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* In this selective survey of the
wanifestation of structuralism in Flelds
outside linguistics,.more attention was
given to the treatwent of space a5 may
befit this journal. Social and
sociclogical matters have been Featured
rbroughout this second part of the
artigle, including the secticn on space.
..nce the existing literature iz not
suitable for codification, the sections
were divided by romsn letters rether than
formal titles.

The last two sectiona concers
functionalizm on the one hand,
dizlectical or histerical waterialism om
the other, These two sections were
shortened on account of the space
allawed, A lenger treatment of either of
the two subjects, however, would oniy
resuit in a more extended List of
confusions.

1. in J. Viet, throughout, In J, Piaget
pp.40=43, 61le67, 104-105, and also 81-87.
Ta D.Harvey (1973} pp.2587-302. The same
situation may be seen scettered in wany
other publicatlons.

2. Lévi-Strauss mosat emphatically.

3. There is no need to refer to any
particular publication. We trust that
thery is general agreement on the term
positivism, am on the term mainstream
- in this second case especially on th-
part of those whe do not feel themselves
part of it.

4. M. BELGE, Marhsizm ve Fapasaleriak,
Birfkim, Haziran—Temmuz 197/, p.17.

S. In this article spatial and social
matters were considéred only in rerass of
structuralise and semiological
conmotations.

6. Mot all aurhors or views reviewed
hete are necessarily srructuraliat.
Treatmenrs are more concerned, in the
licerature gemerally, with the components
oY contents of space: buildings and
settlemenis.

STRUCTURALISM 1I'
Aydin GERMEN

Interest in structuralism may arise from dissatisfaction with
other methods, - this is the case as far as this author is
concerned. It may then wane on account of the constricted and
rigid formulations of the structuralist method., In the case
when a ceonstriction is noticed by structuralist thinkers
themgelves, their involvement does not necessarily decrease,
- instead they may choose to 1ift the constraints which
originally defined structuralism.

In any widening of the scope of structuralism the synchrony
constraint is more than likely to be abandoned. In this case we
wiss Saussure's clarity and simplicity, we gain vague optimism
in respect of "operarional structures"!, The second main escape
hatch is the over-extension of the applicability of "structure".
In this case, and for those of us who admit that we are quite
free to diascern rigid or even amorphous structure in anything
we please, interest wanes once more.

The leading structuralists present their movement as a method®.
The movement is qualified insistently as scientific. If this

does not make structuralism a science, it shows the method as

part of sciences in general, Its starting positions imply that

it was never part of what may be called wmainstream sciences,

and that its stamce is not positivist®. As positivism in various
guises and disguises is still respectable for all kinds of
ideology and philosophy, it is worth inquiring into ,
structuralist alternatives. The outcome of the inquiry may be

that structuralism is alsc positivist®,

The organisation and treatment of the space we live "in", and
the "social” networks and simple aggregares wecreate in respect
of that space or independently of it are likely to get imvolved
with most of human knowledge. There is, therefore, benefit in
disentangling these two subjects from the more universal
questions even when such occasion arises®. The purpose of this
second part of the article is to provide an overview of the
structuralist approach to space (and its components) and to
social matters®.

Structuralism may approach these matters more through
semiology by way of linguistics than through semantics.
Attention must be but is not paid by structuralists, first,
that such semiclogy should transcend the discipline of
linguistics, and second, that in order not to remain forever °
simply an obstinate enclosed rival schocl but to displace
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7. The leadiog example iz che literaturs
which covers the rather marrow ground
between Social Actionism and Functiopal
Imperativigm, as rermed by W. Wallace.

8. In addition ce C. Hempel,

1. Marcindale, ot al. this matter is
treated by Harvey (1969), Buckley {1967},
Dore in Demerath and Petersom.

9. Functionzlism may bz said to he
neither non-causal, nor (except Eor
certain clasgificarions deriving from

B. Merton) te forus Frem the present o
the future, but to he either timeleas or
in gimalraneity, which may eguzlly be
#asigned ro "mutual interscrionisw”

(ae: Puckley, 1967, p.786).

A systematic discussion of cansality in
terns of time may alge be found in
Buekley (L967) .70,

The discussion of Fields in Plaget
Pp-99-100, alse 54-59) points to the
elimination of directionality in causen
effeck.

10, There will be & fow more comsents en
this in the section om funceionalism, tn&
in some foctmptes.

11, The reﬂuqtjons may deal with
expiriral marcera, or hamdled ad hoc or
intuléfvely (wichour necessartly o
adm:rtlng this}. -

Drastic reductioms will be iecesdary. when
events are handled through "group
structures” and "parent structures”.
independence of the group structure, its
lack of gpeclfication and reversibilities
in parest structures are disoussed in
FPiaget {pp.23-30). These macters are in
close or distant rotatiomship with the
Erlangen program, the Bourbaki szchoal,
Gidel's Proof, the problem of the
Undecidable, Haclane, Eilenberg,
"eategaries", R. Thom, and rhe
"earastrophe™ theory. In spite of the
affinities and liking he exhibits for the
fundawental positions of Fiaget, Harwey
does ot abide {1573, p.291) by the rule
"& higher order structure may be

obtained from a lower by way of a
transformation”, a rule directly Erom

the Erlangen/Plaget program and from the
Bourbaki parent structures (structures-
wdres] . Harvey doss not find such
hierarchical views "adequate to interpret
the relationship betwzen, say, a mode of
production and an ecolegical structure”.
Hers, one structure canncot be derived
"from ancther through a trandformation™.
This is worth 2 comparisen with the
"Space Syntax" essay,

There are constxuctivist, "Formationist",
genetic/diachronical strands in

Piaget's thought. It is difficult te Eind
these consistent with his liking for ever
wore general and abstract algebraic
strucktures, especialiy when these are
proposed within wide-ranging epistemniagy.
The frlangen ptogram proposes to
subordinate geometry to the idea of
abstract structure, the Bourbaki wish te
subordinate all mathematics to it, Our
ovn estimation is that, wharever the
ground coverad in wathematics over the
last decades, the wmore abstract the
algebra, either the less chance to
measure the crivialicy of the
applications, or the greater the
likelihood of rropism toward
idealistic-rationalistic positions
peinging back the theme of spirit over
matter,

IF we do not prograss much rowards
enplanation of single eventa in terms of
the coming togsther of our warious laws,
we should pot push so much in the
direction of finding formulations which

The -
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mechanistic and other ideclogical thought systems, propositicas
and the treatment of observaticns should not be limited to
semiology. If it were possible to disregard these limps,
would heartily concur with the statements of strubturalist
writers in innumerable articles and books pointing to the
supericrity of semiology in human and spatial matfers,

we

Writers opposing structuralism to functionalism are in the
majority, On the other hand there are at the present noc
structuralists who do not €all back upon either the concept

of function or the methods of functionalism. Certain schools
consciously bring structure and function together’. In other
schools recourse to functions is inecidental or occasional, but
it is a recourse just the same.

Functionalism itself is thought to have supplanted nineteenth
century treatments of causality®, Such an evaluation is likely
te be based on a Humean temporal qualification of causality.

Let us remember that working causality backwards from the futurg
te the present is bg no means totally strange to our habits of
thought (teleology}”. It is consequently difficult for me to
dissociate most of the functional'analyses and syntheses from a
synchronlc variety of causality. The unit of time chosen here
may be very small, or larger.-Structurallsm also professes not -’
to depend on the concept of causallty.-lt may very well be

that the unnoticed synchronous causalty of functionalism is the
common substratum that brings structuralism and functionalism
together, Structuralists do not séem to be aware that the moment
they are talking about 'law', they are talking about cause.

The reductions we have to carry out in functionalist analysis
are just as drastic as those of other theorétical operations.
If there is any saving grace to functional reduction, it is the
fact that such simplification is explicit and inherent to this
method, as long as a functionalist perspective 1s net inserted
to larger systems!®. In other words, if our estimation is
proper that the most characteristic functional analysis is the
one carried ocut e¢n two variables, then the result cbtained does
not preclude the study of further factors. Functionmalist
reduction makes reductive exclusions per case, it does not
thereby exclude other cases except by ideology, habit and
fashion. When defined in this manner it is not able to
undertake the study of what are called larger systems.

Structuralism ghould be even less committed to reductioms. The
disregard or elimination of certain signifide or signifiants is
seemingly arrived at threough logical operations. It is of
course not definite whether perception or social relations
should be studied through logical operations. But, here again,
a reduction which is carried out does not exclude other
structural amalyses of the same framework. A study of the
"totality” of the framework, however, will necessarily imvolve
arbitrary reductions, as far as the present structuralist
method goesll.

In two respects structuralist methodology is less prone to
reductions than other methods. It allows permutations in a way
no other scientific method does. Equally, it allows the study
of meaning and significance in living, in open choices and in
the perception of space. Such a study is excluded by nearly
the totality of the battery of science we possess today.

Before going on to the study of this meaning and significance
we must call attention to the slippery inmer structure of
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would give us semblance of law (and
thereby perbaps additicpally satisfy s
as substitute for our apcienk churches
and kings), Socivlogical las—finding
should not address itself aoy more to
bull-dozing concrete instances than to
maintenance goals, Equally, mathematics
does not necessarily desecve being
treated as a po-choices-availaoble, Final-
truth field,

12. A tier is to be found in footnote 46
in rhe first part of this article
{Journai of the Faculty of Architecture,
METU, Mo.2, Vol.3, Fall 1977, p.233).
The list which may be compiled only From
Viet's and Pigget’s books will prove to
be longer.

13. A3 an aurthor in quesat of invariance,
Lévi-Strauss’s ideas exhibit great
variance. One would wiah that his
thaoretical atructure had developed more
synchronously.

LEvi-Strauss the methodologist runs as
fasc as an ostrich from one position te
another, is reputed to bury his head
deep inte strata. Even this last awkward
position does not keep him from lateral
extensions in panache, while his
conceprions of truth and order certainky
deserve ta he weighed againat an
ocatrich fearher, in good Egyptian

stead

14, We aspume that thia cheracterizarion
of pogitivism is generally agreed upon.

15. Wiat especially
16. Viet and Sebag especially

17. Awong these strains, certain
unexpacted affinities mey be obeerved,
guch as those between Hegel and
Lévi-Strause, as cbeerved by E. Leach,
and in Birikim p.67,
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structuralism.

The structuralist method strives to delineate the most
inflexible set of rules to study the inflections it takes as
its object. In Saussure the outcome promises simple axiomatlce
bases elaborated from severaldualities. In Lévi-Strauss there
is an attempt at precise delineation through details and ad
hee observations.

