EISENMAN Peter, Notes on Conceptual Architecture : Towards a Definition




An examination of recent developments in architecture, its" present commitment to a social and technological polemic notwithstanding, would reveal that aspects of painting and sculpture, especially in the domain of what is loosely called "conceptual art," continue to have an important although undefined influence on architectural thinking. While the influence of painting and sculpture would have been commonly accepted in a treatise on the architecture of the 1920's and i93o's, this relationship to post-1950 architecture, except in its most literal interpretations, (1) has rarely been the subject for discussion. If for no other reason than the recurrence and persistence of a "hard edge" painting and sculpture, which in a very literal sense might be said to be both exemplary of conceptual art and possess architectonic qualities and which would be significant in itself, the problems raised by this recent painting and sculpture seem to have a very direct concern for architecture. While hard edge, essentially abstract, and formal phenomena have not been the only painterly influences on modern architecture (for example, recent "Pop" movements with their emphasis on social commentary have had an influence similar to the Dada painters and sculptors of the twenties), their apparent visual similarity alone would be enough to warrant examination. However, to consider this problem in the traditional terms of visual phenomena and associated meanings would be to miss the essential interest of conceptual attitudes and consequently the thesis of this article. While the intention here is not to become involved in a "semantic" debate over what is or is not "conceptual," (2) a clarification of the term and its implications might prove illuminating to the present climate of debate in contemporary architecture. But more significantly, the potential meaning of "conceptual architecture" or of a conceptual aspect in architecture poses fundamental questions concerning the role of form and space, particularly in relation to questions of process and object.

Concept as a primary concern of an architecture is not a recent manifestation. In fact, many books have been devoted to the definition and clarification of the term in an architectural context. (3) Thus, while it is today often necessary to articulate contemporary developments under a banner of the "new," in fact, it is possible to see the question of concept as central to architectural thought over quite an extended period. Furthermore, to ascribe present manifestations of the term "conceptual" in both art and architecture to the "avant garde" appears as a strategic yet ingenuous involution fabricated by their apologists and critics. (4) If the tenets of the conceptual art movements are traced, a highly discriminating and consequently revealing attitude develops in respect of two basic issues: problems of process and problems of object—the nature of these attitudes both limiting and defining these issues in reference to what might properly be called "conceptual architecture." In order to attempt a definition of the conceptual aspect of an architecture, it would seem necessary to differentiate first between that which is conceptual in architecture, and second, to find a way in which it would be possible to make a series of distinctions within the conceptual realm of architecture itself. In both art and architecture, problems of process range from questions of conception, process of work, etc.; to questions more closely related to the object itself—to the design process, to issues concerning composition and arrangement; and lastly, to questions of interpretation, to questions of linear and simultaneous readings, to problems of codes, etc. In this respect, a discussion of problems of process seems unlikely to provide a distinction between art and architecture, and since such a discussion would exceed the limits of this paper, it will be questions of objects to which this paper will be primarily focused.

It is possible to generalize three basic attitudes in conceptual art with respect to the object. (1) To invoke a kind of nihilism about the efficacy or relevance of any designed object. (2) The alternative, which is almost diametrically opposite and involves a preoccupation with objects as "things in themselves." The former two positions vary in the conceptual spectrum from information art and art-language, where the art object is of almost no concern, to aspects of serial and systemic art which produces forms of a geometric abstractionsupposedly representative of a non-object condition. (5) The last position (3) constitutes a concern for the object itself and is manifest in primary structures and "minimal art" (fig. 2.1). In fact, one distinctionbetween other types of conceptual art and minimal art can be seen in this differing attitude toward the object. All three of these attitudes, if it is possible to generalize a basic intention with respect to the role of the object, would concern a change from a primary experience which is visual and sensual to one which is mental and intellectual and therefore presumed to be conceptual. (6)

In this context, the work of such people as Robert Morris and Donald Judd seems to have a similar purpose: to take meaning away from objects in the sense of meaning which is received from an aesthetic experience, or the meaning which is received from a representational image. Here objects have no meaning other than as the object itself. (7) In one sense, the object is presented as a new form of coded structure, since meaning must be established through a new means—through an interpretation of the inherent qualities in the physical object itself.
A second attitude of conceptual art, in which objects may become more conceptual and less physical, in an aesthetic or perceptual sense is when their physical presence contains an explicit code or represents a known sign system.

