via the relation between the two components of
the sign: the signifier {such as a word] and the
signified (the objsct denoted). In contrast, com-
munication theory deals with the use and effects
of signs, with their function and reception by
people involved in the transmission of @
message. Agrest ond Gandelsonas nole that con-
fusion regarding this distinction has led fo some
questionable applications of semictic theory by
architects and critics.

The authors see semictics as a way 1o deepr
an the understanding of the production of mear-
ing in architecture. They suggest that semistics be
conceived as part of a larger project, and not
simply as an unmediated importation of concepts
from an outside discipline. Thus, semicfics might
be useful as o weapon against ideclogy, or
"adaptive [architectural] theory,” which allows the
perpefuation of the economic and political stafus
quo. Agrest ond Gandelsonas hope that crifical
theory, devoted 1o the production of knowledge
on architecture and to the critigue of ideclogy,
will replace this adaptive norm. (The critique of”
ideclogy reappears in Manfredo Tafuri's essay in
chapter seven.)
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SEMIOTICS AND ARCHITECTURE
IPHOLOGICAL CONSUMPTION OR THEORETICAL WORK

Theories of architecture and design have largely been oriented rowards the perpetuation of the fun
damental strucrure of Western society, while secking ar the same tme to maintain design as a valj
operation within this established order. The auchors challenge this adaptive ral
theory through their analysis of the absorption of scmiotics as
that theory can only be considered
transformed.

e of architcctuny
a “theoretical blockade,” and argu
a production of knowledge when is ideclagical basis is torall

In the last twenty years the production of ¢

‘theories” of archirecture and design hay
dramatically acceleraced in a way th

at emphasizes the particular role of architectura
theory as it has been continuously developed over five cenrurics, The function of thes

“theories,” now as always, has been o adapr architecture to the needs of Western social
formarions,' serving as the connection berween the overall
architecrure.” In this way architecture has been modified
demands; architecture thereby becoming assimilated 1o society through “theoretical”
operations. The corresponding changes introduced by “theory”
lice serve to perpetuare the basic strucnute of ¢
architecture itself as an institution within Wes
In a previous arriclet we established
a theorerical project

structure of a society and iy
to respond to changing social

into archiwectural prac-
he society and ar the same time maingain
rern social formations.’

the process of production of knowledge as
which is aimed neither at adapting architecture to the “necds” of
the social formatiens nor o mainmaining the architectural institution as we know ir, At
this juncture one is concerned with theory I a strict sense, as oppaosed to the adaptive

“theory,” which we call ideology.,

Ideology can be secn as a certain ser of representations and bel

ieﬂ%——]‘eligious, moral,
political, aestheric—which refer 0 nature,

to society, and to the life and activides of men

From Opposisions 1 (September r973): 937100, Courtesy of the authors,
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e That o, ane can evfnernec bos okl o Taead, s o cmend ket bur o
arcalvo campare this five dolluewady oo flg ol ez e same way, a0 e
it e excbupuged” for i sdea har v Jon aonelwegy decanlandy bt i am afso fe on
ctrved with athier words (that s, sotmcthang sonnlad i Foplich the word muotion des
s value only from s co-existence witl sheess the meaning, is tuly Gxed only at the ¢
1 this double determination: signitication and value.”" Value, therefore, comes “fro
e reciprocal situation of the pieces of the language.” It is even more important than sl
ilicagson. “What quantity of idea or phonic matter a sign conrains is of less impartan
han what there is around ir...”**

[s it possible to construct a system in the domain of objects using this semiotic ps
cdure? We chink it is. However, we think the definition of thar system requires a seri
f methodological precautions.

