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ABSTRACT 

SEMIOTIC ANALYSIS OF ARCHITECTURAL DIAGRAMS: 

THE CASE STUDY OF GUGGENHEIM HELSINKI 

DESIGN COMPETITION 

Zeytinoğlu, Oğuzhan 

M.Sc. in Architecture 

Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ahenk Yılmaz  

May 2020 

Diagrams have evolved to be one of the main tools in architecture due to their growing 

use in design processes and representation techniques especially since the late 

twentieth century. While architects utilize diagrams during the design process as a 

supplementary tool, diagrams are also attached great importance addressing the 

audience. Although the use of diagrams is maximized in the practice, their complex 

structure in conveying the meaning is neglected by the majority of practitioners. 

Within this context, this thesis provides insights into the ways of how architectural 

diagrams communicate with the audience. Based on the theory of sign offered by 

Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914), this thesis proposes a method for the semiotic 

analysis of diagrams to shed light onto logical reasoning processes that they determine. 

By means of this method, the thesis aims to assist architects to raise their awareness in 

production of diagrams for a better comprehension of their use. As architectural 

competitions become more and more common and as they have evolved to be one of 

the epicenter of architectural productions, the formulated method is applied to analyze 

highly resounded Guggenheim Helsinki Design Competition as a case study of the 

research. As a result of the analysis on 21 short listed entries of the competition, the 

outcome is evaluated within the context of the three main types of reasoning proposed 

by Pierce that are abduction, deduction and induction. In conclusion, the analysis 

shows that the majority of the diagrams in the selected projects use deduction, while 

abduction and induction occur only in limited numbers. 

Key Words: Diagram, Architectural Diagram, Semiotics, The Theory of Sign, 

Architectural Competition.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Problem Definition 

The utilization of diagrams has evolved to be one of the main tools in architectural design and 

representation practices in the past few decades. Architects make use of diagrams as a 

supportive instrument in developing and presenting an architectural design work. A diagram 

is a representation of an entity visualized as a sketch, an illustration or a drawing in a varying 

informative approach. Derived from the Greek word diagramma, the word diagram 

corresponds to any combination of lines, marks or tracings to reflect a meaning. In the course 

of time, diagrams have resided in the practice of architecture in the form of architectural 

diagram. A graphical representation of an architectural concept consisting of architectural 

components is considered as an architectural diagram. As it is put forward by many scholars, 

diagrams are able to convey a considerable amount of architectural information based on 

designers’ approach and preference (Sejima, 1996; Eisenman, 1998; Knoespel, 2002; Vidler, 

2006). 

Diagrams are used for various purposes in different steps of architectural design process. 

During the creative process of an architectural production, diagrams come handy as they 

catalyze design ideas and their physical outcome (Do, 2002; Dogan & Nersessian, 2009; 

Dogan & Nersessian, 2012; Caballero, 2014). Diagrams may become a part of architectural 

design process at any step; while architects may utilize diagrams for the initial constitution of 

the design idea, they also benefit from diagrams as validators for each step they take during 

the design process (Do & Gross, 2001). Besides, diagrams are able to convey information 

from a large number of disciplines. Therefore, architects make use of diagrams in order to 

create a better communication with a large group of audience from a wide array of disciplines. 

For these reasons, diagrams have become an irrevocable part of the architectural design 

production. On the other hand, diagrams are also used as a presentation tool and they have a 

particular value in conveying the architectural idea to audience. While technical drawings 

have to follow some pre-defined conventions and rendered images have certain characteristics 



44 

regarding realistic representation, diagrams are actualized in various forms and functions, thus 

they provide the designers with more freedom in their ways of communication. The 

information conveyed in an architectural diagram is highly dependent on designers’ approach. 

As a result, designers are able to present their ideas through diagrams to their audience for an 

easier conceptualization. 

Due to the fact that diagrams are valued as an informative instrument in architecture, they 

compose a matter of extensive meaning. Because of their diversified contents and flexible 

formation, this meaning is complex and multilayered. Even though architects do not hesitate 

to assert any kind of diagrams while presenting their ideas and concepts, the complex meaning 

diagrams compose is overlooked and neglected. Since diagrams constitute a significant part 

of architectural representations, it is substantial for architects to recognize and utilize diagrams’ 

extensive capabilities in communication.  

1.2. Aim of the Study 

This thesis aims to formulate a method to bring forth the complex meaning conveyed via 

diagrams used in architectural presentations to guide a more conscious production. As 

representational tools, diagrams illustrate various qualities of the architectural production in 

different ways. From this aspect, architectural diagrams form challenging examples of entities 

that are investigated in semiotics. The theory of sign is used to comprehend how physical and 

sensual information is realized in our minds. Carried for decades by numerous philosophers, 

linguists and scholars; the theory of sign has been shaped to analyze such entities that harbors 

information in terms of reasoning. Based on the studies made on the theory of sign, this thesis 

aims to evaluate architectural diagrams as signs to classify logical reasoning methods found 

in them based on the type of information they carry and the variable methods of how they 

express it. It is aimed in this thesis to develop a formula to make it possible for architects to 

gain insight about meaning in diagrams, so that the process of transferring architectural 

qualities via diagrams becomes both easier and more goal driven. 

1.3. Methodology 

The study applies a predefined method to analyze logical reasoning processes provided by 

architectural diagrams through the adaptation of the American philosopher Charles Sanders 

Peirce’s (1839 - 1914) classification of signs. As introduced by Peirce, an entity that carries 

any kind of information is named as sign and every sign is composed of three main 
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components, that are the representamen, the object and the symbol. These components are 

reflections of the levels of meaning that are firstness, secondness and thirdness. Through these 

levels of meaning, it is made possible by Peirce and his successors to come up with three main 

types of reasoning that are abduction, deduction and induction. While these are three parts of 

a whole mental process, they have different characters and they operate information in distinct 

ways (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934; Peirce, 1960; Gorlée, 1986; Nadin, 1990; Deledelle, 2001; 

Farias & Querioz, 2003; Farias & Querioz, 2006).  

The principle of the method is to adapt this classification and apply it to the analysis of 

architectural diagrams in scope of the representamen, the object and the interpretant. In order 

to identify the tie between architectural diagrams and the three main types of reasoning, the 

adapted method roots back to the original descriptions of the classification of signs. These 

descriptions are refined and redefined in scope of architectural representation.  

As part of the research, the developed method is applied on a case of architectural competition. 

Architectural competitions have become more and more common in the practice in the course 

of the Twentieth and Twenty-first centuries. In our age, the distinct raise of digital production 

in architecture made it possible for architectural competitions to reserve a remarkable amount 

of architectural production in their constitution. Considering the superior numbers of 

presentational diagrams, architectural competitions are the supreme field to select as a case in 

order to exemplify this method of analysis. 

Guggenheim Helsinki Design Competition, in this sense, holds the reputation of being the 

competition with the greatest number of entries that is 1715 entries from 77 countries. Besides, 

as an output of The Guggenheim Foundation the competition made an overwhelming 

impression on the world of architecture. The foundation points out the magnitude of the 

competition also by making all the submission materials publicly available. As Guggenheim 

Helsinki Design Competition runs away with hosting the greatest number of entries and 

showing the visionary approach of enlarging the audience of the entries to a global level, it 

becomes vital to apply this pioneer method.  

Therefore, as a case study, this thesis analyzes architectural diagrams provided in 21 entries 

that are selected in stage one jury statement. The outcome of the analysis is then explicated in 

terms of the theory of sign and more particularly, the three main types of logical reasoning. 

This study is limited only with the stage one submissions of 21 entries, which are 15 entries 

of honorable mentions and 6 entries of finalists. The stage two submissions of finalists are 
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excluded, as the requirements of the competition were different. It is determined to evaluate 

only diagrams’ influence in reasoning in architectural presentations. In order to create a solid 

basis, any simplified drawing of a project that gives information about a particular quality or 

the appearance of the project are considered as an architectural diagram in this thesis. As a 

natural result, while any kind of diagram found in 21 entries is examined; still images of the 

context, rendered images of the projects and the conventional technical drawings are 

disregarded. 

1.4. Structure of the Study 

The study is composed of five chapters including the introductive and the conclusive chapters. 

The relation between architectural diagrams and semiotics as it is offered in this study 

conveyed in Chapter 2, Architectural Diagram and Semiotics. In this chapter, a brief 

explanation of diagram as an architectural tool and its use in contemporary architecture are 

presented. Besides, after introducing the theory of semiotics, the involvement of architectural 

diagram in the theory is signalized. Later in Chapter 3, the adaptation of the theory of sign is 

broadly explained. Starting with the roots of Peirce’s theory of semiotics and its components, 

this chapter submits the adaptation of the theory to assemble a method to analyze architectural 

diagrams in the context of semiotics. After constituting the adapted method, the thesis focuses 

on the case study of Guggenheim Helsinki Design Competition in Chapter 4. In this manner, 

following a brief explanation of the context of the competition, 183 diagrams found in 21 

selected projects are analyzed with the adapted method and lastly, the results of the analysis 

are discussed in consideration of the theory of sign.  
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CHAPTER 2 

ARCHITECTURAL DIAGRAM AND SEMIOTICS 

The following chapter is composed of the summary of the history of architectural diagrams 

and their use in practice; and also the general understanding of semiotics and the theory of 

sign as it was introduced by Charles Sanders Peirce. The connection between two main topics, 

architectural diagrams and the theory of sign, is also elaborated. 

2.1. Architectural Diagram 

2.1.1. Diagram in Scope 

A diagram is a graphic representation of an entity. It represents its relationship via sketch, 

illustration, drawing with a varying informative approach (Krämer & Ljungberg, 2016, p. 140). 

According to Scott Christianson (2012, p. 11), a diagram is not only a mirror of its creator’s 

ideology, but also it reflects the accumulated knowledge of the society. A diagram is a product 

of its unique cultural, historical and political environment. The word diagram that is derived 

from the Greek word diagramma, corresponds to anything that is worked out by lines and has 

a meaning. Anthony Vidler (2006, p. 6) describes diagram as a figure composed of lines, or 

an illustrative figure that is set of lines, marks or tracings. However, rather than only 

meaningless scribbles; what makes a true diagram is the function of these lines, marks or 

tracings. A diagram should serve to illustrate a definition or represent the course or results of 

any action or process. It should be able to signify variations, actions or even mental process 

of the related topic. A diagram, therefore, is what gives form to basic knowledge or 

understanding.  

Throughout history; a plan, a sketch, a drawing outline designed to demonstrate or explain 

something or clarify relations between different notions have been considered as a diagram; 

as well as a chart or a graphic of certain geometric relations that have been given by its creator. 

Based on this description, the field of interest of a diagram varied from art to astronomy, from 

cartography to chemistry, from mathematics to engineering; from history to communications, 

from physics to medicine and so on. Over centuries, diagrams have been used in these areas 

to narrate contemporary knowledge. As an example, Abu Rayhan al-Biruni created his well-

known diagram in 1019 to illustrate the phases of lunar eclipse (Figure 2.1); while 

approximately 700 years later Moses Harris created the Colour Wheel diagram (1766) to 
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classify colours based on certain characteristics of natural colours (Figure 2.2). No matter 

when, how or by whom it is created, a diagram always carries a set of information to be 

depicted by the reader. 

 

Figure 2.1 Lunar Eclipse (Abu Rayhan al-Biruni, 1019) Source: 

https://www.brainpickings.org/2012/12/21/100-diagrams-that-changed-the-world/ 

 

Figure 2.2 Color Wheel (Moses Harris, 1766) Source: 

http://www.openculture.com/2017/12/the-vibrant-color-wheels-designed-by-goethe-newton-

other-theorists-of-color-1665-1810.html 

In a more detailed expression, the first understanding of what could be a diagram travels back 

to cave paintings. Visual depictions have been one of the main tools for humanity to make 

sense of the physical reality that they live in since the verge of history. Starting in 30,000 BC, 

visualizations have had many different forms from cave paintings to hieroglyphs. People used 

these visualizations as a tool to communicate with each other. The cave paintings like Figure 

2.3 included outstanding illustrations of various animals and those were the informative 

drawings of their time and knowledge. 
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Figure 2.3 Bhimbetka Cave Paintings (33.000 BC) Source: 

http://arthistoryworlds.org/artandarchitecturefoundatin.org/4Cave_Paintings_from_Bhimbet

ka.html 

Through centuries, the same principle that is to inform people with lines, marks and tracings 

continued in different geographies and societies. In a closer date to year zero, diagrams were 

among main tools that people used to come up with geometrical research and innovations; as 

they were used in calculations in scientific discoveries. As an example, thanks to 

diagrammatical approach in geometry, Aristarchus was able to make reasonable calculations 

about the relative sizes of the Earth, the Moon and the Sun in 287 BC (Figure 2.4) (Mazer, 

2011, p. 14). 

 

Figure 2.4 Aristarchus’ Diagram of Sizes of Celestial Bodies. Source: 

https://media-manager.starsinsider.com/gallery/1920/na_5bdc3a49dc108.jpg 

Once the floodgates were opened for the diagrams, it was only natural to see them being 

carried out in all disciplines. Based on the description made by Krämer & Ljungberg (2016, 

p. 140), a graphic representation that gives relevant ideas of an entity is a production of 
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diagrammatical approach and thus, it is considered as a diagram. Therefore, it is essential to 

state that diagrams serve many functions. For instance, calendars are created with different 

cultural approaches, using similar diagrams. Tree diagrams are used for classifications in 

many scientific and social areas. Additionally, blueprinted graphics in different engineering 

industries and medicinal drawings are also works of diagrammatical approach. Line graphs or 

bar charts could be instruments, as well. While diagrams offer functional instructions, they 

are found in many different forms (Figure 2.5). These forms are generated over time in order 

to respond better to audience’s requirement. 

 

Figure 2.5 Different Types of Charts and Diagrams. Source: 

https://theunspokenpitch.com/charts/ 

2.1.2. Architectural Diagram 

Like many disciplines, architecture is a field where diagrams are used extensively. In that 

sense, an architectural diagram is evaluated by many contributors of the discipline. According 

to Thora Tenbrink, Ruth C. Dalton and Anwen Jago Williams (2019, p. 2-3); an architectural 

diagram is considered as a specialized type of drawing, in which a set of architectural 

depictions of real world objects are used to represent intricate relations between each other. 

Tenbrink, Dalton and Williams suggest that the use of architectural diagrams vary depending 

on the producer and for what reasons they produce them. As they conclude, a diagram is the 

key form of visual thinking within architecture. Anastasia Mavridou, Eduard Baranov, Simon 

Bliudze and Joseph Sifakis (2016, p. 84-84) indicate that architectural diagrams are formed in 
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order to describe the structure of an architectural system by showing several components and 

their attributes for an overall composition. Thus, a diagram, as also stated by Olivera Dulic 

and Viktorija Aladzic, is a type of graphic representation that facilitates inherence and 

understanding of a building (2016, p. 828-829). As an instrument, a diagram influences the 

architect not only in the early design process, but also in the upcoming phases of construction. 

Authors add that a diagram represents a building without giving too much detail of it, rather 

it indicates spatial relationships using diversified elements. In this way, they conclude that a 

diagram is a continuously evolving form of thinking process. Also, Stan Allen (1998, p. 16-

19) highlights that architectural diagrams have a supplementary function in spelling out a 

building’s form, structure or program to the producer and to the audience.  

Although in their most common usage today, diagrams allow architects to think about 

organizations, which is the program and its distribution in place, in the course of time, 

architects used diagrams actively for various purposes. To begin with, a diagram allows 

architects to transform their design ideas into physical reality. For example, Andrea Palladio’s 

drawings for The Villa Rotunda (1570) show geometrical and technical aspects of his projects 

through diagrams (Figure 2.6). As Tomas Garcia-Salgado states (2008), Palladio created his 

drawings after the building was already completed. This shows that architect used diagrams 

to give more information about his designs.  
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Figure 2.6 Technical Drawings of The Villa Rotonda. Source: 

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Architectural-drawings-of-Palladios-Villa-Rotonda-

source-http-wwwmetmuseumorg_fig5_318446870 

As architectural drawing methodologies evolved over years, diagrams gradually became one 

of the main tools of architects to design and convey their ideas. Peter Eisenman (1998, p. 93) 

pointed that architectural diagrams create a bond between different times of history of 

architecture. For Eisenman, a diagram can be traced and read to identify different influences 

on architecture in different chapters of history. In that sense, architectural diagrams provide 

the observer with the information about the main architectural concerns of a specific period. 

The symmetrical plan scheme of Temple of Edfu (Figure 2.7), for instance indicates the 

importance of the spatial organization of Egyptian temples (Brier, 1999, p. 16). According to 

Brier, the spatial examinations of the temple reveal the important characteristics of it. One of 

these important characteristics is the symmetrical plan scheme of the temple. Since this 

symmetrical plan is known to be one of the main design principles, a plan diagram is made 

only to bring this issue to forefront. 
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Figure 2.7 Plan Diagram of Temple of Edfu. Source: 

https://etc.usf.edu/clipart/59000/59024/59024_temple_edfu.htm 

Elevation drawings were emphasized in Renaissance period and they turned to be one of the 

most used design approaches by then. (Ackerman, 1954, p. 9) Following that, diagrams of 

elevations and façades illustrated the importance of the use of architectural details in a focused 

scale. As the principles of architecture were maintained in the same direction for centuries, 

elevation diagrams evolved to be more than only a tradition. Accompanied by section 

drawings and diagrams, elevation diagrams aided architects to highlight their works in various 

ways. For example, Sir Christopher Wren (1632 - 1723) transformed section and elevation 

drawings into diagrams to emphasize the spatial characteristics, especially the solid void 

relationships of St. Paul’s Cathedral (1725) (Figure 2.8 and Figure 2.99). 

 

Figure 2.8 Elevation Diagram of St. Paul’s Cathedral. Source: 

https://www.royalacademy.org.uk/art-artists/name/christopher-wren-2 

 



54 

 

Figure 2.9 Section Diagram of St. Paul’s Cathedral. Source: 

https://www.royalacademy.org.uk/art-artists/name/christopher-wren-2 

When it comes to the purpose of architectural diagrams as a whole, it is first important to 

understand architect’s purpose. In order to make it clear, Charles Batteux (1713 - 1780) 

identified two main categories for his theory of aesthetics. The first one is the mechanical arts 

for serving utility and the second one is the fine arts including painting and poetry for pleasure 

(Thomas, 2014, p. 37). Moreover, Batteux classified architecture in a third category as an art 

that is for serving both utility and pleasure. Architecture is an appropriate activity for beauty 

and civil needs, meaning that architecture works for the benefit of civilization. As a result of 

this, Olivera Dulić and Viktorija Aladžić suggest that an architectural diagram is a summary 

of an architectural concept that is translated into the form of drawing, therefore it provides the 

same benefit, that is a balance between the visual and the conceptual (2016). Architectural 

diagrams served for utility as they allowed architects to go through their design process. 

Additionally, architectural diagrams also served for beauty as they reflected the aesthetical 

concerns in the buildings.    

To Vidler (2001), a diagram is a type of visualization that can give information about 

characteristics of the architectural production. Accordingly, a diagram is able to indicate 

characteristics such as being hard and sharp or being curved, segmental or warped. Likewise, 

an architectural diagram can give clues about reflectivity and translucency of the production. 

Geometrical forms like being cubic or ovoid are also included in an architectural diagram’s 

scope. Moreover, the scope is not necessarily limited with the solid geometry of the production. 

Functional capacities of the production such as zoning of spaces and flow of movement may 

also be conveyed by an architectural diagram. Vidler infers that an architectural diagram is a 

remarkable tool to narrate architect’s intentions. As an example, the free adaptation of dance 
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notation in The Manhattan Scripts (Tschumi, 1976-1981) illustrates how the intersection of 

movement is converted to a tangible space (Figure 2.10). Tschumi describes architecture as 

an intersection of time, space and successive events (Harris, 2014, p. 1). By this way, in his 

adaptation of dance notation to architectural scheme, he utilized the free movement of the 

choreography in a pursuit to create a baseline for an architectural form. Tschumi explains The 

Transcripts’ explicit purpose, in his own words, as to ‘transcribe things normally removed 

from conventional architectural representation, namely the complex relationship between 

spaces and their use, between the set and the script, between “type” and “program", between 

objects and events.’ (Tschumi, 1976-1981) 

 

Figure 2.10 The Free Adaptation of Dance Notation in The Manhattan Transcripts. Source: 

http://www.tschumi.com/projects/18/ 

“The Manhattan Transcripts” reveal a different aspect of architectural diagrams. As described 

by Bernard Tschumi (1981), “The Manhattan Transcripts” are different from many 

architectural drawings, mainly because they illustrate neither reality, nor fantasy. This is to 

say, an architectural diagram is a pathway to many possibilities that might not be transposed 

by any other manner of drawing. As it is seen in “The Manhattan Transcripts,” an architectural 

diagram can work correlated with a set of photographs and still tell a different story. In the 

same sense; a conventional architectural drawing like a plan, an axonometric drawing or an 

elevation can be the main outline of an architectural diagram. Unlike in conventional diagrams, 

spatial perception is not limited with and stabilized at a particular unit of time in architectural 

diagrams.  
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2.1.3. Diagram in Contemporary Architecture 

In the last decades, diagram has become a common matter of architecture for the first time. 

This is to say; although diagrams have been in use in architecture, they have been canonized 

to be a tool of architectural productions and to discourse after digital visualization took over. 

After centuries of traditional use of diagrams in architecture, Vidler (2001) states that there 

has been a revival after Toyo Ito issued his points of view on Kazuyo Sejima’s practices in 

1996. An entire theoretical discourse has been developed by Ito with the term “diagram 

architecture.” (Sejima, 1996, p. 18-24) Focusing on works of Sejima, Ito describes the term 

“diagram architecture” as a design approach, where an architect reduces building’s 

characteristics to a special kind of diagram. Sejima’s diagrams mainly describe the daily 

activities of the buildings she designed. (Figure 2.11) Ito entitles Sejima to be a new type of 

architect because her concept of architecture differs totally from that of her predecessors. 

Sejima deals with architecture with no sense of historical continuity; her expression is pure, 

simple and geometrical. Accordingly, a building is the conclusive step of spatial diagrams, 

which are used to describe the ordinary activities hosted in the building (Figure 2.12).  
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Figure 2.11 Diagram of Kazuyo Sejima’s Shibaura House. Source: 

https://www.designboom.com/architecture/kazuyo-sejima-shibaura-house/ 

 

Figure 2.12 Workshop occurring within the ‘Bird Room' in Shibaura House. Source: 

https://www.designboom.com/architecture/kazuyo-sejima-shibaura-house/ 

All taken into account, the physical senses which are produced via diagrams are essentially 

not so different from what Sejima’s ultimate built productions can offer. Thus, at this point, 

architecture becomes joined to its diagram. Or in other words, diagram becomes the main tool 

to create and describe spatial use of a building at the same time. The diagram of spatial 
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function is transformed into built spatial function. An architectural diagram, in that sense, has 

become a device to both recall and supersede the composition of architectural work.  

Robert Somol (2007, p. 24) states that a diagram is the final tool in architecture since it 

operates between form and word, space and language. Somol adds that diagram is constitutive 

and projective. Unlike traditional architectural drawings, diagram is performative rather than 

representational. Somol states that a diagram does not represent the reality of the architectural 

product, but rather it creates a virtual architecture and its own world. Moreover, Walter 

Benjamin (1988, p. 89) points out that architectural drawings - including diagrams - have 

always been a marginal case unlike fine arts and sculpting because they precede the production. 