As structuralism transgresses linguistics its revised methods
create controversy., Structuralism is then liable to react in
two opposite ways. One is to Iind more rigid feormal answers.
The other is to consider almost everyone structuralist, this
time forgoing the initial comstraints®? . Among the people, who
strive to establish a central creed, in addition to the
original fermulations of linguists, Piaget moves hesitatingly
towards diachrony, searches for a mathematical base, approaches
cybernetlcs, and still calls all this structuralism. Lévi-
Strauss maintains that there camnot he diachronical

structures and also maintains that there are diachronical
structur9513

These and other authors hedge either with linguistic exegesis,
or with the scientifigue-ness of structuralism. When the
positivist preference of structurallsm to equate the object
with the knowledge of the object!” does not lead to any
explicit formulation, arguments such as "isomorphic' and

even “transcendent” are used to save the situation®®, and
there crops up a faintly Hegelian use of terms ® . Consequently
eritics of the method, and sometimes fellow structurallsts,

also tend to see 1nnumerable strains in structuralism'’

In evaluating structuralist elaborations and positioms in
several fields, it is best not to take the responsibility of
designating who 1s a structuralist and whe is not. Consequently,
our discussion of the treatment of space will not include
precise labels except when rhe occasion demands.

On the other hand if any person is a struecturalist, as far as
general agreement goes, that person is Claude L&vi-Strauss.
Furthermore, no ether thinker would be as closely involved with
all of the subjects which we felt this part of the article
should be reduced to: space and its contents, structuralism
and functionalism, structuralism and Marxism (it is best to use
the term Marxism for the last comparisom because the issue
seems to be larger than dialectical materialism, or perhaps we
should say less precise). Under the circumstances the paucity
of our references to and from Lé&vi-Strauss may appear striking.
The reason: Lévi-Strauss's obgervations constitute a run—around.
One can "prove" any similarity or dissimilarity depending upon
the observation or the formalisation chosen.

It is clear that the structuralism in both parts of the article
is the one associated with linguistics, semiology, de

Saussure, Lévi-Strauss. Piaget has certain differences from
this stream. The Moscow, Prague and glossematics scheols of
linguistics are precusors and relatives. Even within this
definiticn, the number of authors who may be classified either
as structuralists or anti-structuralists is staggering (Noam
Chomsky is first to come to mind).

The adherents of this type of structuralism like to include
innumerable people in the movement, or at least in its
company either in terms of viewpoint or of methodology. Viet
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perhaps brakes records in this respect. Eco does the same more
cautiously, Piaget equally in the name of a more diachronical
structuralism, Lé&vi-Strauss's list may be shorter. Others who
have sympathies with structuralism, like Paz or de Fusco, or
seem to be more like observers, like Broekman, also discover
rich affiliations. In return, especially when we limit
ourselves to social sciences, this type of structuralism is
hardly acknowledged by other schools., The pecple whom
structuralism wishes te espouse tend to ignore it. This is
more remarkable when it comes to structural-functionalists, as
of the last part of 1960's and the first few years of 1970's

when the main positions seem to have been taken.
18. Amcng the most pointless such

:;;‘:2;‘;:;‘:1;“2: :in“::];‘;h“:‘f*a?ﬁ:"‘“’ In evaluating all of these, we should especially stay away

Demerath and Peterson, from explicit or implicit attempts at "synthesis"®®, in which
even the classification undertakings produce a total ambiguiry
of terms and a complete circularity of characterisations and
attriputions. There is nothing serious in trying to mediate
between approaches which have to prove and substantiate
themselves separately to start with.

In the folleowing and other applications of the structuralist
methods, it is very doubtful whether the structuralists remain
within their stated methodology. Conversely, the results of
these applications could equally be obtained without the use
of a structuralist approach. If non-scientific fields, such as
literature and "the arts" come forward with clearly more
significant accounts of social or spatizl matters than do the
so-called and positivistic "sciences" of society, we can expect
structuralist methods to be adapted in order to secure
respectable formalism for these non~scientific fields. Here
again, the efforts of structuralism are not in this direction,
because structuralists concentrate on scientific respectability
for themselves. They could have been judged signally
unsuccessful in this quest, in case there were any respectable
social science elsewhere.

The treatment of space and its contents by structuralism is
characterised often by gravitation into the concerns of various
fields of art. This is caused partially by the semiological
orientation, but partially not. In the latter instance my
feeling is that structuralists have not yet thought much about
subjects which may be considered to be spatially defined. In
either instance a very rich world full of sipnificance is
promised, in contrast to the strictness of the initial
methodological premiges. This situation, however, does not
necessarily justify the structuralist claim that such richly
significant worlds may be obtained with invariances and
several transformations: Instead, they are obtained by going
beyond the structuralist framework. Im this type of work
structuralism tends to reiterate findings of the arts, while
in gases vhere it slides back into formalism it tends to
duplicate the findings of functional, causal or statistical
methods, and therefore cannot exceed the limited frameworks

of these,

On the other hand, especially in the social science subjects,
this world is a clean world. It is as clean as in the other
gocial sciende schools. It is still a world of equilibrium
and elegance. The world described by scientists and learned
men is not the world they live in. As far as the majority of
the authors are concerned the structured semiological world
does not coptain intrigue, nor nimble footwork, academic
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19. From P, Parin in Jencks {p.176).
The Dogon people live on and near the
Bandiagara escarpment, West afriea,
Their sctelements and way of Life are
also treated in a number of publicarions
on vernacular architecture, especially
those of P. Bliver.
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back=biting nor petty bourgeois ladders. Authors go on
discussing things very seriously.

This is a world of precepts and not percepts. Religion and myth,
instead of being explored and exposed, are codified in a

manner such &s to justify the logic of existing imposed
ideclogical structures.

I.
CONCERNING SPACE

The historical migration of the Dogon people is transposed into
their myths, and the contents of these myths are sharply
ingrained in the consciousness of these people. These are alive
in their minds even though the time and the area of emigration
cannot be pinpointed!?.

The offspring of the god in these myths are, as might be
expected, twe in number. The male is a restless seeker (and
thief), it has brought menstrual blood and incest into this
world, represents night, infertility, a.d other things similar.
Everything that loves is compared to this male seeking its

lost female twin. There are further offspring in the myth, but
with these the traumatism is clearly diminished. This set-up is
most similar to those in another arid land {the south-west of
the U.5.A.). In our part of the world in our day we may equally
be titillated or gripped by various elements of the myth,

-such as the boring characterisation of the male as the
restless seeker, the idiotic imputation of infertility, or the
gickly conception of love. We may even compel ourselves to get
the elements up in a similar structure.

The horribly silly parable concerning the antecedent
generation, that is the founding parents, is ome which is
encountered even meore universally: the male god and the

female earth. It seems that the business of social science is
to assign respectability not omly to the study of such
phencmena but even more to the phencmena themselves. This
tendeney of social science constantly results in a trespass
from recording the information and of laying bare the still
"primitive'" attitudes of mankind, into a type of respect for
the like of "exotic" sccieties as above. This "scientific”
respect should work as the compensation for the subjugation of
these same societles and the prevalent condescension towards
them,

The form of social science, and the balance between the
treatment it accords to various types of societies is
influenced more by this factor than any other. The best we have i
achieved collectively over the world is the preference for :
insiders' knowledge over and above the stranger's (the present
anthropologist). There may still be too few adheremts to such a
principle, but the principle itself is so much part of the
compensatory respect that we will tend to minimize the
likelihood of having just as unfortunate analyses developed
from within a particular non-eupopean society as from without.

The beliefs of various societies interest us with respect to
“"space'" and its contents im two ways. First, the semiology of
space sits into the framework of these more general beliefs.
Second, if parts of these beliefs are sharply ingrained in
the conscicusness of individuals in a given society, their
give and take with space tends to be more significant and
absorbing than in our own communities.
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20. P. PARIN in C. JENCKS, Heaning in
Architecture, Barrie and Rockliff, 1969,
Lendon p.178.

21. A, van BYCH io JENCKS, p.183.

22. A. van EYCK is JENCKS, p.209.

23, The divergence from mainstream
secial science is the readiness Lo study
the meaning of daily life, The
convergence with it is the trvatment of
the humap being 2nd his society os quice
tespectable,

24. A. van EYCK in JENCKS, p.183.

25. For the treatment of symbols or
signs see, gmong countless publications,
-Moreis, Een, C. CRERRY, On Human
Communication (MIT Press and J, Wiley,
1957, New York), W. BUCKLEY, Modern
Systems Research for che Behaviorsl
Scientist, Aldine, 1968, Chicage, p.178.
Broadbent in Jencks points out that the
sign is arbiteary and the symbel is not
(p.53). Barthes in Architecture
d'Asjourd'hul rvewarks thar symbolisme
does not refer to a correspondence
between the signifier and che signified,
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"The material and spivritual phemomena of Dogon life correspond
to each other so well that it is almost impossible to describe
them with outr words that tend to divide and classify."?® Such a
statement could be used as a starting point, in order to avoid
the imposition of logical operations and abstract algebra upen
an observed world of meaningsj then again, that this
Ycorrespondence” should be used for the purpose of showing the
inadequacy of divisions and classifications is likely to bring
us back to the familiar context of isomorphisms, positivism
and functional analysis. The argument in this form is equally
unable to establish difference from the characteristie work

of the anthropologist L&vi-Strause who, in spite of the
warnings of communicaticns science and semiolegy in general,
prefers to have such correspondences forced into one-to-~ome
form.

nawareness of Meaning, Libertines and Authoritarians

"Design Only Grace ..; Disturb Order Gracefully; Out-match
Need".?' City life being suggestive in more ways than one,
"absolutes and quantitative antonyms (false polarities)" are
deflated and rendered meaningless if we know that orders may
be disturbed, and disturbed gracefully, and that assigning
single interpretations to events is not necessarily a
prerequisite of science.

"With the Dogon what is essentiglly similar becomes
emotionally differentiated from person to person. With us what
ig superficially dissimilar tends to become emotionally
stereotyped from person to person’.? The avoidance of striet
correspondences in the above statement, and the recourse to the
so~called "subjective" are in antithesis to the social science
of our time. There is a shift towards meaning and semiology,
but the attitude will not necessarily develop into a
structuralist position.

The importance of the meaning or significance attached to the
elements in the 'environment' and to their "interrelatedness'’
ig acknowledged, and not shunted aside. The “web of emotional
place-affinity" makes it possible to say "my house is my
village, my village is my house". Approaches and statements of
this nature carry some dangers with them, obviocusly. The main
danger is sentimentality. Another danger associated with such
approaches is the possible attempt to show the human being as
well-intentioned and respectable, this last aspect bringing
the diverging attitude back to convergence with mainstream
social science® . The more significant aspect of the divergence
is that it provides still another example of polyvalence, and
that it rejects a functional analysis both on that count and
through the minimisation of utilitarian explanation.

