controlled. Theword -,- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --

1 
! 

1 , 
, 

! 
~. 
! 
'1 
1 

, 1 austeri ty' in a sense always conjures' up dark 

and even glo'bmy places, placeswithout much , '~ , . 
1 

JJ lig~t. Th~s ,concept of contr~:>lled light further i 
" ' exténds the notion of self.-denia!. 

" 
" 

Geometry:'" (Figures 79-62)" The geometries of 

aU our examples are seen as be..!!:.g_~~E.l~, with 

'ye.!l.!~ttl~ J-E~_e~~l~~i~y~~~_li~~. Le Corbusier 
denied 'austeri~y" as an expression to' I1)ost' / 

buildings except those that embodied what he 
• 1 

called' the 'divine axis,45 brought about by mor~l 
and geo~etric rectitude. 

Most' of these bull dings are seen as having l 

a single arid constant geornetric proportioning 
------------------------~-

~y:!!t~_ th~~hou~ ~he J:rui~dJ:.~. 

. 
Also ~n our examples, there is seen a strong 
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80 ~ea ?~laélio 
'Villa FDtarrla' , 
Vicenza, ltaly. 
Begun 1550. Plpn. 
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81 . le Corb.lsier_ 

.'l'I > . '1 

'. . ,'{l 
• • J 

'Mlseum' at Ahrredabad', Irdia, 1952. 
Plan., 

l, 
82 Mie." van der FDhe 

'Chapel at l. 1. T. l , 

Ill.', U .. S.A., Plan; 
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Chicago, 
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83 Cadman & Droste, 
'Saratcga County Courthouse 
Carplex' , New York Sta., 
U. S.A. 1 1966. 

f ' \~ , 

84 Andrea 1?alladio 
'Villé\ Rotonda l , Vicenza, 
ltaly. BegUn 1550. 
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trend towards E.,0,in.!- 3~~e~rl or in other words 

cej1tralised geometry. For most of them have 

square, or near square , geometric plans. 

Enclosure:- (Figures 83-88,). ,Openings in 

enclo'su,res, especially those for the purpose 
v 

of lighting the interior are generally ~ep~ ~ 

~ .!!.l~ni~~ and are seen as ~~iE2.._s!E~l}_~n_~~z!: 
w1!.eE_c~.l~~~~o_:!:.h~_o~er~l~ ~E.clos1E"!:.' Many 

'austere' buildings very strongly possess thi~ 

lon

t 
aspect. This works in terms of a severe 

una orned exterior as well as controlling light 

for the interior. This aspect is more effective 

in 20th century architecture, where self restraint 

in most cases is the only possible expla~ation 

for few and slight openings. Visions of harshness, 

solitude and rectitude are always experienced' 

with this seemingly purposeful restraint. 

These designs which should be thought of wi th 

an overall spirit of self restraint should be 

percei ved by us in th,eir essence, free from ----..,.--
erroneous and unneeded overdetailing. Ornarnent 
-------------~-------~--
as a decorative element is general1y seen as 

, '11 't' t l d' t ,belng practlca y non-exlsten as 1 t rn s 0 

1 
i 



85 Le Corbusier 
1 Chapel at R:nchamp' , 
Vosges, France, 11955. 
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86 Lincoln Court Hause' 
Maine, U.S.A., 1824. 
with Ad<;litions 1850 & 1950. 

87 le Corbusier 
'Husetml at N:me:1abad l

, In:1ia, 1952. 

.\ 
....J 



88 Juan O'Gbnnan 
'Library, University of ~co' 
1952~ 
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~ 
lend an air of association which'does 

anyway relate ta the intented purpose of severity, 

rigour or hars~ness. For ornament can be 

considered in its very'manifestation an additive 

attribute. A conspicuous omission of this .------_..-.._------ -
, aS.Ee~1:.. is always noted in 'austere' enclosures, 

even in the mannerist architecture of Palladio 
as is evident-from the examp1e presented 

previously. (Although ornament is present here 

it i8 far from the 1evel where it becomes 

of dominant interest, that is, the building 

does not seem ta 100se its character of 

'austerity' by the influence of ornamentation.l 

" •• ,'rhe v.illa [~.y'is austerely simple il} its 

fIat walls, severe Ionie columns and undecorated 
• 1146 frleze ••.. 