In language, the word-object is a sign having a common agreed-upon meaning. This meaning is not the direct result of understanding the formal structure of the word, but results from an agreed-upon convention given to a particular structure of form. When a word is considered, its order and form are not arranged necessarily to engender an aesthetic response, the primary concern is not with the placement, shape, and size of letters, or whether they can be rearranged in different combinations. For example, while the letter X possesses a strong formal structure of centrality when seen by itself, this aspect becomes residual in the context of a word. Here because of a prearranged code, the conceptual aspect is primary and the perceptual aspect is secondary. (8) 
While the aesthetic, perceptual, and sensual aspect of objects can be made secondary in language where the word-object is given sign or code properties, to shift from an aesthetic to a conceptual focus in architecture and art, where there is no agreed-upon sign system, would seem to pose a problem of greater difficulty.Physical form can be primarily conceptual, although less so when the code is only implicit as in the serial grids of Sol LeWitt (fig. 2.2). While one module of a LeWitt grid structure can be considered as merely a representation of an integer or a unity, when this unity is given physical form, the integer only determines the relative size of the parts to the whole. The fact that the armature also has a width, a length, and a relationship of solid to void is not determined by the notational system. While these physical relationships are considered relatively unimportant and supposedly rather arbitrary to LeWitt, they still present information which would tend to modify the conceptual intention. (9) But, it is precisely this difference between the concept integer and an actual bar of a grid structure which will be seen to be of critical concern to a conceptual architecture. In the transposition to physical reality, for example, the idea of a line takes on another aspect. No longer is it the idea line, but now it is a straight line or a curved line with a thinness or a thickness (10). Since this is the nature of all physical reality once transposed from a nonphysical or conceptual realm, it can be accepted as a given. This same physical reality also has the potential to be given a sign system external to its physical form: an explicit system in the case of letters, and a implicit system in the case of a LeWitt grid. It will be seen that the question of whether a work is conceptual or not is not merely whether the physical reality has the potential to be coded, but rather the manner in which the given physical reality is manipulated. Evenwhen the physical form contains an implicit code, it does not change the fact that anything which has a physical presence has both an aesthetic or perceptual aspect as well as what can be called a universal or conceptual aspect which can inform the viewer as to meaning or conception (in both the semantic and syntactic sense), and to its idea (the means, according to LeWitt, for carrying out the conception).(11) In most cases, because of a desire to do away with the sensual aspects and the traditional relationship of form and content, conceptual art has overlooked the potential of the universal aspect of physical form to be used for conceptual ends. (12)
In essence, the conceptual attitude held by the art-language group (13) says that the object is replaced by the language used to describe the object. (14) Here the object, i.e., the language, is both the form and the meaning simultaneously. The art object is no longer a "vehicle" for an intellectual experience-it "is" the intellectual or conceptual experience itself. (15) Here the issue goes beyond the question of object to, in fact, what constitutes an art form. (16)
In the sense that an object remains the reason for the use of language, i.e., the words describe the object, (17) and since the idea of the object still embodies what may be called an aesthetic intention, then whether the object exists or not, there remains an intention concerning a physical phenomenon. This would seem to qualify a sentence describing an art object as art, if it is accepted that an idea or an intention about a physicalobject does not nessarily require a physical fact. (18) Thus, one aspect of conceptual art is concerned with the idea or intention to produce the object without the requirement of the physical reality of the object itself.It is possible to say that to have an idea about any object, i.e., something which has a physical presence, whether this presence be an art object or an architectural object, is conceptual. In this sense, the mere intention to paint a picture or to design a building could he considered conceptual. While the idea itself is conceptual, the object of the conception, i.e., the painting or the architecture, is not necessarily so. For example, the intention to paint a Madonna and child does not make the idea of the painting, as opposed to the idea of painting the painting, conceptual. Equally, for an architecture, the idea of designing a house does not make the idea of the house conceptual. Even an abstract drawing such as a plan or an axonometric, while in itself conceptual, may not be a drawing of a building possessing a conceptual structure. In terms of this paper, the idea or intention to paint or design something will be distinguished from the idea within the thing itself, i.e., its conceptual structure. A conceptual structure is that aspect of the visible form, whether it is an idea, in a drawing, or in a building, which is intentionally put in the form to provide access to the inner form or universal formal relationships. While these formal relationships are present in every form, they may not be accessible or may be only accidental since they are undesigned. If these limits of the term conceptual can be accepted, then it is possible to make a distinction between a conceptual art object and a conceptual architectural object. The fundamental difference between art and architecture is that the idea of architecture demands the idea of an object presence, while the idea of art does not. (19) In one sense, conceptual art is a model never to be realized in a final object, and therefore, it is perhaps possible to approximate a true conceptual state. The idea that physical objects can be rendered entirely conceptual should not be at issue. (20) Nor should the idea that to be conceptual in art and architecture the work must remain in an idea state. What is at issue and what most conceptual art fails to take into account is that the physical reality itself does have a conceptual aspect.
An art object as opposed to any object possesses an aesthetic intention. An aesthetic intention in art does not always depend on the object or the aesthetic qualities of the object, for example, in the case of a Duchamp, where by taking an object and changing its context, the object can be classified as an art object. (21) While all objects, whether designed or not, will have an inherent aesthetic, the object in Duchamp's case receives its art appellation not from the aesthetic in the object or its object qualities, but from something external to the object - in the case of Duchamp's urinal (fig. 2.3), a change in context. Thus, it can be said that an aestheticintention, without necessarily including the idea or the object of the qualities of the object, qualifies something as art.