Architectural drawings are mainly created without a reference to already constituted object, 

therefore it is never an imitation. As he continues, while painters’ and sculptors’ main 

workspace is the art itself, architects are only limited with the drawings as their tools to 

intervene their works. This separation between artists and architects is stated by Benjamin to 

be the foundation of architectural theory of representation. In that sense, Benjamin declares 

that architectural diagrams cannot reproduce architecture, but they produce it in the first place. 

(1988, p. 89) 

For the time being, thanks to use of computational technologies in architecture, architects are 

able to render their spatial proposals in virtual media. However, the case of perspective 

rendering is not only a simple matter of illustration. The particular medium itself is into play 

to emphasize the architect’s spatial idea in terms of positioning, relation of spaces and 

furnishings and the nature of everyday life. This is the result of advocative standpoint of 

Vidler’s, Ito’s and Somol’s diagrammatical thinking in architecture. To inform has become 

the actual issue of architectural drawings and it is resulted with the growth of importance of 

architectural diagrams. Therefore, architectural diagrams have become a tool of interpretation 

(Graf, 1986, p. 43). In some cases, an architectural drawing can be considered as an 

architectural object that went through a set of abstractions and reductions in order to become 

suitable for conveying a specific information. Diagrams are visualizations of an architect’s 

thinking process, where illustration is not only a representation of a static state of a product, 

but rather a combination of architectural relations. As an inevitable result, an architectural 

diagram reserves a range of possibilities in the thinking process and the balance between the 

intellectual and visual. In that sense, an architectural diagram maintains the functional 

requirements and visual aliveness of the building at the same time. To conclude, an 
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architectural diagram is the possibility of a series of events, that may or may not come true 

(Figure 2.1313). 

 

Figure 2.13 Peter Eisenman’s Diagram of House II. Source: 

https://www.metalocus.es/en/news/house-ii-peter-eisenman-looking-a-new-owner 

2.2. Diagram as a Sign in Architecture 

2.2.1. The Theory of Semiotics 

Semiotics, in well-known broad understanding, is the study of signs, where a sign is 

considered anything that is associated with a concept in our minds. Discussed by many 

philosophers and logicians, semiotics is agreed upon as simple definition. As Sondheim and 

Eco clarify (1976, p. 6-7), semiotics account for everything that is interpreted as a sign. While 

any form of activity that involves at least one sign is studied, semiotics also includes the 

production of the sign in its scope. In that sense, anything that has an intentional or 

unintentional, natural or artificial meaning is considered as a sign and thus, it is examined in 

semiotics. Sondheim and Eco adds that signs can urge any physical sense; a sign can be visual, 

auditory, tactile, olfactory or taste. However, while some signs can stimulate only one sense, 

there are other signs which stimulate more than one sense.  

As agreed by numerous scholars (Chomsky, 1957; McLuhan, 1964; Barthes, 1964; 

Baudrillard, 1983; Eco, 1984), the origin of semiotics goes back to two great masterminds of 

the learning; the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce (1839 - 1914) and the Swiss 

linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857 - 1914). Although the two originators contributed to the 

theory of semiotics, the ingredients they brought to the subject were distinctive. 
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Saussure (1911, p. 60-61) suggested that the affinity of a sign is consisting of two main 

elements, which are the signifier and the signified (Figure 2.14). 

 

Figure 2.14 Saussure’s dichotomy of sign. Source: 

https://miro.medium.com/max/1365/1*7Pw5GfGz9L7AOrAIba06oQ.png 

In his proposal, the signifier is the lingual name of the sign and the signified is the referred 

idea of the sign in the mind. Therefore, Saussure’s theory of semiotics is mostly determined 

in the given language contexts of societies. Saussure’s ideology appears in the famous painting 

by René Magritte, La Trahison des Images (1929) (Figure 2.15). 

 

Figure 2.15 René Magritte’s La Trahison des Images. Source: 

https://allover-magazin.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/1.-Magritte_Sprachgebrauch-

1024x764.jpg 

What makes this painting special, according to the French philosopher and historian Michel 

Foucault (1926 - 1984) is the reputed single line written below the image; ‘Ceci n’est pas une 

pipe’ (translated to English as ‘This is not a pipe’). Obviously, the sentence refers to the pipe 
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and there is no reason to look for further investigation; except for the word ‘not’ (Foucault, 

1983). With a single intervention, the Magritte undermines the metaphysical connection of the 

painting and reality; which is to say that this is not a pipe, rather it’s the representation of a 

pipe. It only looks like a pipe; therefore, it stimulates human mind to think of a real pipe with 

a visual sensation. Saussure’s theory of semiotics is principally calling out this example. In 

this case and based on his definitions of sign, signifier and signified; the reality of a pipe is 

the sign, while the painting is the signifier of it and what rouses in human mind is the signified. 

Although Saussure is considered as one of masterminds of theory of semiotics, he has never 

published any full-length book on either linguistics or semiotics. 

On the other hand, Peirce’s depiction of the theory of semiotics is much more complicated 

and based on many more layers than Saussure’s. Peirce spent most of his life working on the 

theory of semiotics and he introduced considerably high amount of knowledge to this learning. 

Approximately about the same time as Saussure, Peirce started writing a large number of 

papers related to this theory and the publication of his papers kept on for 25 years after he 

passed away in 1914. The most important component of Peirce’s understanding of semiotics 

is the triadic or three-part model of the sign (Peirce, 1934). Peirce held his three-part model 

based on a two trichotomy system. To Peirce, signs could be examined based on their roles 

for the whole entity and the levels of these roles within the characteristics of firtsness, 

secondness and thirdness. 

Firstly, Peirce defines a sign within the borders of the representamen, the object and the 

interpretant. (Peirce, 1934) Unlike Saussure, Peirce proposes three components for a sign and 

a sign can only exist when all three of these components are combined. According to Peirce, 

the representamen is something that represents another thing. In other words, the 

representamen is the collection of characteristics of an entity. The representamen tells 

something about the entity itself, in a way to describe it. For example, the sense of the color 

red could be a part of representamen when the entity is a can of red paint. This brings the next 

component in the equation, the object. Peirce calls the object as the physical reality of our 

world that we perceive. In that sense, taking the same example, the can of red paint itself 

would be the object. However, the object holds no meaning. What gives meaning to the object 

is the representamen. This is to say, a can of red paint will always be no different than any 

other element in the world, unless the representamen signifies otherwise. Consequently, this 

brings the last and assumedly the most important component of Peirce’s trichotomy, the 
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interpretant. Peirce describes the interpretant to be our intellectual ability to form relations 

between the representamen and the object; meaning that, the fact that we realize a can of red 

paint holds the characteristics of being in color red is the interpretant. As it is put this way, the 

representamen and the object are only related in our minds thanks to the interpretant. Peirce 

concludes, all three components of this triadic scheme cannot be separated from each other as 

long as a meaning of an entity is mentioned (Figure 2.16). 

 

Figure 2.16 Peirce’s three components of a sign. Source: 

http://www.mkbergman.com/wp-content/themes/ai3v2/images/2016Posts/sign_triad.png 

Secondly, Peirce’s categorization of a sign depends highly on the characteristics of firstness, 

secondness and thirdness. (Peirce, 1934) To Peirce, the states of firstness, secondness and 

thirdness are the degrees of the representamen, the object and the interpretant. Thus, all of the 

three components of signs can and will be under one of firstness or secondness, or thirdness. 

Peirce describes firstness as a concept of being. It is independent from anything else. It is only 

a sense or a notion that doesn’t require a physical environment to exist. For example, such 

notions of ‘redness’, or ‘pain’ would be good examples of firstness. It is conceptualized in our 

minds without attaching it to any other notion. Secondness is the mode of being in relation to 

something else. It is, unlike firstness, dependent on an action and reaction process. For 

example, seeing a stone falling to the ground after throwing it is a degree of secondness. In 

the end, thirdness is the mediator between firstness and secondness. It brings firstness and 

secondness in relation. Thirdness belongs to the set of rules and laws. As seen in the same 

example, our realization that the falling of a stone due to the law of gravity, belongs to the 

thirdness. Thirdness is also a category of thought and language; therefore, it corresponds to 

intellectual experience (Everaert-Desmedt, 2011). 

What must be emphasized is that the third component of the trichotomy, which is the 

interpretant, and the third level of degrees, which is the thirdness work in the same principle. 
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The representamen and the object are related due to the interpretant’s existence, much like 

firstness and secondness are related thanks to the thirdness’ existence. This, according to 

Peirce, is to say that the two trichotomies are tied to each other.  

Although Saussure’s contribution to semiotics is highly appreciated by a number of scholars, 

Peirce’s thoroughly analysis and synthesis on the subject offers an undisputed basis for the 

fundamentals of the theory of semiotics. Unlike other proposals of semiotics, Peirce reached 

to an essential knowledge of mediation with thirdness and the interpretant. The majority of 

semioticians agree that it is the most important division of signs (Johansen, 1988; Parker, 1998; 

Pape, 2014; Smith, 1972; Hookway & Anderson, 1997; de Waal & Skowroński, 2012). 

2.2.2. Architecture and Semiotics 

Since semiotics deals with the meaning in all entities; a building, or even an architectural 

drawing itself is also a media to be examined in semiotics perspective. In other words, along 

with many other things, semiotics also introduces us a way to approach architectural 

productions to understand the complex meaning behind the lines. (Eco, 1997, p. 174). As 

Barthes states in his own words, ‘[…] as soon as there is a society, every usage is converted 

into a sign of itself’ (Barthes, 1964, p.41), every object creates a different type of 

communication with the user. When a spoon is used to get food, the communication between 

the spoon and the user is directly related with the fulfilment of a function. In a similar way, 

architectural productions are meant to fulfil particular functions. However; rather than directly 

communicating, architectural objects function within the given form. This is a way to state 

that architectural objects communicate through their form and function.  

Architecture has been considered as a medium in which practitioners would transform an 

abstract idea or an assessment into physical reality (Gardner, 1987, p.90). When it comes to 

relate architecture within the context of the built environment, one of the main distinctions is 

accepted to be the matter of a function or a form. In architectural understanding, no production 

is created without considering both functional and formal issues. This is basically the main 

reason why a well-designed school building would not meet the requirements of a space 

station. In a way, architectural expressions are responsible to locate a building’s place in the 

two-dimensional chart of function and form. It is worth noting that this tracing the functional 

and formal background of a building is done through visual and verbal communication in 

architecture.  
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Besides, architecture is considered to be a social and cultural phenomenon that transmits 

aesthetic values through visual communication. In that sense, Lazutin and Lazutina state that 

architecture reflects the ideological characteristics of its producer and therefore, their cultural 

influences (2016, p. 3414). The authors add that the language of architecture has a special 

cultural value and therefore should always be taken into account as an explicit sign system of 

a different kind of art. In addition to Lazutin and Lazutina, Shcherbinin notes that images and 

symbols of architectural creativity have an essential contribution to the history of art (2005). 

2.2.3. Architectural Diagram as a Sign 

Architecture began to exist only when people started to give meaning to spaces they inhabited 

(Trisno, Hanli, Kasimun & Lianto, 2019, p. 654). Much like many other productions of 

thinking, architectural productions are composed of sensory components, which leads to the 

fact that architectural productions are matters of set of signs. Due to being combinations of 

signs, architectural productions serve as a media which enables people to have an 

understanding of their built environment. (Trisno, Hanli, Kasimun & Lianto, 2019, p. 654). 

Diagrams, on the other hand, are an essential ingredient in the architectural telling (Pai, 2002). 

Being a communication model, architectural diagrams are discursive tools that are capable of 

controlling and conveying spatial information. As a natural result, architectural diagrams are 

a collective epicenter of signs that stimulate human senses in informative ways. 
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CHAPTER 3 

ADAPTATION OF THE THEORY OF SIGN TO ANALYZE 

ARCHITECTURAL DIAGRAMS 

The following chapter elaborates on Peirce’s approach and his theory of sign in depth. 

Moreover, the classification of sign as introduced by Peirce is explained in this chapter. The 

classification of sign is later adapted in order to utilize an analysis of architectural diagrams. 

Following that, the adapted method is applied on ten specific examples of architectural 

diagrams of different classes of sign to ensure adapted method is feasible. 

3.1. Peirce’s Theory of Semiotics 

When Charles Sanders Peirce introduced the world his point of view of theory of semiotics, 

the main phenomenon he dwelled on was the understanding of levels of meanings. Agreed by 

many scholars, Peirce stated that a sign can be presented under one of three levels of meanings: 

firstness, secondness and thirdness (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934; Gorlée, 1986; Nadin, 1990; 

Deledelle, 2001; Farias & Querioz, 2003; Farias & Querioz, 2006). These levels ensure that 

every sign in the world can be examined and classified according to his theory of semiotics. 

What is more is, as mentioned earlier, Peirce’s theory of semiotics is constructed with a triadic 

relationship between a representamen, an object and an interpretant. 

While Peirce presented the three components of semiotics under these levels of meaning in 

the first place, he also elaborates on his course of semiotics by classifying each of the three 

components under firstness, secondness and thirdness. Therefore, the relationship among the 

three components and the understanding of firstness, secondness and thirdness cannot be 

examined individually. Rather, Peirce’s scheme can be considered as a multi-layered triangle 

which cannot be operated without any single ingredient. Correspondingly, Peirce deduced that 

the representamen is under the level of firstness, the object is under the level of secondness, 

and finally the interpretant is under the level of thirdness. 

3.1.1. Firstness, Secondness and Thirdness in Theory of Sign 

To begin with, any sign starts independent from existence of a thinking mind. The universe 

we live in offers all the possibilities. Peirce describes this collection of possibilities as the 

fundamentals of a sign and all of them are considered under the level of firstness (Thellefsen, 

2001, p. 10). To put it in a different way, firstness is the accumulation of all physical senses, 
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feelings, notions, ideas and emotions. Based on this description by Thellefsen, such notions 

of ‘sweetness’ or ‘hardness’ can be good examples for firstness. Both sweetness and hardness 

are physical senses that exist in the universe and ready to be experienced. Regardless of the 

fact that they are experienced or even discovered by human beings, these matters of fact are 

still out there in the universe. Therefore, the main principle of firstness is that they are potential 

qualities that might or might not be related to anything and everything. As human beings, we 

are able to conceptualize a portion of these qualities in our minds without attaching them to 

any object. Additionally, it is not obligatory for these qualities to have a cause or effect either. 

For instance, the concept of ‘redness’ has no prior conditions or outcomes. However, 

Thellefsen highlights that only the initial idea of redness belongs under the level of firstness; 

the formation of red objects that we see have physical prior conditions and physical outcomes 

and therefore, once the redness is constituted within an object, it is no longer part of firstness. 

Moreover, another specification of firstness is to be timeless and non-spatial. Notions under 

the level of firstness has no starting or ending point in the course of time and they exist without 

any relation of space. The idea of ‘warmth’ is another example of firstness, in which it is 

impossible to see anything regarding time or space. Firstness, as suggested by Peirce, is a 

concept of being without any limitations.  

Firstness, among all, is the only independent category that does not require the others to exist. 

Thus, it serves to be the starting point for Peirce’s theory of sign (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934, 

p.148). Because there is no logical explanation behind qualities of firstness, it is purely sensual. 

As described by Peirce’s own words, “the idea of first is predominant in the ideas of freshness, 

life, freedom.” (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934, p.148). There is no description for the notions of 

firstness. Similarly, emotional reactions - such as falling in love, liking or disliking something 

-are also included under the level of firstness. Since these notions are in principle emotional 

and sensual experiences, they cannot be given a meaning. In the same way; before realized in 

a physical dimension, there is no description for the idea of red, or for the idea of ache; the 

same way there is no way to associate them to anything else. Peirce described firstness to be 

in something’s original and virgin purity (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934, p. 152).  

Secondly, notions of firstness do not always float in the void, but frequently they establish 

bonds to something else in our minds. As soon as this bond is established, the sign is no longer 

under the level of firstness, is put under the level of secondness. Peirce described this by 

stating as “The free is that which has no another behind it. If the idea of another enters, then 
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the Firstness goes” (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934, p. 148). The possibilities our universe offers 

start to connect to each other in numerous ways to create secondness. Unlike firstness, notions 

under secondness require action and reaction. Accordingly, secondness is more than one 

notion of firstness that are combined together to be transformed into something else. Therefore, 

one of the essential examples is the throwing of a stone. Seeing a stone fall to the ground after 

thrown is the basic understanding of secondness. In a similar way, realizing the color red is a 

sign of firstness, whereas figuring out that a car carries the characteristic of being red in color 

is a sign of secondness. Likewise, realizing that you are now suffering is a sign of firstness, 

whereas it turns into a sign of secondness as soon as you figure out you are actually suffering 

from - so to speak - headache (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934, p. 152).  

Moreover, it is accepted among scholars that cause and effect relations will also give clues of 

a sign of secondness (Hartshorne & Weiss, 1934; Gorlée, 1986; Nadin, 1990; Deledelle, 2001; 

Farias & Querioz, 2003; Farias & Querioz, 2006). For example, considering that a fire causes 

smoke, smoke is definitely a sign of secondness as it is the effect (or result) of the act burning. 

However, this does not necessarily conclude that fire is a sign of firstness. Because fire is the 

result of something else. Therefore, while the effects are signs of secondness, causes are not 

necessarily signs of firstness. By this way, it is extracted that every notion of firstness would 

eventually end up turning into a notion of secondness, whereas a notion of secondness could 

still be a root for another notion of secondness. Additionally; unlike firstness, secondness 

operates within time and space. Thus, notion of secondnesss has starting and ending points. It 

means that secondness can only occur in a certain time period and physical space with 

established boundaries, so that secondness corresponds to practical experience. 

Whilst all signs start to get practical due to the conversion from firstness to secondness, what 

gives this conversion a meaning - and eventually gets all signs to make actual sense – is the 

act of thirdness. Thirdness is the mediator between firstness and secondness. It is the most 

distinct level of meaning of all three. All rules, laws and socially accepted facts actually belong 

to thirdness. For example, a circle that is drawn on a blackboard is a sign of thirdness, because 

even though it might never be drawn flawlessly, it would theoretically still represent a perfect 

circle. Similarly, a ticket for a concert performance is a sign of thirdness, because it stands for 

one’s privilege for accessing to that particular concert show. Both the imperfect circle and the 

ticket are recognized as social rules. As a result, it is necessary to state that the logical thought 

of thirdness creates order, law and regularity. Based on this, while seeing a stone falling to the 
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ground is under the level of secondness, figuring out that it can only happen due to the law of 

gravity is an act of thirdness. Paralel to this, realizing the regularity of the fact that everything, 

which is thrown must fall down due to the law of gravity, is also an act of thirdness. 

While being red (or redness) is a notion of firstness and seeing a red car is a notion of 

secondness, the association of the idea of being red to the actual color of the car is a notion of 

thirdness.  Similarly, associating the idea of stopping with red light in traffic is also a notion 

of thirdness. As it is stated by Peirce (1903), firstness is what occurs in the mind and 

secondness is the reflection of that occurring in practice while thirdness is the cognition of the 

occurrence. The existence of thirdness is the source of cultural heritage, tradition and rules. 

The use and invention of languages makes a great example. Essentially, knowing the sense of 

red, practically experiencing the same red and recognizing the association between two are 

respectively notions of firstness, secondness and thirdness; calling and coding the red in its 

literal doing is an act of thirdness as well. Much like the word ‘red’; every letter corresponding 

to a distinct sound and every word corresponding to a distinct entity are notions of thirdness. 

Thirdness is also future oriented, as the cognition creates a regularity in our minds and 

therefore, thirdness enables us to predict the upcoming events and adapt ourselves to them 

accordingly. Similarly, while instant liking or disliking something or someone is considered a 

notion of firstness, deeper and finer feelings such as love, hate, hope and religious devotion 

are all acts of thirdness, because they take place over time with intellectual attention and long 

term thinking (Gorlée, 2009, p. 210). 

In this way; it is concluded that, if it were only firstness in the universe, it would not be 

anything more than a black hole of possibilities, concepts and ideas. On the other hand, if it 

were only firstness and secondness in the universe, it would only be a massive operating 

mechanism with no reasons why it is operating, no logic behind the operation and no 

intellectual mind to even understand the operation or the mechanism itself. However, thanks 

to thirdness, it is possible to relate firstness to secondness and eventually be conscious of how 

and why the mechanism is operating (Gorlée, 2009, p. 211 - 212). 

3.1.2. Representamen, Object and Interpretant in Theory of Sign 

While firstness, secondness and thirdness form an inclusive unity for the theory of sign, Peirce 

also defined a sign as a coalescence of three components. Accordingly, the representamen, the 

object and the interpretant are three main constituents of a sign, each of which respectively 
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correspond to firstness, secondness and thirdness. These constituents, however, are not 

equivalents or different ways to say firstness, secondness and thirdness; rather, they are the 

reflections of levels of meanings to more evaluable actors in theory. 

The representamen, the object and the interpretant can be examined both collectively and 

individually. To examine them collectively, it is important to see the relations between each 

component which operate in the same way as the relations of firstness, secondness and 

thirdness. While the representamen is the total of mental inputs of a sign and the object is the 

practical and physical reflection of these mental inputs; the interpretant is the ability to relate 

the inputs to the physical provisions. The example of the case of ‘red’ demonstrates the 

relations notably well. Talking about seeing a simple red ball without any more particular 

detail, within the scope of the case, it is clear to see that the sign is formed of the representamen, 

the object and the interpretant. The qualities of being red and being round, so to speak, are the 

representamen. The physical provisions of being red and being round, in that case is the 

seeable ball itself, is the object. Being red and being round are universal qualities that may or 

may not exist in a sign, in the same way it just happens that these two qualities may merge in 

a particular sign. Our ability to understand this very situation and recognize the ball we are 

observing, actually consists of qualities of being red and being round; and therefore, ultimately 

realizing it as a red ball is the interpretant. The vowel ‘A’ is another illustrative example. The 

sound of the letter is the representamen, while the symbol that is formed by three lines in a 

triangular shape is the object of the vowel ‘A’. The ability to connect the sound to the symbol 

and recognizing that the letter is pronounced as ‘A’ is the interpretant. As also seen in the 

examples; Matjaz Mulej (2006, p. 1053) states that the representamen, the object and the 

interpretant are connected to each other in a triadic relation and will not be able to operate 

without any one of them (Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1 Peirce’s three components of a sign. Source: 

http://www.mkbergman.com/wp-content/themes/ai3v2/images/2016Posts/sign_triad.png 

It should be noted that the representamen, the object and the intepretant may or may not be 

perceived as the same for everybody. In other words, as individuals from different cultures, 

societies, with distinct personalities and perceptions; we do not necessarily comprehend a sign 

in the same way. The vowel ‘A’ may sound in different ways to people of different mother 

tongues, likewise the vowel may be illustrated with a different symbol depending on the 

alphabet. As the association of the vowel and the symbol is a matter of mental process, it is 

presumably a disparate relation for every single mind. 