An interesting example heré is the'Library 
p (i:", 

of the Univ~rsity of Mexico.' AlI aspects of 

the building design fit into the determined 

characteristics of the character 'austere' , 
except, of course, for its mu1ticoloured mural, 

with which most of its external enclosure is 

firiished and which so drastically alters the 



89 Le Corbusier 
'Chapel at lbn<;bamp, 
Vosges, France, 1955. 
Interior. 

90 Joseph Boncmi 
'Church in the Park at 
Packington', Warwickshire, U.K. 
1789. Interior. 

91 Desmond-rtiremont~Burks 
'Tangipahoa Parish Courthouse' 
Amite, Louisiana, U.S.A., 1969. 
Part Interior of 'Large Courtroan'. 

92 Le Corbusier 
'M..lseum at Mmedabad' 

, ' Irxha, 1952. Façade Detail. 
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93 Le Corbusier 
1 Convent of la '!burette l , 

Near Lyon, France, 1959. 
Detail. 

~ , 
1'------...--' 

Cl C~ 

94 Adolf 1ms 
1 Steiner House' Vienna, 
Austria, 1911 (Alterai) 
Garden Elevation. 

...... ..-.-""1".1"""'1\' 
• • 

.-.... 

'" " 
/ 1 

( 

! 
char acter of the building. 

Materials:- (Figures 89-94). Restraint in the 

use of materials is one of th~st evident 

aspects of 'austere' architecturè~ That is, 

1H 

they ~tili.se 'a J.im!.t~~ ral!9~.0=_m~teri~~ ~n~ '. ;' 

,9:pe _o~ 0 nisll: 

o 

1:he .E,0ughJlard _txp~~_o~':"rn~~E.ia!.s_~~ .!!~!!. 

!.o_ be -'p~eie.E~~ ~~ ~h~ _w~l2ll2- pol~he~ ~~~. 

Even then, joi.~eEY_~_k~p.-!-Jl~r.§~, always 
restricting the use of any but the most simple 

,and unadorned types . 

And that ascetic colours can be used to bring 
~ ---------
~ ,about the effect is clearly seen in rnany or the 

"~~unctionalist bUildings,47 where' stark white with 

blaçk i5 always predominant, co1ours which are 
" always linked with the feelings of rigour and 

rectitude. 

It follows w~thin the concept of unadornment, 

harshness ând ~everity that colours, if used, 

would E..0~ h~~ ~ 3!..o~s.x ..!~is~ E.r_ ~L othe~ 

!;œ~ ~~ :UE..i~~ that does nét fit into thé overall 

notion of restraint. 
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TABJ;.E VIlI: •• . " 

REFE~NCE LÎST' f , , \ ' 1 _ 

, 

, , 

.' . , 
,t J' 
.\ h 

" .. :, ' .. t. ~_ 

~u- : 

v' ' .. 
L' , , 

\' - l. ...,. '," (l) MASSING 
\ 

a 

b 

c 

f 

'g 

h 

i 

.' ;;, ." 
, 1 

VOLUME ,- J, , ' ,'. 

Use ·of primary volumes 
• '.. / •• _ ",,' "0- ~ f' ~ f, . , 

Volumes not to be broken ~p into oompon'en:t, p~rts " .-

... 
, ,1 " \ 

\ 
..,~ .. 

" Not to be disorga~ized' 

To be kepit unj,.'f ied 
, ~, 

'1' :,'r.'_ " 
"'. ~ .-' 
\' , 

Need not proportionately relate to the"'h~an flcale' 

, . 
SPACE . '" 

" , ' 

~ ";: i· ,. , 
Simple, without much ir'régularity or d'istorti6n, , . L , 

... - ,... CI. ~ 

Need not proportionate.ly relate to the hùinan 'sca,ie . ! .. 
J. iJ " ~ .l 

Should include minimum of hurnan sèàled' ~lements 'L ' 
~ 0 (.l' ~ ~ t ~ ~ 

:" i ' l .. ~ , 

~ :1' . '. 
.. ... ~\ 

'-~ {) j " c 

~ 

(like furni ture etc •• \~ ) . " 

spaces should have controli~~ 
r (' ~ (l,~' 

InternaI 

lighting (natural or artiricial). 
r' 

/l, 

~~. . ' .. 
, . 

