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Objectively Speaking

BRANKO MITROVIC [University of Pennsylvania)

So artists, leaving the cruch ro take care of ieself, do in fact put
into the images they make, not the real proportions, but those

thac will appear beauciful.!

Once we accept a theory of proportions as the basis of an architectural
aesthetic in general, we come immediately to the question of whether
we talk about the proportions of a building or about the proportions
perceived in a building. This question is also closely related to the
question, What is the aesthetic object of architecrure—the building, or
an idea of a building, or a project, a set of Jrawings. or some other
entity? Answering this question means not only offering an answer to
the question, What is architectural history actually about? but also—
as some disputes on the interpretation of Palladie’s Quattro libri
show-—suggesting a justification of a theory of proportions in modern
times.

The idea of this text is to discuss this problem within the framework
of Kant’s theory of space—not so much in order to see what Kant
would say on the topic, but much more in order to show that an
epistemalogy like Kant's, which pretends to be a full catalogue of
cognitive processes, must allow space for positing ideal architectural
objects.

“THE GREAT THEORY"' is a term firsc used by Wladyslaw
Tacarkiewicz? to denote all acsthetic theories that reduce the
beautiful (parely or entirely) to a system of numerical relation-
ships. Ever since Pythagoras and his disciples, such concepts
have recurred in the intelleccual history of the West. This article
sets out to discuss che relacionship berween these ideas and che
problem of aestheric subjectivism and objectivism in the spacial
arts, most particularly architecrure. o

The Great Theory is, in fact, an indispensable precondition
of any theory of proportions. Though neutral with respect to
concrete proportional systems (it merely claims chat the beau-
tiful is reducible to 2 numerical celationship, without specifying
whether this relacionship is the golden section, triangulacure,
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{Plato, Sophist, 236a)

or something else), ic necessarily presupposes a number of ac-
tendant claims in the absence of which it cannot be consistently
defended. The reduction of the beautiful to systems of rela-
tionships implies the acceprance of some formalist ideas. And
though some formaliszs, Hildebrand for instance,? have objected
to some aspects of che theory of proportions, advocates of the
Greac Theory will share boch the formalises’ anti-emotionalism
and their opposition to the reading-in of conceprual contents
inco works of art, The most radical will even attack some uni-
versally accepted views. For instance, they may well refuse o
diffecentiate between the original and a good copy; if the copy
faichfuily ceproduces che proportions of the original and if the
proportions are what make the original beautiful, then the copy
is as beauiful as che original, which can lay claim only to greater
culeural or historical value. They will grane the arrisc genius,
but without the mystification of inimitable uniqueness. A com-
poser discovers a harmonious group of tones as 2 mathemarician
discovers a truthful theorem; beautiful works of art exist ideally,
like machematical rrutchs, and if they remain undiscovered by a
mathemarician/artist of genius, another one will surely find
them. Unlike most people nowadays, a proponent of the Greac
Theory will be very reluctane to glorify performing actises: 2
construction worker on a building site is no less a performer
than che top-class violinist, and only jazz musicians, whose
performance includes a great deal of improvisation, can be said
to participate in'the creation of beaury. R

The Great Theory may be seen as a starting point for 2 number
of views which could casily seem bizarre, but we are here chiefly
concerned with its position in the conflict between acstheric
subjectivism and objectivism. Will a supporter of che Geeat
Theory be inclined to view the beaury of an architectural object
as the cffece of its own proportions, or as the effect of the
proportions perceived in che object by che subjece?*

4, We must take care to define what we understand by 2 subjeccivise
viewpoint. What we are discussing here is not a subjectivism chat reduces
the aesthetic experience to an emotional one and claims thac the dif-
ference in the emotional constitutions of individuals precludes the pos-
sibility of universally valid judgments of warks of art; nor Jo we mean
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Milutin Borisavljené and the suljectivist
theory of proporttons

Advocates of the Greae Theary are often expected to hold
objectivist views in acsthetics and to see the beauey of the objece
as a product of no more than the propartions of the object weself.
Yet, how can it be possible to say thae the beauty of a building
15 due only to the harmony of its proportions, if the proportions
depend on the angle from which the bailding is viewed? Faced
with this kind of argument, we may be excused tor rejecting
the possibility of any cheory of proportions out of hand.