In architecture this is not the case. First, because architecture in a literal sense is the context. (22) Second, the idea of an architecture as distinguished from a painting will always contain in that idea the ideas of functional and semantically weighted objects such as walls, bathrooms, closets, doors, ceilings. There is no conceptual aspect in architecture which can be thought of without the concept of pragmatic and functional objects, otherwise it is not an architectural conception. (23) To make these conceptual and still remain architecture is quite another matter. Even if it were possible to disregard all of the semantic impositions on form in architecture, lines which are columns, planes which are walls, must always because of the fact of gravity, hold something up; thus a physical presence would exist even as an idea. Equally, in architecture, the ground plane will always be semantically different than the roof plane, and the entry plane acknowledges the difference from exterior to interior. But the idea of wall as plane, or column as line, is not enough to qualify the idea as conceptual architecture. Conversely, merely because architecture both in the idea and in the build state has objects does not exclude it from being conceptual. To make something conceptual in architecture would require taking the pragmatic and functional aspects and placing them in a conceptual matrix, where their primary existence is no longer interpreted from the physical fact of being a bathroom or closet, but rather the functional aspect bathroom or closet becomes secondary to some primary reading as a notation in a conceptual context. Again, what makes architecture conceptual is that unlike art, it demands not only the primacy of intention to take something from the sensual to the intellectual realm, but also that his intention be present in the conceptual structure; again, whether it is built or not is not at issue. It would seem that the intention to have a conceptual aspect in architecture which is primary and at the same time considered within the range of structures common to a visual or a plastic art, and further which did not have an inherent and explicit sign system, would have to be made accessible through a structure in the architectural object itself, i.e., through primarily visual means; either formal, pictorial, spatial, etc. In most cases, the major difficulty in achieving such a conceptual intention through the means of a formal structure lies not in the intention itself, but in finding the means of expressing the conceptual aspect so that it is in some way apparent to the viewer. (24) To require that the meaning be intrinsic in the formal structure, i.e., not as a sign and therefore external to the form, but received from a structure of inherent relationships in any form, i.e., as universals, is a major problem.
While all objects have a structure, that is, a shape which possesses some inherent relationships which in turn suggest some form of meaning, these are often undesigned to achieve a conceptual end, or they merely obtrude such an end because of the primacy of their sensual aspects, or alternatively, because they are undesigned, they give unintended information. (25) In order to approximate a conceptual intention, the shapes which are perceived would have to contain a structure within their physical presence which would have the capacity to take the viewer from the sense (immediate) perception to a conceptual attitude, and at the same time requiring of this structure a capacity to suppress the possible primacy of a sensual response; to provide a means whereby conceptual relationships are conceivable as independent of actual relationships.Most environments, whether they be linguistic, biological, social, or physical, have a structure. That is, they have a series of elements which have both definable properties and definable relationships between these elements. These structures can usually be described in terms of their differences or similarities to other structures. While many attempts have been made comparing architecture and language, mainly using linguistic analogies, the semiological classification of pragmatics, semantics, and syntactics (26) can serve as a useful beginning, if only to describe the different aspects of architecture. Traditionally, architecture has been understood in these terms even though its discourse has not been explicitly formulated in this manner: pragmatics - the relation of form to function or technology; semantics - the relation of form to meaning; syntactics - the mediation of meaning and form through a structure of formal relationships. However, it is necessary to make a further distinction when discussing architecture or art in a linguistic context.In architecture relationships exist in two ways, in the environment itself and in the individual's ability to understand and relate to them. They exist at a real, concrete level where the individual is aware of them through his senses - perception, hearing, touching, etc. - and they also exist at an abstract or conceptual level in the actual object. They cannot be seen or heard even though they can be described. A similar form of distinction has been proposed by Noam Chomsky in linguistics: a perceptual or surface structure, and a conceptual or deep structure. (27)The important difference is that in language Chomsky says the surface structure corresponds to the phonetic or physical aspect and the deep structure corresponds to the syntactic aspect. (28) While Chomsky's equation of a sentence's construction with surface structure and syntactics with deep structure is valid for language because the word-object has primary sign value, it is not elaborate enough for art and architecture, in that it does not address itself to the problem of the aesthetic or sensual aspect of the object beyond the physical arrangement of words. Because the "object" in architecture and art has perceptual attributes as important as its conceptual ones, an elaboration of semantics and syntax to allow for the perceptual aspects of the object would seem necessary. If pragmatics can be put aside for a moment, (29) it is possible to propose a typology where both semantics and syntactics each have a surface and a deep structure - a perceptual and a conceptual aspect (fig. 2.4). (30)
Initially, this taxonomy provides a distinction between the terms semantic and conceptual; between that which is concerned with meaning and content on the one hand, and that which is concerned with concept or idea on the other. (31) Often, the term meaning is confused with the term conceptual, which is understandable in the sense that meaning is derived from a form or a word through a mental process and, therefore, in a literal sense is conceptual. However, as Chomsky points out, in language the linking of meaning with the word is a surface phenomenon and it is the syntax - or the structure of the relationship between words - which is the nature of the deep structure or conceptual aspect. Thus, in language, aspects which are classified as semantic are most often not conceptual. The reverse is true of architecture and painting where aspects which are labeled conceptual are most often in reality semantic. For example, to convey meaning through a means, i.e., some form of sign system, external to the object, may not be necessarily conceptual, but only semantic. The confusion in terminology often obscures the relevance of the deep level in the physical object as a possible aspect of the conceptual realm. Therefore, it would seem reasonable to propose that projects that have the primary intention in the choice of form to convey meaning should be labeled semantic rather than conceptual.Within the semantic category, it