.. 
" ' , , 

"P ..... 
~ .. ~ , . 

r.. v;;'~, l 

(2) GEOMETRY 

a 

,b 

·c 

'. 
Simple, basic ' " 

.. 
Without irregularit ,_ ,\ 

Tc have a si~gle an~ ~nstant geomatriç 

proportioning system'~ the·, 

,puilding 
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Of, 

'\ 
\. 
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, -

d Point or centralised geometr~ , , 

. "( 3 ') \ ENCLOSURE 
~ '..}, \, 

Openings 

a Minimum ~enings \ 

b Openings to be sma11 in size in comparison 

with'the overa11 enclosure 
~. Q 

Orhamentation 

" c " Building to -be free from· unneedeÇl over-

. / èletail ing . -. 

t' 

, d'.: 0 At cônspicuous omi,ssion of, this aspect 

( 4) " MATE RIALS 

, a . T~ utilise a limited.range of materials 

" 

r"", 

/ and their finish / 

b _ ,Rough, hard types-preferred'~ the warm; • 

c 

d 

<> , 

, . , 

.. 
po1ished onès 

Joinery to be ke~t harsh, sim~li and 

unador:ned 

Use of ascet' çolours 
à o • 

Should glossy or other' such type 

of finish 

. 
• 

\} .... 

, .. 

" , 

-, . 

" ., 

~~ .. " j' . "'. ~ <.j/ 

'" ~ . 
10 

J ., 

145- " 

r- i. , f 

J 
J 

,,' 

. ' 

'-

-.. 



/ 
1 

146 

The design methodology elaborated in tpis 

section satisfies the purpose for which it was 

deyelopea. That is, it gives us a viable design 

process through which the arguments of the ealier 

sections could be practically applied. 

The methodology could be termed as being 

wide-rangirig in the development of architectural 

meaning;. s ince i t would be able to accommddate 

a comprehensive range of expressions, suitable 

for various building types. 

It should also be obvious by now that 

we. should not view th~/II)etJtodologYI as being 

'expressionist' in/nature. That ft should not be 

regarded as being a process Which/would lead to 

architecture like that of the early twentieth 

century 'e~pressionists', who were crit~cized 

earlier on in the thesis. Their basic faul t, as 

stated before, was that their buildings' 

'expressions' were not objective enough, in terms 
, 

, of being able to be ïdentified with by the general 

public, and also in the sense of them being the 

, '---. 

.' 

J 
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appropriate 'expressions' for the buildings' 

general purpose. contrary to tha~, the proposed 

methodology çonsider~ that a building should , 
possess an appropria te 'expression' which is 

'obj ecti ve enough to be understood as such. 

The methodology could al?o be caILe(}' 'an~ 

stylistic' ,as,exemplificative values are not 

intentionally involved and moreover and more 

importantly are transcended.(Style here in 

short, is seen as being the use of a particular 

exemplicative syntactic structure for buildings). 
t 

It is important to note again that the use 

of the methodology by itself should not be 

considered as being the answer to the issue of 

architectural design. For it is not in any 

respect intended that 'expression' is the only 

aspect necessary to be considered while designing 

a building. Rather, the contention is that the 

con~f pre-conceiving 'expression' be' 

part of an overall design process. 

The proposed methodology could also be 

expa~ded to include other related design areas, 

o 0 

1 

(' 1 -..-' 

.J. 

l, 

0,1 

- , 



Il ( 

\ 
, é 

li}ce landscape. Its analytical model could 

surely be adjustedoto fit in 'landscape' as the 

source of an analytical description. 

Before we conclude the thesis it would be 

worth recollecting sorne points regarding the 

overall' approach of the thesis, for which the 

methodology forrned, as ,~entioned before, a process 

suitable for its practical realization. 

The approach bases itself upon the argument 

that the reference mode of 'expres_sion' is decislve 

in regard to our appreciation and understanding 

of architecture. That it is through this level 

of communicati9n that most buildings have meaning 

for us. The reasoning also extends to interpret 

the idea of architectural design as a conscious 
, 

proces:,s - this in regard to the architect being 

aware of the implications of his designs,by being 

knowlèdgeable of the world around him, of which 

he is essentially, but a part. 