It does not escape notice, however, that the tendencies we have
called divergent not only risk sentimentality, but almost
always exhibit a reversion to = mystical type of fundamental
"unity"”, and attach meanings to symbols®, not to signs. The
difference between symbol and sign is well explored in the
litarature on communication and semiology®®.

Thus semiological approaches suggest the danger of
conservatism through symbels, while structuralist approaches
are conservative for their idealism through rationalism.
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25. Por a particular applicarion to
sefflements and spece, see M. ARDALAM and
L. BAKHTIAR, The Sanse uf Undty,
Universzity of Chicape Press, 1973,
Chicega and Londa).

27. A, van EYCK in JENCKS, pp.173-174,

26. Far an exposition of what happens
when we attempt planning by way of the
purification from conceptions and
perceptions, see Baird's article in
Jeneks.

24, Sea Baird's forceful criticism in
Jencks (p.85, and the rest of the
article).

30. This ecascade of adjectives perhaps
approximaces the language of such pecple.
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That "'one thing can alsc be all things” suggests polyvalence to
us, while for van Eyck the emphasis is on the "essential unity
within themselves". It is possible that such interpretations
are imposed on the DogOﬂ.feople, and the "unity" theme is
essentially an Asian one®.

T - M
" The same author? warns us to beware of freezing meanings

through arbitrary influence or by ready-made definition, in
which case we would "not only blunt the acquired awareness"
but alsc lame the formative potential which would be guided by
this awareness. Here we can discern that awareness is also an
"objective" datum of this world, and may choose to dwell not
on {built) static form nor on the functions of it but on the
perpetuation of meaning mot strictly defined.

"Defining dormant meaning through form rather than allowing it
to slumber in form is giving the lie to art, molesting the
meaning — its repose and continuity. The meaning is gutted and
awareness checked".

According to van Eyck what we perceive is guided by what we
conceive, but percepticn and conception tend to warp mutually
if either is grafted too inflexibly on to the other.

These chservations not only provide caution for the handling
of meaning and semiclogy, but point to the possibility that

when we arrange cur space we may spend mere effort and take a
greater number of decisions on account of our received values

than on that of our utilitarian needs. If this is the case, any

functional or formal analysis will perform only the shameful
role of ideological cover-up., We could then think of planniag
our space in a way purified from our conceptions and
perceptiens, strictiy along utilitarian lines, but there is no
such purification, and there should be no such pretension.28

There are those who approach the semiology of space through
Saussurre's langue/parcle, and the structuralist
paradigm/syutagm (also in the form wetaphor/metonymy)
distinctions. This is not van Eyck's nor quite Baird's way.

When the elements or planning of space are functionally
analyzed, we may discern mot only this disregard towards the
action of economic '"forces" through symbols and values and the
equally willful neglect of the authoritaxrian, structural,
traditional power play over such symbols and values, but a
denial of the more sensible findings of communication science
and semiology. Thus, an architect is able to maintain that the
simplicity and directness of his structure make it possible
for us to "know exactly what is going on' in it® . Granted
that the type of skyscraper in question here almost always
expresses itself clearly as a corporate-file-stack, the fewer
the informative elements the more ambiguous the message will
be. The architect takes the liberty of reversing the findings
of disciplines which architecture professes to study.

If we keep in mind the way in which the waves of renovating
architects, with their nearly revolutionary affectations, have
tended to swallow all kinds para-sociological or utilitarian
pill formulae over the last several decades, before casting
them away on short notice for more of the same, and alra keep
in mind the supposedly objective, utilitarian and growth-—
developmental sociological functional®® approaches of petty
bourgeois technocrats {whose attitudes cannot even be

-elassified as merkily marxist), we may conclude that any
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3L,

Architecture, Barvie and Roekliff, 1949,

G. BaAlpp In G. JENCES, seaning in

London, p.95.

32,

Baird in Jencks, p.79.
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semiological approach will clear away much smog. Clarity and
clarification in this manner may be the business of Baird and
many other thinkers, but these dom't seem to be the central
concern of structuralist semioclogy.

Baird actually deces refer to the langue/parcle pair, but he
prefers to analyze in terms of a somewhat similar pair of
concepts which we will prefer to name positive/arbitrary here,
The terms of the pair are expressed differently on different
occasions, and they were first posited by Perrault. The
"positive" is also the rational and represents nature for
Pascal. The arbitrary may be involved with prepossession and
prejudice, represents custom for Pascal, and may be considered
similar to Saussure's ''parole”.

The positive and rational hare are equal to the invariant of
the structuralists, approximate Perrault's vraysemblable,
recall and echo the famous and simplistic architect
anonymously mentioned above. The positivists in the case of
semiology of space as in many other if not all of their
endeavours aim at getting-to—the-bottem—-of-it (architecture}.
According to Baird “this quest wes shown to be pointless before
the eighteenth century was over'. Hume pointed out that the
sceptical rationalism thesemen had to apply on the apparent
reality would not leave a single "indubitable" around, an
indubitable they were clearly reaching for. Hume propcsed that
concepts such as beauty were not qualities of things, they were
products of the mind and were produced variocusly in diverse
minds.

"With that celebrated remark, Hume both out-flanked and
superceded the advocates of arbitrary beauty"™ , this time the
rival school. In joining this conclusion, we understand that
the superceded approach of the "arbitrary" school is the
assignment of meaning to forms themselves even if this time
variety is accepted, rhere being no attempt either to get to
the bottom of form or meaning.

The lesson we like to take from Balrd is that while both the
rationalist approach and the "arbitrary" one base themselves
semiologically, neithe can treat the world of meanings, the
"bottom'" .search of the rationalist ending in a "game of
nihilist oneupmanshir” and the unqualified commitment to the
'arbitrary’ always eading in "utter silence”.

We prefer to add a complication on the rationalist side. Being
comnitted to functionalist exegesis as well, the rationalise is
often able to say he does not work in the world of meanings.
Even though the arbitrar-ist is free to take the same stand,

as leng as he assigns relativism to correspondences, he is not
able nor disposed to say the same thing.

"Frivolous commitment to the 'arbitvary'tends to dissolve the

commmicativeness of the product. Communicativeness exhibits
severe decrease om the other hand through the reductions,
invariances and petrifications of the "positive-ist" school,
When we focus on the reductionist tendencies of this approach
(get-to-the=bottom-of=-it) we shall expect to see bare
expression and possibly a functionalist evasion from any
expression. At first sight there does not seem to be an
attempt of total control, and a minimal problem of meaning.
Quite te the contrary this school is more than likely to
attempt 'toral design'*® . The semiological self-assurance is
manifested by an zssumption of "absclute perceptual
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33, Baird in Jancks, p.85.
Gasagthunstwerk, either within Richard
Wagner's context or without, would refer
ee the bringing together of various art
forms and disciplines in a aingle wark,
be it opera or building. An equal
footing would ofcen be assumed for the
different diseiplines, and their hermony
would be implirir. In archifpecture this
may connote total contrel of design.

34, Baird in Jencks, p.97. Dorfles, and
Broadbent (both in Jencks), deflate as we
would desite the high-rising prestige of
certain approaches imported from
linguiatic structuralism, such as
morphemes, double=articulation {equally
questioned by Eco), determinisgtic
analysie of meaning, minimisation of the
role of language as a barvier to
understanding, and so forth. Gn the other
hand their criticism is more likely than
not to rest on Functlonalist
conoideraciona, Therefore their dislike
of the wmistreatments of meaning may not
be baged om an orientation towards
grearer rigour in an enlarged field of
semiology.

35. The comments by Panofaky and Arvendt
are worth quoting & second time in chis
context. The comment by Pancfsiy also
serves Lo reinforce che parallels
eetablished by Baird between the
"positive" achool and its antitheses, the
"arbitrary" and Gesamtkunstwerk
approaches. Panofsky's statement is dated
1955,

36. C. JEHCKS in &, JENCKS, Meaning In
Architecture, Barrie and Rockliff, 1989,
Londen, p.l15.

37~ Basad on the model by Ogden and
Bicharde.

where the third vertex would be Symbol (form, word, signifier),

3

transparency” in the work. The Gesamtkunstwerk philosophy is
not concerned with reducticn to barebones, to the contrary,

it is interested in increasing the elements of expression and
control, being thus another school opposite rationalism. Baird
concludes that these two come together on the assumption of
absolute perceptual transparency .

Baird is one of many thinkers who propose that semiological
theory considers "wvirtually all current versions of
functionalism as inadequate" to explain or generate any social
phenomenen® . He accepts, however, not having encountered
semiology's full-scale refutation of functionalism, then adding
that semiology does imply the kind of eritique he quotes from
Hannah Arendt: 'The perplexity of utilitariapism is that it
gets caught in the unending chain of means and ends without
ever arriving at some principle which could justify the
category of means and ends, that is of utility itself’.

Baird and this writer agree with Erwin Panofsky's diagnosis of
the basic situation®:'.... two opposite camps whose common
aversion to the ideas of responsibility and tolerance has
recently aligned them in a common front. Entrenched in one of
these camps ...the determinists .,., the autheritarians. In the
other ... intellecrual or political libertinism".

Baird may not fully be committed to the structuralist position.
Ag we shall refer to more committed positions, it may be well
to remind the structuralists that if they are searching for
deep structures the deepest that they may be able to find some
day may be concerned with responsibility and homesty. Such
structures they should be able to treat not only in their
material for study, but they should search for them in the
stxucturalist literature as well.

Responsgibility and honesty as concepts are not harder but
easier to define precisely than pseudo-scientific notions like
truth . One reason for this clarity and ease iz that both
responsibility and homesty can be defined on their own level
and in their own terms, while scientific truth as is usually.
defined can be established only through correspondences which
are arbitrarily set more often than not. Concerns of this
nature may well reach inte even physical sciences under certain
circumstances. They certainly constitute the deep structure of
the circularities and unexpected convergences laid bare by
Baird, Arendt and Panofsky.

A Semiological Triangle and Invariances in Cognition

Jencks affirms that semiology has been concerned, throughout
its history, with the relations between Referent (percept,
denotatum, thing) and Thought (content, concept, signified)® .,
He prefers to develop this relationship into a triangle®

The new vertex apparently has been brought in to answer the
problem created that a word {(the new vertex) has no direct
relation to a thing (Referent), except in rare cases. As weall
know, the usual cultural norm is the illusion that therxe is
such a direct relation. In order to counterbalance this
illusion the concept Symbol/signifier was brought in. This is
interesting, because the usage of "symbol" itself should

refer to situations where a thing is identified with a2 word,
or rather "the'" word. A structuralist dilemma with respect Lo
semiology. |
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35, Ip Saussurean termd.