is possible to make a further distinction: between meaning which is receiveddirectly from the literal fact, i.e., the presence or recognition of the actual image, and meaning which is received through a process of reconstruction in the mind. The former is semantic in a surface or perceptual sense, and the latter is semantic in a deep or conceptual sense. In an architecture, while this distinction is perhaps less obvious because the context is more complex, nevertheless, the difference in the semantic aspect can be seen. For example, the perceptual aspect of some of the Superstudio images, such as the 1967 project for Calabria, is a literal reference to the Palais des Nations of Hannes Meyer. (32) These images are presented, not so much for their formal structure, but rather as an homage to Meyer's Marxist polemic. For Superstudio, these images are primarily semantic rather than syntactic, and perceptual rather than conceptual, in that their recall is dependent upon the meaning received from the literal image taken out of context, as a fragment of the past. (33) In comparison, a difference can be seen in the work of Robert Venturi (fig. 2.5). While he also uses images from the past, and the intention in the use ot the image of the recovered or found object is also primarily semantic, it is semantic in a conceptual sense because the recall does not take place in the literal image, i.e., in the perception. In fact, it is in the juxtaposition of images where the recall takes place; the image or perceptual structure being of secondary importance to this relationship of known imagesin a new or particular context.
Secondly, the proposed taxonomy makes a distinction between the terms syntactic and conceptual. Often these terms are used interchangeably. For in language what is called syntactic, i.e., the mediation of meaning paired with form through an abstract structure of relationships, is what is here being called conceptual. However, a syntactic structure when speaking of an art object or an architecture has two aspects. One is the actual structure of the perceived object; the other is the implicit structure of the relationship between objects. One is concerned with shape, the other with formal structure. The former is perceptual, the latter is conceptual. Hence, everything that is syntactic may not be conceptual and as has been seen above, everything that is conceptual is not necessarily syntactic.A comparison between Le Corbusier and Giuseppe Terragni illustrates an example of what is meant by the difference between perceptual and conceptual within the syntactic aspect. (34) While the work of both is structure by a syntax, the primary intention in each is slightly different. By virtue of their similarity, a subtle distinction helps to explain a difference between perceptual and conceptual.Le Corbusier essentially took the forms of known objects—from machines, ships, and aircraft. The intention of this imagery was to force a shift in meaning through its appearance in a new context. As has been seen above, with a change in context, the intention is primarily a semantic one. In Terragni, there are obvious semantic implications as in his reference to historical buildings. For example, there is a similarity which can be seen in a comparison of the plans of the Casa del Fascio (fig. 2.6) and the Palazzo Farnese and the Palazzo Thiene (fig. 2.7). But, while the semantic reference is to the high culture of the Italian Renaissance, the ultimate intent in Terragni's use of such a plan would seem to divest such type forms of their traditional meaning, and instead use the formal type as a deep-level syntactic referent to which his specific forms correspond. Le Corbusier often based his work on similar precedents, as in the case of the Villa at Garches and its relationship to the Villa Malcontenta. (35) The critical distinction is that the particular object for Le Corbusier never loses its semantic dimension. Thus, the syntactic ABABA structure of Garches refers not necessarily to the syntax of the Villa Malcontenta (fig. 2.8), but rather to the semantic notion of a Renaissance "ideal." The syntactic dimension in Le Corbusier seems to be primarily concerned with the surface aspect—with giving full value to the physical object so that it can be understood semantically. The semantic dimension, on the other hand, seems to be at a conceptual level—where a process of reconstruction in the mind of the known object references placed in a new context must take place.In Terragni, the iconography of the object is a secondary aspect, partially because his work followed Le Corbusier in time, and thus, after Le Corbusier had partially exploited the symbolic potential of these forms. Since any intentional iconography in Terragni's work is necessarily reduced, it is possible to see his forms in a syntactic dimension, and in particular, in their relation to the conceptual aspect of syntax.Lastly, the taxonomy proposes a distinction between the semantic and the syntactic within the conceptual realm. While the conceptual realm is initially defined as being concerned with relationships, when an idea is received from a relationship of objects in a given context and that relationship is clarified through the meaning received from the juxtaposition of known objects, the idea can be considered conceptually semantic. When an idea is received from a relationship of objects in a given context and that relationship is clarified through the structure of form in that context, then the idea is received conceptually from the syntax.This distinction between conceptual in the semantic sense and conceptual in the syntactic sense can be seen in the following example. Robert Morris, in speaking of the work of Jasper Johns, describes how Johns put an entirely new stress on the edge of the canvas by making the whole image congruent with the physical limits of the work. (36) While the concept of an edge stress is usually considered an aesthetic concern, in the case of a Johns's flag or a target, an edge stress can be inferred through the use of a known and thus semantically weighted object placed in a particular relationship to the canvas. Edge stress is understood in this context through our prior knowledge of the limits of the known object, the size and shape of the flag or target, the fact that it has a number of equal stripes or rings which is known, etc. The congruency of the edge of the image and the edge of the canvas which produces the edge stress can be understood because the limits of the object are known. The fact that the limit of the flag and the limit of the canvas are the same produces a conceptual as opposed to a perceptual edge stress on the canvas. If the flag continued beyond the canvas or was smaller than the canvas, there would be no stress on theedge. In other words, the stress is not perceptual, produced by an actual physical or formal configuration, but rather is conceptually understood because the limits of the object are known and these limits are the same as the limits of the canvas. Equally, this phenomenon is primarily semantic rather than syntactic because the conceptual condition is produced because of the knowledge (semantic) of the object rather than as a result of its formal (syntactic) structure. Johns does not depend on the syntactic structure of centrality for the development of the edge stress in his targets, but rather on our knowledge of the size and number of rings in the target.A syntactic as opposed to a semantic conceptual notion of edge stress can be seen in some of the chevron paintings of Kenneth Noland (fig. 2.9). Edge stress in this case, because the paintings do not involve known objects, results from the particular structuring of form in