',' 
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The following material is directly quoted from 
(Umberto) Eco's essay, referred to earlier (Section 
II, p. 51). In Ecors essay this material is 
presented following the Table listing the connota­
tions from (Isella) Russells article. (i.e., 
Table II in this thesis, p.' 63, Section II). Minor 
alterations regarding paragraph and table nurrbering have been 
made so aS to coincide with the forma.t of this thesis. 

"At this point 3 proplems arise: 
(a) the provision of a morphological description 

of the column; this must be composed of morphological 
markers and constructive operations similar to 
those that one would supply a Martian (or a robot) 
with if one had to make him construct a column; 
the possibility of such an operation will demonstrate 
the possibility of construction of (~rid therefore 
of defining) an isolated architectural obj~ct 
:f;urnished wi th autonomous meaning. 

(b) the provision of a semantic tlescription of 
this isolated'column; seeing whether the various 
semantic markers are based upon precise morpholo­
gical markers, and thus which morphological markers 
are· necessary in order to single out· a semantic 
marker. 

(c) the insertion of the isolated column 
within a context, so as to see whether this 

. insertion will charge the object with new meanings. 
This operation poses a series of problems of 
dèscription, granted that the contexts in which 

-the architectural object may be included are 
various. The context rnay be seen (i) in ELEVATION, 
as the façade '(oD-pne side) of the building in 
both vertical and horizontal relation; (ii) in 
a VERTICAL SECTION of the building; (iii) in OTHER 

'SECTIONS, which give account of the depth of the 
building; . (iv) in GROUND-PLAN. For analytical 
'convenience" and for_reasons of didactic clari ty, 

- ( 0 

o , 
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l have decided to limit~elf to a la~oratory 
situation', and ,to examine possibility (i) alone. 

In the diagrams that follow, the following graphie 
.rules must be kept in mind: 

(A) The sign in isolation is reprented by a 
horizontal stem, the sign in context by vertical 
stemrp . 

(B) The terms in brackets represent 
morphological markers; th(1)se 'in inverted commas 
represent semantic markers; Arabie numerals, Roman 
numerals and letters of the alphabet refer to the 
inventory of connotations listed in Table II. It 
seems to me, that" is, that the primary function 
denotated in a particular morphological node 
becomes the sign-vehicle of a connotated secondary 
function only in that particular node. 

(C) The symbol ' and .the symbol { are 

used when a given node generates a series of 1 
possibilities that are not mutually exclusive but 
can co-exist (the shaft can possess height, di'amelter, 
and wei-ght just as a lexical item can simul taneoulsly 
possess morphological and semantic markers such 
as masculine, singular, animate, etc.). The symbol 
~ or the symbol < is only used 

when the markers are exclusive and in mutual 
opposition, implying a binary selection between 
different paths or readings. These binary exclu­
sions could be similar to those that in Katz-Fodor­
Postal's lexical models are defined as 'distin­
guishers" • 
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(D) The representation by means of'stems 
possesses an analogical 'aspect in that, the 
vertical and horizontal succession of elements 

. also suggests the order of their succession. In 
other words, the fact that in the first scheme 
the shaft is BELOW the capital' and ABOVE the 
base, furnishes the robot w~h' instructions as 
to how to combine the pieces. It is obvious 
that with a robot that functions digitally, 
such instructions could be given in another way, 
and for this reason, once again; the schem~ 
has ,been simplified for didactic purposes. 

1 For the componential analysis model of the sign 
/column/ out of context see Table III. 

2 The semantic marker is placed in a particul~rnoae. 
if and when the connected meaning is only recognized 
in the presence of the corresponding morphological 
marker. Thus the semantic ma~ker 'holding up' is 
only assigned to a column when the shaft 'supports 
a capital. A column without a capital does not 
give' the impression of holding up anything.. " 1 

The same may be said of the shaft - base relation- i 
ship ,with regard to the marker 'resting upon'. 