39.  Jencks lu Jencke, p.9.
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In the scheme of Jencks it is the thought(: content} which is
the signified® , and not the thing(Referent).

The three vertices seem to hold equal weight for Jencks, and
none necessarily determines any other. This last attitude is
becoming to those who wish to open new ways of inquiry, but,
as we have pointed out often emough, is not consistently
adhered to by structuralism.

In the history of thought the three vertices were not given
equal weight. According to Jencks, for behaviocurists 'reality’
determines both thought and language, for "Whorfiams'

language determines the other two, and for the Renaissance
Platonists thought is determinant. The author believes that for
an over—all interpretation to be correct, multiple relations
will have to be considered, and that {(im our language here)
conventions should not be mistaken as functions. These

remarks equally constitute the contributions of semiology and
structuralism, at least potentially, to wider "scientific"
methodology.

The potential contribution is ecut short however, as is

usually the case, The goals stated by Jencks and summarized
above by no means require an atomism, but the author next goes
on to base a methodology on linguistic-structuralist premisges
of a certain type. He looks for "basic units". In analogy with
phonemes and worphemes, he expects that 'formemes, funcemes
and techemes' will be '"the fundamental units of architectural
meaning', ¥First, atomistic building blocks are often refuted
by the structuralists. Second, the author's funcemes and
techemes are not part of structuralist thinking, but of
functionalism in general and certain schools of sociology in
particular. Third, these basic units are not necessarily
compatible with the author's insistemce on the comparative
absence of determination, and on multiple relations, these
last being not necessarily among or between some simple basic
units.

The statement on basic units not only reflects atomism, but
the aziomatic method as well, even if inadmittedly. In the
honoured method of rationalism and apriorism, we lay down the
law first, then hope it will "work", and then if it doesn't
the easiest way out for us is to adjust events and creatures ,
vhich or who are nothing but instences, to the exigencies of
law. Jencks however has greater expectations from an axiomatic
ethos in his application of structuralist terminology to
architecture®® . Instead of examining, first, whether there is
any comparability, and second, inquiring into the matter to
obtain the initial insights, the author states that in
architecture form would be the signifier, and the content,
whatever that may be, the signified. Certainly the more
elaborated analyses of architecture have not adopted this line
which, at the very start, cuts off the treatment of multiple
meanings.

In further dissections of the triamgle, Thought's relationship
with thing may be contrasted with Thought's (again) relations
with Symbol/signifier/form/language {the "new”" vertex). In the
second instance "stimuli from the environment", apparently in
contrast to the things "in the enviromment", constitute meaning,
the primary stimulus being language. Here our perceptions are
determined by our concepts, these being not an intrinsic paxt
of nervous systems, but created slowly through cultural
processes. This instance is called the extrinsic explanation of
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40. Ome of the clearer statements in
this tespect is T.S. Eliot's "ohjective
correlative™ {(even if in this case it is
oot necessarily "thinge" thst are
involved): a situation ot seriep of
oveurzgnces which render objective an
smotion, and thus make £ possible to
eifeit a (previovely) desived emotional
résponge in an individual by way of the
artificer {our language for exsmple). TYe
spuperiority of the Eliot statemsnt is
twofold. One, and perhaps surprisingly
for that author, it does nor necessarily
aysume & metaphysical fsomerphism, Two,
it ahtws the manipulared or "baser™
nature in smwotions of even thiz kind.

Por ug, the point creates two concerns.
One, 4 quest for weanings cuteide such
s frsmework. Two, resignation to the
pesaibility that music, for instance,
way have meaning mostly within such a
frawmevork.

61. Jencks in Jemcks, p.17.

42, Jencks in Jencks, p.17: R on
man's intrineic narare, Preud on aatural
drives, Jumg om archetypes, Le
orbugier's purism, Paycholinguiete's
univerpal language forms, Arnheim on
nervoug isemorphism, - all aecording to
Jencks.

43. Jencks in Jeocks, p.18.

&b, We do not know of any further
spplications of thig approach to space or
architecture, Therefore this preseatstion
itself will have to stop together with
the bagic formalimacion.
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meaning by Jencks. We notice that the slow creation will be
difficult to treat with structuralist synchronous analysis.

In contrast, intrinsic theories posit a direct connection
between "ourselves” (Thought) and "the universe" (Referent),
this being the first instance above. Such an approach may often
be obliged to posit an isomorphism between, for instance, the
nervous system and the forms of things*® . "Thus a jagged line
intrinsically means activity, wherecas a flat line means
inactivity or repese"* . The consideration of a circle in
terms of harmony or repose, instead of being considered as the
height of obtuseness, would pass as one of the deeper wisdoms
of mankind. We find the search on the part of the "intrinsic"
tradition for universals and absolutes parallel to most of the
structuralist positions. This theory "No longer is it squelched
that it sprouts another head"™ .

Jencks's exposition is ¢lear enough. On the other hand, his
preferences for either of the above two approaches are far from
being evident enough to locate them within structuralism in
general. Once more, what seems to be structuralist theoretical
apparatus is entirely out of touch with observations on the
level of details, Jencks seems to £ind both explanations
anachronistic, and when he observes that they are cut of touch
with reality he only wishes to point to a state of things he
wants everyone to appreciate: in our time all things are in
flux* . There is no reason to be overjoyed with this flux, and
the diagnosis of flux is no answer to the problems he raises.
His formalisation stops at that peint. There was ne need for
formalisations to come to that particular point™ .

The "intrinsic" explapation easily assumes isomorphisms and is
useless in a circular way. In the "extrinsie" explanation once
they have developed in their slow way the concepts may seem
determinant apd immovable, It is possible to see this
determined immovability as productive. of biases, and as &
situation to be transcended, therefore to be weighed critically.
On the other hand the extrinsic theories perhaps are not
critical and considexr the situation as given., They do not have
to consider as given, however, preformed isomecrphic nexvous or
other systems.

There seem to be nervous "structures" acting as translation
networks, and thereby imposing their own characteristics on
the perception or the conceptions. These structures however,

do not have to be isomorphic with the Referent werld, nmor do
they need to be preformed. It is easy to accept that they have
been even slower in formation than the concepts. The persistence
of adamant schools (in psychology hera), and therefore

(pth§ps unezpectedly for gome pecple), the conseguent stunting
pesition-taking which makes impossible to subsume all
observations or subtleties, still oblige us to consider these
matters speculatively. If this situation in the empirical
sciences is caused by the oppressive subjectivities inclining
towards greater formalisation, abstract or formal methodologies
like structuralism and semicology have no way of improving.

The perceptive or cognitive apparatus may have been slow in
forming. If semiology, structural or not, is obliged to
consider this apparatus pre-set for practical purposes, and
wishes to arrive at "truth" whatever that is, our job seems
to be to deduct (or weigh) its effect from {or om) the total
ensemble of cognition, rather than to deduce the whole world
from it, ‘e
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45, By Charles Jancks and others.

46. For insgtance “the 8:45 train from
Geneva" may ba called concrete even
though it is likely to ba a different
train cach day in material eerms.

R.S, WELLS in M. LANE, Introductfon ta
Structuralism, Basic Booke, 1970, Rew
York, p.116.

47, The forereclags rules do not seem
relevant to axchitecture or wpace, even
though they bring much clarification to
language signs.

48. B, BILLIER, A. LEAMAN, P. STANSALL,
M. BEDFORD, Space Syntax, Environment and

Flapning B, 197, Vgl.3, atarting on p.147.
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"Syntax"

Many of the dualities of Saussure’s structuralism may be applied
fruitfully to che "semiology of space" or to the "contents" of
space. There is no necessity, however, to shrink a multitude of
meaning-modalities to the exigencles of these dualities.

The langue/parole distonction is useful in analyzing general
and personal "styles" in architecture, and it has been proposed
as such®® ., We would force it, on the other hand, if we tried
to elicit any further meanings from it.

Paradigmatic substitutions would constitute a subtle

instrument in the contextual analysis of the elements of space,
but if there are any rules in space, or in the organisation of
it, these are not likely to be of the semiological kind, nor
should they constitute a structurally closed system. While the
functional or causal rules proposed in location theories or in
urban and human ecology are exaggerated and ideological, there
are likely te be more rules cbservable in functional dissection
than in structural, and these in open system.

If syntagm is considered te be structured, it is a willful
gross misrepresentation to search for meaning in space along
syntagmatic lines.

The signifidés (signified) in Saussure are mot defined
positively by their contents, but negatively by their relatioms
ta the other terms of the system. Such a scheme is awkward to
apply to the elements of space. We already see in Jencks the
results of trying to keep to Saussurean definitions while not
being able to follow the consequential lines.

The preblem of content can be transferred from the framework of
signification to the duality substance and form. In Saussure
form-classes are abstract while the forms belonging to them
are concrete™ . At first this looks quite appropriate for
architectural or spatial analysis. The danger is that
rule-oriented analysts will tend to the treetment of .
form—classes while handling forms. Furthermore, the day-to-day
meaningful experiences of space and the paradigmatic subtieties
involved in them weuld be flattened by form—-class rulaes, which
themselves would be more appropriate for histories of art, and
which further would not either preoduce non-trivial soclological
knowledge™’ .

While the semiology of space suffers from the tenets of
structural linguisties, it goes out of the window when strictly
linguigtic concepts are applied, such as syntax. As far as
semiology goes, there should certainly be linguistic or
conceptual elements in our perception of space. But this is not
the semiology of space, it is only a complementary instyument,
On the other hand, with or without meaning attached to spatial
elements, 1f syntax is taken as the totality of formative

rules to be obeyed it-should be impossible tc attribute

syntax te space. Alternatively, aggregated forms obtained
through reductions could not be properly analyzed under syntax,
which under the eircumstances would not constitute a rule for
the elements of the aggregation.

If the validity of a syntactical treatment of space is
guesticnable it may be hammered and nailed into our reason"®.
This apparently requires a long series of asseverations. The
summary here will necessarily be shorter.
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&9, B, RILLIER and A. LEAMAN, The
Man-Environment Paradigm sud ite
Paradoxes, AD, 8/1972.