First it is necessary to define the specific characreristics of the “architecture” wil
‘hich we are going to deal. Tn other words, which “architecrure” are we going to de
ith in terms of its situation? Is it Western architecture or Indian architecture? Or arc
oing to define architecrure by a time sequence, such as Renaissance or Modern? A com
arative analysis of the concept of value within Western architecture, with the coneep
f value within other systems of the same culture (the natural language, for example
right be helpful in determining some specific characteristics of architecture. Wha
1ould be avoided in this analysis is the mechanical application of the model of language
> architecture

an. operation which has occurred in several semiotic studies. Th
iechanical application of this model, which was specifically developed for language, 10
ther semiotic systems, such as architecture, only acknowledges the recognition of what
ssimilar to language on the ideological level but does not define the differences in innee
ructure between language and the other semiotic systems. Even if it is possible to seg
1e langue as a complex system of underlying rules, and therefore to compare it with the
xplicit and implicic systems of rules in architecture, architectural rules are determined
y 4 certain sect helonging to a determined social class, while the languc is the property
f everyone in general and no one in particular. These architecrural systems of rules do
ot show any of the properties of those of the langue—they are not finite, they are nat
rganized in a simple way, nor do they determine the manifestation of the system,
foreover, architectural rules arc in a constant state of flux and change radically.

‘The mechanical application of the model langue/speech to Western architecture
inforces architectural ideology by denying the differences berween architecture and
nguage and by ignoring the place of natural language in architecrure,” Moreover, and
erhaps more important, it denies that “something” which defines a major difference
crween architecture and language—that is, the creative aspect of architecrure. In lan-
1age the individual can wse but not madify the system of Tanguage (langue). In contrast
 language, the archirect can and does modify the system, which is fabricared on a sys-
m of conventions. The result of applying in a mechanical way the concept of langue to
chitecture is thar the fabricated, conventional character of che system is hidden,
opearing instead as if it were natural, as in language. The model langue/speech docs not
plain but overlooks creativity in architecture. Creativity in architecture is a complex
2y of conservation and variation of shapes and ideological notions within certain deter-
ined limits.”® In our opinion an analysis of creativity could more properly be hased on
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g b valoes T bepun by g v nacenal he wdeslopieal sysccne of
b o b and ainain cerain value relationships between shapes ,'”“:l niean
Wpe oo deapn, mse oringe pretation. Phe deseription of the strocture of these rules
I o oeeary step ol semniotic analysis, where the concepts and the adequate tools
papale ol ovacoming speciliv ideolagical obstacles must be }31‘()dL1~celti. 'l‘}'lis preliminary
wind ol dbwrgprion, which is our immediate concern, must be dlS[lIlnglShC(.{, howelvcr
ten e o plasarion of the underlying system of rules which produce the ideological
v ek whicl is our ultimare objective,”

e iession ol ideological notions by means of semioric conceptual wols com-
yoi o oorher problem which also must be faced. Ideology works as an ObSt-aClE 10 -rhc
prodocen ol theary, not only by virtue of the fact thar it perpetuates ideological
wonnnn el as functien or inherent meaning, but also by virtue of the face that ir per-
p v ndidonal boundaties defining the various ﬁc]ds-idcolo-gical.1'cgilc§ns—sucl? as
f onn o urhan design, and architecture, where those notions function.™ I[declogical

S always imply an ideological region to which they belong, and conversely,
e keadogical region is built upon an apparently more or less systematized set of ideo-
by i nanons.

" ot we call theoretical blockade is related not only to the misuse of semiotic con-
a confusion between an ideological region

A L ks 1o a more general problem .
el olhiject of study. The application of semiotic concepts to architecture, as we have
wehi v, apposes a semiotic theory and method being applied to architecture. [n our

"o ke licte sense to build a semiotics of architecture, which presupposes a theo-

Menled according to the existing divisions of painting, literature, cinema, urba.n
oy anlitecturs, ete. An ideological approach which identifies a semiotics of arcl.n-
. ron implies the acceprance of the exisiing division of the above practices and denies
Jo bwi that such divisions have an institutonal and conventdonal character.
1 crnently, the theoretical system or object of study is confused \Trith real, concret.‘e,
wel ngmilar objects. This difference between theoretical and real object can be seen in

ol wwicnces such as linguistics ot historic materialism. For example, the thecretical

Lyt of structural Tinguistics is not speech but the concept of lungue, wh_ich is 'devdr
oehiinough the study of real objects—i.e different languages. The theoretical object of
be e miaterjalism is not a given social formation such as France or England bur the

cieepu ol history, which is developed through the study of different ‘modes of. produc-
near 1 1eal social formations. In a similar way the theoretical object of a semiotics of the

Lili environment must be the development of an abstrace conceprual structure which

pluns the production of signification in the configuration of the buile envir(.)nment,
<l in turn will produce knowledge of concrete objects such as Western architecture.