There 15, however, a third possibility. It is possible to claim
that the proportions of the object are irrelevanc, while the sen-
sation of beaury is produced by the proportions as perceived by
the subject {from a particular angle). Such an approach combines
the aesthetics of experience with the Greac Theory. In a certain
sense it is the mimetic approach: if (following Plato, Sophist,
236a) we deliberately provide a sculpture with a larger head so
that a2 person observing it from below has the impression of
correct proportions, our sculprure imimces, with respect to a
given point of observation, a properly proportioned fhigure.

Milurin Borisavljevié® is the theoretician of proportions who
probably went the furthest in construcring a system of this kind.
On the basis of a few subjectivist assumptions he developed a
system of what he called “scientific aesthetics™; while addressing
itself primarily to architecture, it does not neglect the other
spatial ares.

Borisavljevié’s chief assumption is chac the aesthetic experi-
ence is exclusively a sensuous one, in which the sphere of thought
takes no part whatsoever. [n the casc of the visual arts this means
thac the beauty of a line is directly dependent on the ease with
which the eye follows its course.* This reduction of the aesthetic
to the opticophysiological serves as the saarting point for a num-
ber of consequences inferred by Borisavljevié. Visual perception
being successive” (a line is always viewed by moving the eyes,
and its length is the length of time needed to view it in its
entirety),® architecture, ic follows, is a temporal art (un art du
temps).” So far, all chis would argue against a theory of propor-
tions, but Borisavljevic goes a scep furcher, setring out to dem-
onstrate the beauty of horizontal rectangles the proportign of

a subjectivism that would base cthe same claim on an assumption con-
cerning different tasces, and so forth. We are dealing here wich a sub-
Jecsivism ¢hat is chicfly cpistemological, Ie reduces the aesthetic expe-
rience to 1 sensuous one and goes on to explain chat people with the
same perceptory apparatus cantiot have the same kind of aestheric ex-
perience when they perceive the same object from different points in
space, sceing that cheir sensuous experiences are, in that case, different.

5. Also to be found as Miloutin Borissavliévitch, in French sources.

6. M. Borissavliévitch, Traité d'esthétique scientifigue de Parchitecture,
Paris, 1954, 74.
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8, M. Berisavljevié, Opticko-fizioloska perspektiva, Belgrade, 1948, 95.
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whose dimenstons is the golden scction, on the basis of the
optical teatures of che human eye and its physiological construc-
ton.™ For Borisavijevic, the golden sectton 15 the rapport des
rapports,” whose beauty is due to s adapeedness to our visual
percepeion,?

The suljectivise theory of archicectural proportions here im-
piies the appearance of certain proportions within the frame-
work ot the aesthetic experience, that is, the perspective-induced
tilusion that certain proportions are to be found in a building.
The classical science of geometrie perspective, which introduces
the picture plane, is, however, unsatisfactory to such a subjec-
tvist architect. Borisavljevic provides a derailed description of
twenty-three cases in which classical perspective will have to
deviate from whac the human eye sees:'* the problem is thac
the sucface of the eye is 2 hemisphere, whereas classical per-
spective presupposes that beams of light reach the picture plane
in such a way that che outline of the object is projected onto i,
as chough it were a glass plate on which we can draw what we
see chrough it. Of course, a painting is always a plane; indeed,
classical perspective was developed to fir the needs of painters,
who wished to creace an illusion for the human eye viewing
the painting from a particular point. Subjectivist architects, how-
ever, are interested in projections, not onto 2 plane, buc onto a
hemisphere, for chis is the only way they can calculate with
certainty the cffect they desire to create in a given building. For
such architects, Borisavljevic's Opticko-fizioloska perspektivat* will
be a reliable and helpful guide.