Hillier, Leawan, Stansall and Bedford
refer the nattern produced by a syntax
defined on their minimum setup to a
“sufficient pericd” {1976, p.163}. There
is no explicit reason for this reversal
from the atructuralist position on time.
and from the negative conmctations om
time and causality to be found in the
senior suthors's treatment of the
Man-Environment paradigm (1373), This
position may have been ewtablished
&gain in the senior authors®s rrearment
of srructure, system and rransformarion
{1972-1973 pp.49, 72), where it is
syatem theory, apparently fn contrasr rtoe
atructurfalism) and "inrernal structure”,
which assigns space to a aynchronoua
treatment. A mixture of references to
artificial aystems (cities in space for
instance)}, to Fiaget remporality wicheut
some of the Piaget processea and to the
usual "assumptions™ {always inserted in
cur time inte theoretical astructvres
which ocherwise are held very rigid) does
noet clarify the matter.

The characterisatricn of syntax as A rims
order (not even necessarily a corollary
of genera*ive linguistics) and the
agsortarion of syochronous analysis in
sociology with "description’ (apparencly
another idfe five from linguistics) and
of diachromoua approach with scciological
'theory’ seem to be more fabricacions on
the spot rather than careful
evaluationsa: they may even be condemned
roundly as misrepresentations.

It may be fruitful ic compare the
varying and fuzzy strucruralise
positions on time eo Rescher, for
insrance, on discontinuous rime
naramerrs in Discrere Stare (physical)
Syetema{N. RESCHER, The Stochastic
Revoletign and the Nature of Scientific
Explanaticn, Synthese, 14, 1962, p.204).
In another text on “explamation” the
"emotion—charged debate over the
significance of the genetic appreoach in
gecgraphy” and the conflicts of
structurzlism with tize may stand out
after & careful readipg (Harvey, 19569,
PP.410-431),

In H. von FOERSTER, From Stimulus to
Sywbol: The Eeonomy of Biological .
Compurarion, Medern Systems Research for
the Behavioral Scientist, ed. W. Buckley,
Chicago, Aldine, 1968, p.l171, the
suggeation is made that environmental
constrainte generate structure, and that’
these comstraints may be computed from
"the apparent structure of the
enviromment". Structure in space '‘was"
determined by law (in respect of)
attachment of new neighbour elemeots
only at particular pointe; structure in
time "was" determined by law "in the
transition process that permitted omly a
particular event to be neighbor to an
existing one". (This quotation here
should not however suggest a glosa over
the inoumerable deootations assigned to
the tarm "structure” by various authors,
ot better aeill, the universally
equivocal use of it. Wearly all muthors
prafer to hide cur present isvabilicy to
treat what we call time processes, or
dynamic processes, behind a fagade of
assurance or. aven sell-assurance].

5§, B, HILLIER and A. LEAMAN, Structure,
System, Transformation, Trans, Bartlett
Sog.,9: 3677 (1972-1973).

51. In Space Syntax, p.150,
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First we learn that spatial organization should be conszidered

a member of a family of 'morphic languages' (at metatheoretical
level). Why metatheoretical? What does this mean here? This
statement looks to be more at a hypotheoretical level.Why a
language? It does not even treat matters of meaning. Why should
we assign structure to gpatial form without prior survey?

Second, we face abruptly the statement that morphic languages
are unlike natural and mathematical languages both. Why should
a matter of cobservaticn be presented as an axiomatic premise?
Third, that such languages borrow properties from the other
two. Apparently 'worphic languages' will have to borrow
properties because the authors said so, It will be impossible
to number the steps from this point on.

We face then the empirical-looking assertion that "In generzl,
morphic languages are used to constitute rather that represent
the social through their syntax (that is the systematic
producticn of pattern)"”. We consider this rotatiom towards
generative grammar as one away from structuralism. It is not
clear what the structuralist authors think about this matter
themselves. After all there are many who consider genetic
approaches as part of structuralism., However, the problem of
space syntax obliges the authors to depart from other principles
of structuralism as exposed by themselves"?, especially with
respect to the treatment of time and space.

After a page and a half of eulogy on the scientific
contributions of mathematics, and ancther page and a half on
the shoving aside of the same mathematics, we are treated to
morphic languages. This preference contradicts somewhat the
emphases of the same authors in still another article® .

In order to obtain a morphic language we are told first to get
& parsimonious set of elementary objects, relations and
operations. In a combinatorial system the above reducdtive
recommendation "is argued to be (the) reduction (of morphology)
to its principles of knowability™. After we go through this
canticle, we learn that syntax is the most important property
of 2 morphic language. In effect we are told that the syntax is
the only thing knowable about the "output”™ of the language® .
By this time the authors must feel that we are in the

straigt jacket and will be never able to get out of it.

The syntax is said to "permit the morphology te exhibit
regularity im its similarities and differences". As science and
bureaucracy both advance now it will be necessary to obtain
permission even for exhibiting regularity. Such rationalist-
idealist statements make it very clear that any regularity is
the property of the language. Why then is there. any need to
apply it to empirical matters? The language could all by itself
exhibit regularity, and be proud of it too.

Then we need a "minimum setup", which is "a morphic language
without its syntax ... {the) language (thus) operating
randomly". Thus we discover that the parsimonious set of
elements is not after all the elementary struecture. Is it the
minimum setup then? Perhaps not. At this point syntax is out,
randomisation is in.

Then we learn that more exactly the minimum setup consists of a
space, a carrietr space for the morphic lanmguage. In order to
reintegrate counter-structuralist elements inte structuralism
the above is even called carrier space-time. In it the morphic
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language can generate patterns. This generation is not
accomplished by anything like human beings, matter or animals,
instead language doss it.

The minimum setup also consists of a minimal rule of operation
(random intervals here), a minimal objeet, and minimal relations
(only belonging to the carrier space). We are still randomised
here because each event, that is the placement of cne object
(very significant occurrence this), is independent of every
other event.

Now that we have asserted the independence of events it will be
very abstract and scientific to make them strictly dependent.
The authors do that forthwith. Syntax will do this. It will
form rule structures to restrict the randomness of the minimum
setup. At this point randomness is nearly out, and syntax is
back in.

We are told that a merphic lanpuage has advantages. It is said
that when a probabilistic appreach is linked with a2

structural one in modeling, order and pattern would seam to he
improbable (syntax instead does this when introduced to the
winimum setup) This improbable advantage . iz called the first
one, and it looks very stirring, exotie and esoteric both. The
third of the advantages of a mnrphlc language iz for some
reason associated to the concession that "randomisation" plays
a part in real world space patterns. o :

The authors point out that in contrast to "natural" languages,
mathematical languages have very small lexicons and very large
syntaxes. They concede that such languages are "virtually
useless for representing the world as it appears"

Then we are given the credo that our morphic language is a
: selective combination of both natural and mathematical
82, 1In Space Synrax, p.1%2. languages® . We assume that the authors understand and believe
-in what they say, but if this is the case, they do so through
not abiding by their previous definition of natural language.

At the point where we are ready to leave morphic language

within its own structure, we discover that it will have
something to do with the real world. Qur space syntax has now
resulted in the quite familiar forms of squares, streets, and
courts. There was no need for a symtax to arrive at such
‘results at all, In compensation well-dressed words and concepts
are added, like permeability and boundedness. After going
through the meta-abstract world of the syntax we find that
permeability or boundedness may refer only to such .a lowly thing
as a wall. We think we should be able to perform more operations
with the concept "wall" itself.

We also think that the summary over the last sixteen paragraphs
is one of an approach which may be counted among one of the
aspects of structuralism in the treatment of space.

After the establishment of several types of settlement pattern,
the authors of M"space syntax" search for "pattern similarities
or relationship between spatial and social syntax"® . This

53, In Space Syncax, pp.l79-184. search actually has little to do with the previously elaborated
formalisms.

There is a "releasing" introduction to the relations of space
and society: "space is not a reflection of society, .. as often
as not offering an alternative basis for encounters, other than
those dictated by the soclal structure". But -in the same breath
the formalising assumption is made that space is a set of
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54. In Space Syntax, p.183.

55, R, BARTHES, Sémiclogie_et Urbanisme,
Architecture d'Aujouvrd'hui, Janvier 1971,
Eco's book (1968) is concerned througheut
with visual signg. Words such as il senso,
comunicazioni visive, architteturs,
codice cinematografice are faatured on the
cover. His main interest, however, is in
the Eormal eodiffcarion of sign sysfems
and the limiration of the breadch of

each variery, rarher than the
interpretarion of given spatial rextures.
Eco spanda move effarr, in our knowledge,
than anyone else, to "locare” iszsues and
ta asaign correspondences between guch
fagues and the various aign systema.

Guite similar to Barthes in both reapects,
the stricter formal approach of Eco savaes
nim from certain traps other writers may
eaxily £fall into, bot also results in
hersh delimitarions. Barthes on the
other hand is much more concerned with
the world as apprehended in derail, so
thar rhe contraac between the harshness
af his formal elaboration and bis
unleashed empirical evaluacion of the
wisual and culrural world is something

te behold.

Eco goeg into a clagsification of visual
codes and domains (1963: pp, 107-108,
402, etc.), recognizes (p.li2) Chrisciam
Metz'a obdervarion that the (self-)
expression of a landzcape or face, or an
estheric atarement, de¢ not impress
through a cede{"le *seas’ se digage
naturaeliement de 1'ensemble du signifiaat,
gans recovrs 3 un code™f, There are
{p.191 2nd elsewhere) references kg a
contest of mutual imposition between
reality or architecture and semiclagy,
and the uswal structuralist gravitation
to functional explications reappear,
this time clearer cut and with specific
reference to architecture, Eco accords a
nod to Ia prossemica and Birdwhistell
(p.395).

Barches and Eco are also comparable in
their insiscence on the significance of
abaences of elemente in structures or the
non-presence (4G} or self-immolation (AG)
of atructures themselves. If we leave
aside certain other comnctations and
evecations which the espression ™absent
structure" mey call forch, Barthes (in
Lane, p.154}% pute it this way: the
eliminarion of meaning from historical
digeourse in the name of sbjecciviry
always produces new meaning, and rhis
confirms char che abaence of an alement
is @3 significant as ita presence. Eco
concentrates the discusaion of this
matter on Lacan, and on the "liquidation
of structuralisn" approaches of Derrida
apd Poucralt,

56, Barthes refers to the maps of
Apaxisander, or to the mental cartography
of Hergdotus, In thise he fiods a
veritabla dizcourse, & language, - with
their symmetrics, oppositions between
places, their syntaxes and paradigus.
Thege strucenral or linguistic appects
seem to point to greater significance far
Barthes.
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strategies in relation to social form. In this scheme, streets
do not necessarily reflect the social structure, but can be the
means by which social patterns are forgotten. This may or may
not be seen as the counter-functional aspect of the above search
for pattern similarities.