relation to the context of the canvas, such a structuring of or concern for relationships of form being considered syntactic. In neither example was the argument concerned literally with painting circles, stripes, or chevrons in such a way as to produce an actual optical edge stress. This condition would be a perceptual or surface level manifestation as opposed to conceptual.The initial taxonomy, while only proposing to be a descriptive mechanism, still does not provide a fine enough classification to distinguish certain phenomena, which are particular to the conceptual-syntactic aspect. For example, if the chevron painting of Noland and the serial grids of LeWitt are considered, they have several similarities at a conceptual level. Both are basically syntactic. Both have been referred to as non-compositional (37) by their apologists, which would give to both a conceptual attitude. However, in the transposition from a conceptual intention to physical object, a distinction becomes apparent. In | most cases where the coded notation is so obvious as to be dominant, as in a LeWitt grid, the physical aspect is diminished and is very much residual. However, when one examines this physical aspect in a pictorial context, as in the case of a Noland chevron, it is found to have both conceptual as well as perceptual qualities. It is this aspect which remains latent in LeWitt's work and active in Noland's work, yet in each case no less present. Noland is using physical means for conceptual ends. LeWitt is using semantic means for conceptual ends. In that the relationship of the forms (i.e., the syntax) is the dominant means used to | mediate the intention, both can be considered conceptual syntactic.The difference is that LeWitt does not use the potential in the physical aspect (i.e., its formal or universal nature) and Noland does. A straight line next to an angled line as in the chevrons has the cultural notation chevron and the semantic of straight and angled, in addition to its conceptual nature as line. However, these lines on a Noland canvas could also be considered conceptually as merely the notation of an integer—x. However, the angle line next to the straight line in the case of Noland, or the solid cube within the grid of LeWitt, also has a conceptual structure resulting from the juxtaposition or relationship of the forms and spaces. Each can be described differently, yet both are conceptual in that the understanding of the intention takes place in the mind. In Noland's work the conceptual aspect can be called pictorial or in architectonic terms, spatial. It deals with a conceptual structure which is implied from relationships of form such as shear, tension, compression, rotation, frontality, obliqueness, recession, etc.; universal attributes or relationships between forms which are conceptual in that they are implied and not actual, literal, or explicit—but in fact not less conceptual.
In LeWitt’s work the conceptual aspect can be called a-spatial, in that the relationship of the bars in the grid, or the relationship of the solid to the void, can be given pure code notations of + and - or x and y. The physical presence is merely a general representation in form of the sign system.From this, two conceptual aspects can be distinguished in the syntactic realm. (One additional conceptual aspect having been specified earlier for the semantic domain.) In LeWitt, the form is a code in a literal or explicit sense, the code being known culturally, i.e., through existing sign systems and expressed as a generalized form of notational system. In the Noland, the form is a code in an implicit sense, the code being known through formal universals, i.e., through a potential, but not yet existing sign system. The former in an architectonic sense could be called a-spatial or coded, the latter spatial and non-coded. It is this distinction between conceptual syntactic a-spatial or notational and conceptual syntactic spatial which may prove useful in an architectural context. (38) The danger in all of these classifications is that they can be taken too literally or used too simplistically. For example, in most realized projects it is never one aspect which is present to the exclusion of the other, but rather, one aspect takes on primary characteristics and the other secondary. As has been seen, LeWitt 's grids have a latent pictorial structure, and Noland's chevrons have a latent coded structure, even though their primary aspects are the obverse. In summation, this paper has proposed a taxonomy that initially distinguishes between pragmatics, semantics, and syntactics. Further, a distinction has been made between the perceptual and conceptual aspects of each category. This distinction was defined in each case by determining first the primacy of intention, and second, the means used to articulate this intention. For example, in the semantic domain, where the meaning is of primary concern, it is received either as a direct result of the perceptual recall, or as a result of a mental process of reconstruction from a series of known images juxtaposed in a particular context. In the syntactic domain where the structure of relationships is of primary concern, these are either present in the actual physical structure—the percept or visual image—or inherent as a non-visual structure of relationships. In general, the conceptual aspect is defined by an intention to shift the primary focus from the sensual aspects of objects to the universal aspects of objects. This conceptual aspect to be primary must be made intentional, that is, the result of an a priori design intention, and further it must be accessible through the physical fact— whether the primary intention is semantic (concerned with meaning) or syntactic (concerned with formal universals). And, finally, a further distinction was made in the conceptual syntactic domain—between those aspects which relied on formal universals to provide the conceptual aspect, and those aspects which relied on a code or notational system.The task for a conceptual architecture as opposed to conceptual art would be not so much to find such a sign system or a coding device, where each form in particular context has an agreed-upon meaning, but rather, it would seem more reasonable to investigate the nature of what has been called formal universals which are inherent in any form or formal construct. These universals might act in specific cases in such a way to provide references which are understood in the mind, i.e., conceptually, and which take on significance (i.e., in a syntactic as opposed to semantic sense) by virtue of their existence, and their capacity to be described and differentiated from other like structures. These deep structures, when used intentionally in an architecture—for example, in the form of spatial sequences — might give to functional requirements a primary conceptual aspect and further, a potential for new meaning—admittedly, in the present state of such investigations, of a very low order without the presence of an actual code. A more difficult task would be to find a way of giving these conceptual structures the capacity to engender more precise and complex meanings merely through the manipulation of form and space. This would require some form, of transformational method — where the universals of the conceptual structure are transformed by so m e device to a surface structure and thus capable of receiving meaning. Whether it is possible to develop such transformational methods and at the same time to reduce both the existing semantic and cultural context of any architecture to produce a structure for new meaning, without developing a new sign system, seems to be a central problem for a conceptual architecture.