o producton of this conceptual strucrure requires conceptual m.ols which in the pre-

-t witial stage do not exist and which must be claboraied accarding to demands of the
s netical work, This elaboration will be made on the basis of semiortic abstract concepts
wel swmiotic theoretical strategies employed as heuristic devices. In our conception of
vy, its ultimate raisen dére is the knowledge of concrete objects, in this case of
Jdw built environment in a certain time and place. But this knowledge is only a result of
( ynocess of transformation of notions belonging to an architectural ideology. A theory
v production of knowledge, as we have indicated, is only to be developed through a
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constant struggle wich ideology. The producocn of knowledpe canonly he done §
assembling not only ideological notions har also thronpgh mettiodicaily conig
boundaries separating different practices within o culinre and through looking, 16
other cultures and situared at other points in tiime. T'heeretical work cannor be e
from inside architectural ideology, but from a theoretical “outside” separed fud
against that ideology. This must be the first step in the construction of a1 mag
dizlectic theory of architecture as part of 2 more general theory of ideology.

1 Social formation (formation sociale) 1s a Marxist concept denoting “society.” “Socidl
formation is the concrete complex whole comprising economic practice, political il

and ideological practice at a certain place and stage of development.” Louis Altlnse, B
Far Marx (New York: Fist Vintage Books, 1970}, 251, i
2 There zre other functions of architecture and design theoties to which we do not el b
this article, j.e., the theory thar has the funcrion of establishing a certain ordering ol 1la M
operations within architectural pracrice. b

3 'Iransformations in socicty intraduce reforms thar allow the existing system o suivive,
However, these are never real changes—since the strucrural relationships are not being
rouched—>but are merely transformations of that system. For example, the developimein
the capitalist mode of production through various different stages—mercantilism, g
capitalism, imperialism, ctc.—has been based on a series of transformations achicved 1n
different domains which did not in any way modify the fundamenral class strucrure,

4 Diana Agrest and Mario Gandelsonas, “arquitectura/Arquitectura,” Materia, Cuaderum 4
Trubajo (Bucnos Alires: 1972).

5 1o he more precise we should say ideologies (plural) even if in this article we refer 104
particular ideclogy, bourgeois ideology.

6 This is only a parrial definition relaced to the specific subject of this article: the relution
between theory and architectural ideclogy. This partial character stems from the fact that
the important theoretical problem of the relation existing berween architectural prictive g
the “unconscious” {Freud) has not been considered in this article,

7 We try o follow here the chaprer “Methodology” in Karl Marx, futroducsion to Palitienl
Eeonomics recently claborated upon by Althusser in For Marx. We consider these worky
fundamental basis for any dialectic marerialist approach w0 theory as epposed to any luim
of idealistic conceprion of theory. See Althusser’s qualification of idealistic theary under i
categorics of “empiricism” and “formalism.” We use the torm theory, however, in such «
as to contrast it with what must now be considered enly the Western conception of thew
and to emphasize its present provisory characeer as only a stage in the development of
more general theory of ideologies.

5 Alexander Koyre, La Réwolution Astronomigue (Paris: Hermann, 1961), 16.

9 Diana Agrest, “Epistemological Remarks on Urban Planning Models,” lecrure, 1AUS,
New York, 1972.

10 Charles Jencks and George Baird, Meaning in Architecinre (New York: Braziller, 1970).

1 Ibid, 82,

1z Ibid., §7.

13 Julia Kristeva, “Le Lieu Semiotique,” in J. Kristeva, J. Rey-Deveve, and ], K. Umiker, cdn,
Fsseys in Semiosies (The Hague and Paris: Mouton, 1971). See also Elisen Veron,
“Condiciones de produccion modelos generativos y manifestacion ideologica,” in £ Proe
Hdeolsgico (Buenas Aires: Ed. Tiempo Contemporanen, 1971).

14 Perdinand de Saussure, Conrse in General Linguistics New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966).

15 lbid,, 16.

16 Paolo Valesio, “Toward a Study of the Nature of Signs,” Semiozica 111, 2 {1971): 160.

17 John Lyons, Jutroduction to Theovetival Linguistics (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1968), 404.
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