What at first looks nom=-functional is another important aspect
of the search: social patterns may be inversely related to
their corresponding spatial models for given syntactic types
of settlements, and directly related for other types. These
relations however, are not structural but functional.
Furthermore the settlement types may very well not be called
syntactical.

Space syntax and social control are brought together in the
authors' “general propositions"™ . These involve syntactic
levels, the "distriburedness™ of space syntax, prevalence of
social control, escape from it, social differentiation versus
togetherness in space. All these classifications are correlated
in a matrix.

The functional correlations im the matrix are more significant
than the conventiomal functicnalist analyses. The courageous
propositions need to be surveyed in terms of their universality.
Furthermore subtler modalities may have to replace attempts at -
law-making. The compensations between spatial pattern and

social "structure'" may have functionalist conmotations but

could point to non-functional events as well., The correlations
are clearly functionalist attempts.

The formulation of the compensations did not actually require
the formalisation of morphic language as attempted at the
beginning of the article.

Metaphors and Signifiexr Chaing

The concern of Roland Barthes™ is that, while human space always
has been significant, scientific geography and especially
modern cartography could be considered as a kind of censure

on or an obliteration of signification as imposed by
objectivity ("this objectivitg&which is only one of many forms
of imagination'" = tramsl. AG)™.

Passing from geographical space on to urban, a utilitarian
analygis of urban locations based on employment and functions
is of recent origin.. In prior times, for instance in the Greek
classical period, the conception of a city was "exclusively"
oriented in terms of significations. These significations
provide occasion for Barthes to posit either explicit or
implicit structural formalisme. The concept of Isonomia
developed in Athens during the 6th Century is thought by
Barthes to have a veritably structural character because of
the privileged situation of the town centre, especially since
the relations all citizens had with the centre were symmetrical
and reversible in character. Here we have the usual
structuralist force of habit of first talking about
significance, and then to point to symmetries and
reversibilities (AG: group theory, etc) as if the two stages
of approach were necessarily connected,

We have to-go through a few more structuralist ceremonies.
Barthes, while finding Kevin Lynch's study of 1isibilits
(legibility) in the urban landscape ambiguous in its
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57. That there is a contradiccien
batween significstion and functional
analysis is admitted later, in general
and in particular for Rome.

58. Barthes, however, ig not consistent
on this point.

59, J. PIACET, Structuralism, Basic
Books, 1970, Wew York, pp.l02-104.

60. J. BROERMAN, Struktuzralismus, Alber,
1971, Proiburg/Minchen, p.145.

Prench aurhers, especially Viet, are
likely ro prefer ambiguous attitudes with
respect Lo systom and structure.There io
virtuslly no suthor vho discinguishes
clearly between function and structure
from the begimnning of his analysis to
its end. The confusion cootinues in
Piaget with "structure-elaboration” and
& tendency towards cybernetics. Marz or
Engels are alse oiten portrayed.as
ingistent on structure—elaboration.

In Buckley, " & spstem, as a continuous,

- voundary-maintaining, varioualy related
agrembly of parts, is not to be confused
with ehe structure or organization its

© ity components mag take on at any time”
{p.5). On the other hand, eccording to
Fortas by way of Wadal, "social structure
r+» must be ‘visualized' as "a sum of
procasses in time' .. (Buckley 1967,
p.21).

In the chbaerver's attitude of Broekman,
in the systems preferencs of Buckley, and
in the structures preference of Billier
and Leamsn srructure and system may he
sat against each ocher, hur asz far as the
toeality of lirerarure goes chis may be

a thankless task,t :

61. The treatment of functionalism in
Buckiley (1967} ia set against a
background of mutual interactionism,
pethaps becauvse of the similavieics of
the two approaches. A quotation from
Hario Bunge {(p.74}, even though it was
not intended aa such, will serve to
expose the hopelesaly intertwined
threads of methadology.

The sfforts to reduce causation Lo
regular asesciation or te the “external
juxtapesition of concowitant events" seem
to be exclugively asgigned ta
"traditional" ewpiziciem, "The Eullowsers
of Hume", it is paid, attempted to
substitute functional interdependence for
Ycausal dependence™. Among them, it is
said, Hach proposed the "mathematrical
concept of function” as & precies
gelentifie tool “for reflecting
interdependence.

Buckley has ous of the longest
discussions of functionalism, but often
only in ap implicit way, Buckley's
tendency to neglect the variety in
functionslism is a major drawback, In
ovrder to estimate the extent of this
variety we have to go to authsvs such
as Martindale, Willer, Isajiw, Massanat
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semantics, and his conception of the city more "gestaltist"
than structural, searches for alliances in the functidnalist
camp and attempts to emphasize qualitative aspects of
quantification. He notices that in the quantitative estimations
and the questionnzires on metivations there peaks the purely
qualitative theme of symbolisation.

It would seem to us that functionalist research cannot pass by
symhols, but it certainly is not committed to a study of
symbols. On the other hand, while many adherents of
structuralism including Barthes start out by oppusing
signification to functional analyses, structuralist theses
sooner or later abandon the opposition to functionalism which
was at the.outset accepted as methodologically unable to deal
with significances®

The technique of simulation, criticized by Barthes for its
narrowness and empiricism, is found by Barthes to be a
structural (or at least "prestructural™) concept because it
involves models., Simulation regularly involves functional
relations however.

A return to the structuralist pesition is accomplished through
an evaluation of elements in the urbantissue, If the tissue is
thought to be formed by elements of equal value such a
position could be called functionalist. A structuralist
pesition, we assume, would distinguish between strong elements
and neuter ("marked" and "non-marked" in linguistics). In a
city, inhabited as it is by man, there is a "fundamental®
rhythm of signification by the "opposition, alternation and
juxtaposition" of marked and non-marked elements, Barthes draws
the following exaggerated conclusion from an emphasis on
marked elements: we live the signification in complete
opposition to objective data.

Our own position does not necessitate a defense of structuralist
principles, especially since many of these involve axiom-like
formalisms. It does however necessitate a criticism of
functional approaches, If in the example given functionalism
seems to be concerned with employment instead of significations
in the eity of Rome, we should expect this approach to take
employment more sexiously than mesnings. In such a case
digciplines dealing with meanings seem to be relegated to a
position of frivelity. This is the main effect of utilitarian
functional studies.

Functionalism i3 not mainly concerned with securing employment
however. The goals are to make science, to make value—free
science, to establish equilibrium positions, and to study the
maintenance of given societies. Thereby the communal problem
of employment turns into 2 study of "urban geography', among
others. Such studies do not provide employment either in the
city or in the village, as long as the desire to provide does
not exist.

Barthes's expectations from the semiological study of the city
differ from other writers. Instead of leaning on metaphor he
finds that "the real scientific leap" will be secured when we
are able to talk the language of the city without metaphor.53
He describeg the signified as having extreme imprecision; they
can become the signifiers of other things at a given moment.
This comparatively unfettered treatment of the sign within
structuralism results in an emphasis on erotism, which might
mean propensity for enjoyment in our approach, but points to
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and Madron, Ashton, M.H.Matx and Hillix,
Mumford, &t al. Tu Demerath and Peterson
{1967) the sceasion to point to the
variety is not well uped, instead
vnfounded generalitiea sbound. In

W. Wallace {1963} there are inrerescing
persyeceives, even when the task is wery -
difficult since the subjerr is sociology.

Buckley's sexlect iy wost pignificant in
twe respecti: the one—to—one
correspondences in small scale
functionalism and the state-meintaining
rongervatism In large mcale {sociological)
funcrionalism, - Lf we ghould permit
ourselves such shore deseriptions. The
cririque with respect to this conservarism
is mueh oo well known by now, and
certainly deserves to be tranmcended, in
cage there is - 2ed to dimcuss
Eunctionalisw in the furure. Cercain
types of emall scale functicnalism have
«Efinities with Mach, There is no reason
to thiok that the ootion of causality has
been abandoned in either extreme of
functional Lem,

62. Hac Iver (quoted in Buckley - 1967,
pp-74-75) argues that a fupctional
equation, “admirable device” in che
equilibrimm condition of a closed system,
"has ac relevance to a system that cannot
be understood in terms of isolable
facrors or cempoments'. First, there may
be wore admirahle devices for closed
aystems. Second, the fact that
functionalism was pareially srrengrhened
and universally diffuged in rhe several
decades after this sratement was made,
while not showing a difference from
MacTver in terms of palirical idecleogy,
exhinics the domwination and chatinacy of
4 worldview, this being perhaps more
imporcant in wethodolegy char political
ideclogies im & narrower sense. In
Buckley, this matter is again presented
under M"mutual interactioniem’.

There is rveference in Buckley (1967,
p.13) to a divergence wichin a camp wich
functionaliat attitudes: a achool with
the comperitive struggle theme, the
other deelling on close cooperation of
parcs with g relatively Fixed structure.
The awbivalence of such concepts and
attictodes has not yet been superseded.
In the sbove instance the secend school
may very well point to the study of
*eooperation”, but equally, and of
course more probably, to maintenance of
competitive atruggle by way of comsensus,
Cn the pther hand, in diatinction from
Buckley, wany other authors atudy
non—consensus (conflict) sitvations in
non-functicnal terms.

$3. It iz eagily agread that
structuralists do not emphasize the
obzervable wspects of "ebjects™, nor
even of rvelutions. One might think thar
in this respect at least they would
cleprly distinguish themselves Erom
functionalists. On the orher hand,
Machlup {in Erupp, p.63 fat.) warns of
"rhe hypotherical nerure of the
functional relationa between the
variables", in the senae, for example,
that there are "no 'obasrvable' supply
or demand functions”(rhe article is on
economi ng) .

In the same book XK. Lencaster reminds ug
that the "level of direct awareneas in
economics T& At fhe ludivioug)r \micre-)
rLevel, while the aggregates {marro-
vaninbles) arc avsctracciona™ ... while
the "reverse {s typically rrue of
phyaica™ ... [p.201}. Lancaster's -
cbuervations relate to rhese two fields
which use clearly functionalist
methadologies. In structuralism the
abarraetion problsm exisce at both the
aggragate and the individual lewel,

.any such principle, does not fulfill
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socialité and encounter for Barthes. Erotism brings Barthes
back to metaphor.

Unlike a great many other structuralists Barthes insists on the
personal character of the decipherment of meaning in urban
space! if would then be more important ts increase the number
of readings of the city by various individuals than the number
of functional surveys.