Moreover, the three components can be examined individually and thus, it will lead to the 

second triadic relation of the components. In the second triadic relation, it is seen that the three 

components have their own subcomponents which respond to firstness, secondness and 

thirdness in a similar way it is seen overall. Therefore, all three components have three 

different degrees of subcomponents which in this case makes 9 different subcomponents in 

total.  

The first component of a sign that is the representamen has three subcomponents that are 

named qualisign, sinsign and legisign; corresponding with firstness, secondness and thirdness 

respectively. A qualisign, in this case, is the first degree of the first level; and thus, it is the 

true and purest conceptual phenomenon. A qualisign processes through our minds to convey 

a typical quality, such as ‘redness’, ‘roundness’. However, a qualisign can only address to one 

distinct quality. When two or more qualities are combined together, these qualisigns become 

sinsigns, that is the second degree of the first level. In this case, ‘red and round’ make a good 

example for a sinsign. 

On the other hand, much like how thirdness operates on the main trichotomy; the legisign, 

which is the third degree of the first level, operates through sets of laws. These laws are 
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established and agreed upon by society. For example, when a math teacher draws a circle, 

independent from any other qualities and whether its geometry is perfect or not; as long as it 

is meant to address the idea of a circle, it is a legisign. Since a legisign needs to be agreed 

upon by society; traffic symbols and tickets to shows are also examples of legisigns. However, 

in order for a legisign to exist in the physical world, it needs to embody a sinsign. Therefore, 

a sinsign is meant to turn into a legisign when it acts through society’s laws. In this very case, 

while ‘redness’ is once again a qualisign, ‘red and round’ forms a sinsign, and when it means 

to stop in traffic, it is legisign. 

The second component, the object, consists of three subcomponents that are icon, index and 

symbol. Much like the levels of subcomponents of the representamen; icon, index and symbol 

also operate within the rules of firstness, secondness and thirdness. If, in this case, the object 

resembles the sign itself on a physical extent, the object is an icon. A simple photograph of a 

tree is fundamentally a good example for an iconic object, since the photograph directly 

reflects the original sign which is the tree itself. Taking a look back, René Magritte’s famous 

painting The Treachy of Images (1928-1929) is considered as a starting point for the 

understanding of icons of Peirce’s theory of sign (Figure 2.15). The drawing of the pipe is a 

mere reflection of any real pipe with similar qualifications, and thus it directly refers to a sign 

with the same characteristics - making it an iconic object. Accordingly, any production of 

portrait photography or portrait drawings are also iconic objects. Within this brief explanation, 

anything that does not resemble something else is iconic. When the object starts to give clues 

about some other things than itself, it becomes an index. As it is under the degree of 

secondness, index commonly needs a cause and effect relation. By this way, smoke is an index, 

apparently because it is the result of fire. Much like it; a ruler, a barometer or a compass are 

considered as indexes as they are the reflections of physical fact such as length, air pressure 

or direction on the Earth. Likewise, a knock on the door is the index of a visit. Architectural 

technical drawings or schemes of a mechanism are the indexes of the realized architectural or 

engineering productions. Moreover, it is possible to identify many icons and indexes when 

main tools of a computer software are investigated. For example, the tool for printing has a 

drawing of a printer. Since the process of printing is directly related to the printer, this drawing 

is an icon. Similarly, since drawing of scissors relates to the cut command and drawing of 

eraser relates to the process of erasing, both drawings are considered icons. On the other hand, 

the general tools that are grouped as ‘WYSIWYG’ (What You See Is What You Get) give 

clues about how indexes work in the first place. Among the functions of these tools are to 
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make texts bold, italic, underlined; to make a paragraph aligned on the left, in the middle or 

on the right. All related commands are the reflections of the effects we will get after using 

these tools (Figure 3.2). They do not copy a particularly existing sign. However, they show 

the cause and effect relation between tools and functions. In this case, all these tools are 

indexes, rather than icons.  

 

Figure 3.2 WYSIWYG toolbar. Source: 

https://info.stacksdiscovery.com/sites/default/files/User%20Manual/wysiwyg.png 

While icon and index have - so to speak - palpable figures, a symbol has no relation to its sign 

at all. A symbol is a law of intellection that is established by the society and well-accepted by 

all members of the society. A basic example of a symbol would be the symbol of radioactivity 

(Figure 3.3). There is no pre-information or clue how the symbol relates to radioactivity. It 

was only recognized by a group of scientists in the first place, and it has been socially accepted 

ever since. 
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Figure 3.3 Radioactivity symbol. Source: 

https://www.jing.fm/clipimg/detail/75-752680_radioactive-symbol.png 

There may or may not be a story behind the origin of a symbol. However, even if there is, not 

everybody is well-aware of it but everybody is taught to accept the symbol as the way it is. 

Therefore, it is inevitable to say that a symbol fails to operate for a person unless the relation 

of the symbol to its sign was taught in advance. If a person is not well-informed about a symbol 

beforehand, it is not possible for her/him to create the connection between the symbol and its 

meaning. 

Due to the fact that the distinction between icon, index and symbol is remarkably distinctive 

and easily recognizable; it has become the most common classification in the theory of signs. 

The main reason that this distinction is quite apparent compared to the ones in the other 

components is that the object is the only physical and therefore most obvious component of 

all three. 

Last but not least; the third component, the interpretant, is composed of three subcomponents 

that are rheme, dicent and argument. The interpretant and its components help to create the 

connection between the representamen and the object. Therefore, they are all principally the 

mental side of the sign process. Unlike the representamen and the object, the interpretant is 

subjective to every other person. Then again, the interpretant is the key for the sign process 

itself, because the sign process is only accepted to occur in intellectual minds. Representamen 

and object make sure there are signs in the universe, however if there is no one to recognize 

these signs, it means they would stay afloat. Additionally, it is also discussed by scholars 

whether animals are capable of processing signs or not, given that animals’ minds operate 

remarkably different than human beings’. 
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Rheme is at the first degree of the trichotomy. A rheme refers to possible pieces that have a 

different and subjective existence and thus, have a general meaning. It does not refer to 

anything other than the quality or qualities of the representamen. Figuring out something, for 

instance, is a rhematic statement. As qualities are timeless and spaceless, so are rhematic 

statements. For example, acknowledging the existence of the color red is a rhematic statement. 

The second degree of the trichotomy is dicent. A dicent operates through actual clues from a 

specific time and in a specific place. The difference between a rheme and a dicent is similar 

to the difference between a qualisign and a sinsign; and to the difference between an icon and 

an index. Firstly, dicent consists of more layers of information. Secondly, dicent statements 

have a cause and effect relationship as well. While recognizing an apple when we see it is a 

rheme; recognizing that an apple grows on a tree because it is a fruit is a dicent. On the other 

hand, the argument, which is at the third degree of the trichotomy, is rather a statement that 

introduces new possibilities. What makes argument different than a rheme and a dicent is that 

there may not be a certain truth in argument, rather it is a statement that might or might not be 

based on previous facts. For example, suggesting that an apple is healthy only based on the 

fact that it grows on a tree is an argument. Although an apple is healthy, it cannot be predicted 

only because it grows on a tree and requires further inputs. However, argument is not involved 

with any further input. A different example for an argument can be languages. Acknowledging 

the word ‘apple’ is a long term argument which somehow occurred in the course of time and 

remains unchanged. 

 

Table 3.1 Three Degrees of Three Trichotomies 

John F. Sowa (2015) illustrates a comprehensive narrative based on a simple situation of 

ringing of a phone in order to show how each degree of every trichotomy is found: 



75 

1. Qualisign: The sense of ringing. Even before the ringing occurs, the idea of the ringing 

sound. 

2. Sinsign: A recognized ringing sound of phone that is comprised of tones of different 

sounds. 

3. Legisign: The principle that a ringing phone is an effect of the fact that someone is 

giving a call. 

4. Icon: An image that resembles a telephone. 

5. Index: A finger pointing toward a phone because it is ringing. 

6. Symbol: Written musical notes of the ringing sound. 

7. Rheme: A logical predicate or a word such as ‘phone’, which represents a real or 

imaginary object we know as phone. 

8. Dicent: A sentence that verifies the existence of a phone call: ‘Your mother is calling.’ 

9. Argument: A sequence of propositions that expresses a readily accepted connection: 

‘It may be an emergency, so you should answer the phone.’ 

3.1.3. Ten Classes of Sign 

Although all three trichotomies are examined under three degrees, our universe is not so 

mechanical and unilateral. Rather we are presented an unlimited amount of signs with all of 

these nine subjects. In order to make a better understanding of our universe, Peirce offered a 

classification of signs. This classification becomes possible only by combining the 

representamen, the object and the interpretant altogether to compose a sign. In this 

combination; the degrees of the representamen, the object and the interpretant are subjected 

to be different than each other. In other words, Peirce’s classes of sign are composed of 

different levels of the representamen, the object and the interpretant (Table 3.2).  
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Table 3.2 Ten Classes of Sign. Source: 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Peirce-%E2%80%99-s-Evolutionary-Sign-%3A-an-

Analysis-of-Depth-Thellefsen/adc80b4494617b33da8d97bef37b93c08b2fdc07/figure/4 

As a principle, subjects of firstness, secondness and thirdness constitute a dominant role in 

this classification. Basically, Peirce suggested a code for this classification he designed based 

on the roles of firstness, secondness and thirdness with respect to each other. For instance, if 

thought within the horizontal and vertical scheme of triadic trichotomies of Table 3.1, no 

component of any trichotomy can be on a higher level than any other component on the left 

side. In other words; the object component can only be on the equal or a lower degree than 

the representamen component and likewise, the interpretant component can only be on the 

equal or a lower degree than the object component. As a result of this, since qualisign is the 

first degree of the first trichotomy (the representamen), it can only match with other first 

degree components of the object and the interpretant. Therefore, qualisign is only encountered 

in the first class of sign, which is rhematic iconic qualisign. Similar to this, since argument is 

the third degree of the third trichotomy (the interpretant), it can only match with other third 

degree components of the representamen and the object. Therefore, argument is only 

encountered in the tenth class of sign, which is argument symbolic legisign. Consequently, 

scholars agree that since the first class is composed of all first degree components, it is the 

ultimate representation of firstness in theory of sign. Likewise, since the tenth composed of 
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all third degree components, it is the ultimate representation of thirdness. Following this basic 

rule, all classes are made within the same relation that leads signs from firstness to thirdness 

gradually (Table 3.3). 

 

Table 3.3 Ten Classes of Sign 

This classification of signs helps break the certainity presented in the firstness, secondness 

and thirdness. Peirce’s main logic in classifying is to determine a sign’s true identity. In order 

to do that, Peirce (1960) concludes that firstness, secondness and thirdness can be determined 

on his main pyramid of ten classes of sign (Table 3.4). 
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Table 3.4 Groups of Classes of Sign Based on Their Characteristics of Firstness, Secondess 

and Thirdness. Table based on: Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2014) 

As a result, it is clear for Peirce that while the three cells at the corners of the triange (1st, 4th 

and 10th classes) represent the true firstness, secondness and thirdness; the adjacent cells are 

also under their influences (Voetmann Christiansen, 1988; Merrell, 1996; Thellefsen, 2001, p. 

9-25). In a more comprehensive explanation; while the 1st class represents true firstness, the 

2nd and the 5th classes have the major characteristics of firstness. Similarly, while the 3rd class 

represents true secondness; the 4th, the 6th and the 7th classes have the major characteristics of 

secondness. While the 10th class represents the true thirdness, the 8th and the 9th have the major 

characteristics of thirdness. Thellefsen (2001, p. 9-25) continues that there is a geometrical 

relation between each class. The pyramid of classes of sign is built in a way to illustrate that 

the transition of influence between each two categories. For example, the 5th class is majorly 

influenced by firstness and minorly influenced by thirdness while the 8th class is majorly 

influenced by thirdness and minorly influenced by firstness. (Table 3.5). 
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Table 3.5 Final Classification of Signs Based on Their Characteristics of Firstness, 

Secondness, Thirdness. Table based on: Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2014) 

3.1.4. Abduction, Deduction and Induction in Theory of Sign 

As Peirce suggests, his classification of signs and therefore, his triadic components are the 

constituents of logical thinking (Boler, 2004, p. 68 - 69). It is agreed upon by scholars and 

Peirce’s readers that his logical thinking consists of three main types of reasoning, which are 

abductive, deductive and inductive reasoning (Bellucci & Pietarinen, 2015; Thellefsen, 2001; 

Niiniluoto, 2010; Magnani, 2007; Bergman, Paavola & Pietarinen; 2011, Flick & Kennedy, 

2018). Peirce’s epistemology establishes that firstness, secondness and thirdness are 

respectively direct provisions for abduction, deduction and induction. As a result of this 

connectivity, it is interpreted that understanding roles of abduction, induction and deduction 

is essential to create a meaning for Peirce’s triadic components (Figure 3.4). As Klaus Bruhn 

Jensen (2008) suggests; abduction, deduction and induction are three basic forms of reasoning 

that are used for methodologies of communication in various disciplines.  
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Figure 3.4 Roles of Abduction, Deduction and Induction. Source: 

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Fig-A1-The-relation-between-abduction-deduction-and-

induction-Several-alternative_fig1_48326326 

Chong Ho Yu (1994) states that, for Peirce, a reasoning should apply abduction, deduction 

and induction altogether for a more comprehensive inquiry as follows: 

 At the stage of abduction, the goal is to explore the data, find out a pattern, and suggest 

a plausible hypothesis with the use of proper categories; deduction is to build a logical 

and testable hypothesis based upon other plausible premises; and induction is the 

approximation towards the truth in order to fix our beliefs for further inquiry. In short, 

abduction creates, deduction explicates, and induction verifies (Yu, 1994, p. 15).  

 

Jan Svennevig (2003, p. 1) states that although the concept of abduction was originally 

introduced by Aristotle, it was Charles Sanders Peirce who integrated it into a theory of 

inference. Abduction is the form of scientific reasoning that carries the characteristics of 

firstness. Scholars suggest that abduction starts with a set of observations. However, this set 

of observations are incomplete and therefore, there is an uncertain amount of information that 

is left out. Therefore, the conclusion of abduction will never be certainly correct, there will 

always be an open door for interpretation. For example, a person walks into the office on an 

off day and finds out a window left open. Since it’s an off day, the best conclusion would be 
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that the window had been left open since the last working day. However, although it’s a small 

chance, there might have been someone just before him/her at the office and opened the 

window. Abduction is based on making and testing hypotheses with the information available 

at hand at a time. Therefore, there is always a space for an educated or well-informed guess. 

As a reflection of firstness, abduction is based on possibilities. There is no clear explanation 

in abduction. It is often used by the ones who make decisions with the evidence provided to 

them. In addition, a detective’s identification of a criminal by putting the pieces together at a 

crime scene is also an abductive reasoning. Abduction enables the detective to come up with 

the best possible scenario. Peirce states that abduction is a type of critical thinking through 

which a person will find a reason to pursue the starting point; and therefore, it is used to 

introduce new discoveries in any discipline. Abduction is the method of reasoning that consists 

of possibility (1960). 

Deduction, on the other hand, is the form of reasoning that is the reflection of secondness. 

Dependently, it has a certain way of concluding with valid reasons. It starts with a general 

statement and with reasonable evidences it reaches out to a certain conclusion. Due to its 

inherent relationship to secondness, deductive reasoning has a way of cause and effect relation; 

thus, it usually follows steps. There is always a premise and a second premise, before the final 

inference. The general prescription, that is ‘Every A is B and this C is A; therefore, this C is B’ 

is practically always a valid exemplification of deductive reasoning. For example, stating that 

all birds have feathers and all robins are birds will lead to the conclusion that all robins have 

feathers. In a similar way, knowing that all numbers ending with 0 and 5 are divisible by 5 

and that 35 ends with a 5 will lead to the conclusion that 35 is divisible by 5. In deductive 

reasoning, the conclusions are always logical and true as long as the first two premises are 

relevant. For example, knowing that you will have to be in the office at 10:00 AM and it takes 

you 30 minutes to arrive at the office will lead you to deduce that as long as you leave the 

house before 9:30 AM, you will arrive at the office in time. However, if the first two premises 

are somehow irrelevant or missing information, deductive reasoning may end up with a fallacy 

in logic. For example, stating that all cars have four wheels and skateboards have four wheels, 

does not mean that skateboards are cars. Therefore, deductive reasoning is only valid when 

there is no room for assumptions. As a conclusion, while abduction is used to start hypotheses, 

deduction is used to test these hypotheses. As suggested by Peirce (1960), deduction cannot 

lead to new knowledge. It is not a type of reasoning that can end up with the discovery of new 

knowledge, because the conclusion has already been in the statement. Rather than that, 
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deduction is a method for proving that previous statements are all true. Therefore, it is 

accepted that deduction will leave the observer no space for generation of ideas. Deduction is 

the method of reasoning that consists of certainty. 

Induction is the third form of reasoning and it is established on the characteristics of thirdness. 

Basically, it is the opposite of what deduction is; induction makes comprehensive 

generalizations based on specific and limited observations and evidences. Therefore, inductive 

logic provides conclusions that are drawn from data, it goes from specific to general. After 

many observations, a person is led to make an assumption in the inductive logic. For example, 

if knowing that more than one coins pulled from a bag are all pennies will lead someone to 

assume that all coins in that bag are pennies. Inductive reasoning is always true, until is proven 

otherwise. Therefore, even though there might be considerably good amount of proof for a 

conclusion, there is always a minor possibility of failure in the inductive logic. Rudolf Carnap 

(1952) argues that induction might lead to the generation of empirical laws, but not theoretical 

laws. For example, after heating many iron bars, an empirical fact can be concluded the 

empirical fact that metals will bend when they are heated, even though it is not possible, in 

this way, to estimate expansion coefficient of different metals. Peirce (1960) himself also adds 

that induction will never end up with new ideas, but only these superficial conclusions. 

However, it doesn’t necessarily mean that Peirce discredits induction in any way; rather he 

defends that generalizations will help us understand certain amount of facts that we are not 

able to understand otherwise. In order to get a respectable amount of inquiry, we need to make 

approximations based on large number of cases. One doesn’t have to know everything about 

a particular subject, in order to have an actual idea of it. For example, based on her/his 

previous knowledge that most people in an office wear ties will lead someone to assume it 

would be good to wear a tie on the first day in that office, although it may not be an essential 

point to consider for other people. Therefore, it is safe to say that induction will leave someone 

in a safe space for the beginning. Much like abduction, scientists also use induction to form 

hypotheses and theories. Induction is the method of reasoning that consists of probability. 

Peirce summarizes abduction, deduction and induction as a complementary parts of human 

creativity each of which is dependent on the other two to exist (1960). Accordingly, any 

process of thinking includes abduction for capturing qualities of feeling, deduction for 

projecting these qualities of feeling into a reasonable outcome and induction for testing this 

outcome to make it appropriate as a whole.  
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Based on their relation with firstness, secondness and thirdness respectively; the influence of 

use of abductive, deductive and inductive reasoning of ten classes of sign is seen as follows 

(Table 3.6): 

 

Table 3.6 Groups of Classes of Signs Based on Their Influence by Abductive, Deductive 

and Inductive Reasoning. Table based on: Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2014) 

Additionally, ten classes of sign are not equally influenced by use of abductive, deductive and 

inductive reasoning. Based on their characteristics of firstness, secondness and thirdness; the 

gradually changing influence of abductive, deductive and inductive reasoning on ten classes 

of sign is illustrated in Table 3.7. 
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Table 3.7 Final Classification of Signs Based on Their Influence by Abductive, Deductive 

and Inductive Reasoning. Table based on: Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2014) 

3.2. A Method to Analyze Architectural Diagrams Based on Peirce’s 

Classification 

3.2.1. Formulating Peirce’s Classification on a Numerical Basis 

As previously stated, architectural diagrams are one of the main tools architects use to present 

the conceptual and technical approaches of their projects. Based on this knowledge, 

architectural diagrams are also considered as signs and they are constructed with the same 

components of any other sign that are the representamen, the object and the interpretant. There 

are numerous types of architectural diagrams which are used to convey different information 

through either firstness, secondness or thirdness. it is convenient to examine them within the 

scope of Peirce’s theory of sign and determine their classes of sign. In this way, what type of 

reasoning an architectural diagram uses will be profoundly established. 

In order to analyze architectural diagrams in this scope; it is firstly essential to adapt Peirce’s 

classification of signs. Priscila Farias and Joao Queiroz (2003) developed a method to convert 

Peirce’s triadic table into a numeric version. This method starts with representing the three 
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components of a sign, the representamen, the object and the interpretant with numbers based 

on their degrees of firstness (1), secondness (2) and thirdness (3). Accordingly, the ten classes 

of sign end up in a rational sorting (Table 3.8). 

 

Table 3.8 Rational Sorting of Ten Classes of Sign. Table based on: 

Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2003) 

The second step of Farias and Queiroz’s method is converting these numbers in a coordinative 

way with triplets, in which a triadic value is introduced. This triadic value is consisting of 

three numbers as (a, b, c), where a corresponds to the quantity of number 1(s) of the sign, b 

corresponds to the quantity of number 2(s) of the sign and finally, c corresponds to the quantity 

of number 3(s). In this way, the sum of a, b and c will always be equal to 3 (Table 3.9).  



86 

 

Table 3.9 Triadic Values for Ten Classes of Sign. Table based on: 

Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2003) 

It is significant to note that with these triplets, it becomes easy to differentiate signs of firstness 

from signs of secondness and signs of thirdness. Accordingly, the classes that have a 3 and 

two 0’s in their values are the classes with pure identities of firstness, secondness and thirdness, 

respectively. Based on these main triplets, authors Farias and Queiroz create a triangle to 

determine peaks of firstness, secondness and thirdness (Table 3.10). 
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Table 3.10 Triangle with 3 Main Classes of Sign. Table based on: 

Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2003) 

Second to that, the intermediate triplets, which represent 2nd, 3rd, 5th, 7th, 8th and 9th classes, 

are positioned by increasing or decreasing 1 value to or from the relevant values (Table 3.11). 

 

 

Table 3.11 Triangle with 9 Classes of Sign. Table based on: 

Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2003) 

Lastly, the triangle is completed by placing the only remaining triplet, which represent the 6th 

class of sign, and connecting the triplets to each other. In this way, Farias and Queiroz (2003) 

assure that determining the correct class of any sign is easier (Table 3.12).  
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Table 3.12 Final Triangle of Ten Classes of Sign. Table based on: 

Farias, P., & Queiroz, J. (2003) 

With the help of existing knowledge for classification of signs, it is possible to determine an 

architectural diagram’s position in this triangle. Investigating the representamen, the object 

and the interpretant of a diagram does not only reveal its class, but also remarks which logical 

reasoning is used in that diagram. In order to create a pattern for classifying architectural 

diagrams based on Peirce’s narratives, firstly it is essential to work out the relation among 

three components of a sign. As stated earlier, Peirce describes how to appoint a qualisign, a 

sinsign, a legisign for the represantamen, an icon, an index and a symbol for the object and 

lastly; a rheme, a dicent and an argument for the interpretant. Likewise, Peirce formulates how 

these 9 components can be combined to create ten classes of sign. Based on this set of rules, 

a clearer scheme shown in Table 3.13 is developed. 
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Table 3.13 Combination Rule of Signs. Table based on: 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Joao_Queiroz2/publication/233398549/figure/fig1/AS:

669370061684738@1536601667225/The-10-classes-of-signs-as-a-system-of-cross-

relational-classes-The-paths-correspond-to.png 

Once the combination is explicitly mapped, the next step is to define the method to determine 

the class of sign. For this, a sign should be examined within three components individually in 

a predefined pattern. As proposed by Peirce, the classification starts with determining the 

representamen first, the object second and the interpretant third (1960). Therefore, a step-by-

step determination scheme that is also based on previous information is built up (Table 3.14). 

