Syracuse University

SURFACE at Syracuse University

School of Architecture - All Scholarship School of Architecture

6-1971

Architecture as Responsibility

William G. Reckmeyer

Follow this and additional works at: https://surface.syr.edu/arc

Cf Part of the Architecture Commons, and the Art and Design Commons

Recommended Citation
William Reckmeyer, "Architecture as Responsibility" in Essays Presented to D. Kenneth Sargent, ed. Paul
Malo (Syracuse NY, School of Architecture, 1971), 47-48.

This Book Chapter is brought to you for free and open access by the School of Architecture at SURFACE at
Syracuse University. It has been accepted for inclusion in School of Architecture - All Scholarship by an authorized
administrator of SURFACE at Syracuse University. For more information, please contact surface@syr.edu.


https://surface.syr.edu/
https://surface.syr.edu/arc
https://surface.syr.edu/architecture
https://surface.syr.edu/arc?utm_source=surface.syr.edu%2Farc%2F109&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/773?utm_source=surface.syr.edu%2Farc%2F109&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1049?utm_source=surface.syr.edu%2Farc%2F109&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:surface@syr.edu

ESSAYS PRESENTED TO
D. KENNETH SARGENT

THE SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE
SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY SYRACUSE, NEW YORK

JUNE 1971



ARCHITECTURE AS RESPONSIBILITY

WILLIAM G. RECKMEYER

William Reckmeyer teaches Advanced Design at the graduate level. He came
to Syracuse after appointments at two other universities and he is registered
for practice in several states. He has been awarded several degrees (B.S. in
Engineering, B.Arch., M.Arch., and Ph.D. in Comparative Arts), together with
other honors, including service as chairman of the Design Curriculum at the
School of Architecture, Ohio University. On coming to Syracuse he was
elected the first chairman of the Faculty-Student Board and since has con-
tinued in that office.

Architecture has been consistently associated with art. The connection is
stated in many ways: ““Architecture is the most available and public of the
arts”’ 1; . .. architecture is partly an art, involved with feelings . . .” #; “Archi-
tecture is a social art.””?

Perhaps the connection between art and architecture is related to the fact
that architecture is composed of shaped space which can affect the observer
in more ways than any other art form. “Architecture is the most comprehensive
of all visual arts and has a right to claim superiority over the others.” *

Perhaps the connection between art and architecture is related to the fact
that architecture has a greater potential of influencing people than any other
art medium because people are consistently and involuntarily exposed to it.
In every other art except architecture people may elect to be exposed to that
art or not. People decide to go to the art gallery, a play, a concert, and so
forth. However, people cannot escape architecture and the effects of its durabil-
ity and its character: restrained or ostentatious, authentic or meretricious,
meaningful or irrelevant. Therefore architecture has a superior social respon-
sibility when compared to the other arts.

Perhaps the connection of art and architecture is related to the fact that
both art and architecture have subject matter, content, form, and technique.
Every architectural project has a title, that is, a subject matter, which usually
is concerned with people. Content has to do with values and meanings im-
plicit in the subject matter. Form, of course, is the physical shape of art and
architecture. “FORM is formulation—the turning of content into a material
entity, rendering a content accessible to others, giving it permanence. . . .”"®
Finally, technique is the means of creating forms.® To the painter, technique
may mean paint, brush, and canvas. To the architect, technique means the
necessary responses to utilitarian requirements such as pragmatic functions,
economics, construction, administrative concerns, and so forth.

It is in technique that the greatest difference between art and architecture
occur. In art, technique is that which is a necessary but not a sufficient condi-
tion of art.” However, in architecture, technique often changes from that which
is necessary but not sufficient to that which is necessary and sufficient. Perhaps
because of its comprehensive characteristics, architecture’s technique is very
“heavy.” Technique, the necessary responses to utilitarian requirements, is
important to the client, is extremely complex in its nature and its scope, and
is time-consuming. “The sheer labor of preparing . . . for creative work, con-
sciously acquiring the requisite knowledge of a medium and skill in its use,
is extensive and arduous enough to repel many from achievement.” ® There-
fore in architecture, technique is so strong that it can and often does replace
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content. The resulting architecture is merely the expression of technique and
becomes shallow when compared to architecture’s significant inherent respon-
sibilities; it is the most comprehensive visual art, it has the strongest potential
of any art for influencing people, and it has content—its more important
responsibility.

Furthermore, the expression of mere technique has become mistaken for
creativity. It has previously been established that there are seven crutches to
designing architecture, all of which relate to the expression of technique: the
crutch of utility, the crutch of pretty drawings, the crutch of history, the crutch
of comfort, the crutch of cheapness, the crutch of serving the client, and the
crutch of structure.” The list can be expanded to include the crutch of ego
design, the crutch of code expressionism, the crutch of tools that become ends
in themselves, and the crutch of design methodologies—to name a few.
“. .. why should we at this stage be that crutch-conscious? . . . The act of
creation, like birth and death, you have to face by yourself. There aren’t any
T [

Furthermore, the expression of mere technique becomes increasingly shallow
with the passage of time, because technique tends to become forgotten. The
quality of the work remains long after utilitarian requirements, budget limita-
tions, time limitations, and other elements of technique are forgotten.

Therefore it appears that a significant work of architecture must move
through and beyond technique and become responsive to its indigenous re-
sponsibilities of influencing people—by its comprehensiveness and especially
by shaping its content. When this occurs the work will become associated
with art.

“The making of a work of art is the creative process that enlists a man’s
utmost technical skills in the service of his utmost conceptual power. . . .” 11
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