II. -
With Respect to Functionalism

"Now, however convinced onemay he of the permanence of structures
themselves, the rules generated by them can nevertheless change
their function, as is shown by changes of value" .,.... (value
seems .. to point ., to .. function).... "thus, the duality

and re-established interdependence of value and norm seem to
testify to the necessitg of distinguishing and comnecting
structure and function"® . In referring to certain sociological
theories, Piaget ties functiomalism to structuralism, in which
many of the starting positions were established in antagonism to
functionalist views.

Piaget mentions the necessity of "connecting" after referring
to that of "distinguishing”. On many occasions not even the
distinction is made. In linguistics, both the russian formalism
and czech structuralism do not establish clear differentiation
among the concepts functiom, structure and systemsn. Discussions
with respect to the Marxzist position equally fail to elarify the
matter further. Many of the attempts at differentiation are
not to be found in the discussions within the structuralist
camp, but in the confrontation with information thecry and
cybernetics. Again, in Plager, that is more a compromise than a
confrontation.

Let us suppese that what may distinguish structurelism is the
principle 'the world can be read in various ways’.
Functionalism, when we emphasize its reliance on one—to-one
correspondences and on two variables, can also read the world in
various ways® . Here, the variety is obtained through the
possibility of dividing the world inte partial systems, nearly
as one wishes

The principle can now be stated in stricter form: 'the same
event can be read in various ways'. Structuralism, if it has

the promise and often
attempts a single reading. Seemingly a habit coming from very
old traditions, a2 reality or "truth" is thought to be discovered
by many authors if it is treated as a single immutable, the
attempt at elucidation through multiple considerations being
abandoned.

As we move from very small or partial systems on to the larger,
functionalism becomes & belief in adaptive mechanisms and

an ideology of adaptatipnez- As is the case for each highly
fuiwalised hypothetical system® , adaptation analyses have no
vay of including historical change or mutation.

Are we tc be comforted that structuralism is not basea on
adaptation? In case we believe in preformed immmutable
structures (Plaget clearly does not) the treatment of change

is even more obscure than in the case of functionalism. In case
we assign less comstancy to structures (as Piaget dees) we make
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64,

65

In Leach {1970} p.43.

In Leach (1970} p.b6.

In Lagch (1971) pp.11,13,
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recourse to functions. In this second case the distinguishing
characteristies of structuralism become untensble in social
gciences and in the treatment of space, and in general. As long
as structurslism neglects its own principles of paradigm,
permutation and polyvalence it does mot seem to constitute a
separate and non-trivial method.

In the cases where the 'same function can be fulfilied by
different structures, and where a structure can change
functions, the situation caunot be analysed by a compromise
between the two as Piaget prefers, but only by more
pelarisation between the two concepts, as long as we prefer
to use them.

Either struecturalist, and sociological-anthropological, or
semiological analyses may often re-assert the need for this
same polarisation, however. A semiological, and perhaps
structuralist, approach to the world seems teo be necessary,
because "when an individual acts as an individual, operating
upon the .world cutside himself - e.g. if he uses a spade ro
dig a hole in the ground (AG: let us suppose that this is
amenable to functionalist treatment) — he is not concerned with
symbolisation, but the moment some other individual comes onto
the scene every action, however trivial, serves to communicate
information ..."®

It is not clear to us how much structuralist economics may
differ from furnctionalist, but if we thinok as Tinbergen does,
that structural analysis here should emphasize properties not
directly observable, the assertion may point to either of two
ideological choices: One, because economics is clearly a
"science" addressed to hiding "realities” and becaugse either
the "causal" or "structural" properties usually cannot be
derived from direct perception, an emphasis on properties not
directly observable would lead to more significant findings.
Two, we may simply wish to make mwore abstract more formalist
"geience”, which may very well serve to hide even more
"realities",

The cohfusion of these two attitudes, which are polar
opposites for us, is to be found through most of the
structurally-oriented literature.

In functional analysis variables bhave continuously changing
values., Furthermore, in the heterogenous and unclearly defined
world of functionalism these variables which serve as the
conceptual basic units are often expressed quantitatively.

The basic units isolated in the empirical world by structuralist
analysis have either constant or non-quantitative values. This
would at first suggest that the functional is a study of
continuities, and the structural a study of the discrete.
Unfortunately, so to say, even this distinctionm is mnot borne
out in the implementation of either approach.

In order to establish functionazl interconnections in a given
sogiety Malinowski had to isolate a number of discrete
empirical 'trhings'® (people, institutioms, customs, so on).

This is however tec be seen in the functicnalism of larger
systems, while in the partial gystem and in the study of
variebles there may only be a '"qualitative" discreteness in

the concepts, - which are subsequently connected gquantitatively.

As far as structuralism goes, Leach believes that generalisation
calls for a treatment of dara exactly apposite te functiomal
interconnection® . "If we are to generalize, a small cluster of
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67. In Maclver (Buckley 1957, p.77)
social structure is created, the
standards, customs snd culiural patterns
do not “"foresse and then design these
larger patterna”, and they do not create
them by directed and concerfed acticn,
The patterns emerge from the conjuncture
(our emphasiz) of diverse activities
directed to lesus comprehensive end more
jmmediare ends”.

In contrast, when social structurs ig
proposed as "a complex adaptive
organization that may remain viable by
readjusring o external condirions and
to ity normal inrernal conflicrs and
deviations" (Buckley 1967, p.106), we
come to totally formless definitions of
gtructure, But then systemists as well
g3 atructuralfats tend to accept as
"srruerare" even the collections wichout
a flicker of ic.

68. 0. PAZ, claude Lévi-Strauss, an
Introduction, Cornell University Press,
1970, ILthaca/London, p.ild.

69. Disregarding Althusser, et al.

70. In Paz, pp.lR4-120,

It is possible to comtrast structuraliam
or Marxism with other approeaches withour
necassarily equating the two. Bastide
{pp.155-156) accepting the use of the
tern 'process' as opposed to 'structure',

prafers to set "process™ against "praxis™.

The uye of process "to describe change
vhenomena” ip hete tled to a "causal or
determinist perspective™ (AG: thiz is not
clearly deen by many authors). Om the
other hand praxis belongs to "a finalist
perapective”™, When social scientists
reify praxis by reducing it to » process,
they delwmanise ic,

Hayvey {1973, p,287} ootes that it was
Marx who Eirszt saw the way to resolve
"the innumecably dualisms that beset
western thought''t the study or the
eréarlon of human practice, Piaget's
method is similar to Marx's ip the
opinion of Havvey. Fiaget on the same
poine finds "convergence (,) net .,
influence®,

1. A. SIMONINI, Storia del Movimantl
geretici nella culturs Italiara, Saoeoni,
1968, Firenze, pp.347-349,
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interconnected facts must be treated as an isolate expressing
a particular principle of social mechanism™. In saying these,
Leach finds the functiomalists tco empirical. It becomss clear
once more that many structuralists do not lean towards a
treatment of discontinuity and discreteness and that their
main choice in life is one of abstract over empirical. In the
method of structuralists the empirical does not rate a give
and take with the abstrdct concept world, it only serves as
raw material. This abstract world is often presented as given
a priori, and the structure is not paradipgmatic or
canjunctural®’,

I1I.

Concerning Marx and Structuralism

Paz judges Lévi-Strauss a materialist and a determinist.®® It
may be that Paz thinks when we see soclety as a communicatioms
systam, private property would seem to us as an obstacle to
communication. However that may be, Jakobson's remarkc on the
lack of private property in language where "everything is
socialized" is quoted. Do such artitudes establish a parallel
or at least a faint resemblance between the structuralist
mainstream and Marxism?®®

It is difficult to see why Paz, along with Lévi-Strauss,
considers it a marxist attitude to see social institutions and
ideag as products of an upderlying unconscious structure. One
of the ways in which Lévi-Strauss attempts to establish hie
clogeness to Marxism is the use of the geclogical simile.

A landscape is complex, puzzling, -in disorder. Its meaning is
hidden, It is a most particular coming together in one placé of
distinct space-times. Tt is a condensed history of the earth,
and a nexus of relationships. Most important, it is formed of
strata which cover other iuvisible strata. This geolegical
intuition, Lévi-Strauss admits, helped him to compare Marxism
and psychcanalysis as the geologies of society and the psyche,
and more importamt, taught him to explain the visible by the
hidden. That author does not seem to extend this principle to
either the uncovering or the explanation, even if these are
entirely different, of the events and thoughts hidden
purposefully or ideologically,

Even in Paz's sympathetic view L&vi-Strauss the anthropologist
does not quite qualify as a marxien disciple. This
anthropologist cannot be said to consider "culture as a simple
reflection of material relationships'". There are important
differences between the anthropologist and Marx with respect

to the notion of praxis, and to the position of anmalytical
reasen’ . Structuralism may be set against romantic historicism
and its connetations, but this does not put it cleser to
Marxism. Structuralism takes a society of classes as given and
"natural", where the better individuals would obtain the social
positions they deserved. The position of seructuralism with
respect to the "human condition"” is much toe neuter and much
too uniform. Bourgeois thought takes with structuralism “its
great holiday/absence from history"” .

The attempted conciliations between Marxism and structuralism
are legion. Since they are so different from cach other the
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72. Piaget p.125.

73, 1In his long=winded and diffuge book,
Sebag finds that Marxist anal¥ses use a
atructural language in cases where they
treat their material in historieal
fashion, “or imversely" (p.105).

In his own structural language Sebag
concludes that critique which is inapired
by Marxist "schamaa” Focuses principally
on the signlfied {p.149).

A Eor the marzian use of the terma
infraastructure and auperstrueture, he
finds that a distinction betwaen the

twe is nmot directly supplied in realiatic
termp. Men in their action synthesize

"s pluraliey of plans” which may be
dissociated by an operation that includes
s "margin of arbitrariness” (p.194).

74. M. GODELIBR in M. LANE, Inrroduction
to Struecuralism, Basic Books, 1970,
Wew York.

75, As pointed out before, especially
Sebag.

. Lévi-Serauas (1972/1961), gqubred
and anelyzed by H. Gaboriaw in Lane,
p.163, ’

¥7. To be found in de Fuscor the
Rosie)lp critique, etr,

78. Elaberated in Simonini.

3. See de Fusco, p.219. Alsg
throughout the methodological work of
Lévi-Strauss.

BO. In d- Fusaco, p.211.

“dttempts

I}
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show themselves clearly for what they are: forced
compromises rather tham analyses. This conciliation must be
a necessary outcome of the intellectual climate of Framce and
ITtaly more than anything else.

Althusser and Godelier attempt to subject marzian works to
structural analysis despite their historicism. Piaget £inds
Marx halfway between what he calls global and analytic
structuralism’ : Marx distinguishes 'real' infrastructures
from ideological superstructures, and the former's terms
bring us clese to observable relations.”