With the help of this scheme, the class of a sign can be determined with a set of determination 

levels based on Peirce’s description of the three levels of the representamen, the object and 

the interpretant. 
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Table 3.14 Determination Scheme of Components of a Sign 

As stated above, the first step is to determine the representamen of the sign (determination 1). 

There are three possible outcomes. If the representamen is found to be a qualisign, the 

classification will be instantly done, since a qualisign can only exist with icon and rheme, 

which makes it a 1st class sign. If the representamen is found to be sinsign, then it is necessary 

to determine the object of the sign (determination 2). For that level, there are two possible 

outcomes. If the object is determined to be an icon, then the classification will be done as an 

icon only exist with rheme in a sign, which is a 2nd class of sign. However, if the object is 

determined to be an index, then another determination is necessary (determination 3). Based 

on the outcome; if the interpretant is a rheme, it is proven to be a 3rd class of sign, whereas if 

the interpretant is dicent, it will be a 4th class of sign. On the other hand, if the representamen 

was neither a qualisign, nor a sinsign in the beginning; it must be a legisign and if this is the 

case, it is obligatory to determine the object of the sign (determination 4). As a legisign can 

exist with all levels of the object, there are 6 classes with a legisign as their representamen. If 

the object is an icon, it is proven that it is a 5th class of sign. If the object is an index, the 

interpretant must be determined (determination 5). In that case, if the interpretant is a rheme, 

it is a 6th class of sign; whereas if the interpretant is a dicent, it is a 7th class of sign. On the 

other hand, if the object is a symbol, depending on the interpretant (determination 6), the 

classification will be complete. If the interpretant is a rheme, it is an 8th class of sign; whereas 

if the interpretant is a dicent, it is a 9th class of sign and lastly, if the interepretant is an argument, 

it is a 10th class of sign. It is important to notice that argument can only exist in a sign with 
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legisign as its representamen and symbol as its object, making the 10th class the only class 

with argument as its interpretant. 

3.2.2. Adapting Peirce’s Classification to Analyze Architectural Diagrams 

In order to go through these determinations on architectural diagrams, a set of predefinitions 

is built up in this study based on Peirce’s narratives. To begin with, characteristics of 9 

components are refined based on collected papers of Peirce and his successors (Peirce, 1960; 

Hartshorne, Weiss & Burks, 1965): 

Representamen is determined by examining the document contents. This is where the basic 

qualifications are placed.  

 Qualisign is found where there is only one general concept of physical feeling 

or one general quality alone. Qualisign doesn’t give any further information 

than a potential quality. 

 Sinsign consists of more than one qualities. Basically, it is a combination of 

minimum two qualisigns. A sinsign is always related to project’s qualifications 

directly. In this way, a geometrical drawing of a building with correct 

proportions and dimensions is a good example of a sinsign. It is an indication 

of existing only once. Therefore, it shows certain information, meaning that 

there is no potential for anything else than what this sinsign tells. In other 

words, if the diagram shows the proportionate measures of the project (or a 

phase of the project), it is found to be a sinsign. Similarly, a contextual drawing 

that shows the certain situation of the selected area is a sinsign. Moreover, a 

proportionately projected map of a place is another example. 

 Legisign shows a basic principle, a law or a rule that has been accepted upon 

society. It does not show proportionate measures or true identities of its 

contents, rather it shows the principle idea. Simply put, if the geometry in the 

diagram is not reflecting the proportionate measures of the project (or a phase 

of the project) or the surroundings, it is found to be a legisign. Besides, if a 

diagram is appointed with socially accepted notions, it is embodied to be a 

legisign. Moreover; when a certain situation of the project or the project site is 

combined with a socially accepted information, it means the diagram has lost 
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the certain situation and includes conceded input and considered as a legisign, 

rather than a sinsign. 

Object is determined by the role of geometry, form and image in overall. Object shows how a 

diagram shows the information. 

 Icon is found if the diagram has a direct resemblance to geometry and nothing 

else than that. An icon shows only what representamen provides. In this sense; 

icon can reflect a basic feeling through qualisign or it can reflect the true 

measures of the project through sinsign or it can reflect the simple principal 

geometry through legisign. There is no further information in an icon that 

steers the observer to contemplate. 

 Index, on the other hand, is made to urge the observer to process the 

information given in the diagram to another level. Much like the general 

characteristics of secondness, index often operates through cause and effect 

relation. Similarly, index is used for pointing the concept in the project. If there 

is an information related to functional or formal concept of the project in the 

diagram, the object is determined to be an index. 

 Symbol is found if the diagram shows an information through a culturally 

accepted form that has no relation to the project itself. This can also be deduced 

based on the fact that a symbol is only found with a legisign. A symbol creates 

a law. This law can be previously known or something the creator of the 

diagram comes up with. A symbol leads the audience to form a relation 

between the diagram and the concept idea of the project. In this way, a symbol 

is found where there is no direct information about the true measures of the 

project. Moreover, when a diagram consists of both indexical and symbolic 

value, it is considered that the cause and effect relation is weakened as there is 

a culturally accepted fact included. In this sense, the object is determined to be 

a symbol. 

Interpretant is determined through examining the meaning and the subject of the diagram.  

 Rheme shows a general meaning and a possibility. The information given in 

the diagram doesn’t apply directly in the project. Rather the diagram shows the 
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possibility of a concept that can be found in (a part of) the project. Rheme is 

timeless, there is no certainity of anything a rheme points to.  

 Dicent, on the contrary, shows certain situation of the project. It is a formation 

of geometrical, environmental, functional and formal rules. If the information 

on the diagram is any case provided to be certain, the interpretant is determined 

to be a dicent. It is often based on cause and effect relation. 

 Argument is the form of interpretant where the information given in the 

diagram is based upon a truth that is offered by the creator of the diagram. 

There must be a symbolic legisign information for an argument to exist; 

therefore, it shows how a generalized meaning in the concept may operate. 

Argument is based on probabilities that may or may not be true. It shows new 

scenarios for future predictions based on the generalized meaning. Any 

diagram that includes both certain information and generalized meaning is 

proven to have lost its certainty and thus, regarded as an argument
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Table 3.15 Determination Scheme of Components of a Sign for Architectural Diagrams
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3.2.3. Applying the Method on Architectural Diagrams 

Based on these predefinitions, ten diagrams all of which belong to a different class of sign are 

selected to exemplify the classification. The submission boards are placed before the diagrams, 

in order to create the correlations between the diagrams and each project. Selected diagrams 

are marked with a red square or a rectangle on board. By this way, the function of the 

adaptation is tested and put into motion. 

 

Figure 3.5 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 1. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/16.02.2017/huge/2d123e4dd3cb9ed0eede148367d

145eb.jpg 
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Figure 3.6 Example Diagram 1, the 1st Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/16.02.2017/huge/2d123e4dd3cb9ed0eede148367d

145eb.jpg 

Authors Andrea Guidi and Emiliano Diotaiuti (2017) used an image of rocks (Figure 3.5 and 

Figure 3.6) to describe the feeling of the concept of their project. The feeling can be rigidity, 

brutality or sublime; this study does not seek for the meaning, but for the classification of the 

sign. Whatever the feeling might be, it is the only information that is gained from the image, 

due to the fact that it reflects neither the true colors nor the materials used in the project. Since 

there is only one quality shown in the image, the representamen is determined to be a qualisign; 

through which it is made certain that this diagram is an example of a 1st class sign. 

Nevertheless, the object of the diagram is only showing direct resemblance with the reality of 

the project, so it is an icon. Lastly, there is only possibility of the feeling of rigidity, there is 

no certain information where or how it is used; therefore, the interpretant is a rheme. All in 

all, this diagram is determined to be an example of a 1st class sign, which is rhematic iconic 

qualisign. 
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Figure 3.7 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 2. Source: 

https://upload2.beebreeders.com//upload/06.06.2019/sm_huge/8455cff56932eca523eb62ad5

5eb8eb2.jpg 
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Figure 3.8 Example Diagram 2, the 2nd Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload2.beebreeders.com//upload/06.06.2019/sm_huge/8455cff56932eca523eb62ad5

5eb8eb2.jpg 

Bryant Lau Liang Cheng (2019) illustrates the program units in his diagram (Figure 3.7 and 

Figure 3.8). Since the diagram shows the true measures of the units, instead of focusing on a 

single quality or a generalized concept; the representamen is found to be a sinsign. In addition, 

there is no further information related to the units or a cause and effect relation to be spotted. 

On the other hand, the image operates through direct resemblance and nothing more. 

Therefore, the object is found to be an icon. Moreover, the information the diagram gives is 

only about possibility. There is no information how these units are meant to be in relation with 

each other, so the interpretant is determined to be a rheme. As a conclusion, this diagram is an 

example of a 2nd class of sign, which is a rhematic iconic sinsign. 
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Figure 3.9 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 3. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/17.05.2017/sm_huge/0dae01ad2ec35d9e83d84e3bf

486893a.jpg 

 

Figure 3.10 Example Diagram 3, the 3rd Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/17.05.2017/sm_huge/0dae01ad2ec35d9e83d84e3bf

486893a.jpg 

Authors François Chantier and Maria Fernandez (2017) visualized the conceptual approach 

in their design with a diagram (Figure 3.9 and Figure 3.10). The diagram shows true 
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proportions of program units, instead of being random and generalized drawings. Therefore, 

the representamen is determined to be a sinsign. Besides showing true resemblance to the 

project, diagram demonstrates how these program units come together to create a master 

design idea. It is possible to say that the diagram is based on a functional and formal narration. 

Therefore, the object is not an icon, but an index. Lastly, even though the diagram gives clues 

about the general concept of the building; this concourse of the program units is only a 

possibility, since the diagram does not reflect the certain situation of the project. Rather it 

shows a possible scenario of the generalized concept. Therefore, the interpretant is not a dicent, 

but a rheme. In these ways, it is concluded that this diagram is an example of a 3rd class of 

sign, namely a rhematic indexical sinsign. 

 

Figure 3.11 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 4. Source: 

https://upload2.beebreeders.com//upload/14.09.2017/sm_huge/6ceaa4cfbe0a1ce60e212670c

64e7bac.jpg 
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Figure 3.12 Example Diagram 4, the 4th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload2.beebreeders.com//upload/14.09.2017/sm_huge/6ceaa4cfbe0a1ce60e212670c

64e7bac.jpg 

Judith Busson Taridec and François Cattoni (2017) narrate the formation of their project 

through this diagram (Figure 3.11 and Figure 3.12). As the diagram shows true proportions of 

the building, the representamen is determined to be a sinsign. Nevertheless, although the 

diagram carries some features of the building, rather than a resemblance it illustrates the 

functional and formal relation of the different masses of the project. Therefore, rather than 

being iconic, the diagram has indexical features. Different than the example from Chantier 

and Fernandez (Figure 3.10), this diagram shows the certain situation of the project, leaving 

no possibility of any other scenarios in mind. There is only one way these masses come 

together in the project and it is directly illustrated in the diagram. This is an obvious indication 

of a dicent as the interpretant. All in all, this diagram is determined to be an example of a 4th 

class of sign, in other words a dicent indexical sinsign. 
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Figure 3.13 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 5. Source: 

https://upload0.beebreeders.com//upload/29.11.2014/huge/a523ebf8c00eddca878d0a7ec651

26bd.jpg 

 

Figure 3.14 Example Diagram 5, the 5th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload0.beebreeders.com//upload/29.11.2014/huge/a523ebf8c00eddca878d0a7ec651

26bd.jpg 

A general form generation principle of the project is presented in this diagram (Figure 3.13 

and Figure 3.14) by the authors Justyna Mydlak and Natalia Podejko (2015). The triangles in 

the diagram do not represent the real geometry of the building, rather they are only meant to 

convey the idea of a triangle. They indicate a general understanding of being in form of 

triangle; therefore, the representamen is a legisign. However, the triangles do not show any 
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real conceptual idea or do not carry a symbolic meaning; rather they reflect the simple 

principle geometry. Therefore, the object is determined to be an icon. As a result of this 

combination, the interpretant is known to only be a rheme, while also it is principally 

understood from the diagram that there is no certain situation of the building but a set of 

possible outcomes. All in all, the diagram is determined to be an example of 5th class of sign, 

a rhematic iconic legisign. 

 

Figure 3.15 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 6. Source: 

https://upload2.beebreeders.com//upload/18.11.2019/huge/893666f030b1923df2d6b598198c

5e19.jpg 
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Figure 3.16 Example Diagram 6, the 6th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload2.beebreeders.com//upload/18.11.2019/huge/893666f030b1923df2d6b598198c

5e19.jpg 

Author Tai Terupo (2019) illustrates the formation of porous structure of the project with this 

diagram (Figure 3.15 and Figure 3.16). The shapes used in the diagram do not reflect the true 

measures of the project, rather they are only principal shapes that generalize the concept idea 

in abstractive way. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. In addition to this, there is a 

pointing of a formation as stated by the author, rather than just resembling something; so the 

object is an index. Finally, since this formation doesn’t point the true situation of the project 

and it only points a possibility; the interpretant is a rheme. All considered, this diagram is 

found to be an example of a 6th class of sign, in other words a rhematic indexical legisign. 
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Figure 3.17 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 7. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/16.02.2017/sm_huge/e7ba548303032e1f6367e092

4d60cb53.jpg 

 

Figure 3.18 Example Diagram 7, the 7th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/16.02.2017/sm_huge/e7ba548303032e1f6367e092

4d60cb53.jpg 

Authors Federico Rodriguez and Alejandro Lobo (2017) demonstrate the unit relation in their 

design with this diagram (Figure 3.17 and Figure 3.18). The spaces are represented with basic 

squares while the true measures of the project show difference. The spaces, in that sense, are 

generalized as squares and therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The diagram shows the 

true functional relation between different units. This is the main point of being indexical. Also, 

this relation is not a possibility, but a certain situation of the building. In that case, the 
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interpretant is determined to be a dicent. All in all, this diagram is an example of a 7th class of 

sign, also known as a dicent indexical legisign. 

 

Figure 3.19 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 8. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/15.02.2017/huge/f539f8330271184f275435964916

09eb.jpg 
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Figure 3.20 Example Diagram 8, the 8th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/15.02.2017/huge/f539f8330271184f275435964916

09eb.jpg 

This diagram (Figure 3.19 and Figure 3.20) shows a basic understanding of a natural statement 

mixed with a design principle. Authors Viktor Zotov, Dmytro Matviishyn and Roman 

Slyadnev (2017) points a generalized information in the diagram, rather than limited 

information related to the project. This makes the representamen a legisign. Additionally, the 

diagram does not resemble the project and does not tell a narration of the concept; rather it 

has a symbolic view of four elements and in a socially accepted way. Lastly, there is only one 

possible combination of these notions, yet there is no certain situation related to project and 

no possibilities for future predictions. Therefore, the interpretant for this diagram is a rheme. 

This concludes that the diagram is determined to be an example of an 8th class of sign, which 

is a rhematic symbolic legisign. 
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Figure 3.21 Submission Board of the Example Diagram 9. Source: 

https://upload0.beebreeders.com//upload/29.11.2014/huge/c4704582880100baf0f20b458b3f

dc29.jpg 

 

Figure 3.22 Example Diagram 9, the 9th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload0.beebreeders.com//upload/29.11.2014/huge/c4704582880100baf0f20b458b3f

dc29.jpg 

Authors Justyna Mydlak and Natalia Podejko (2015) visualized the functional scheme of their 

project in this diagram (Figure 3.21 and Figure 3.22). Since this functional scheme is formed 

by a generalized rule of convention and set of symbols, it is determinted that the 
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representamen is a legisign and the object is a symbol. Additionally; the diagram shows the 

certain situation and gives a specific information about the project, making the interpretant a 

dicent. All considered, this diagram sets an example of a 9th class of sign, also known as a 

dicent symbolic legisign. 

 

Figure 3.23 Submission Board 1 of the Example Diagram 10. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/01.02.2017/huge/09e7460175c99bb8529def5c8e78

08e5.jpg 
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Figure 3.24 Submission Board 2 of the Example Diagram 10. Source: 

https://upload0.beebreeders.com//upload/16.02.2017/sm_huge/ebb4914808fd5c14db7b9644

f57e4260.jpg 

 

Figure 3.25 Example Diagram 10, the 10th Class of Sign. Source: 

https://upload1.beebreeders.com//upload/01.02.2017/huge/09e7460175c99bb8529def5c8e78

08e5.jpg 

Author Boris Hilderal (2017) shows his main approach to the design idea in this principle 

diagram (Figure 3.25). First of all, the diagram shows no relation to true geometry of the 

project (Figure 3.23 and Figure 3.24). It is based on a generalized principle for the project; 

therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The diagram shows only symbolic narration for the 
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geometry, it creates a new reality for the narration. This makes the object a symbol. Also, for 

the first time, the diagram is based on new possibilities for future predictions. Simply put, the 

new reality the diagram creates is not certain to come true; it is only a possibility that the 

author sets forth. The author assumes that the project will put together such matters of fact to 

create a ‘gate’ and an ‘infinite’ that is orbited by a symbolic figure of an astronaut. The 

audience is not canalized into one real situation of the project, rather they are urged to invent 

a new idea for themselves via the diagram. Therefore, the interpretant is determined to be an 

argument. All considered, this diagram is an example of a 10th class of diagram, namely an 

argument symbolic legisign. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS: ARCHITECTURAL DIAGRAMS IN GUGGENHEIM 

HELSINKI DESIGN COMPETITION 

The study aims to determine the use of diagrams in terms of conveying the design idea through 

different types of logical reasoning within the case study of Guggenheim Helsinki Design 

Competition. The following chapter consists of the analysis of 21 projects, which are selected 

as the honorable mentions, the finalists and ultimately the winner in Guggenheim Helsinki 

Design Competition, within the scope of the use of diagrams. 

4.1. Context 

The competition was launched on June 4, 2014 by the Guggenheim Foundation as a response 

to the demand of the city council of Helsinki. When the council decided in 2010 to add a 

Guggenheim museum in the Finnish capital, they contacted the Guggenheim Foundation to 

develop a conceptual study. After an exploring study between 2011 and 2014, the foundation 

decided upon a suitable site for the upcoming project; the south harbor of Helsinki was chosen 

as the construction site and a proposal for a multifunctional museum of art and design 

(http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/en/about). 

In addition to the multiple existent Guggenheim Museums in New York, Venice, Bilbao and 

Abu Dhabi; Guggenheim Helsinki Design Competition has been submitted 1715 competitors 

from 77 countries, resulting with setting a new world record of a competition with most 

number of entries (http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/stageonegallery/en). 

The competition site was approximately 18,520 square meters. As the focus of the project was 

art in the cityscape, the main approach for the entries is to reach approximately 4,000 square 

meters of exhibition hall. Furthermore, a restaurant, a café/bar, storages for the exhibition 

objects, galleries and a flexible performance hall are some of the main functions that were 

included in the museum complex. 

Eleven jury members were chosen by the Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation in 

collaboration with the State of Finland, the City of Helsinki and the Finnish Association of 

architects (http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/en/jury). The commission applied an 

elimination process of two phases. With the stage one jury statement, a list of 21 projects 
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among the 1,715 participants were selected on December 2, 2014. While 15 of them were 

awarded with an honorable mention, the other 6 of them were announced as finalists. As a 

result of the stage two jury statement, the entry by Moreau Kusunoki Architects was 

announced as winner on June 23, 2015 (http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/jury-

statement). 

The submission materials including boards and project descriptions of all 1715 entries have 

been made available to public on the official website of the competition, 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/. The following analysis is based on the diagrams found 

in the submission boards and project descriptions of 21 projects selected after the stage one 

jury statement. The technical drawings of plans, sections, elevations and rendered 

visualizations are excluded from this study. 

4.2. Analysis 

Honorable Mention 1 - Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT 

The first project (Figure 4.1, Figure 4.2, Figure 4.3, Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5) that has been 

awarded with an honorable mention is submitted by IDOM - ACXT. Authors summarize the 

concept of the project as follows: 

The proposal means to respond to the demanding conceptual requirements requested, 

offering a building which allows multiple flows to take part in an unrivalled experience 

inside and outside of the building. The water, the tree, the sun, the light and the air 

inspire the proposal and optimally, solve the urban, constructive and conceptual 

section, as well as the exhibition discourse of the building (Project description, IDOM-

ACXT). 
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Figure 4.1 Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.2 Board 1 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.3 Board 2 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.4 Board 3 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.5 Board 4 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.6 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The first diagram is, in the designers’ words, a “flow diagram” (Figure 4.6), which focuses on 

spatial organization of the project based on different levels and contexts. The diagram is 

constructed upon the proposed geometry and the existing project site. As they have direct 

relation with the project, the representamen is found to be a sinsign. Additionally, since the 

diagram illustrates the functional and formal relation of the mass within its context, the object 

of the diagram is an index. Lastly, as the qualifications and relations shown in the diagram are 

perspectives of the certain situation of the building, rather than a possibility, the interpretant 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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is found to be a dicent. All considered, the diagram is determined to carry the features of the 

4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.7 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Organization of The Guggenheim Foundation (https://www.guggenheim.org/) is shown as a 

constellation in diagram 2 (Figure 4.7). It is interpreted that the main purpose of the diagram 

is to show the transportation network among the base cities of The Guggenheim Foundation. 

The diagram shows a basic principle of the network, connecting different items together, with 

only generalized information. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. Instead of a direct 

information related to functional or formal concept of the project, the diagram addresses with 

a culturally accepted set of facts, as creating connections with different types of 

transportations. The object, then, is determined to be a symbol. Once again, as there isn’t any 

information related to a possibility or a certain situation of the project, but a generalized 

meaning that opens up future predictions; the interpretant is found to be an argument. All in 

all, the diagram is an instance of the 10th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.8 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 3 (Figure 4.8) illustrates the relationship among building type, space and incomes, 

based on a map of Helsinki, showing landmarks in the region. Depending on the fact that the 

map is a proportionate projection of the city, the representamen appears to be a sinsign. There 

is a relationship the authors present depending on various parameters, making the object of 

the diagram an index. Rather than possibilities, the diagram shows a certain situation based 

on these parameters; therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. To conclude, the diagram is found 

to be a 4th class of sign.  

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.9 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.9) examines the territory in terms of urban, forest and sea areas. 