Wittkower’s reconstruction of the disintegration of the
Great Theory in the cighteenth century

Borisavljevit's views gave risc to a greac many aceacks, a lot
of criticism, and heated polemics. Of particular importance for
the present subject is an arrack by Rudolf Wittkower, which
took the form of a review of Bocisavljevié's book Les théories de
Parchitecture,"

The review itself is brict, a single column, but it sums up
most of the possible objections to Borisavljevi€’s views: from
excessive self-assurance and faceual errors to the claim that the
subjecrivist thcory,.‘:avhich Borisavljevic is trying to pass off as
his own, is neicher original notr new. Wittkower mefitions Tom-
maso Temanza, Palladio’s biographer, as the first theorerician
to have held similar vicws. Those who are familiar with ocher
texts by Wittkower, most particulacly che closing chaprer of his

10. Ibid., 161.

11, Ibid., 124,

12, Ibid., 161.

13. Borisavljevié, Opricko-fizioloska perspektiva, 23-65.

14. See above, . 8.

15. M. Borissavligvitch, Les théories de l'architecture, Paris, 1926 (repr.
1951); R. Wictkower, "Subjectively Speaking,” Architectural Review,
CXI, 1952, 265.



Architectural Principles in the Age of Humanism," will be aware
that Witckower was by no means sympathetic to subjectivism
and relativism an the theory of proportions. The chapter in
question presents the disintegracion of the system of harmonie
proportions under the influence of subjectivist and scepeical ar-
gumenaon throughout the seventeenth and cigheeenth cen-
tries, Our concerns here are cthe subjecrivise advocares of che
Greae Theory, much more chan its opponents who criticized it
trom a subjecuvist position, tor example, Hume, Burke, ot Ho-
garch. Here again, Wittkower names Temanza as the earliest
among those advocares. Temanza was the firse o norice that
the eye is unable to perceive all the dimensions of a room at
once'” and that, consequencly, architectural proportions must
be cvaluated under the same angle under which they ace ob-
served.” Guarino Guarini, a practicing architect, noriced chac
in order to please the cye, propoctional relationships had ta be
adapred, for some objects were sicuated below eye level, others
high above, and so forth."

The first viceim of chis subjectivist view was the theory un-
derlying the proportioning of enclosed spaces; the eye can never
perceive the entire room it is in at once, and it is therefore
pointless to draw up lists of ideal relationships as, say, Palladio
did.® Anyone familiar with che significance of such lists*' within
a system like that of Palladio’s Quattro libri dell’architectura will
easily conclude thac the auchor muse have been an objectivist,
which is in agreemene wich che thesis chac scems to be implicicly
expressed in Wittkower's Architectural Principles, namely that
subjectivism emerged only in the seventcenth cencury. Ir was
not only this kind of subjectivism that caused the Great Theory
to be abandoned in the seventeenth and eighceenth centuries,
however. In another article, Witckower discussed the rejection
of the Great Theory in the eighteenth century as a consequence
of “understanding the Universe purely through mechanical laws
with no ulterior plan, which consequently meant an emorion-
alist understanding of art, which didn’t have to follow the supec-
personal scandards, but 2n irrational creative urge."®

On the whole, Wittkower is not concerned with prebaroque
versions of subjectivism, whether supportive of the Great The-
ory or critical of it. He comes the closest to a formujation of

16. R. Wittkower, Architectural Principles in the Age of Humanism,
London, 1949. Citations are from the authorized German transhation,
Grundlagen der Architektur im Zeitalter des Humanismus, Munich, 1983,

17. Winkower, Grundlagen, 117.

18. bid., 118.

19. Ibid., 120.

20. A Palladio, [ quattro libri delParchitettura, Venice, 1570,

21. D. Howard and M. Longair, “Harmonic Propartions and Pal-
ladio’s Quactro Libri,” JSA4H, XLI, 1982, 116-143; B. Mitrovi¢, “Pal-
ladie’s Theory of Proportions and the Second Book of the Quattro Libri
dell’ Architettura,” JSAH, XLIX, 1990, 279-292,

22. R. Wittkower, “The Changing Concept of Proportion,” in Idea
and [mage, Londen, 1978, 109-125 (first published in Architects’ Year
Book, V, 1953),
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prebaroque subjectivism in lus scudy of Brunellesch and pro-
portion.®® The theory he develops w chat article regards che
cmergence of a consciousness of the actual proportions of a
building i an ubserver who sees itin perspective, by introducing
a homogencous structure of the visible pare of che building—a
sort of modular coordination of clements, where the proportions
of the parts we sce in the orthogonal projection {(unconsciously)
prompe us to reach a conclusion abouc the proportions of these
parts that we see obliquely. This, however, would require chat
we sce at feast one of the fagades undeformed by perspective,
that is, orthogonally.