The Godelier thesis™ starts out with the remark that Marx's
dialectics are not Hegelian, This is a rather unfortunate
observation to start with if Codelier's intention is to
conciliate Marxism and structuralism: many philoscphical
structuralists use a Hegelian language” , while many critics
find Lévi-Strauss Hegelian. Godelier concludes that Marx
proves himself primarily a structuralist rather than a
historicist by putting the discussion of value it the beginning
of Das Kapital. According to Godelier an analysis of history
and origins is made only after such a start, and the treatment
of "value" itself is structural,

"Structural dialectic is neot inconsistent with histerical
determinism; it calls on it and gives it a new implement"’ .
do not know what structural dialectic is, Furthermore the
author of this sentence has not included historical succession
and cumulation in his analyses.

We

Tn Italy many authors try to conciliate structuralism with
either historicism” or with Marxism itself”™ .

Structuralism may not adhere closely to discrete analyses, but
its emphasis on discontinuities in anthropological study is
sufficient to establish its divergence from the diachronical
forms in dielectics and historical materialism”™ .

The basic formulations of structuralism point to
indetermination. In anthors ranging from Sauvssure to
Lévi-Strauss and Piaget there may be an almost immediate
reversion to deterministic methods, but the variety of
structures (economic, institutional, communicative) treated

by structuralists is methodologically an improper framework for
deterministic approaches. Rosiello indicates that the relation
of this gtate of affairs to a possibly deterministic
suprastructure in society remains problematic® .

YAPTSALCILIK 11

GZET

Structuralisme (vapisalcilik) diger bilim véntemlerinin aksak
veya kisitli yBnlerine kargy gikartabilecegi tutumlari aslinda
tam olarak benimsemiyor. Daha da gok toplum bilimlerinde
"yapisaleq1" yOotem sikigtaralmaig veya kati uygulamalarla
sonuglaniyor. Katilik structuraliste'ler tarafindan da
gbriildiginde, bu diigliniirler yontem sinilrlarin: yumugatiyorlar.
Boyle bir iglem "Yapisalei1" yBntemin tanimini gSkertiyor.
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"Yapasalec1lik" ele aldifi konular: séwiologie'ye sinirlamakla,
ve bunu yaptiginda sémiologie’ dilbilimi iginde tutmakla toplum
ve gevrefuzam konularing olan geniglemesinde Snemli vanlis
adimlar atmaktadir. Bu gergeveden ¢ikigia da ancak functionalism
{iglevecilik) y&niine olacaksa, ikisi de belirli tamimlanmamig bu
yintenlerin igige girmesi "yapisalci" yaklasimlarin katkisin
biisbiitiin azaltmaktadar.

"Yapisalc1” diigiiniirler de, diger yaklasmmlarin ¢ogunlugunda
oldufu gibi, bilim iddias: tagiyan alt-yBntemlerini toplumlar:
degigmezlikleri {izerinde yofunlagtirmaktadir. $imdiye kadar
biriken "bilimin" neredeyse tiimiinde g8ziiken gekilde, bilim
adamlarinmin ydntem yapilarinda herseyden &nce kendi yagamlarinin
karigik iligkileri gdziikmez. Bu temizlenmig yaz: diinyasz,

iginde yagadifimiz tozlu ve g¢liriikli sandik odasinin oldugu gibi
kalmasi y@ntinde en bilyilk gabalardan bir tanesidir.

Gevre ve uzama functionalist yaklagimlara bilylik gliphe ile
bakmamiz -gerekiyor, clinkii bunlar toplumun gegim yasalari ile
ugragir gibi gbeziikiirken, bir tearaftan insan yagami ile ilpgili
diger ¢Bziimlemeleri havai ve "hafif" gibi g8stermekte, diger
taraftan ig ve liretim yaratmaya katki yapacak yerde
degistirilmeei gereken iiretim ve iligki y¥ntemlerini vasa
olarak basg kiseye oturtmaktadir,.

Insan ve toplum yagamlnda anlamlarin bilim sinirlar: diginda
tutulmasy "maddeci' bir gdriiglin geregi degildir. Bdyle bir
iteleme ancak belirli tarihl gartlara kavugmug bir ticaret
diinyasinin yarattifl functionalism’den ve buna akraballgl
olan rationalism gegidinden gelir. "Yapisalcilifin"
girtinlirdeki ilk giici yagamanin Bnemini ve anlamlari bilim
gergevesi iginde sokmakradir. Buna rafmen yagamaya ve
anlamlara dnem verenler, van Eyck ve Baird ve &ayisiz birgok
kigi, "yapisalci" ySntemi tim veya parga olarak
benimgememektedir,

"Yapisale1r” ybntemi gesitli derecelerde benimseyenlar arasinda
Jencks semiclogy’sinde ikili yerineligli bir iligki kullanmaktadir
{gey'ler, diigiince, im: gerbest geviri AG). Jencks insan yapisi
gevreyi dilbilimindeki gibi en ufak anlam birimlerine
indirgemeye caligmakla "“yapisalcilifin" atomism'e kargi olmasi
gereken tutumpma ters diigmektedir, b8yle ufak birimler olup
olmayacagil bir tarafa. Jencks'in intrinsic adlandirdigi
kuramlar insan kavram ve sinir yapisi ile evren arasinda
"ayvelden verilmig" benzérlik gbriirler.

Extrinsic kuramlarda ise kavramlarimiz sinir yapimiz tarafindan
bir defalik olarsk verilmig degildir, toplumun tarihi boyunca
vavagca bicimlenirler. Bu ikinci durumda bile kavramlarimiz
birgok diigliniire belirienen defil, belirliyici ve degigmez
olarak gdzilkmektedir. Jencks tanimladipi dnemli ikiliyi
¢Bemedifi gibi, gbziimlemelerde insan algilamasini “aradan
gikartmayi"” gdzetmedigi ig¢in insan algisit gene "dig" diinyanin
belirleyicisi gibi kalmaktadir. Sémiologie bdyle bir kigeye
itelenmemeli,

Hillier ve Leaman ile arkadaglari uzem igin bir syntax kurama
denemesi yapmaktadirlar. Bu yaklaglmln iginde syntagma
varsayimlary gizlidir,

Bu kurama ¢ok yer vermek gerefini duymakla beraber higbir
gsekilde ciddiye alamadik. Insan yapisi gevreyl syntagma (syntax)
kurallarinin belirleyecegi cok giiphelidir. Bunun farkinda
olmasi gereken yazarlar "yapisalerliZin" paradigma ve
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gok-degerlilik giti ydnlerine dBneceklerine kurallarini
randomisation (rastgele'likte her bir birimin se¢ilme veya
igerilme olasiliklarini rastgelmeye birakmayan y&ntemler:AG)
ile ¢egitleme yoluna gitmigler.

Yazarlarin alan ve duvar gibi bilinen geyleri soyutlama
yollarin: ¢dziimlemeler ic¢in tamami ile yararsiz bulduk. Bupunla
bersber, yazarlarin bagka diigliniirler tarafindan geligtirilmig
bir yaklagim: kuramlari igine sokmak isteyigleri gegerli
functionalist katiliklarin dtesindedir: insan yapasi gevre
toplum baskilarinin sonucu veya izdiiglimii olabilecegi gibi,
tersine bunlardan kagig yollari agarak baskinin gdzden
kagirilmasinda istenileni saglayabilir,

Barthes anlamlarin Snemi listiinde en agik segik duran bir
diigliniirditr, Bununla beraber, van Eyck ve Baird ve Broadbent ve
bagkalarindan ¢ok daha fazla structuralisme’in formalism'lerine
bagli cldugundan Ffunctionalism ve metaphor'lar iistiinde
adamakally kararsizdar.

Functionalism’in "yapisaleilik" temelleri ile kiyaslanmasi:’
sayis1z gegitleri olan igleveilik bir ucunda evreni en ufak
kavram birimlerine b&lerek bunlarin iistiinde nicelik iglemleri
yapar, Bu durumda evreni gegitli gekilde okuyabilmesi
kavramlarin secimine bagli kalir. Ayrica bu okuyuglar bir araya
getirilecek yéntemle yapilmamaktadir. Diger ugta igleveilik bir
toplum biitiiniiniin defigmeden veva yikilmadan igler kalmasinda
alt pargalarin gérevini aragtirmaktadir, Bu durumda gegitli
okuyuglar, yintemin geredi olarek yapilamaz.

"apisaleilik” igleveilige orvanla, fistelik tek bir olguda bile,
evrenin gegitli okunuglarini verebilirdi, - "cani isteseydi”.
Ayrica b8yle bir yaklagim birgok fransiz diigiintiriiniin arzular
gibi ghziktiifli dialektik’e benzerligi saglama yBniinde Bnemli
bir adam olurdu.

Functionalism'in kesintisiz degigkenler ve dengell uyumlar
diinyasina kargin, structuralisme ilk bakista kesintili olgular:i
inceleyebilecek bir y&ntem gibi géziikiir. Kesintisizlikler ve
uyumlar bir idénlogie diinyasidir ve biitiin olgulari kendi
tanimlarina uydurmak {izere bicim degigikliginden gegirirler
(transformation), Buna kargilik kesintili ¢&ziimlemede
kesintisiz defigkenler de igerilebilir ve evrenin denpgesiz
degismeleri denge kaliplarina sokulmaz. "Yapisalecalik™ bu
yontemlerini kullanmamaktadir.

Ayrica "yapisalcilik” olgulari, g¢dzimleme ve kavramlarla gidig
geligte inceleyecegine, bir idea'lar diinyasinin ham maddesi
gibi kullanmaktadir.

Marx'ci yaklagimla "vapisalcilik" arasinda benzerlikler
bulunabilir, Bununlz beraber benzerlikleri her halde
‘Lévi-Strauss, Godelier, Paz, Viet, Harvey ve diferlerinin
aradigi cizgiler diginda yoklamak gerekirdi. Althusser
yonlenmeleri ise fazla zorlanmig ve heniiz tazedir. Sorun bir
Fransa ve ltalya sorunu gibi géztlkmektedir, ltalyan yazarlarinda
konu daha iyi tartilmig gibi gdriniir . Bu durumda iyi
bildigim Birikim dergisi tartigmalarini ne metinde ne de
tiirkge bzetinde ele almamayir dogru buldum, ve sayfa kisitlamasi
punun ancak ikincil bir y8nii. Uglincii fakat en Gnemli nokta
structuralisme'in Marx'ci yaklagima #1patip uyup uymadigi
yolundaki aragtirmalarin kisirlifi, sagirtmaca yaratma ve ¢ift
yonli yobazliklara ydnlenme sakincalaridir,
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