Designers locate their analysis on a map of Helsinki again and since the map is a proportionate 

projection of the city, the representamen is a sinsign. Rather than a simple resemblance, the 

diagram distinguishes urban, forest and sea areas; therefore, the object is not an icon but an 

index. Instead of showing a possibility of a situation, the diagram shows the certain distinction 

among the areas. Thus, the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagram is determined 

to be a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.10 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

In diagram 5 (Figure 4.10), authors show relationships among different landmarks in the 

vicinity. Once again, the diagram is based on a proportionately projected map of the city; thus, 

the representamen is a sinsign. Due to the fact that landmarks shown on the map are connected 

each other, the diagram is made to show more information than only resemblance; therefore, 

the object is an index. However, the connections shown on the map do not rely on a certain 

situation. Designers create the connections by using some of the streets on the map, yet 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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neglected the other streets. Thus, the connections cannot go beyond possibilities. This assures 

that the interpretant is a rheme. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 3rd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.11 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The functional relations and spatial distribution are shown in diagram 6 (Figure 4.11). As the 

spaces are highlighted on proportionate plan drawings of the project, the representamen is a 

sinsign. Considering the basic principle of the diagram, pointing any functional or formal 

relation is sufficient to state the object is an index. Regarding the information given, it points 

out a certain situation of the building; therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. The result of this 

is that the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.12 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The structural system of the project is illustrated on a technical basis in diagram 7 (Figure 

4.12). Authors highlight this on both plans and sections. Since the drawings are scaled 

technical drawings, the representamen is a sinsign. The structural system is pointed out by 

highlighting the load-bearing components of the project in all drawings; thus, the object is an 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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index. The system is not a possibility, but a certain situation; therefore, the interpretant is a 

dicent. The diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.13 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.14 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.15 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.16 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagrams between 8 and 11, titled as schemes 01-04 (Figure 4.13, Figure 4.14, Figure 4.15 

and Figure 4.16) are built upon a scaled section drawing and have the same characteristics in 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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terms of contents. Therefore, the representamen is a sinsign for all of those. There is a different 

series of technical information on the diagrams; however, all of them show a different 

environmental or energy related aspects of the project. Therefore, the object is an index for all 

these diagrams. Rather than a possibility, all diagrams show a certain situation related to the 

project; making the interpretant a dicent in all of them. All of the 4 diagrams are examples of 

a 4th class of sign.  

The examination of the entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT results as in Table 4.1: 
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Table 4.1 Examination of Entry GH-1834948996 by IDOM-ACXT 

Honorable Mention 2 - Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk 

The second project with an honorable mention is submitted by Kutonotuk (Figure 4.17, Figure 

4.18, Figure 4.19, Figure 4.20 and Figure 4.21). Designers call their project ‘Helsinki Circuit’ 

and according to the description submitted, “Helsinki Circuit has a simple layout of three 

zones. The ‘Base’ consisted of the ground floor and civic level holds both compact and open 
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floors of commercial and public programs” (Project description, Kutonotuk). Designers 

describe the main concept of the project as follows: 

 An urban catalyst, Helsinki Circuit is conceived to enhance and create key public spaces 

in South Harbor while revolutionizing the way in which the contemporary museum 

works. Its elevated civic level and pedestrian bridge thread the city and the museum, 

industrial and cultural, public and intimate, periphery and center, as well as the park and 

waterfront on the site that is currently fragmented by Laivasillankatu and no-access port 

zones (Project description, Kutonotuk). 

 

Figure 4.17 Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.18 Board 1 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.19 Board 2 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.20 Board 3 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.21 Board 4 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.22 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The first diagram (Figure 4.22) shows the territorial connection the project has to offer in the 

existing project site. Designers used a three-step diagram to show the alteration. As the 

diagram is based on a proportionately projected map of the project site and close vicinity, the 

representamen is a sinsign. The alteration shown in the diagram is pointing a cause and effect 

relation on the site that is coming true with the project. Therefore, the object is an index. As it 

is seen on the site plan, the alteration is a certain situation the project is offering, rather than a 

possibility; making the interpretant a dicent. Thus, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of 

sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.23 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers show the dimensions of the mass in the project site along with the information 

related to the neighborhood in diagram 2 (Figure 4.23). As the figure is based on a 

proportionately scaled down plan, the representamen is a sinsign. In addition to this, there is 

only simple resemblance to the project and no indication to any functional or formal 

constitution. Therefore, the object is an icon. Along with this, the interpretant is directly 

determined to be a rheme. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 2nd class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions


129 

 

Figure 4.24 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 3 (Figure 4.24) shows the principle decisions on the use of project site. Similar to 

diagram 2, this diagram is also built upon a scaled down plan. Therefore, the representamen 

is a sinsign. However; unlike diagram 2, there is a pointed information shown that is the 

separation of the project site in the diagram 3. This indication determines the object to be an 

index. Nevertheless, the exact situation of the project site is not given, instead designers 

highlight a possibility of the scenario; making the interpretant a rheme. Therefore, the diagram 

is an example of a 3rd class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.25 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers point out the visual tie between the project and the landmarks in vicinity in diagram 

4 (Figure 4.25). Even though the buildings shown as mass figures are on correct coordination 

of a map, the connections between the project and the landmarks are illustrated as a generated 

meaning. Therefore, while the representamen is a legisign, the object is a symbol. Designers 

offer a future prediction about the subject given in the diagram, which may or may not come 

true. This makes the interpretant an argument. The diagram, then, is determined to be a 10th 

class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.26 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 5 (Figure 4.26) assures that the project links Helsinki Design District, museums, park 

and harbor in the vicinity. The diagram is built upon the territorial map; therefore, the 

representamen is a sinsign. There is an indication of a principle of design, making the object 

to be an index. Also, the indication refers to a certain situation of the project, as the link 

illustrated in the diagram is not a possibility, but a principle of design. Thus, the interpretant 

is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.27 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The connection between east and west sides of the boulevard is emphasized in diagram 6 

(Figure 4.27). Designers use a principle rectangle to refer to the project, blue and red lines to 

refer to the weak and strong connection between two sides of the boulevard. Since there are 

principally accepted notions, the representamen is a legisign. The indications make sure that 

there is a cause and effect relation due to functional and formal input of the project; the object 

is an index. There is a certain situation offered by designers, rather than a possibility; therefore, 

the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 7th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.28 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers highlight the visual and physical enhancement the project brings on the connections 

among park, boulevard and waterfront on diagram 7 (Figure 4.28). Not only the measures and 

geometry of the project and the context, but also the used indications are based on generalized 

information. The park, the boulevard, the site and the water are represented with 

disproportionate figures. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. Mentioned visual and 

physical enhancement is represented with solid hatch and stars; therefore, with symbolic 

values. Also, there is no certain situation that can be interpreted via this diagram, the statement 

the designers make in the diagram may or may not be true; therefore, the interpretant is an 

argument. Overall, the diagram is an example of a 10th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.29 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.30 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 8 (Figure 4.29) and diagram 9 (Figure 4.30) focus on the detailed documentation of 

functional and formal relations of the project. While diagram 8 highlights program units and 

the relation among them, diagram 9 shows vertical circulation. The measures of the project 

are proportionately projected without any generalized meaning; therefore, the representamen 

is a sinsign. The connections in the functional and formal aspect of the project help to 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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determine that the object is an index. As the situation shown in the diagrams are certain, the 

interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagrams are examples of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.31 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers emphasize on the organization strategy of the project in diagram 10 (Figure 4.31). 

Design approach is highlighted with four steps of formation of the mass, in relation with the 

program units. Although the block represents the proportionate measures of the project, the 

representation of program units, relations among them and the overall indicators are 

conventional and have generalized meanings. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. As 

the spaces are represented with texts and the pointing of formation of subspaces are highly 

dependent on the textual information; the object is a symbol. Rather than showing a possible 

formation or a possible set of connections, the diagram shows the certain situation of the 

project with valid proof, the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagram is a 9th class 

of sign. 

 

Figure 4.32 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 11 (Figure 4.32) focuses on the circulation among the main program units in the 

three blocks of the project. The visual does not represent the proportionate relations among 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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the units, rather there is an arbitrary positioning. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. 

There is a direct indication related to the function of the project; making the object an index. 

Also, the relation shown in the diagram is a result of the certain situation of the project; thus, 

the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.33 Diagram 12 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

A comparison of volumes of main exhibition units is illustrated in diagram 12 (Figure 4.33). 

Although all these units have different volumetric schemes, they are downgraded to 

generalized rectangular prisms to point out the comparison better. Therefore, the 

representamen is a legisign. The diagram indicates the generation of exhibition halls based on 

a starting module; as this is a formal principle of the project, the object is an index. The 

generated spaces are not randomized, rather they show the certain situation of the design itself. 

Therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. Diagram 12, then, is an example of a 7th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.34 Diagram 13 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 13 gives structural information and elaborates the use of materials in different parts 

of the project (Figure 4.34). As the diagram reflects the proportionate measures of the project 

without any generalized meaning, the representamen is a sinsign. There is a narration related 

to the formal approach, so the object is clearly an index. Since this is the certain situation of 

the project, rather than a possibility, the interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is determined to 

be a 4th class of sign.  

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.35 Diagram 14 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 14 (Figure 4.35) focuses on the situation of the port depending on the project. The 

geometry of the project, the site and the zones given in the diagram are proportionately scaled. 

The representamen, therefore, is a sinsign. There is an indication of functional alteration 

related to the project, so the object is an index. As this reflects the certain situation of the 

relation between the project and the site, the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is 

determined to be a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.36 Diagram 15 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.37 Diagram 16 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.38 Diagram 17 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Environmental aspects of the project are illustrated in diagram 15, diagram 16 and diagram 

17 (Figure 4.36, Figure 4.37 and Figure 4.38) in the same characteristics as sign. All diagrams 

show how the environmental conditions affect the project and although the project is 

illustrated proportionately, there are generalized meanings that represent the environmental 

effects in each diagrams; such as wind, the localized directional circle and acoustic lines. 

Therefore, the representamen is a legisign for all the three diagrams. Likewise, the 

environmental effects are symbolized in these diagrams. Therefore, the object is a symbol for 

the diagrams. Also, as they are based on possibilities the designers explain in descriptive texts 

of the diagrams, rather than proven situations, the interpretant is an argument. All in all, the 

diagrams 15, 16 and 17 are examples of a 10th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.39 Diagram 18 from Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 18 (Figure 4.39) focuses on the utilities of the project and how they operate. The 

diagram shows the section of the building in a proportionate measure, yet with generalized 

information with lines of utilities, lines of sun light and arrows of air movement. Therefore, 

the representamen is a legisign. All these lines and arrows have symbolic values, rather than 

indicating a certain geometry of the objects. Also, the diagram shows the certain situation of 

the design approach; therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagram is an 

example of a 9th class of sign. 

The examination of the entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk results as in Table 4.2: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Table 4.2 Examination of Entry GH-1858494335 by Kutonotuk 
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Honorable Mention 3 - Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects 

Entry by Nug Architects with the registration number GH-2016469669 is another project that 

has been awarded with an honorable mention (Figure 4.40, Figure 4.41, Figure 4.42, Figure 

4.43 and Figure 4.44). Designers suggest a “new center of interaction between contemporary 

art and society” in their own words. Accordingly, the main approach is based on the stacked 

structure at Pompidou Centre (Renzo Piano, 1977), as it is explained in the project description: 

 The new Guggenheim will not be an exhibition center, it will be an Art center, where 

artistic productions are arranged in multiple formats. The museum is therefore presented 

as a giant table (covered) where to dispose (arrange) thousands of pieces. A large 

covered market where the art is found in exhibition formats, in concerts, in meetings, in 

parties, in sports events... 

 A new conception based on the stacked structure at Pompidou Centre in Paris 40 years 

ago to arrive to a chained structure of the different horizontal platforms. This allows to 

link the different platforms and to achieve a unique area of about 10,000 square meters 

for a single act or exhibition (Project description, Nug Architects). 

 

Figure 4.40 Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.41 Board 1 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.42 Board 2 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.43 Board 3 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.44 Board 4 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.45 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.45) focuses on the urban continuity and the effects of the concept of the 

project to the context of Helsinki. The geometry of the project is reflected as a simplified mass 

and with generalized perception of continuity and zoning. Therefore, the representamen is 

rather a legisign. The effect of the form to the project site given without any symbolic aspect, 

the object is an index. Since the narration doesn’t have a certain situation, but defines a set of 

possibilities for the connections; the interpretant is a rheme. The diagram, then, is an example 

of a 6th class of sign. 

 

 

Figure 4.46 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Two main entrances are spotted in diagram 2 (Figure 4.46) along with the composition of 

program units. The diagram focuses on the simplified geometry and generalized prisms to 

define the volumes in the project; therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The indications 

of the volumes and the entrances give a clue about the functional and formal generation of the 

project; thus, the object is an index. Since the situation drawn in this diagram is based on 

certainty, rather than possibilities; the interpretant is a dicent. Overall, the diagram is an 

example of a 7th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.47 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers illustrate the principle use of the main hall in diagram 3 (Figure 4.47). It is stated 

that the interior design of the project allows the artistic productions to be arranged in multiple 

ways. Rather than specifically designed products, designers show the interior of the project 

filled up with generalized artistic productions. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. On 

the other hand, there isn’t any indication of how or in which way these productions are 

arranged, it is arbitrary; therefore, it is only iconic. As it is iconic, the interpretant is directly 

determined to be a rheme. The diagram is an example of a 5th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.48 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The possibilities the main hall offers is illustrated in diagram 4 (Figure 4.48). Designers create 

an arbitrary path around arbitrary objects in the main hall; therefore, the representamen is a 

legisign. Compared to diagram 3 (Figure 4.47), this diagram indicates a narration related to 

functional and formal aspects of the project; this makes the object an index. The diagram, on 

the other hand, does not show a fixed situation of the project. It’s a possibility that may or 

may not come true, so the interpretant is a rheme. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 

6th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.49 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 5 (Figure 4.49) focuses on a structural element of the project, which designers call 

‘Operating Bands’. The diagram reflects the proportionate geometry of the project without 

any generalization, so the representamen is a sinsign. It only highlights the structural element 

in the whole mass; considering that it’s a pointing, the object is an index. Also, this is the 

certain situation of the project, rather than a possibility. Therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. 

All considered, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.50 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 6 (Figure 4.50) tells a more detailed version of the narration told in diagram 5 (Figure 

4.49). It focuses on the organizational scheme of 6 stripes in the main hall. Since there is no 

generalized meaning but certain geometry, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram 

indicates a functional and formal aspect of the project; therefore, the object is an index. Also, 

as this is the certain situation of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram 

is a 4th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.51 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 7 (Figure 4.51) shows the internal relations of the stripes in the main hall. The 

representamen is a sinsign, as the diagram reflects the proportionate geometry of the project. 

The object is an index, since a functional and formal aspect is highlighted. Also, the 

interpretant is a dicent, because the situation shown in the diagram is certain. Therefore, the 

diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.52 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Construction scheme of the project is highlighted in diagram 8 (Figure 4.52). There is a use 

of symbolic and a generalized meaning related to construction. Therefore, while the 

representamen is a legisign, the object is a symbol. Also, since the diagram shows the certain 

situation of the construction, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 9th class of 

sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.53 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 9 (Figure 4.53) shows an environmental aspect of the project. It shows the 

proportionate geometry; therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. It shows a resemblance to 

the project, without pointing out anything else. Therefore, the object is an icon while the 

interpretant is a rheme. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 2nd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.54 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

A general approach to the project based on a set of comparison with different projects in the 

Guggenheim Foundation is shown in diagram 10 (Figure 4.54). As the overall representation 

of the projects, the comparison of their sizes and the connection among them are based on a 

symbolic visualization; the representamen is a legisign while the object is a symbol. However; 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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as this diagram is based on facts and reflects a certain situation, the interpretant is a dicent. 

All considered, the diagram is an example of a 9th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.55 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 11 (Figure 4.55) shows the possible configurations in the main hall based on movable 

objects and different spatial uses. The diagram is set on a plan drawing of the ground floor; 

therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. It points out different functional narration, the object 

is an index. However, as described by designers, these are only possible configurations, rather 

than fixed arrangement. It enables audience to conceptualize all possible outcomes of the 

configuration. Therefore, the interpretant is a rheme. All in all, the diagram is an example of 

a 3rd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.56 Diagram 12 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.57 Diagram 13 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.58 Diagram 14 from Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 12, 13 and 14 (Figure 4.56, Figure 4.57 and Figure 4.58) indicate the whole spatial 

use of the project. All diagrams are based on proportionate geometry of the project, so the 

representamen is a sinsign. Indications of the entrances make the object for all diagrams an 

index. Diagrams reflect both certain and uncertain situations at the same time; therefore, the 

interpretant can only be a rheme. All considered, these diagrams show the characteristics of a 

3rd class of sign. 

The examination of the entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects results as in Table 4.3: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Table 4.3 Examination of Entry GH-2016469669 by Nug Architects 
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Honorable Mention 4 - Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro 

The fourth project (Figure 4.59, Figure 4.60, Figure 4.61, Figure 4.62 and Figure 4.63) with 

an honorable mention is the entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Designers 

describe their work as follows: 

 The ‘supple icon’ is a cross-breeding of the Guggenheim’s extroverted tendencies with 

a Finnish sense of humility and simplicity. Imported architectural logics give way to 

local intelligence inextricable from the urban culture, maritime history and high tech 

economy of Helsinki. A pedestrian network stitches the building into adjacent civic, 

industrial and maritime contexts. The Civic Fold in the eastern façade welcomes 

Helsinki visitors arriving by sea and diverts views to sky and water from the galleries 

(Project description, Diller Scofidio + Renfro). 

 

Figure 4.59 Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.60 Board 1 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.61 Board 2 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.62 Board 3 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.63 Board 4 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.64 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers illustrate the contextual information and accessibility to the project site in the first 

diagram (Figure 4.64) that is merged with a site plan. Because of the fact that it is based on a 

proportionately projected plan, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram carries such 

information that indicates connections to the site and spatial use; therefore, the object is an 

index. Likewise, it overall reflects a certain situation related to the project, making the 

interpretant a dicent. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.65 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.65) focuses on the main design approach of the project, based on the 

contextual data and form of the project. Since the geometry shown in the diagram is not 

reflecting the proportionate measures and the contextual data is based on a generalized 

meaning, the representamen is a legisign. The diagram shows a functional and formal 

narration; therefore, the object is an index. Since this is a certain situation of the project that 

is offered by the designers, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of 

a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.66 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.67 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers show the relation between the project site and the context in diagram 3 and diagram 

4 (Figure 4.66 and Figure 4.67). As the geometry of the project site and the context is not 

reflecting the true measures in either of diagrams, the representamen is a legisign. The 

diagrams convey information highly dependent on textual information; therefore, the object 

is a symbol. As these are the certain situations of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. All 

in all, the diagrams are examples of a 9th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.68 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 5 (Figure 4.68) focuses on a part of the project that holds a significant value for the 

design approach. The diagram illustrates an action taking place in relation to a functional 

aspect of the project. Although the geometry of the project is proportionately reflected, the 

generalized subjects in the diagram make the representamen a legisign and the object a symbol. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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On the other hand, there is a certain situation shown in the diagram; therefore, the interpretant 

is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 9th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.69 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Sustainability goals and environmental aspects are illustrated in diagram 6 (Figure 4.69). As 

there are generalized meanings of figures, the representamen is a legisign and the object is a 

symbol. Also, the diagram shows a future prediction of the designers that might or might not 

come true. Therefore, the interpretant is an argument. All considered, this diagram is an 

example of a 10th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.70 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 7 (Figure 4.70) is a comprehensive narration of the functional aspects of the spaces 

and different material use in different areas of the project. As the geometry of the building is 

not proportionately reflected to the diagram and as there are generalized understandings in 

subjects in the diagram, the representamen is a legisign. Also, while the geometry of the 

project is iconic, the indications related to the use of material and spatial combination of the 

project is indexical and the generalized concepts of environment and context is symbolic; the 

object, then, is found to be a symbol. However, the diagram shows a certain situation of the 

project in different aspects; therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagram 

is an example of a 9th class of sign. 

The examination of the entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro results as in Table 

4.4: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Table 4.4 Examination of Entry GH-2655429047 by Diller Scofidio + Renfro 

Honorable Mention 5 - Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio 

Ja Architecture Studio has an entry with the registration number GH-33457384 that has been 

awarded with another honorable mention (Figure 4.71, Figure 4.72, Figure 4.73 and Figure 

4.74). Titled ‘The Driftwood’, the project tries to find the answer in timber by developing a 

porous wooden structure. Designers describe their main approach as follows: 

 A shift is proposed from the notion of the museum as a building within which art is 

displayed to a notion of a structure that is populated with art. The idea is to find a more 

immediate and direct relationship between the container and the contained. The structure 

will be created by an array of wooden pixels forming the exhibition spaces. Pixels are 

stacked, merged or separated to create a diversity of use and experience needed for the 

museum (Project Description, Ja Architecture Studio). 
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Figure 4.71 Board 1 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

 http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.72 Board 2 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

 http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.73 Board 3 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.74 Board 4 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.75 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.76 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.77 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.78 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1, diagram 2, diagram 3 and diagram 4 (Figure 4.75, Figure 4.76, Figure 4.77 and 

Figure 4.78) narrate different functional and formal information about the project. Diagram 1 

illustrates different means of vertical circulation units. Diagram 2 highlights the levels in the 

museum. Entry nodes to museum’s main area are shown in diagram 3. Project’s effect on the 

formation of landscape is shown in diagram 4. All the diagrams are based on proportionately 

scaled down geometry of the project, without any generalized meaning. Therefore, the 

representamen for all is a sinsign. Since all the diagrams illustrate a particular specification of 

the project, the object is an index. Also, the diagrams illustrate certain situations of the project, 

rather than possibilities related to their contents; therefore, the interpretant is a dicent. All in 

all, diagrams 1 to 4 are examples of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.79 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Unlike the previous ones, diagram 5 (Figure 4.79) does not show any particular information 

other than having a direct resemblance to the project. The representamen is found to be a 

sinsign as the geometry of the project is directly reflected to the diagram. However, since there 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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is no particular indication, the object is determined to be an icon. Therefore, the interpretant 

is unquestionably a rheme. All considered, the diagram is a 2nd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.80 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 6 (Figure 4.80) shows different fragments of the project in relation with each other. 

Since all these fragments reflect the proportionate measures of the form, the representamen is 

a sinsign. Also, since the fragments are indicated individually, the object is an index. Since 

this is the certain situation of the project, the interpretant is found to be a dicent. All in all, 

diagram 6 is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

The examination of the entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio is as follows as in Table 

4.5: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Table 4.5 Examination of Entry GH-33457384 by Ja Architecture Studio 

Honorable Mention 6 - Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos 

Another honorable mention has been given to the entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD 

Arquitectos (Figure 4.81, Figure 4.82, Figure 4.83 and Figure 4.84). Designers describe their 

project with their own words as follows: 

 The solution expands along the site as a fragmented but homogeneous landscape. The 

museum is compacted into a single level reducing dramatically the energy needs. The 

access is placed toward the market and the bar overlooking the harbor. The exhibition 

halls are configured in different sizes to maximize the display possibilities. A public 

platform covers the program absorbing the pedestrian and cycling flows from the park, 

the terminal and the market. This urban gift is filled with playgrounds, performance 

zones, bar terraces and sculpture displays. 
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Figure 4.81 Board 1 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.82 Board 2 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.83 Board 3 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.84 Board 4 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.85 Diagram 1 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.85) points out the overall relation of the project to the context on a site 

plan scale. Although the diagram shows its contents proportionately measured, the generalized 

representation of visuals toward main urban landmarks of the city makes the representamen a 

legisign. Also, the visuals are only symbolic since they are shaped based on the geometry of 

the landmarks, rather than real vistas. Also, since designers present a future prediction 

depending on the geometry of the project, the interpretant is determined to be an argument. 

Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 10th class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.86 Diagram 2 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.86) shows the organization of the mass related to context. Since the 

geometry of the project and the connections do not show the proportionate measures, the 

representamen is a legisign. However, there is no symbolic meaning, rather than a functional 

and formal relation of the project. Therefore, the object is an index. Also, as the diagram 

represents the certain situation of the organization in the project, the interpretant is a dicent. 

All considered, diagram 2 forms an example of a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.87 Diagram 3 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The project reduced to a level of visual planes to highlight the relation of the project and the 

context in diagram 3 (Figure 4.87). The whole geometry is represented only by an arbitrary 

rectangle to have a conventional idea. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The visual 

planes and the interior walls are shown in a symbolic way as to be understood in a socially 

accepted way. Also, not only the randomly placed visual lines, but also the information 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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provided by the designers depend on a probability. As there is no certainty in the statement of 

the diagram, the interpretant is an argument. Therefore, the diagram is found to be an example 

of a 10th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.88 Diagram 4 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.88), on the other hand, is based on a proportionately reflected geometry 

and indicate the certain situation of the frames that are used for visual interaction. Therefore, 

the representamen is a sinsign, while the object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent. As 

a result, the diagram is a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.89 Diagram 5 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

In diagram 5 (Figure 4.89) the organization of exterior surface that holds different public 

programs is highlighted. As the geometry is proportionately measured, the representamen is a 

sinsign. Since there is a direct expression of the certain situation of the exterior surface, the 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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object is an index while the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is determined to 

be an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.90 Diagram 6 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.91 Diagram 7 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 6 and diagram 7 (Figure 4.90 and Figure 4.91) focus on functional organization of 

the project. While diagram 6 highlights the circulation scheme among program units, diagram 

7 determines these program units comprehensively. Both diagrams are based on 

proportionately reflected plan drawings; therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. Both 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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diagrams indicate a particular aspect of the project, so the object is an index. As these aspects 

reflect a certain situation of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, both 

diagrams form examples for a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.92 Diagram 8 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The heating and ventilation system is illustrated in diagram 8 (Figure 4.92). As the diagram is 

based on a proportionately measured plan drawing, the representamen is a sinsign. There is 

evidently an indication of a technical subject that is based on a formal principle. Therefore, 

the object of the diagram is an index. Also, as this diagram reflect the certain situation of the 

project, the interpretant is a dicent. It is determined that the diagram is a 4th class of sign.  

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.93 Diagram 9 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 9 (Figure 4.93) shows the accessibility with different means of transportation in the 

project site. As the diagram is based on a proportionately measured site plan, the 

representamen is a sinsign. The diagram basically indicates a certain characteristic of the 

project, so the object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an 

example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.94 Diagram 10 from Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Based on proportionate drawing, diagram 10 (Figure 4.99) highlights the heating and 

ventilation system on a sectional aspect. The representamen, therefore, is found to be a sinsign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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As there is a technical data related to the project, the object is an index. Depending on the fact 

that it is a certain situation, the interpretant is a dicent. Thus, the diagram is an example of a 

4th class of sign. 

The examination of the entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos is determined as 

follows as in Table 4.6: 

 

Table 4.6 Examination of Entry H-3522074980 by NO.MAD Arquitectos 

Honorable Mention 7 - Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam 

Another project awarded with an honorable mention is submitted by BUBE Rotterdam with 

the registration number GH-4594394 (Figure 4.95, Figure 4.96, Figure 4.97, Figure 4.98 and 
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Figure 4.99). Designers’ main approach was to blur the distinction between the perceived 

informality of an art gallery and the formality of a traditional museum. They provide clinical 

white cubes and informal spaces with openings (Project description, BUBE Rotterdam). 

Designer elaborate the principle of the project with their own words as follows: 

 The Design for the Guggenheim, both by its compact polygonal shape and restrained 

height, helps to retain the integrity of the existing site by respecting the open character 

of the harbour and park. Main public functions are situated on the ground level, 

minimizing backside areas and encouraging visitors to loop around the museum and 

continue into the park. The strong and compact polygonal shape is wrapped in a vitreous 

skin, which creates fuzziness and openness. At night, a multi-layered facade of various 

forms of glass reflects and diffuses the light such that the Museum itself becomes an 

urban lantern (Project description, BUBE Rotterdam). 

 

Figure 4.95 Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.96 Board 1 from Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.97 Board 2 from Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.98 Board 3 from Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.99 Board 4 from Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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Figure 4.100 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers show the subtle reference of the landscape in and around Helsinki and its influence 

to the project in diagram 1 (Figure 4.100). As this is a direct reference of the area, the 

representamen is a sinsign. Because of being only a graphic resemblance, the object is an icon 

and the interpretant is directly determined to be a rheme. Therefore, the diagram is an example 

of a 2nd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.101 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.101) highlights the contextual position of the project with the transition 

between different landmarks in the area. As the whole context and the form of the project are 

simplified and transition lines are generalized, the representamen is a legisign. The diagram 

shows a formal connection that is a certain situation related to the project. Therefore, while 

the object is an index, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 7th 

class of sign. 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions
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The examination of entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam results as Table 4.7 shows: 

 

Table 4.7 Examination of Entry GH-4594394 by BUBE Rotterdam 

Honorable Mention 8 - Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett 

Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett is another project that has been awarded with an 

honorable mention (Figure 4.102, Figure 4.103, Figure 4.104, Figure 4.105 and Figure 4.106). 

Hackett states that the proposal is to create an active street between the rebuilt terminal and 

the new Guggenheim Museum, which allows the gallery to provide better connections 

between the city and art (Project description, Mark Hackett). Hackett summarizes their 

approach as follows: 

 The building is planned around a courtyard garden and the kitchen which grows some 

of its food. The vaulted galleries are cubes, diagonally cut and distorted, internally they 

interconnect as ‘luftraum’, rooms of air and light, difficult to get the measure of. On the 

roof terrace you are in the midst of these forms that interact collectively to a different 

‘order’ at city scale. We want the building to be multilayered, so locals keep coming 

back and works in the mind’s eye of the world as a place to visit. 
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Figure 4.102 Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.103 Board 1 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.104 Board 2 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.105 Board 3 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.106 Board 4 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.107 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.107) focuses on the contextual organization of the project. Designers 

sketch the generalized understanding of the project parts; therefore, the representamen is a 

legisign. There is a direct indication to the connection between the project and the provided 

new street and borrowed landscape. Therefore, the object is an index. Also, as this connection 

points out a certain situation, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example 

of a 7th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.108 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The main design principle that is to make a new city street is illustrated in diagram 2 (Figure 

4.108). As the context and the project are reflected in a generalized and simplified way, the 

representamen is a legisign. There is a direct pointing of a functional and formal narration; 

therefore, the object is an index. Also, the diagram shows a certain situation related to the 

organization of the project, so the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagram is an 

example of a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.109 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 3 (Figure 4.109) shows the concept of a public stair in the promenade of the project. 

There is no proportionate geometry of the project and the concept of a stair is placed at random. 

Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. Since there is a pointing of a circulation, which is 

a functional concern of designers, the object is an index. Also, since the diagram does not 

show a certain situation of the project and only showing a possible issue; the interpretant is a 

rheme. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett results as seen in Table 4.8: 
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Table 4.8 Examination of Entry GH-6161051211 by Mark Hackett 

Honorable Mention 9 - Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG Architects 

Studio Fountainhead and MGG Architects have been awarded with an honorable mention with 

their entry with the registration number GH-6361395228 (Figure 4.110, Figure 4.111, Figure 

4.112 and Figure 4.113). The project aims to create a new role for the institution, making it 

not only a museum of art but a focal point for recreational and cultural lifestyles (Project 

description, Studio Fountainhead & MGG Architects). Designers commentate their main 

approach with their own words as follows: 

 The Guggenheim becomes an extension of the city itself. The proposal understands the 

site as a common ground for the people of Helsinki, thus inviting visitors and passersby 

alike to participate in the synergic living in the democratic and inclusive cityscape. The 

exchange between the institution and the street life makes room for informal urban and 

cultural programs as well as it generously offers a strong recreational link between city, 

park and waterfront: For a Guggenheim that is truly sustainable on all levels of life 

(Project description, Studio Fountainhead & MGG Architects). 
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Figure 4.110 Board 1 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.111 Board 2 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.112 Board 3 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.113 Board 4 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.114 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.114) illustrates the contextual relation of the project. As the mapping is 

simplified in a way to emphasize particular information, the representamen is a legisign. The 

diagram points a connection between the project and the neighborhood, so the object is an 

index. However, this connection does not represent a total certain situation, but a possibility. 

Therefore, the interpretant is a rheme. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of 

sign. 
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Figure 4.115 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.115) highlights an organizational principle of the project that is its 

characteristic of being an extension of the city. The diagram is based on a representational 

transportation map. Since the city is generalized in a conventional way, the representamen is 

a legisign. There are symbolic values in the way the city lines, the stations and the extension 

that is a design related consideration. Also, the diagram presents a future prediction, which 

may or may not come true, based on a canonical information. Therefore, the interpretant is an 

argument. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 10th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.116 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The functional organization of the project is illustrated considering different layers of 

information in diagram 3 (Figure 4.116). As the project is reflected with its proportionate 

measures, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram indicates a set of functional and formal 

organization; therefore, the object is an index. Also, as this is the certain situation of the project, 

the interpretant is a dicent. Finally, it is determined that the diagram is an example of a 4th 

class of sign. 
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Figure 4.117 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.117) shows the new public realm established at the waterfront. The 

diagram is based on a proportionately drawn site plan; therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. 

As there are direct connections highlighted, the object is an index. Also, the diagram reflects 

the certain situation of the project, so the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an 

example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.118 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The general layout of the project and the basic design approach are illustrated in diagram 5 

(Figure 4.118). As there is no connection to the certain geometry, but only conventional 

meanings of different concepts; the representamen is a legisign. Not only the spatial 

organization, also the understanding of a daily life as it is described has a symbolic value. 

Also, since there is no certain situation, but a resolution related to the project; the interpretant 

is an argument. All considered, the diagram is a 10th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.119 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 6 (Figure 4.119) illustrates the complex structure of different units of the project as 

it highlights a particular element in a set of drawings. The geometry of these highlighted parts 

of the building reflects the proportionate geometry of the building, the diagram only focuses 

on one single element at a time; therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. As there is a clear 

indication of different types of functional and formal certainties, the object is an index while 

the representamen is a dicent. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.120 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Similar to diagram 6 (Figure 4.119), diagram 7 (Figure 4.120) also explores the spatial use in 

different levels in the project. As the whole set is based on proportionately scaled down plans, 

the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram highlights different program units in a descriptive 

way; therefore, the object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent. Finally, the diagram is 

an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.121 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

A comprehensive narrative related to environmental aspects of the project is illustrated in 

diagram 8 (Figure 4.121). Since the diagram is not based on a measured section, the 

representamen is a legisign. There are indications related to sustainable approaches of the 

project, so the object is an index. As the diagram reflects a certain situation, the interpretant is 

a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 7th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.122 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Various situations of the exhibition area are shown in diagram 9 (Figure 4.122). As the set of 

images are based on a perspective of the project, the representamen is a sinsign. There aren’t 

any indications, but only alternate possibilities of the interior. This proves that the object is an 

icon while the interpretant is a rheme. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 2nd class 

of sign. 
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Figure 4.123 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

A set of sketches shows the structural solutions to sustainability of the project in diagram 10 

(Figure 4.123). The diagram is based on a technical detail drawing, so the representamen is a 

sinsign. As there is information related to the installation of the detail, the object is an index. 

However, there is no certain information how or where this detail is applied in the project, it’s 

only a principle approach; therefore, the interpretant is a rheme. All considered, the diagram 

is an example of a 3rd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.124 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The overall experience of the project is explored in diagram 11 (Figure 4.124) with many 

layers of information related to social life in the project. As the diagram reflects the geometry 
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of the project in a proportionate manner without any generalization, the representation is a 

sinsign. In addition to only resemblance, the diagram consists of indications of program units; 

therefore, the object is an index. Although it shows a certain situation of the spatial 

organization, the diagram shows a possibility of a social life. Therefore, the interpretant is a 

rheme. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 3rd class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.125 Diagram 12 from Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 12 (Figure 4.125) illustrates the relationship among program units. The units are 

represented with symbolic generalized texts, so the interpretant is a legisign and the object is 

a symbol. Also, as the diagram shows a certain situation of the project, the interpretant is a 

dicent. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 9th class of sign 

Examination of entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG Architects results as 

seen in Table 4.9: 
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Table 4.9 Examination of Entry GH-6361395228 by Studio Fountainhead & MGG 

Architects 

Honorable Mention 10 - Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa 

The entry by Nuno Brandão Costa with the registration number GH-6735135162 has been 

awarded with another honorable mention (Figure 4.126, Figure 4.127, Figure 4.128 and Figure 
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4.129). Designers’ main approach is to create a museum with a view, a new waterfront space 

with extreme landscape perspectives (Project description, Nuno Brandão Costa). They 

proceed with their summary with their own words as follows: 

 The Tahititornin Vuori Park extension towards the waterfront integrates the museum 

into an ecological green system inside the city realm. The creation of a mirrored plan, 

reflecting the water and extending the city´s image and skyline. A metaphorical icon that 

shows itself in the urban outline, through its abstract radicality and its imagery continuity. 

 The concretization of generous, flexible, super-polyvalent and easy-changeable spaces. 

Simple powerful geometries, with natural lighting and engaging visual connections. The 

open configuration exhibition galleries with flowing spaces that can be adapted and 

reconfigured according to curatorial vision (Project description, Nuno Brandão Costa). 

 

Figure 4.126 Board 1 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 



202 

 

Figure 4.127 Board 2 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.128 Board 3 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.129 Board 4 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.130 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers summarize the organization of their project based on its relation with the park step 

by step in diagram 1 (Figure 4.130). While the diagram is based on a proportionately measured 

site plan, the generalizations of conceptual narratives such as the effect of extended park and 

the views from the project make the representamen a legisign. The diagram indicates the 

functional and formal narration of the building, so the object is an index and since it’s the 

certain situation, the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 7th class 

of sign. 
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Figure 4.131 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.131) is a compilation of sketches that show the main design approach on 

massive organization and façade views. As the sketches are composed of generalized forms 

of the building and the context, the representamen is a legisign. The diagram shows a 

resemblance to parts of the project, so the object is an icon and the interpretant is a rheme. 

Therefore, the diagram is determined to be a 5th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.132 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

A set of material photos illustrate their principle use in the project in diagram 3 (Figure 4.132). 

As the project is represented by a generalized sketch, the representamen is a legisign. The 

diagram highlights the use of materials in the project, so the object is an index. However, there 
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is no certainty about in what ways these materials are combined; therefore, the interpretant is 

a rheme. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.133 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.133) illustrate the structural scheme and organization of program units 

comprehensively. The diagram is a proportionately measured axonometric drawing without 

generalized or conventional information. As it reflects the geometry with its entirety, the 

representamen is a sinsign. Since the diagram is a scheme of a functional and formal 

composition, the object is an index. Also, the diagram reflects the certain situation of the 

project offered by designers, so the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram sets an 

example of a 4th class of sign. 



207 

 

Figure 4.134 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 5 (Figure 4.134) reflects the flexible interior design of the main exhibition hall in the 

museum with various examples. Although the geometry of the walls is proportionate 

compared to the plan, the interior partition walls have generalized meaning, they represent 

any composition that can be applied. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The diagram 

indicates different sets of partition walls; as it is considered as a functional principle of the 

project, the object is an index. However, these sets of partition walls have no certainty, so the 

interpretant is a rheme. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.135 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The spatial distribution of program units and vertical circulation elements are highlighted in 

diagram 6 (Figure 4.135). As the diagram reflects the proportionate axonometric drawing of 

the project without generalized meaning, the representamen is a sinsign. The functional and 

formal organization shown in the diagram proves that the object is an index, while the 

interpretant is a dicent. It is determined that the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.136 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 7 (Figure 4.136) is a structural system scheme that operates through use of materials 

and combination of different structural elements. As the scheme shows the proportionate 

measured geometry of the structural parts, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram 

indicates the precise installation of the parts, so the object is an index and the interpretant is a 

dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.137 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The configuration of the façades and the roof of the project based on natural light is 

highlighted in diagram 8 (Figure 4.137). The representation of the sun, light beams and their 

effect on the project carries a generalized and symbolic value. Therefore, while the 
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representamen is a legisign, the object is a symbol. Also, the diagram shows a representative 

prediction about the project’s attitude toward this natural cause. As a result, the interpretant is 

an argument. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 10th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.138 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The experience in the exterior facilities is illustrated in diagram 9 (Figure 4.138). The 

proportionately scaled axonometric geometry makes the representamen a sinsign. Pointing the 

different parts of the exterior facilities on a legend and showing the connections to the park 

make the object an index. However, the experience shown in different parts of the facilities 

do not show a certain situation, rather they show a possibility. Therefore, the interpretant is a 

rheme. The diagram, then, is determined to be a 3rd class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa results as seen in Table 

4.10: 
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Table 4.10 Examination of Entry GH-6735135162 by Nuno Brandão Costa 

Honorable Mention 11 - Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics 

An honorable mention has been given to the project with registration number GH-7957359931 

by Labics (Figure 4.139, Figure 4.140, Figure 4.141 and Figure 4.142). The project is inspired 

by the temporary character of harbor landscapes and while it is differentiated from the rest of 

the city, it still is connected to it historically (Project description, Labics). Designers elaborate 

their main approach with their own words as follows: 

 At the city level it defines a very strong relation with the public realm, enhancing the 

role of the open spaces and in general of the Nordic ideals of openness and accessibility: 

it in fact provides a multipurpose system of interior and exterior public spaces which 

give to the building an important and central civic role.  
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 The building allows multiple uses and will support social interactions: beyond the 

galleries, which can host any type of exhibition, the central core and the outside spaces 

can in fact host special exhibition and site-specific event (Project description, Labics). 

 

Figure 4.139 Board 1 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.140 Board 2 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.141 Board 3 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.142 Board 4 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.143 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.143) focuses on organizational principle of main public space in the 

museum on a sectional basis. Since the geometry of the project is proportionately scaled down, 

the representamen is a sinsign. There is an indication of a certain public circulation, so the 

object is an index and the representamen is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an example of 

a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.144 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.145 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.144) illustrates the transparency of the mass, while diagram 3 (Figure 

4.145) shows the comparison of heights of the project in the context. Since the geometry in 

both diagrams directly reflects the proportionate measures of the project, the representamen 

is a sinsign. On the other hand, there isn’t any specific indication, the diagrams have only 

resemblance value; therefore, the object is an icon and as a result, the interpretant is a rheme. 

All considered, the diagrams are examples of a 2nd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.146 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.146) explores the actual realization of the mass organization of the 

project that is based on a specific typology and a set of interventions on it. Although the 

diagram shows modeling of the proportionate geometry of the project in the end, it is based 

on a generalized concept of a specific form. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The 

indication for the realization makes the object an index and since this is the certain situation 

of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 7th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.147 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The conventional understanding of an urban layout and a city boundary are pointed out to 

describe the main design principle of the project in diagram 5 (Figure 4.147). As the urban 

layout has a generalized understanding of plots, the representamen is a legisign. The indication 

between the urban and the waterfront makes the object an index. Also, as this diagram does 

not reflect the correct situation of either the urban or the boundary, the interpretant is a rheme. 

All considered, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.148 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 6 (Figure 4.148) shows two different settings of the interior space. The diagram 

shows the interior units and the whole geometry of the project in proportionate measures. 

Therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. Since there is a specific indication between two 

different settings, the object is an index. Also, as both settings show certain situations of the 

project, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.149 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Structural scheme of the project is resolved in diagram 7 (Figure 4.149). The project is 

examined under different parts, all of which are geometrically proportionate; so the 

representamen is a sinsign. Since there is a basic indication of a union of parts, the object is 

an index. Also, as this reflects the certain situation of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. 

All considered, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.150 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.151 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 8 (Figure 4.150) and diagram 9 (Figure 4.151) illustrate the characteristics of the 

project in climatic aspects. The diagrams involve conventional and symbolic representations 

of environmental subjects such as temperature and sun light. Therefore, the representamen is 

a legisign and the object is a symbol. Since both diagrams are principally based on calculated 

certainties, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, both diagrams are examples of 9th class of 

sign. 
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Figure 4.152 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 10 (Figure 4.152) highlights the transportation access and port operations. Since the 

diagram is based on a site plan, the representamen is a sinsign. Also, the diagram indicates 

certain accessibility of different means of transportation; therefore, while the object is an index, 

the interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-7957359931 by Labics ends up as follows (Table 4.11): 
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Table 4.11 Examination of Entry GH-7957359931 by Labics 

Honorable Mention 12 - Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio 

Viar Estudio has been awarded with an honorable mention with their entry GH-8921004555 

(Figure 4.153, Figure 4.154, Figure 4.155, Figure 4.156 and Figure 4.157). According to 

designers’ description, the aim is to create a building that could be naturally introduced to the 

bay (Project description, Viar Estudio.) Designers elaborate their approach as follows: 

 We suggest a Museum to let you go, to lose yourself; go up or down, go in or out, to 

meditate and get lost. The visitor will be introduced into a kind of city, with streets and 

houses, with a wide range of exhibition spaces. Most of the exhibition rooms are 

illuminated with a magic light which draws simple geometric figures on the ceiling. The 
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most grateful experiences take place at the upper exhibition rooms. The projection of 

the skylights creates fluent and articulated spaces. 

 The building is fully involved with environmental issues, such as new technologies, 

wide insulation, recyclable materials, simple geometries and easy construction (Project 

description, Viar Estudio). 

 

Figure 4.153 Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.154 Board 1 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.155 Board 2 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.156 Board 3 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.157 Board 4 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.158 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The axonometric view of the project in diagram 1 (Figure 4.158) illustrate the singular mass 

in the isolated space. As the geometry of the project is directly reflected in the diagram, the 

representamen is a sinsign. There is no indexical value, rather the diagram shows only 

resemblance to the project; so the object is an icon and as a result, the interpretant is a rheme. 

The diagram is an example of a 2nd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.159 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.160 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.161 Additional Legend for Diagrams 2 and 3 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar 

Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Similar to diagram 1 (Figure 4.158), axonometric views of the project are given in both 

diagram 2 (Figure 4.159) and diagram 3 (Figure 4.160). However, these diagrams show 

different levels of interior space with information given in an additional legend (Figure 4.161). 

As both diagrams show the project in its entire measures, the representamen is a sinsign. 

Thanks to the additional legend, the diagrams are attributed with indexical value. Since they 

reflect the certain situation of the organization of spatial design, the interpretant is a dicent. 

All considered, diagrams 2 and 3 are determined to be 4th classes of sign. 
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Figure 4.162 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

A structural scheme of sustainable aspects of the project is given in diagram 4 (Figure 4.162). 

As the diagram is based on an exploded axonometric drawing without any generalized 

meaning, the representamen is a sinsign. Since there is a direct indication to the certain 

situation of the project; the object is an index while the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the 

diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.163 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.164 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 5 (Figure 4.163) and diagram 6 (Figure 4.164) illustrate exhibition galleries in two 

different levels. Since they reflect the geometry of the spaces in proportionate measures, the 

representamen is a sinsign. There is no indication to any further information in the diagrams. 