NOTES

(1) For an example of the use of the term architecture or "environment" as an oversimplified metaphor, see Michael Benedilct, "Sculpture as Architecture: New York Letter, 1966-67," in Minimal Art: A Critical Anthology, ed. Gregory Battcock (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1968).

(2) Initially one is prepared to accept the definition of "conceptual" as proposed by many critics and artists of the conceptual art movement. See especially Sol LeWitt, "Paragraphs on Conceptual Art," in Sol LeWitt (Hague: Haags Gemeentemuseum, 1970), 56-57. As will be seen below in the context of my argument, these definitions are open to question. 

(3) For an example of such a text, see Erwin Panofsky, Idea, A Concept in Art Theory (Columbia:University of South Carolina Press, 1968). 

(4) For example, it is debatable in terms of conceptual art whether there has been much change in the past fifty years, if one were to compare the work of Mondrian or Malevich with the work of Sol LeWitt. 

(5) The general term "conceptual" as it applies to art implies an alternative attitude toward objects which is concerned neither with abstraction nor with representation. In other words, if the idea of an "art object" is taken initially as a given, can it be considered as something other than representational—in the sense that the cubist abstractions of a Fernand Léger or a Juan Gris were literal abstractions of known objects, or other than an abstraction—in the sense of a Mondrian, which could be seen as a pure abstraction of ideas? 

(6) See LeWitt, "Paragraphs on Conceptual Art," 57. "Conceptual art is made to engage the mind of the viewer rather than his eye or emotions." 

(7) See Barbara Rose, "ABC Art," in Minimal Art: A Critical Anthology, 291. 

(8) To say that words are purely conceptual is to use the term "conceptual" too literally. Words, the representation of meaning paired with an agreed upon sign, are more precisely semantic; it is the relationship between words which is conceptual. (See note 28.) This does not deny that words themselves can become primarily perceptual in another context, such as concrete poetry. 

(9) See LeWitt, "Paragraphs on Conceptual Art," 57. "The physicality of a three-dimensional object then becomes a contradiction to its non-emotive intent." LeWitt sees physicality as "color, surface, texture, and shape," which he rightly says emphasizes the physical aspect of the work. But as will be seen below, this position fails to distinguish two aspects of physicality—a perceptual and a conceptual—which would allow the physical object to be potentially consonant with the conceptual intention. 

(10) Emilio Ambasz, in conversation, has called this a formal semantic. It will be seen that this term isolates an aspect which is not initially included in the taxonomy proposed below. The concept line or linear is an abstract or universal notion, but a curved line or a straight line has a semantic not in the traditional sense of meaning but rather in what might be called a formal or syntactic sense. While the idea of two lines could be expressed by the integers x + x or 2x, a curved line next to a straight line has a cultural and aesthetic aspect. But more importantly, the juxtaposition of a curved line and a straight line produces a formal relationship which could not be expressed by any simple integer notation. 