What is certain is that Temanza was not the Arst to have held
such ideas. In his Sophist, Plato describes the difference berween
two modes of represencation, eikastike and phaniastike.®* If we
take seatues of humans as an example, the former mode would
require that 3 statuc’s proportions are cqual to those of actual
human beings, while the laccer would prefer a statue thac appears
to have such proportions when viewed from a particular paint.
Plato himself favors the realistic, eikastike, but the idea of aes-
theric subjecrivism was obviously already in existence. Vitruvius
seemns to have been the first to advocate a theory of proportions
while at the same time, at least in part, approving subjectivism.
Though he suggeses char architects adhere to the machematical
formulac of the theory of proportions, he admits that it is proper
10 make some adjustments in order to please the eye.”® The
similaricy wich Guarini is evident.

Aesthetic subjecrivism, cherefore, is no baroque invention.
Combined with the Great Theory, it has been around since
classical antiquity.

This bricf historical survey, based for the most pare on Wirr-
kower, reveals another constanc in the views of all subjectivise
advocates of the Great Theory: the reduction of the beautiful
in architecture to the visually pleasing and of the aesthetic ex-
perience to a process in the eye. Obviously, if they believe thac
the experience of the beaudiful is possible, objectivist supporrers
of the same theory, who claim that an object owes its beauty
to its proportions regardless of che angle under which it is
viewed, will have to place such an experience outside the sense
of secing, within,one of the spheres of thoughe. Extreme views
are not to be ruled out either; for instance, if the aesthetic
experience of architectuze is extravisual and relaced to a sore of
ideal architecture, then it is possible in the architectural experience
to avoid che visual altogecher, This radical conclusion (which
does not necessarily follow and should rather be described as a
hypothesis) calls co mind an ancedote from Lomazzo's Trattate
dell’arte della pittura (1584), quoted by Wittkower: the architect

23, Idem, "Brunclleschi and Proportion in Perspective,” in Idea and
Image, 125-137 {firse published in Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld
Institutes, XV, 1953},

24, Plato, Sophist, 235d-236a.

25. Vitruvius, De architectura, 11Liii.13,
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Fig. 1. Andrea Palladio, Villa Almerico-Rotonda {{ quattro libri
dell'architettura, 1T, p. 19).

Giacomo Soldati, Lornazzo says, added a sixth to the five classical
orders and called it “harmonic,” explaining that this new order
cannot be clothed in a visible form.* In this sense it mighe be
more appropriate to talk of visualism and antivisualism, but we
shall adhere to the usual terminology, which confronts subjec-
tivismn and objectivism.

Rupprecht’s account of Renaissance objectivism in E
architectural presentation

The conflice has its repercussions on practical architecture. A
visualist architect who wishes o apply subjectivist theoretical
views consequencly will have to insist on the study of perspec-
tive, just as Bortsavijevic did. An objectivise, on the other hand,
will never attempe to represent the building as it is scen bur,
rather, will want to represent the idea of the building. As we can
never perceive a building in its entirety at once, the experience
of architecture, in this view, always cakes place on the ideal
plane. What the human cye sces from 2 patticular viewpoint is

26. Wittkower, Grundlagen, 98.
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Fig. 2. Andrea Palladio, details of the lonic order {f quattro libri
deli‘architettura, 1, p. 34).

discorted: the more distant parts of the building appear smaller.
Perspective is equally unable to reproduce the actual propor-
tions, which is why an objectivist will reject it in favor of other
forms of architectural representacion which can be considered
as more relevant, thac is, those which faithfully reproduce pro-
portional relations and are derived from the orthogonal projec-
tion (horizoneal :md vertical scctions, elevations), nd also ax-
onometric and isomecric PI.'OJtCtIOﬂS An archicect® arrirude to
architectural presentation may reveal his leanings on che sub-
jecrivism vs. objectivism controversy.