The diagrams are only used to resemble the spaces; therefore, the object is an icon and the 

interpretant is a rheme. Both diagrams are considered as 2nd class of sign. 
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The examination of entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio results as seen in Table 4.12: 

 

Table 4.12 Examination of Entry GH-8921004555 by Viar Estudio 

Honorable Mention 13- Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and Arkitekturum 

The project from collaboration among helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and Arkitekturum with the 

registration number GH-8928224100 has been awarded an honorable mention (Figure 4.165, 

Figure 4.166, Figure 4.167, Figure 4.168 and Figure 4.169). Designers’ lead inspiration was 

the programmatic and spatial life of the city, with its flows and focal points (Project 

description; helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and Arkitekturum).  
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Figure 4.165 Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.166 Board 1 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.167 Board 2 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.168 Board 3 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.169 Board 4 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.170 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.170) explores the accessibility of the museum with different means of 

transportation. While the geometry of the museum and the context has been simplified to a 
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conventional level, the accessibility routes have generalized meaning. Therefore, the 

representamen is a legisign. The diagram has an indexical value related to the accessibility. 

Also, as this is a certain situation regarding the project, the interpretant is a dicent. All 

considered, the diagram is an example of a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.171 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.171) illustrates the accessibility routes on a master plan scale. As the 

diagram is based on a proportionate map, the representamen is a sinsign. The indications of 

the accessibility routes make the object an index. Also, as this is a certain situation related to 

the project, the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.172 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The parts of the project with sustainable aspects are specified in diagram 3 (Figure 4.172). 

Although the geometry of the project is proportionate, the stamps of sustainability have a 

generalized and symbolic value; therefore, the representamen is a legisign and the object is a 

symbol. The stamps do not give any further information about anything, rather they only have 

a possible meaning of being sustainable. Therefore, the interpretant is a rheme. All considered, 

the diagram is an example of an 8th class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and Arkitekturum has 

outcomes as seen in Table 4.13: 
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Table 4.13 Examination of Entry GH-8928224100 by helsinkizurich, Sotamaa and 

Arkitekturum 

Honorable Mention 14 - Entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena Campos 

Francisco Jorquera and Elena Campos have a project with the registration number GH-

9057085971 that has been awarded with an honorable mention (Figure 4.173, Figure 4.174, 

Figure 4.175 and Figure 4.176). They propose a mobile structure that is changing the 

landscape. The city remains as a stable background in their scenario where the dock platform 

is adaptable for public events and activities related to the harbor (Project description, 

Francisco Jorquera and Elena Campos). Designers describe the configuration of their project 

as follows: 

 The building comprises three parts with different functions: a tower with open spaces 

for access and exhibitions; another tower for services and management; an elevated 

volume containing most of the gallery spaces. The main volume of the museum can vary 

its position in height so that changes its relationship to the environment, to the 

complementary spaces and even to the type of public access. Spaces housed in the two 

towers potentially have a threefold relationship, first with the outdoor covered area of 

the museum, second with the exhibition galleries volume and finally, in the upper levels 

of the building, with the harbor landscape (Project description, Francisco Jorquera and 

Elena Campos). 
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Figure 4.173 Board 1 from Entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena 

Campos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.174 Board 2 from Entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena 

Campos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.175 Board 3 from Entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena 

Campos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.176 Board 4 from Entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena 

Campos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.177 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena 

Campos. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.177) indicates the spatial organization of the exhibition area. As the 

diagram includes disproportionate figures, the representamen is a legisign. There is an 

indication of material organization. Therefore, while the object is an index, the interpretant is 

a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 7th class of sign. 

The results as follows (Table 4.14): 
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Table 4.14 Examination of entry GH-9057085971 by Francisco Jorquera and Elena Campos 

Honorable Mention 15 - Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga 

The last honorable mention has been given to the entry by Projekt Praga with the registration 

number GH-9645159175 (Figure 4.178, Figure 4.179, Figure 4.180, Figure 4.181 and Figure 

4.182). Designers’ approach to the museum space is to define a fluent, easily accessible, two-

level public platform that if full of social activity and interactions (Project description, Projekt 

Praga). Designers elaborate the principle of the project as follows: 

 Exterior and interior are continuity, making the building more connected with city public 

space. In this continuity one element is highlighted – the gallery block. Saving the view 

from and to the park, most of the museum functions were flatten into one level and 

hidden under the upper plaza. Both plazas are referring to the natural landscape, far from 

the rigor and repetitions. Archetypal, universal form of the small hut, additionally 

present in the Finnish tradition in a very special way (autiotupa, sauna), is used in the 

project to enhance its public sense and human scale. Art exhibition, with strong 

educational profile enhanced by multimedia, is not limited to the gallery space - it comes 

out into public spaces, both interior and exterior, and gets visitors involved in the 

interactive relation with art (Project description, Projekt Praga). 



242 

 

Figure 4.178 Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.179 Board 1 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.180 Board 2 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.181 Board 3 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.182 Board 4 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.183 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Diagram 1 (Figure 4.183) explores the urban in terms of main streets, artistic institutions and 

green and paved public spaces. As the diagram is based on a proportionately measured site 

map, the representamen is a sinsign. There are direct indications pointing certain situations of 

the urban context on all three maps; so the object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent. 

All considered, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.184 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

 

Figure 4.185 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Designers highlight the existing and proposed situation of the traffic and communication area 

in diagram 2 (Figure 4.184) while they reflect the interaction between the waterfront and the 

urban park in diagram 3 (Figure 4.185). The diagrams do not show the proportionate geometry 

of either the existing situation or the proposed design. The geometry is generalized and thus, 

representational. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign. There are indications of changes 

over years due to the principle of the project. The object is an index. Also, as these principles 

of the project are a certain situation, the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagrams 

are examples of a 7th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.186 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Focusing on a site plan, diagram 4 (Figure 4.186) describes different means of accessibility to 

the project site. As this is a proportionately drawn map that has no generalized value, the 

representamen is a legisign. The diagram points how to access to the plot, so the object is an 

index. Also, as this is the certain situation of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, 

the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.187 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Designers describe the difference between footbridge and unlimited pedestrian access in 

diagram 5 (Figure 4.187). While the geometry of the site is representational, the ideas of a 

bridge and unlimited pedestrian access are generalized in a conventional meaning. Therefore, 

the representamen is a legisign. However, the diagram is based on a cause and effect relation, 

rather than a symbolic meaning. The object is an index. As the diagram does not tell a certain 

situation of the project but shows a possible application of a design principle, the interpretent 

is a rheme. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.188 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 6 (Figure 4.188) compares a conventional use of spaces and a proposed design 

principle. As the geometry in both mass figures are generalized and no direct relation to the 

project, the representamen is a legisign. Rather than a symbolic value or indication, the figures 

resemble certain types of projects. Therefore, the object is an icon and the interpretant is a 

rheme. The diagram is an example of a 5th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.189 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.190 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Unlike diagram 6 (Figure 4.188), diagram 7 and diagram 8 (Figure 4.189 and Figure 4.190) 

illustrate the exact geometry of the proposed design. Therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. 

Also, as the diagrams show the certain spatial interactions between the lower and upper plazas; 

the object is an index while the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, the diagrams are an 

example of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.191 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 9 (Figure 4.191) shows the distinction between service and public zone. The diagram 

is mixed with proportionately measured geometry and generalized forms. Therefore, the 

representamen is a legisign. There is an indication on the distinction. Therefore, the object is 



249 

an index and as this is the certain situation of the design, the interpretant is a dicent. All 

considered, the diagram is an example of a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.192 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 10 (Figure 4.192) shows the panoramic views from the building. As the views do not 

proportionate but only representational; the representamen is a legisign. The indications of the 

views make the object an index. Also, as this is the certain situation of the project, the 

interpretant is a dicent. All in all, it is a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.193 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The comprehensive explanation of the organization of program units is shown in diagram 11 

(Figure 4.193). As the diagram indicates the organization of the certain situation of the project 

based on proportionately measured axonometric drawing; the representamen is a sinsign, the 

object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.194 Diagram 12 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 12 (Figure 4.194) multiplies the interior design of the gallery spaces based on various 

possibilities. As the interior design is conceptualized in an arbitrary way, the representamen is 

a legisign. It points out the circulation in different options of interior space. Therefore, the 

object is an index. As this does not necessarily show a certain situation of the project, the 

interpretant is a rheme. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 6th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.195 Diagram 13 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 
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Figure 4.196 Diagram 14 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 13 (Figure 4.195) and diagram 14 (Figure 4.196) show the spatial organization and 

the accessibility in the mass of the project. As these are axonotmetric drawings of the certain 

situations of the project, the representamen is a sinsign, while the object is an index and the 

interpretant is a rheme. The diagrams, therefore, are examples of a 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.197 Diagram 15 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

The resemblance of the traditional Finnish household is given with a drawing and a photo in 

diagram 15 (Figure 4.197). The drawing is a simplified version of the photo with material 

indications. Therefore, while the representamen is a sinsign, the object is an icon. However, 

as this is not a certain situation related to the project, the interpretant is a rheme. The diagram 

is an example of a 2nd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.198 Diagram 16 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Diagram 16 (Figure 4.198) is a combination of fragmental sections from the project that reflect 

the variety in spatial experience. As these sections are in proportionate measures, the 

representamen is a sinsign. Since there is no further indication than a typical resemblance, the 

object is an icon and the interpretant is a rheme. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 2nd 

class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.199 Diagram 17 from Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/exhibition/honorable-mentions 

Environmental aspects and sustainability adaptations of the project are illustrated in diagram 

17 (Figure 4.199). The diagram is not based on a proportionate geometry and it consists of 
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symbolic representation. Therefore, the representamen is a legisign and the object is a symbol. 

As the diagram shows a calculated situation about the climate control in the project, the 

interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is an example of a 9th class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga results as seen in Table 4.15: 
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Table 4.15 Examination of Entry GH-9645159175 by Projekt Praga 
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Finalist 1 - Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050 

One of the projects that have been selected as finalists is submitted by haascookzemmrich 

STUDIO2050 with the registration number GH-76091181 (Figure 4.200, Figure 4.201, Figure 

4.202 and Figure 4.203). Designers describe their project as five timber towers at the edge of 

the Baltic Sea, forming a shimmering beacon on the shoreline (Project description, 

haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050). They explain the principle of the design further as follows: 

 Multiple forms produce an interplay of light and shadow that create an inspiring, 

enticing atmosphere, while glimpses of in-between spaces beckon visitors from near and 

far. The warmth and familiarity of the wood shingle façade creates a sense of belonging 

with the landscape, while an ethereal quality is expressed through its subtle oscillation, 

ruffling, as though brushed by the winds of the sea. Helsinki Five seeks to engage a 

sense of discovery that is deeply informed by art, instigating close encounters between 

artwork and viewer, between art-maker and art-making.  

 It is a play of hide and seek, light and dark, wide and close, in and out (Project 

description, haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050). 

 

Figure 4.200 Board 1 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 
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Figure 4.201 Board 2 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 

 

Figure 4.202 Board 3 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 
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Figure 4.203 Board 4 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 

 

Figure 4.204 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 
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Diagram 1 (Figure 4.204) focuses on the urban concept and interaction of the project to the 

context. Although the project is given within its proportionate geometry, the relation to the 

context is generalized and arbitrary; therefore, the representamen is a legisign. The context is 

visualized and represented by figures with symbolic values. As this relation is the certain 

situation of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 

9th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.205 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.205) illustrates the illumination of the mass by the sun light. As the 

generalized visualization of the sun makes the representamen a legisign, the conceptual 

representation of illumination makes the object a symbol. As this diagram is a based on a 

certain situation, the interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is a 9th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.206 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 

The circulation concept is visualized on different levels of the project in diagram 3 (Figure 

4.206). As the diagram is based on a proportionate floor plans, the representamen is a sinsign. 

There is an indication of a certain functional and formal organization, so the object is an index 

while the interpretant is a dicent. The diagram, therefore, is an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.207 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.207) shows the structure concept of the project. As the timber towers are 

generalized in one figure, the representamen is a legisign. The direct indication of the 

materials and structural scheme is a proof that the object is an index while the interpretant is 

a dicent. The diagram, therefore, is an example of a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.208 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-76091181 

The sustainability concept of the project is shown in diagram 5 (Figure 4.208). The 

generalized visualization of sunlight and temperature differences makes the representamen a 
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legisign, whereas the indications of the sustainable elements make the object an index. Also, 

as this is a certain situation related to the project, the interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is 

an example of a 7th class of sign. 

Results of the examination of entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050 are 

seen in Table 4.16: 

 

Table 4.16 Examination of Entry GH-76091181 by haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050 

Finalist 2 - Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio 

The second submission to be selected as a finalist is the entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR 

Architecture Studio (Figure 4.209, Figure 4.210, Figure 4.211 and Figure 4.212). Designers 

consider the new Guggenheim Museum as an opportunity to create a connection between the 

city and the harbor (Project description, SMAR Architecture Studio). The evolution of 

museum space, as titled by the designers, is summarized as follows: 

 Museums have changed from institutions where information was directed in only one 

way: towards the viewer into institutions that are increasingly creating conversations 

with the viewer.  

 We need a really radical change in how people use museums now. 

 We propose a new experience not only for the visitor, but for the citizen. 

 A critical shift from the idea of a building as a static object to a building that can 

accommodate the flux of daily life, the life of street art (Project description, SMAR 

Architecture Studio). 
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Figure 4.209 Board 1 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

 

Figure 4.210 Board 2 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 
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Figure 4.211 Board 3 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

 

Figure 4.212 Board 4 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 
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Figure 4.213 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.213) covers the first board as a whole piece that is made of a comparison 

between present and future conditions of the context. As the diagram is based on a 

proportionately measured axonometric drawing of the context without any generalized 

meaning, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram indicates a set of certain changes due 

to the existence of the museum within urban context; therefore, the object is an index. Since 

this changes are a part of the proposal, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is a 

4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.214 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

The second board from the entry solely consists of diagram 2 (Figure 4.214). The whole board 

is a timetable of museums in comparison in terms of spatial organization. The diagram consists 

of the proportionate geometries of various museums without a generalized meaning; therefore, 

the representamen is a sinsign. There is information related to formal characteristics of 

museums and open space in each museum is highlighted; therefore, the object is an index. 

Also, as this information related to museums are certain, the interpretant is argument. All 

considered, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.215 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

Diagram 3 (Figure 4.215) points out the areal use of project site. As the geometry of the area 

and organization strategy are proportionate to the measures, the representamen is a sinsign. 

The diagram shows a formal principle, so the object is a sinsign. Also, as this is the certain 

situation of the project, the interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is an example of a 4th class of 

sign. 

 

Figure 4.216 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 
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Figure 4.217 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

 

Figure 4.218 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 
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Figure 4.219 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

 

Figure 4.220 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

The formation of the mass of the project is illustrated in diagrams 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 (Figure 

4.216, Figure 4.217, Figure 4.218, Figure 4.219 and Figure 4.220). Although the diagrams are 

based on axonometric drawing of the phases of the project, the diagrams do not carry the same 

characteristics in terms of classes of sign. While diagrams 4, 5, 6 and 7 indicate steps related 

to different principles, diagram 8 shows the finalized state of the project. In other words, 

diagram 4 shows the main formation of the mass, while diagram 5 illustrates the effects of 

environmental elements on the form. While diagram 6 gives information about the effects of 
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use of sun light on the project, diagram 7 shows the interaction of the project to the streets. 

On the other hand, diagram 8 does not show any indication to any information. Since all the 

diagrams are based on axonometric drawings, the representamen is a sinsign. On the other 

hand, the diagrams 4, 5, 6 and 7 have various indications, while diagram 8 only has 

resemblance value. Therefore, the object for the diagrams 4, 5, 6 and 7 is index while it is icon 

for diagram 8. The diagrams 4, 5, 6 and 7 show a certain information for the project, so the 

interpretant is a dicent for them; while it is already determined to be a rheme for diagram 8. 

As a result, while the diagrams 4, 5, 6 and 7 are examples of 4th class of sign, the diagram 8 

is an example of a 2nd class of sign. 

 

 

Figure 4.221 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

Diagram 9 (Figure 4.221) shows the connections between the project and urban context. Even 

though the geometry of the diagram is proportionate, the connections are represented only by 

generalized rectangles, so the representamen is a legisign. The diagram points out a certain 

issue related to formal organization of the project, so the object is an index while the 

interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is determined to be a 7th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.222 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 
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Figure 4.223 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio. 

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5631681770 

Diagram 10 and diagram 11 (Figure 4.222 and Figure 4.223) highlight various program units 

and give relevant information. The diagrams are based on proportionate axonometric drawings 

without generalized meanings. Therefore, the representamen is a sinsign. There are indications 

to functional organization, so the object is an index. Also, as these are the certain situations of 
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the program, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, thes diagram are found to be a 4th class of 

sign. 

The examination of the entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio results as 

follows (Table 4.17): 

 

Table 4.17 Examination of Entry GH-5631681770 by SMAR Architecture Studio 
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Finalist 3 - Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural Agonism 

The entry with the registration number GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism is the third of the finalists (Figure 4.224, Figure 4.225, Figure 4.226 and Figure 

4.227). Designers suggest that Helsinki is a city where public life takes place interior due to 

its extreme climatic conditions (Project description, Fake Industries Architectural Agonism). 

Designers describe the main principles of their design they call ‘31 Rooms’ with their own 

words as follows: 

 31 Rooms, extends the network using the architectural technologies that construct 

Helsinki’s interior citizenry: i.e. walls, doors, windows, and the machinery that defines 

atmospheric conditions. While the new museum attaches to the network of existing 

conditions, leaves them undisturbed. 

 31 Rooms represent a new model within the global Guggenheim constellation, offering 

an opportunity for the foundation to develop a museum of the future with radical, 

multidisciplinary approaches to engaging new audiences with culture at large. The 

Guggenheim Helsinki will become a curatorial innovation reference centre for the other 

Guggenheim museums (Project description, Fake Industries Architectural Agonism). 

 

Figure 4.224 Board 1 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 
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Figure 4.225 Board 2 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

 

Figure 4.226 Board 3 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 
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Figure 4.227 Board 4 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

There are 7 diagrams all of which are based on a proportionately drawn sectional perspective 

of the project. Nevertheless, due to their various contents, the diagrams carry different 

characteristics of classes of sign. 

 

Figure 4.228 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 
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Diagram 1 (Figure 4.228) focuses on the climatic performance of the main design element of 

the project, the roof. There are generalized and symbolic visualization of the climatic elements 

and their effects on the project. Therefore, while the representamen is a legisign, the object is 

a symbol. Also, as designers make a calculation about the climatic performance of the project 

via this diagram, the interpretant is a dicent. As a result, the diagram is an example of a 9th 

class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.229 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

 

Figure 4.230 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

Diagram 2 (Figure 4.229) shows the principle of the retractable roof while diagram 3 (Figure 

4.230) gives information about thermal management. As there is no generalized meaning in 

either diagrams, the representamen is a sinsign. Also, since the diagrams show a certain 
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functional and formal organization, the object is an index while the interpretant is a dicent. 

Therefore, the diagrams are examples of a 4th class of sign. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.231 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

A functional element that is the interior green house is illustrated in diagram 4 (Figure 4.231). 

As there are generalized and symbolic representation of the climatic effects of the green house, 

the representamen is a legisign and the object is a symbol. Additionally, as these effects are 

part of calculations, the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 9th 

class of sign. 
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Figure 4.232 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

 

Figure 4.233 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

The multi-functional laboratory, which is interpreted to be a part of interior design is shown 

in diagram 5 (Figure 4.232) and the offices, cargo access route and shareable spaces are swohn 

in diagram 6 (Figure 4.233). Since there is no generalized meaning in either diagrams, the 

representamen is a sinsign. Also, instead of an indication, there is only resemblance to the 

project. Therefore, the object is an icon and automatically, the interpretant is a rheme. The 

diagrams, then, are examples of a 2nd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.234 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-5059206475 

Diagram 7 (Figure 4.234) explores the structural characteristics of the exhibition room. As 

there is no generalized meaning, the representamen is a sinsign. Also, the diagram indicates a 

certain set of qualities with textual information. Therefore, the object is an index and the 

interpretant is a dicent. The diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural Agonism is seen 

in Table 4.18: 
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Table 4.18 Examination of Entry GH-5059206475 by Fake Industries Architectural 

Agonism 

Finalist 4 - Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan 

The 4th entry that has been selected as a finalist is submitted by Asif Khan titled as ‘Quiet 

Animal’ with the registration number GH-121371443 (Figure 4.235, Figure 4.236, Figure 

4.237 and Figure 4.238). It is described that Helsinki city blocks have been named after wild 

animals in 1800s and the new proposed block has the tactile familiarty to a city block that is 

rotated to the harbor front (Project description, Asif Khan). Designers elaborate the design 

principle as follows: 

 Six timber-clad galleries are stacked over two levels and flanked by a seventh for 

administration and retail. Public spaces are formed between these and an intelligent 

textured glass skin wrapping the entirety to precisely diffuse light, translucent below, 

and transparent above. 

 The ground floor galleries can join to form one super-space, enabling a wide range of 

curatorial approaches. Two distinct staircases - one convivially wide, the other helical, 

enable visitors to wayfind without retracing paths. The wider staircase is also used for 

film screenings. “Art Kioski” annex for young Nordic art twins the northern market hall 
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and the service pavilion encloses a sculpture garden to the south (Project description, 

Asif Khan). 

 

Figure 4.235 Board 1 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.236 Board 2 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Figure 4.237 Board 3 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.238 Board 4 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Figure 4.239 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.240 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Figure 4.241 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.242 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Figure 4.243 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.244 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Figure 4.245 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.246 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Diagrams 1-8 (Figure 4.239, Figure 4.240, Figure 4.241, Figure 4.242, Figure 4.243, Figure 

4.244I Figure 4.245 and Figure 4.246) explore the spatial use step by step, in relation with the 

urban context, based on a site plan. Diagram 1 (Figure 4.239) remarks the location of the 

project that is between the city and landscape. Diagram 2 (Figure 4.240) highlights the 

connection between the site and the main axis of the context. Diagram 3 (Figure 4.241) 

illustrates different types of accessibility to the site. Diagram 4 (Figure 4.242) gives 

information about the vehicle road and site parameters. Diagram 5 (Figure 4.243) indicates 

the new art kiosk that is a part of the proposal in relation to the old market hall. Diagram 6 

(Figure 4.244) shows the proportional relation of the project to the historic city block. Diagram 

7 (Figure 4.245) explores the public transtportation feeds to the art kiosk and the main building. 