(11) LeWitt, Sol LeWitt, no. 9, 60. 

(12) These attempts reduce the percept to a condition similar to a word as merely a sign, and therefore as part of a new code. The object in this context loses its aesthetic, sensual value; its symbolic meaning is also reduced. In fact, it may have no precise meaning at all because in the end it may not be able to be coded, except in a literal one-to- one sense, where the surface structure and the deep structure are the same. 

(13) See Art-Language 1, no. 1 (May 1969), and Art-Language 1, no. 2 (February 1970). 

(14) LeWitt, Sol LeWitt, no. 16, 60. He has said, "If words are used, and they proceed from ideas about art, then they are art and not literature." For art-language, physical objects are more limited and less precise than words. "Painting and sculpture have physical limits and the limit of what can be said in them is primarily decided by precisely those physical limits" Art-Language 1, no. 1, 7.

(15) See Donald Karshan, "The Seventies: Post-Object Art," insert in catalogue, Conceptual Art Conceptual Aspects (New York: New York Cultural Center, 1970). 

(16) Richard Wollheim says that each particular art form is given its identity by what he calls "common structure." As an example to illustrate this idea, Wollheim cites a blank sheet of paper. He says a blank sheet of paper can-not be an example of both a poem and a painting. It has no structure with which to identify or differentiate later occurrences as occurrences of that poem. From this, one can begin to identify particular aspects of a structure which are conceptual, and by virtue of being conceptual, tend to give identity to a work of poetry as opposed to a painting. Thus, part of the conceptual structure of a poem must allow for it to be repeated, reproduced, and read. This would not necessarily be the case for a painting. In painting, the identity lies in the original stuff and not in the copies. Thus, as Wollheim further points out, Mallarmé could have produced a blank sheet of paper if he were producing a painting rather than a poem. The same need to define common structure will be important when it comes to differentiating architecture from painting and sculpture. For a more detailed explanation of this point, see Wollheim's discussion of common structure in his article "Minimal Art," reprinted in Minimal Art: A Critical Anthology. 

(17) In recent manifestations of this argument, it can be seen that even this qualification is no longer a necessary requirement for a sentence to be considered conceptual art. 

(18) The art-language group would argue that it is the context and not anything intrinsic in the object which determines "art." For example, they suggest that it is possible to think of word signs as an art object merely by placing words into a context normally thought of for an art form. Art-Language 1, no. 1, 5. 

(19) Based on the notion of common structures as proposed by Richard Wollheim, it can be argued that the ideas of architecture and art are distinguishable. A problem for this paper will be the appropriate use of the general term "art" and the specific terms "painting" and "sculpture." Art and architecture will be used here as general terms, painting and sculpture will be considered as specific examples of art. 

(20) Rosalind Krauss says that the LeWitt boxes and grids are not meant as physical things but as intellectual integers whose real existence is mental. She says that his implied argument that meanings are mental entities which somehow attach themselves to real objects is philosophically naïve. If the argument is phrased that meanings are "only" mental entities rather than "can be mental entities, then she seems to have a valid position. See Rosalind Krauss in Sol LeWitt, 29. 

(21) "By a simple action, Duchamp deprived all objects of a certain kind save one of art quality." The urinal taken out of context derives "art quality" in a semantic sense, by the fact of its being taken out of a normal semantic context and not for any inherent qualities in its form. Thus, part of a common structure in art is its context. See Wollheim, "Minimal Art," 393. 

(22) When considered at a different scale, for example, in urban design or city planning, whether a building is the context or is the object in the context will change. It is not this which is at issue, but rather, that conceptually when compared with an art "object," architecture will always assume aspects of context. Questions of object are different from questions of context; in the former one is designing the semantic, and in the latter one is designing the syntax. 

(23) It is possible to make this same point in another way: to say that while a conceptual art and a conceptual architecture could be similar in an idea state, there is an inherent difference when it comes to the realized state. Where an art object can remain in a more generalized state, for example, as a mathematical notation, architecture will always take on cultural, pragmatic, and semantic references. Furthermore, a conceptual architecture as opposed to a conceptual art "must" deal with the object. This is object not in the sense of built form, but the idea of object. 

(24) See Lucy R. Lippard and John Chandler, "The Dematerialization of Art," Art International 12, no. 2 (1968). "Thus the difficulty of abstract Conceptual Art lies not in the idea but in finding the means of expressing that idea so that it is immediately apparent to the spectator." 