This scheme is full of analogical element$ 
that have been.used for the sake of speed. In 
fact, distinguishing (Doric) between the morpholo­
gical features of the-capital sirnply means that in 
place of this verbal category ,there ought to be 
other i~structions. Probably these instructions 

'would a~so be of the'analogical type (an icorric 
representation to be rëproduced on the pantograph), 
but -there-is nothing to prevent one from arrivih~ 
at a system of digital 'notation capable of making 
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the robot construct a staqdard Doric capital. 
The same is true of morpholbgical instructions 
su ch .as (smooth) or ~rough) or (with figur~s) 

\ 
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or , (caryatid) . The last tw,o are indeed cases " . 
of an iconic code superposing upon "the archit?ètural 

,one. Naturally,the c0mponent'ial spectrum coÜl.d 
be more 90mplex here as weIL. 

3 -It'may be obje~ted that many 6f the semantic 
markers denotated by ~he morpholog1cal markers, 
are not amongst those that would be called 
"functions' in àrchi tecture . '~~sting upon' and 
'holding up' are certarnly functions, but are 
'vertical' or 'impenetrable 'Q functions'c in the 
same sense? Here one'has to establish whether 
.t~e functions co~unicated by architecture are 
çnly bio-physiologi~al (leaning against~ going 

. but) or also consLtructive (holding l.l.P, rising. 
veEtically, etc.). One'would be tem~ to " 
calI the second ones syntactic functions and th~ 
fi~st, roughly, semantic functions. But, apart 
from the fact that the so-called semantic funçtions' 
are instead 'bio-phys:ical fllnctions, the so-

", called .sy~ntactic functions, 1 while undoubtedly 
playing ? part'in the way the building, or single 
object (cf: column) supports itself, are also . 
per"cei ved by thé" observer as semantic communica-

,tion of cultural units~. The column communicates :" 
(as Miss,Russell's article demonstrates) semantic, ,~ 
markers such as 'verticali ty' and 'impenetrabili ty,1 • 
ohe therefore has to consider ~s irrelevant the -
distinction between"b~07physioiogical and 
constructive functionsJat the present, preliminary 

--stag~-of analysrs. But a more ,accurate description 
ought to be able to "distinguish between these two 
aspects\_ 
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thernselves with the rnorphernes and sernem~ of 
this scheme. As will be seen, the greater part. 
of these connotations are instead associated 
with the column placed in its spatial and 
~emporal contexte Associated with the single 

, ~- column are the con'{lotations C (' supports wi thout 
being supported': 'a typical poetico-kitsch' 
connotation, which is applied to the shaft - 1 
capital relationship without taking into account 
the shaft - base relationship). D ('effortless'), 
and consequently X ('neck of bèloved', for clear 
analogical reasons). The shaft - base relation­
ship generates the analogical connotation XIII 
('leg'). D and M ('effortless' and 'airy) seem 
to me to apply to the morphological feature 
(fluting), as indeed the context of. Miss Russell's 
article would give one to understand. And it is 
obvious that the presence of a, caryatid will arouse 
associations of XI ('slender ~ody'), which rnay 
however be associated with the whole column. In 
any case, the association of connotations has been 
undertaken on the basis of common sense. One 
would hàve to carry out anJ_examination of this 
field by means of intervie~s to be able to 
establish with precision the averagè psycho­
semantic response. 

l For the componential analysis model of the ' 
sign/column/ in context see Table IV· 'b 

2 In this second scheme, which is undoubtedly 
more complex than the first, certain details 

'require further definition, ~hich will be given 
°by ~eference to individual rnorphological relations: 
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TABLE IV 

A COMPONENTIAL ANALYSIS OF THE SIGN/COLU~rn IN A VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL 
CONTEXT 

'-" 

(vertical relation) 
'verlicahly~, VII 

(upward relallOn) 
'holdmgup' 

~ ,.' '\ 
d) 

(downward relauon! 
'restlng' 

/column/ 

• 
(alone! 

'slngular' 

(mdlrcctl (anclent, amongst 

(horizontal relation! 
'horlZontohlY' 

(wlth others! < 
(slnlple) 

'equahty' 

'plural' (complex.! 