Discussions of Renaissance objectivism as related to architec-
tural presentation have been particularty lively ever since Gian
Giorgio Zorzi's interpretation of the illustrations in Palladio’s
Quattro libri. Zorzi not only denied their significance but wene
as far as to question Palladio's authorship, offering the mdical
idea thar they were duc to the xylographers who worked for
the editor, De Francesco.” Bernhard Rupprecht, on che other

27. G. G. Zozi, "L'interpretazionc dei disegni Palladiani,” Bollettine
def CISA, X, 1968, 97-111,
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Fig. 3. Fra Giocando, orthograplia (Vitruvius per focumdum, 1511, fal,
4v).
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Fig. 4. Fra Giocondo, scaenagraphia {Vitruvius per focundum, 1511, fol.
4v).

hand, holds that the illustrations are of crucial importance and
thac the popularicy of Palladio’s study throughout the centuries
is largely due to his consistenc system of presencation.® By
“consistenc” he means chae Palladio systematically avoided per-
spective (except where three-dimensional representation was
particulacly appropriate, for example, in showing simultancous-
ly construction layers and the elevacion of 2 wall) and used
projections derived from the orthogonal (horizontl and verrical
sections, elevations). Palladio also devised a specific combination
of horizontal and vertical sections and clevations in the same
drawing; while hopelessly far from suggesting what can be
perceived at a single glance, this mechod perfectly expresses the
architectural idea, whether of an entire villa or of a decail, say,
of an lonic column (Figs. 1 and 2).

in order to show that this was no mere coincidence but the
systematic application of a program, Rupprecht resorts to che
passage in Danicle Barbaro's 1556 translation of Vitruvius where
the three types of architectural drawings ace enumerated: ichno-

28. B. Rupprecht, “"Prinzipien der Architckeur Darstellung in Pal-
ladios I Quattro Libei dell' Architestura,” 10 Vierhundert Jahre Andrea Pal-
ladio, Heidelberg, 1982, 11-43,
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Parsubict 1. orthographia eflubinero Q. feiographia,

Fig. 5. Danicle Barbaro and Andrea Palladio, orthographia and sciographia
(Vicruvius, De architectura, ed. Barbaro, 1567, p. 21).

graphia, orthographia, and scaenographia.® Translating the first
two terms was not 2 problem. Barbaro renders them as La Pianta
{plan) and L'Elevatione (¢levation), which corresponds to the
illuscrations in Fra Giocondo's 1511 edition of Vitruvius (Fig.
3). The third type of architectural drawing, however, is de-
scribed by Vicruvius as a kind of perspective. This translation
would agree with che illustracion in Fra Giocondo's edition (Fig.
4), and che term perspective is the generally accepred translation
today. Yer Barbaro translates che word in question as If Profilo
(verrical section), which is in agreement with the accompanying
illuscration, provided by Palladio (Fig. 5). Rupprecht assumes
that the term scaenographia was replaced by sciographia, as Phi-
lander suggested in 1544. It is likely, therefore, that the idea of
reinterpreting Vitruvius from a radically objectivist point of
view had its adherents in the Renaissance. Ruppreche cites fur-
ther examples of the exclusion of perspective from azchitectural
presencacion in the Renaissance. A letter senc to Pope Leo X by
members of Raphael's circle claims that perspective is merely
“apparenza” and for the use only of those who are incapable of
grasping the entirery of a building on che basis of the archicec-
wral methods of represencacion alone. In bricf, while the dis-
covery of the liws of perspective is ascribed to Renaissance
painters, the atticude of Renaissance architects to perspective is
still a debacable issue.