(25) LeWitt, Sol LeWitt, 57. "The physicality of a three-dimensional object then becomes a contradiction to its non- emotive intent." Visual appearance is only a contradiction in its surface aspect. To avoid this in his serial grids, LeWitt reduces the sensual experience by making the physical structure and the conceptual structure the same, i.e., the physical image is merely a literal notation—a one-to-one correspondence with the conceptual structure. The percept and the concept are the same information because no distinction is made between surface and deep structure in the physical object. However, if it is accepted that there is a dual aspect to "physicality"— visual and non-visual—then there can be a relationship which is not necessarily literal between the two. For example, the surface aspect of a LeWitt grid need not be similar to, nor resemble, the deep aspect. However, if the conceptual structure is not acknowledged in the perceptual structure, then how does one determine the nature of any physical form? Equally, if the visual aspect has no relationship to the deep aspect, then is it free to provide any information? If the visual aspect is regulated by the deep aspect, then it is difficult to see it as either incidental or a contradiction. But to assume therefore that the perceptual structure should look like a conceptual structure would seem to limit the nature of what might be considered conceptual. It would seem that the idea of conceptual art would be to reveal something new in the mind, through the physical form, rather than to explicitly reveal the concept, not through the form, but "as" the form. This idea would present a problem for the work of Judd and Morris which again does not try to distinguish between a surface and a deep structure within the object. 

(26) This typology, proposed by Charles Morris and used by Noam Chomsky in linguistics as phonology, semantics, and syntactics, is preferred to De Saussure's classification of syntagmatic and paradigmatic or langue and parole, precisely because it provides for a distinction between semantics and syntactics. 

(27) LeWitt makes a similar distinction. "Art that is meant for the sensation of the eye primarily would be called perceptual rather than conceptual." See LeWitt, Sol LeWitt, 56.1 first used these terms in an unpublished Ph.D. thesis, "The Formal Basis of Modern Architecture," University of Cambridge, 1963. 

(28) See Noam Chomsky, Cartesian Linguistics: A Chapter in the History of Rationalist Thought (New York: Harper and Row, 1966), 47. 

(29) It would seem that modern technology has provided architecture with the means for disassociating pragmatic limitations from semantic or syntactic concerns. See my article, "From Object to Relationship: Giuseppe Ter-ragni," Casabella 344 (January 1970), 38-41. 

(30) For an explanation of deep and surface structure, see any number of texts by Noam Chomsky. For a less technical description in a linguistic sense, see Chomsky, Language and Mind (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968). 

(31) This taxonomy has been criticized by Emilio Ambasz as failing to take into account another aspect: the discourse between matter and process. While acknowledging this criticism, the intention here is to limit the discussion by excluding questions of process, and to focus on the distinction between images which are retrieved primarily for their meaning and those which are retrieved primarily for their form, to distinguish between semantic and syntactic. For Ambasz, the term "semantic" includes not only architectural ideas and images from the past, but also the process of recovery of these ideas. For him, there are two aspects of this process: one is the operation or recovery, the other is a structuring of relationships. It is this latter aspect which Ambasz calls conceptual. My argument is that this construction fails to distinguish between ideas and images which are retrieved primarily for their meaning (semantic) and those which are retrieved primarily for their form (syntactic). And, furthermore, his classification seems to make no distinction between the literal or explicit use of a recovered image and the implicit use of a similar image, the latter in my terms, being conceptual. 

(32) For an example of this, see the Superstudio, "Project für Kalabrien," in Italien, Jugoslawien, Osterreich: Dreilanderbiennale Trigon '6g: Architektur und Freiheit (Graz: Neue Galerie am Landesmuseum Joanneum, 1969). 

(33) In this context, it is possible to suggest a redefinition of the work of many groups commonly referred to by the term "conceptual"; for example, groups such as Archigram and Superstudio could be looked at to see which aspects of their work are truly conceptual and which aspects are merely perceptual-semantic and thus possibly not conceptual at all. 

(34) This comparison is in a revised form. It was originally proposed in my article, "From Object to Relationship II," Perspecta 13/14 (1971): 36-65. This revision now takes into account the elaboration of the taxonomy to include a conceptual-semantic and a conceptual-syntactic aspect which replaces the former conceptual category which was only syntactic. 

(35) See Colin Rowe, "The Mathematics of the Ideal Villa," Architectural Review, 101 (March 1947): 101-9. 

(36) See Robert Morris, "Beyond Objects," Art Forum 7, no. 8 (1969): 50-54. 

(37) Noland uses what Michael Fried calls the "deductive structure" of a given context to influence his formal organization. While LeWitt uses an a priori which structures his formal arrangements, recently even he has talked about the influence of the context. See LeWitt, Sol LeWitt, 61. "Different kinds of walls make for different kinds of drawings." Here the wall becomes a kind of "deductive structure" which provides formal information to initiate the structure of the drawing. This information can be followed, denied, or distorted—there are no rules, the choice of following, denying, or distorting merely giving different information. 

(38) Because the distinction between deep and surface, conceptual and perceptual, has not been clearly made, there remains a confusion between aesthetic and formal considerations. Thus, Joseph Kosuth can attack "formalist" art as essentially empty of conceptual levels, and that which does exist as being supplied by the critics. See LeWitt, Sol LeWitt, 60, and Karshan, Conceptual Art and Conceptual Aspects, 8. However, a problem remains as to what role these formal and essentially syntactic considerations must play if there is to be a conceptual aspect to architecture in built form.