~ 'rhytllm' 

(newl (anclent, ln [new] (extends) 
'extension 

of function' 

(hnds a hmlt! 
'fulfllment 

of functlon' 

(direct! 
'contact 
wlth the 

'contact ru lOS] 'commemoration' mtact 
archeologlcal 

~ontextJ 
1,2 !\ 

(vertically) 
'sumo! 
efforts' 

VII 

(In depthl 
"product of 

... 

efforts' 
1 
1 
1 

T 
cf. plan 

wlth the 1,2,3.4,5,6,7, a, 
earth' IJaSe' l, Il, III, XIV, XV, A XVI. XVII. K 

(.bove steps! (on the lower, 
part of façade) 

GN 

5, III, 
XIV,XVI 

/\ 
(nothlng 
behmd) 

'way through' 

(lilled III 
behllld! 

'no way through' 

(hile<! 
m behmd) 
'no way' 

(nothlllg 
behllld) 

'way 
throu9h' 

:/\ /\ 
(hmlled space) (hlled m! IlImlled (hlled 
'penetration of 'relnlorcement' spdcel Ill! 

hght' E, f, K 'pen 01 'rein 
, VIII, M, H IIgl.1' ro.cement 

VIII,M, H E, f, K 

" 1 
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- (Vertical relat1on): -the column considered 
in connection with what is above and what is 
below. 

l6? 

- (Horizontal relation): the column considered 
in connection with lateral architectural signs. 

- (Upward relation): the column rnay support a 
tympanurn or other colurnns; in such cases the 
function (extends), that is, the 'holding up' is 
transmitted to other columns placed above which 
in turn hold up sornething else, or else the 
function (finds a limit) in the tyrnpanuID-or in 
sorne other architectural elernent which, as it were, 
finishes the proc~ off. The function may be 
extended (verticallyl- when the colurnn is 
supporting other colurnns, as in a façade with 
colonnades at several levels, or else (in depth) 
this }atter expression has been, used to indicate 
the,kypical exte~sion of function that one finds 
in,/the Gothie column of an Ç>gival vault, which 

'f 
1 

curves back to join with other colurnns in the 1 
clef-de-vQOte, adding its own sustaining power ~.' 
to that of others. It is for this reason that one . 
is 'referred to the plan, pince a representation 
in elevation cannot give an account of this 
morphological feature. 

- (Downward relation) places the colurnn in direct 
contact either with the earth, pr with other 
elernents of the base (steps) or else with other 
columns standing beneath it on the façade. 

- (Horizontal relation): the column rnay be at a 
horizontal relation of zero, and therefore (alone), 
or el se (with others). In th~ iirst case this 

) 
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single cOlumn may be an ancient one, standing 
alone {amongst ruinsJ, or a fne~ one erected 
for commemorative ends. It should be noted 
that in this group of nodes the morphological 
features have been put in square brackets. 
These are in fact morpho-HISTORICAL features, 
and are thus SYNCHRO-DIACHRONIC at one and the 
saffie time. That a column seems ancient and 
appears amongst ruins is undoubtedly one of 
its morphological characteristics; but to 
define this one has to make reference to time. 
These morpho-historical features a~e typical of 
arcnitecture, and probably also of other forms 
of visual communi,cation in which the sign­
vehicles are not consumed in the moment of 
emission, as with the flatus vocis of verbal 
language, but persist in time. These observations 
are equally valid for markers such as fancient,' 
in intact arçhaeological contexS1. 
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- (Nothing behind) means that a column, associated 
with at least ORe other column, circumscribes " 
an empty spate, thus permitting and communicating 
the function 'way through'. (Filled in behind) 
means that the column functions as a reinforce­
ment to the wall. In such a case rt communicates 
'no way through', but it can aècompany a (limited 
space), and thus frame a window, communicating a 
possible or actual'penetration of light', or else 
circumscribe a filled-in spac~, in which case it 
will corrununicate the function of 'reinforcing', the 
wall itself, even if structurally this is not 
the case. 

The two markers (simple) and (complex) which 
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laterally distinguish two possible ways of 
linking (with others) several çolumns, refer 
to the f act, 'already mentioned iri 5.6., that 

164 

the columns may succeed one another identically, 
or according to a ~hythrnic modulus of alternation, 
of the type AB - AB or ABC - ABC, etc. /, 

This stem summarizes practically aIl 
possible uses of a colum~ in context, or at least 
those that ~ave been codified by tradition. 
Every use of the column not mentioned above must 
be considered as deviating from the norm and 
therefore as giving out an ambiguous message 1 
wi th the aim of using architecture poetically." 
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