Kant and the conception of space

There is no particular reason for either subjectivists or objec-
tivists to support the Great Theory; but if they do, they will
have to accept the idea chac the beaury of a building is the
product of a system of geometric relationships, whether they
be acrual or merely perceived. The geometric relacionships in

29. Vitruvius, De architectura, 1.ii.2.
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question are the unly aesthetic layer of the building: for an
advocate of the Grear Theory, to distinguish this layer from
nonaescheric ones—for example, the building's cultural and his-
torical significance, testimonies regarding the spiritual values of
the builders—will be no prablem ac all. A subjectivise will chen
reduce the beautiful as a system of geometric relationships to
the immediate visual experience, that is, the design of the fagade
and some clements of interior decoration—an approach shared
today noc only by laypersons in general, bue by a large aumber
of practicing architects as well. An objectivist, on the other hand,
will be expected to view a building as the ovenall cffect of the
disposal of spatial eletnents. Unless he is willing to claim thac
the beaury of architectural objects cannot be experienced at all,
he will have to assume the existence of a specific level of think-
ing chat relares to objects in space and chat is not directly sensual/
visual, This cannot imply visual imagination, for thar always
takes place in a single projection, which is insufficient to present
the object as a whole. (This is why Palladio, as we have seen,
used to combine several projections in a single drawing.) As it
is obviously impossible to think about objects in space without
cither seeing them or imagining them spatially, an objectivise
must needs found the acsthetic experience on the interrelated
experience of several imagined projections; an objectivisc must,
therefore, demonstrate thac there is a segment of the mind
thanks to which differenc aspects of the process of imagining
an object in space can be organized into a coherent idea of the
object. Otherwise our thinking about objects in space would
allow a greac deal of arbitrariness. We would, fot instance, think
of any ground plan as corresponding to any vertical section,
which is certainly never the case. [t turns oue, then, thar che
objectivist’s initial assumption is unavoidably that all methods
used to represent objects in space define them coherencly as
unicies, The coherence of the representation of spatial relacion-
ships in a building presupposes and implies cthe existence of an
idea of the building. Depending on its aesthetic characteristics,
this idea would, or would not, give rise to an acstheric expe-
rience.

The above will strengthen the position of objectivises in their
argumenc with subjectivists. One of the facts thar subjectivists
have failed to ke into account is the nature of normal visual
experience, in which we do see things in perspective bur rake
peespective merely as the indication of the distance berween
objects in space, so that we automatically attempt to estimace
the actual size of distanc objects. If a row of columns of equal
heighe is so placed thac the relationship between the heights of
the nearest and the most distant columns is perceived as any
proportion whatsoever, an overwhelming majoricy of viewers
will, nevercheless, say that the columns are equal in heighe and
will pay no attention to, let alone have an aesthetic experience
of, the incidental relationship of the heights as perceived from
a particular viewpaint, It is quite natural for people auromaci-

calfly o estmate the heght (size) of objeces they see in per-
specrive; this necessanly implies the existence of 2 nonvisual
mode ot thinking about space.

And s0 we retuen to the cighteenth-century theoretical de-
bates on cognition; all subjectivism, including chat of Bori-
savljevic, is largely a pre-Kantian position. The question we are
here preoccupied by, namely how is it possible to have a con-
sistent mode of thinking about objects in space which, at che
same time, departs markedly from what we see, is merely a
specific form of the question posed by Kane in 1772 in a leceer
to Herz: “How the @ priori can yicld knowledge of the inde-
pendencly real.*®

The question can be formulated in 3 multitude of ways; in
its most frequent form it relates to che possibilicy of physics or
other formalized natural sciences. How is it possible that natural
phenomena (being a posteriori) obey the laws of mathematics,
which are a prioni? How are mathematical models of naturl
phenomena possible? How is it possible thae by solving differ-
ential equartions we are able to predict planetary motion? How
is it posstble that the world oucside che subject of cognition is
noc “absolutely varied" and devoid of all regularicy bue, on the
contracy, behaves according to the cognitive subject’s rules of
thought? The questions hete enumerated have to do with the
laws of logic, no less than thosc of physics. How is it possible,
then, thac the necessary in chinking should also be the necessary
in expericnce? To posit an absolute parallelism, chat is, that the
laws of thoughtaiso govern the behavior of objects, would mean
to expose oneself to a series of sceprical objections, as well as
to introduce unwarranted metaphysical conjectures. Sceptical
argumentation is applicable both to sensory perception and, no
less, to thinking abour objects outside the cogritive subject (for
example, deduction on the basis of the law of causality). Para-
doxically, chis kind of argumentation can only be avoided if it
is fully accepeed—that is, if it is accepted thac chings in them-
selves are unknowable, and thar all regularicy/necessicy in the
process of cognition is 2 matter of the internal organization of
the cognitive powers of the subject. Such a radicalizacion of
sceptical arguments will enable a reductionise seep: although we
cannot speak of the nature of things in chemselves, we are
perfectly free to speak of thie world and the regular way in
which objects in it behave within che limics of possible expe-
rience. The first half of Kanc's Critique of Pure Reason is devored
to the cataloguing of the generative processes of experience,
thac is, the processes by which che thing in itself becomes ex-
perience. Understandably, cheic functioning will, for the most
part, remain unknowable for the cognitive subject, which will
have no more than their results at ics disposal, the results being
forms of order in the domain of experience, such as time, space,