Diagram 8 (Figure 4.246) points out the ferry terminal access in relation with the project. All 

diagrams focus on a proportionate site plan, without any generalized meaning. Therefore, the 

representamen is a sinsign for all. Also, since all diagrams indicate or give related information 

about a certain functional or formal organization; the object is an index and the interpretant is 

a dicent for all. All considered, diagrams 1-8 are examples of 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.247 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

Flexibility of ground floor galleries is shown in diagram 9 (Figure 4.247). As the diagram is 

based on a plan with no generalized meaning, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagram 

points out different schemes of spatial use, so the object is an index. However, the diagram 

does not show a certain situation, rather it shows possible organizations. Therefore, the 

interpretant is a rheme. As a result, the diagram is an example of a 3rd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.248 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.249 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 
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Diagram 10 (Figure 4.248) and diagram 11 (Figure 4.249) give detailed information about 

installation of the façade units. As both diagrams are based on proportionately measured 

drawings, the representamen is a sinsign. The diagrams give information about the structural 

parts, so the object is an index. However, there is no certain information on the diagrams about 

where these installments are used, rather the diagrams show a principle for a general approach. 

Therefore, the interpretant is a rheme. All considered, the diagrams are examples of 3rd class 

of sign. 

 

Figure 4.250 Diagram 12 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

Diagram 12 (Figure 4.250) is a simplified axonometric drawing of the project that focuses on 

the primary structural system. As the drawing is proportionate and does not carry a generalized 

element, the representamen is a sinsign. On the other hand, there is no indication for any 

further information. The diagram is connected to the project only by resembling. Therefore, 

the object is an icon and as a result of this, the interpretant is a rheme. All in all, the diagram 

is an example of a 2nd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.251 Diagram 13 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

Diagram 13 (Figure 4.251) explores lifecycle cost of the project in terms of social, 

environmental and financial aspects. As the diagram is composed of generalized and socially 

accepted figures, the representamen is a legisign and the object is a symbol. Additionally, since 

the diagram is used to illustrate the future predictions about the lifecycle cost, the interpretant 

is an argument. As a result, the diagram is an example of a 10th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.252 Diagram 14 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

The organization of environmental response of the project is illustrated in diagram 14 (Figure 

4.252). As the diagram is based on a scheme that has no direct relation to the geometry of the 
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project, the representamen is a legisign. Also, the diagram indicates the proposed cycle of 

heating and water. Therefore, the object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent.  All in all, 

the diagram is an example of a 7th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.253 Diagram 15 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

 

Figure 4.254 Diagram 16 from Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-121371443 

Environmental aspects are further explained in diagram 15 (Figure 4.253) and diagram 16 

(Figure 4.254). Both diagrams are based on proportionate sections of the project, yet there are 

generalized and conventional meanings of the environmental effects. Therefore, the 

representamen is a legisign and the object is a symbol. Furthermore, the diagrams show 

calculations about the environmental conditions, so the interpretant is a dicent. All considered, 

both diagrams are examples of 9th class of sign. 

The examination of entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan results as follows (Table 4.19): 
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Table 4.19 Examination of Entry GH-121371443 by Asif Khan 
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Finalist 5 - Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture 

Another entry to have been selected as a finalist is submitted by agps architecture with the 

registration number GH-1128435973 (Figure 4.255, Figure 4.256, Figure 4.257, Figure 4.258 

and Figure 4.259). Designers call the project as ‘Two-in-one Museum’ as the project proposes 

two facilities that are established to have a connection with each other, as if it is a museum 

that is made of two museums (Project description, agps architecture). The principle of the 

project is summarized by the designers as follows: 

 The first museum is on the ground or tarmac level of the port facility. The existing 

terminal is re-used and re-appropriated for multiple activities. It is conceived as a public 

space, extending the pedestrian boardwalk into the building – a place for education and 

outreach within the city. 

 The second museum is the museum as such, in so far as it houses exhibitions. The 

structure is in the air and hovers above the first. As a hall on stilts, partly removed from 

the everyday life below, the building offers a place of refuge, adhering to the notion of 

the museum as an “other space.” 

 One museum is for display and the other functions as an incubator of ideas. With this, 

the Guggenheim Helsinki can engage its stakeholders to co-create value (Project 

description, agps architecture). 

 

Figure 4.255 Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 
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Figure 4.256 Board 1 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.257 Board 2 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 
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Figure 4.258 Board 3 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.259 Board 4 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 
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Figure 4.260 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.261 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.262 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 
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Figure 4.263 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.264 Diagram 5 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

Diagrams 1-5 (Figure 4.260, Figure 4.261, Figure 4.262, Figure 4.263 and Figure 4.264) 

illustrate the generation of functional and formal organization of the project on a site plan 

scale. Diagram 1 (Figure 4.260) highlights the public buildings that depicture the overall 

fabric of the city as the museum is planned to be one of them. Diagram 2 (Figure 4.261) 

remarks the significant elements in close vicinity all of which are connected to each other as 

a design principle. Diagram 3 (Figure 4.262) highlights the open public area of the project site 

in relation with the close vicinity.  Diagram 4 (Figure 4.263) points out the overall geometry 

of the museum in two different levels of ground floor and exhibition space above. Diagram 5 

(Figure 4.264) shows the informal character of the ground floor space that reframes the 

museum as an incubator for various functions. All diagrams are based on proportionately 

scaled plan drawings without generalized information. Therefore, the representamen is a 

sinsign for all. As all diagrams point out a certain character of functional or formal 
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organization, the object is an index and the interpretant is a dicent. As a result, the diagrams 

1-5 are examples of 4th class of sign. 

 

Figure 4.265 Diagram 6 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.266 Diagram 7 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

Diagram 6 (Figure 4.264Figure 4.265) and diagram 7 (Figure 4.266) point out the program 

units on the ground floor and the first floor on axonometric drawings. As the diagrams are 

based on proportionate drawings without any generalized meaning, the representamen is a 

sinsign. The diagrams mark the program units and vertical circulation units, so the object is 

an index. Also, as these are the certain situations of the project, the interpretant is a dicent for 

both diagrams. As a result, it is determined that the diagrams are examples of 4th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.267 Diagram 8 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

 

Figure 4.268 Diagram 9 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 
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Figure 4.269 Diagram 10 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

Diagrams 8, 9 and 10 (Figure 4.267, Figure 4.268 and Figure 4.269) show environmental 

aspects of the project in terms of embodied energy, different demands of the two floors and 

carbon dioxide absorption, respectively. All diagrams are based on generalized figures and 

drawings that have no direct relation to the geometry of the project. Therefore, the 

representamen is a legisign and the object is a symbol for all. Also, as the diagrams are used 

to illustrate the future predictions about the environmental aspects of the project, the 

interpretant is an argument. All considered, diagrams 8, 9 and 10 are examples of 10th class of 

sign. 
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Figure 4.270 Diagram 11 from Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture. Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/GH-1128435973 

Diagram 11 (Figure 4.270) expresses the structural parts of the project. As the diagram is 

based on a proportionate axonometric drawing, the representamen is a sinsign. Since the 

certain functional and formal organization is indicated, the object is an index while the 

interpretant is a dicent. Therefore, the diagram is an example of a 4th class of sign. 

The results of the examination of entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture is shown in 

Table 4.20: 
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Table 4.20 Examination of Entry GH-1128435973 by agps architecture 

Winner - Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes 

The entry that has been selected as a finalist and later as the winner is submitted by Moreau 

Kusunoki Architectes with the registration number GH-04380895 (Figure 4.271, Figure 4.272, 

Figure 4.273 and Figure 4.274). Designers’ approach is to create a new museum paradigm that 

invites the visitors and the community to meet in art and nature (Project description, Moreau 
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Kusunoki Architectes). The summary of the design principle with designers’ own words is as 

follows: 

 The design of the Guggenheim Helsinki and its woven landscape are based upon a 

sensitive and sympathetic approach to the context and nature of Helsinki. It encourages 

people to flow within a new cultural core that is linked to the rest of the city, through 

the port promenade and the pedestrian footbridge to Tahtitorninvuori Park. It is a place 

for everyone to experience a new piece of the city. 

 The carefully arranged fragmental volumes create natural passages in-between, which 

allow free flow and flexible access that both welcome new visitors and serve as a key 

cultural destination for the community. The proposal celebrates openness and 

encourages public engagement. People can enjoy a stroll throughout the whole site, 

walking through a variety of passages, which make people wanting to enjoy a moment 

on their way of everyday life, discover different scenes in every visit. The generous 

passage in-between the exhibition galleries is a free, open space. Its cozy atmosphere is 

creating an ambivalent feeling of being familiar, intimate and social (Project description, 

Moreau Kusunoki Architectes). 

 

Figure 4.271 Board 1 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 
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Figure 4.272 Board 2 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 

 

Figure 4.273 Board 3 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 
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Figure 4.274 Board 4 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 

 

Figure 4.275 Diagram 1 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 

Diagram 1 (Figure 4.275) gives clue about the overall textural feeling of the project with no 

further information about how it is applied in the mass. Therefore, the representamen is a 
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qualisign. As it is then directly interpreted that the object is an icon and the interpretant is a 

rheme, the diagram is an example of a 1st class of sign. 

 

 

Figure 4.276 Diagram 2 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 

Environmental strategy of the project is illustrated in diagram 2 (Figure 4.276). Figure 

4.276As the project is simplified as only two blocks and effects of climatic elements are 

generalized in a symbolic visualization, the representamen is a legisign while the object is a 

symbol. Also, as the diagram is based on environmental calculations, the interpretant is a 

dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 9th class of sign. 
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Figure 4.277 Diagram 3 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 

Experience of everyday life is illustrated in diagram 3 (Figure 4.277). In addition to being an 

informative drawing of the functions of all units, the diagram also shows the routes for various 

user profiles. Therefore, the representamen is a sinsign and the object is an index. However, 

there is no certainty about the routes and the diagram is based on a set of possibilities; so the 

interpretant is a rheme. All considered, the diagram is an example of a 3rd class of sign. 
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Figure 4.278 Diagram 4 from Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes.  

Source: 

http://designguggenheimhelsinki.org/finalists/winner 

Diagram 4 (Figure 4.278) highlights the functional uses and the accessibility of the program 

units. As the diagram is based on proportionate axonometric drawings, the representamen is a 

legisign. The diagram indicates a certain functional and formal organization; therefore, the 

object is an index while the interpretant is a dicent. All in all, the diagram is an example of a 

4th class of sign. 

The examination of the entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes results as 

follows (Table 4.21): 
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Table 4.21 Examination of Entry GH-04380895 by Moreau Kusunoki Architectes 

4.3. Discussion 

The analysis of 21 projects, which have been selected as honorable mentions, finalists and 

winner in Guggenheim Helsinki Design Competition, results with 183 diagrams in total as 

seen in Table 4.22: 
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Table 4.22 Collective Examination of 21 Projects 

These 183 diagrams are composed of 1 diagram of 1st class of sign, 16 diagrams of 2nd class 

of sign, 13 diagrams of 3rd class of sign, 85 diagrams of 4th class of sign, 2 diagrams of 5th 

class of sign, 9 diagrams of 6th class of sign, 22 diagrams of 7th class of sign, 1 diagram of 8th 

class of sign, 17 diagrams of 9th class of sign and 17 diagrams of 10th class of sign as illustrated 

in 

Table 4.23:  
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Table 4.23 Collective Examination of 183 Diagrams 

As it can be seen in Table 4.23, the diagrams are predominantly examples of 4th class of sign, 

followed by examples of 7th, 9th and 10th classes of sign. Considering the 4th class of sign, the 

use of sinsign as the representamen shows that majority of designers decided on conveying 

ideas through certain information that is related to proportionate geometries of projects or 

their surroundings. Additionally, indexical value of the object in majority of the diagrams 

prove that main purposes of the diagrams were to create a cause and effect relation in projects 

and highlight functional and formal organizations. Moreover, rather than presenting 

possibilities or probabilities; designers chose to express certain situations related to their 

projects by using dicent as the interpretant. On the other hand, since 7th class of sign is also 

highly exemplified, it is found that designers’ secondary approach was to use legisign as the 

representamen; while the object and the interpretant remain to be index and dicent. This means 

that as designers chose to reflect certain situations of the project, they didn’t always use 

proportionate geometries. Designers of selected entries also made benefit of generalized 

meanings in diagrams. Also, evidences of use of 9th class of sign show that designers tended 

to involve symbolic understanding in their diagrams as they still pointed out certain situations. 

Besides, the predominant use of 10th class of sign proves that designers also left some 

information to be completed by the audience’s interpretation. This means that while designers 
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presented some certain information to the audience, they also did not hesitate to invite the 

audience to contribute to their design ideas by predicting about future. 

The percentage distribution of each class of sign in collective examination is shown in Table 

4.24. As a result of the analysis, the percentage distribution of collective use of abductive, 

deductive and inductive logics based on ten classes of sign is shown in Table 4.25. 

 

 

Table 4.24 Percentage Distribution of Each Class of Sign in Collective Examination 
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Table 4.25 Percentage Distribution of Collective Use of Abduction, Deduction and 

Induction 

The analysis of the collective examination of 21 projects shows that the designers’ methods 

for conveying information via diagrams is significantly based on deduction (70.5%). 

Moreover, the use of induction (19.1%) is still considerably higher than the use of abduction 

(10.4%). 

The study shows that diagrams in these projects are mainly used to build a logical hypothesis 

based on certainties and facts provided by designers through deduction. Diagrams mainly 

leave no chance for contemplation to the observers; rather they work as validators of the 

information provided by designers. As deduction draws logical consequences from true 

premises, the information gained through deductive diagrams is true. Therefore, diagrams do 

not lead to the discovery of new knowledge related to the project, the most important function 

of them is to point out information which is specific, limited, yet certainly true. Deductive 

diagrams, in the end, are the confirmations of how and why the design idea is specifically 

valid and thus, not suspicious. Deduction carries the characteristics of secondness. Therefore, 

majority of diagrams start with a general statement that is limited within the boundaries of 

reasonable evidences by designers and end up with certain conclusions. Due to their 

association with secondness, deductive diagrams have a way of cause and effect relations. The 

diagrams show certain information related to project. This information is shown with reasons 
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and how these reasons come together or affect each other. The reasons for the deductive 

diagrams can be interpreted as steps through a certain outcome. In this case, all the reasons 

must be valid and accepted so that the outcome will also be trustworthy. For example, while 

many diagrams show the formal constitution, the spatial organization or the positioning and 

land use of the project; they are always based on numeric or geometric certainties and as a 

result, they end up with such certainties. In other words, deductive reasoning proves that not 

only the starting point of the diagrams, but also the acquired information and all the steps 

required to reach that information are all true. On the other hand, these diagrams are not used 

to urge audience to speculate any further possibilities than already existing facts stated in them. 

As a result, designers’ main objective is to leave no room for assumptions, but rather prove 

their ideas through a set of collective statements. In other words, designers create manners in 

deductive diagrams for audience to generate a theory and hypothesis, then to make 

observations and confirmations on them.  

Additionally, diagrams are moderately used to lead observers to make predictive conclusions 

based on probability through induction. Although designers give away certain amounts of fact, 

they still ask observers to get involved with the thinking process and end up with new ideas 

related to project. In this sense, the observer becomes a part of the design. Diagrams that use 

induction direct audience to have generalizations by providing a respectable amount of inquiry. 

Nevertheless, audience is given countenance to come up with major premises of design 

principles. Unlike deductive logic, diagrams with inductive logic create a scene for audience 

to make an observation, get a grasp of the pattern and then generate hypothesis and theory.  

On the other hand, hardly any diagram is used to introduce new discoveries related to the 

project through abduction. Therefore, it is determined that leaving an open door for 

interpretation was not among one of designers’ main use of diagrams in this competition. As 

a part of firstness, abductive logic is based on providing uncertain amount of information to 

the observer. Apparently, designers’ intention with diagrams are less likely to provide 

unattended information.  

 

Comparison Based on Stage One Jury Statement 

As stated by the jury, stage one of the competition results with selection of two main groups; 

honorable mentions and finalists. The comparison of each class of sign and their percentage 
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distribution based on the two groups are given in Table 4.26 and Table 4.27. The uses of 

abduction, deduction and induction in two groups are compared in Table 4.28. 

 

Table 4.26 Comparison of Each Class of Sign Based on the Two Groups 

 

 

Table 4.27 Comparison of Percentage Distribution of Each Class of Sign Based on the Two  

Groups 
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Table 4.28 Comparison of Percentage Distribution of Use of Abduction, Deduction and 

Induction Based on the Two Groups 

Comparison based on stage one jury statement shows that the main approach of designers in 

the two groups are almost identical in terms of use of diagrams. Also, the approximate 

numbers of diagrams in two groups are almost identical, as it’s 8,6 per project in honorable 

mentions and 9 per project in finalists. Both groups mainly make benefit of deduction via 

diagrams to convey their ideas. Moreover, induction is used nearly twice more than abduction 

in both groups. In other words, both groups use majority of their diagrams to describe the 

ultimate situation in their projects without any speculative notions. Also, a vast amount of 

diagrams in both groups carry as much information as possible.  

Additionally, the majority of the diagrams in both groups are again the examples of 4th class 

of sign. 

 

Comparison of Winner and the Other Projects 

The comparison of each class of sign  and their percentage distribution between winner and 

the other projects are given in Table 4.29 and Table 4.30. The uses of abduction, deduction 

and induction in comparison are shown in Table 4.31. As a result of the comparison, it is 

determined that the use of diagrams in winner project is slightly different than the rest of the 

projects. First of all; while the approximate number of diagrams is 8,95 in the rest of the 

projects, it is only 4 in winner project. Besides, while the use of deduction is weakened, the 
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use of abduction and the use of induction are equalized. This means that the designers of the 

winner project use diagrams as proof of their design approach as well as a tool to introduce 

hypotheses and theories related to their project in a balanced way. It is interpreted that in order 

to leave a better influence on the audience, designers intend to present such a set of diagrams 

that will actuate different types of mentation. 

 

Table 4.29 Comparison of Each Class of Sign between Winner and the Other Projects 
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Table 4.30 Comparison of Percentage Distribution of Each Class of Sign in Winner and the 

Other Projects 

 

Table 4.31 Comparison of Percentage Distribution of Use of Abduction, Deduction and 

Induction in Winner and the Other Projects 

Peirce himself states (1960) that combining abduction, deduction and induction is the key for 

artistic creativity and scientific inquiry. It is the only approach for a perfect mental process. 

Abduction does not start with explanations, rather it links qualities of feelings together as a 

base of upcoming explanations. Deduction, on the other hand, is based on these qualities and 

explores necessary consequences through them. At last, induction processes these 

consequences to create a future based theory in mind. The winner design team introduces all 
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three steps as a whole for a better mental evaluation. According to Peirce, abduction is the 

only logical operation to introduce new ideas and it is what makes abduction valuable in the 

beginning (1960). While deduction is the outcome of proven truths and induction is the 

generalization of a set of observations, abduction has its proper place in the context of 

discovery. In other words, abduction encompasses all the creative process of a human mind. 

Only after abduction; deduction and induction come into play. Deduction helps us to generate 

testable consequences from the hypothesis that abduction helps us to conceive; and lately 

induction helps us to generalize the overall idea to shed light on a greater matter. All 

considered, the winner project offers a more balanced process of mental evaluation, due to 

combining abduction, deduction and induction more determinedly. 

Moreover, there is no predominant use of any class of sign in the winner project; which means 

that designers not only use abduction, deduction and induction at the same time, but they also 

use different levels of each reasoning logic. It is the only entry with a 1st class of sign. This 

means that designers do not hesitate to take the risk of giving uncertain information about the 

project through an absolute abductive logic. On the contrary, they care to integrate peak points 

of all types of reasoning for a more comprehensive contemplation. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

Diagrams have always been one of the main tools of architectural design practices in many 

forms and functions. They have been used for number of purposes such as an instrument 

during the design process, an easier way to communicate among disciplines and an 

informative tool; in a variety of approaches. The method applied in this thesis has aimed to be 

of assistance of architects in order to widen their awareness of what is actually provided 

through architectural diagrams, as the consciousness of abductive, deductive and inductive 

reasoning will end up with more target-specific diagrams in any case. 

In the basic sense, an architectural diagram gives information about characteristics of the 

architectural production. It is also considered as the ultimate informative tool in the discipline, 

as it is able to be bent and shaped purely according to architects’ design approaches. Due to 

the growing hegemony of digital tools, the use of diagrams has become more and more 

common in past few decades. Architects have been making benefit of diagrams both for 

producing the architectural design and for presenting it to their audience. This thesis has 

focused on how architects utilize diagrams to present their design principles and convey their 

ideas to the audience. Starting from the basic definition and the scope of a diagram in general, 

the historical development of use of diagrams and the importance of semiotics to give insights 

into them have been explained. Based on this explanation, it is determined that diagrams carry 

a great significance in the practice of architecture and this significance can be given a more 

comprehensive meaning if diagrams are investigated as signs. 

The original contribution of the study has been the development of a method for analyzing 

architectural diagrams based on Charles Sanders Peirce’s (1839-1914) theory of sign in 

Semiotics. Semiotics, which is the study of how things are conceptualized in our minds, is 

mainly divided in two major approaches. While Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1914) 

originated a specific theory, Charles S. Peirce originated a second approach to the theory of 

semiotics in a more comprehensive profundity that was later highly contributed by a large 

number of scholars. This thesis examined architectural diagrams in scope of their ability and 

differences in attitude within the narrations of the theory of semiotics. 

Peirce depicted his theory of sign on the basis of interdependent degrees of firstness, 

secondness and thirdness. As a reflection of these degrees, Peirce examined a sign within its 
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three components that are the representamen, the object and the interpretant. Accordingly, the 

representamen is the collection of characteristics of an entity, while the object is how that 

collection is come into a specific form in our physical universe. Lastly, the interpretant is our 

intellectual ability to create the connection between the characteristics of an entity and its form. 

Also, Peirce elaborated these three components with three different subcomponents each. 

Based on that, while the representamen can be a qualisign, a sinsign or a legisign; the object 

can be an icon, an index or a symbol. Lastly, a rheme, a dicent and an argument are the three 

subcomponents of the interpretant. Moreover, Peirce defined ten classes of sign, based on a 

set of combinations of these nine subcomponents. Finally, it is determined by Peirce and his 

followers that these ten classes of sign are reflections of three different types of reasoning, 

which are abduction, deduction and induction.  

An analysis method is adapted by converting this knowledge, through which it can be possible 

to identify and interpret designer’s use of reasoning in architectural diagrams. The adapted 

method is then used on 183 diagrams within 21 selected projects of Guggenheim Helsinki 

Design Competition. 

As a result, it is found in this competition that, architectural diagrams were mainly used for 

deductive reasoning. While designers of these 21 entries used majority of the diagrams as a 

proof for their design principles, they also used diagrams to invent new ideas or to urge the 

audience to contemplate further than what they had already provided. Based on Peirce’s point 

of view; although all three types of reasoning are valuable in different senses, the most 

comprehensive approach in mentation is when all of them are combined. The winner project 

is one of the few cases in which this comprehensive approach was spotted in the use of 

diagrams. The study, then, shows that diagrams have different influence on the audience 

depending on how they process different types of reasoning. 

As this thesis is solely based on awarded projects in one design competition, the analysis can 

be taken into another level by applying on different cases. Needles to point out, the analysis 

of architectural diagrams produced not only for competition entries for different types of 

buildings in different types of contexts, but also for architectural proposals, which are not a 

part of competition processes can set forth different results in terms of logical reasoning. 

Moreover, this method can provide insights into the creative idea generation processes of 

architects, if it is applied on the diagrams which are produced in design processes. This type 

of future study may shed more light onto designing habits of architects and may offer them to 
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acquire a better understanding of their own creativity and awareness to develop their design 

methodologies. 
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