30. N. Kemp Smith, Commentary to Kant's “Critique qf Pure Reason,”
London, 1919, 26,



analogies, categories, and so torth. Whae we do know abuut
these processes is merely cheir “imprine™; it shapes our expe-
rience as 4 system of cegularicies; it is an « privei matrix for
experience. All experimental regularity is a product of these
generative processes; without them, our experience would be
utterly chaotic, *reine Rhapsodie,” as Kant would say."

These are Kant's essential incencions, ber whae we are here
concerned with are the conclusions to be drawa about the sub-
Jecuvismeobjectivism relacionship an che basis of Kane’s theory
of space, as contained in his “transcendental aesthetics." Gen-
erally speaking, his basic view is that space and time ace not the
properties ot chings in chemselves buc are necessary a priori
condicions for any kind of sensual experience. Kant argues this
view in differenc places® and in different ways, but his argument
can, in fact, be reduced to the form of deducrion described above,
which Kane applies elsewhere as well: a regularity is perceived
(this means, in our case, matrices of spatial and temporal rela-
tionships); and, since regularicy inevitably implies necessicy and
necessity is a priori, space and time must be a priori toa. (It is
importanc for the reader to grasp that for Kane all necessiry has
w0 be a priori; ocherwise there would occur the already-men-
tioned parallelism between the laws of thought and the laws
that govern the behavior of physical objects—a philosophical
position hard co defend from sceptical atracks of the how-is-
such-a-coincidence-possible kind.) Kanc says, however, that space
and time are “Formen unserer Anschauung,”* but the exact
meaning of Anschauung is not quite clear. The text makes it
clear rhat sensual perception in general, not jusc visual percep-
tion, is meant. A translator who has chosen to render Anschaunng
as “sensation” would, however, eventually run into difficulties.
The usual English cranslation, “intuition,"” also presents prob-
lems: when Kant says “alle Anschauung ist sinnlich,” an av-
erage English reader would find ic hard to accept that the term
is used to denoce sensory experience only; in facr, it rarely has
this meaning.

31. L Kant, Critique oanre Reason, A100.

32. Ibid., A23, B38. Norman Kemp Smith's Commentary to Kant’s
“Critique of Pure Reason” offers 2 general survey of Kane's theory of
space. For an introduction to more specific aspects of the problems, P
Strawson's The Bounds of Sense, London, 1978, 277-292, can be rec-
ommended.

33, Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A23, 24, 25, 46, 47, 67.

34. Ibid., A38.

35. Ibid., B152.

36. An exrensive treatment of che problem of translation would be
beyond the scope of this paper; yet it might be useful to consult a
commencary. Norman Kemp Smith smants from Kant's definition of
intuition as knowledge that is in immediate relation to the objects (“sich
auf Gegenstinde unmiteelbar beziche; Kane, Critigue of Pure Reason,
A109) and goes on to say: “Amchauung etymologically applics only to
visual sensation. Kane cxtends ic to cover sensations of all the senses.
The cuerenc term was Empfindung. Kant's reason for introducing the
latter teem in place of ‘sensation’ was evidently the face that the latcer
could not be made to cover spacc and time. We can speak of pure

un
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For Kant, Ausehanung was a techimcal rerm. Its use had to be
specific an any case, for whae is meant is not the perception of
things in themselves bue their conversion uico a possible form
ol cogmtion. The conversion into the copmzable vecurs through
the acovities of the senses, and the ewo macrices of the process
are space and ame. Anschanung chus denotes the process that
generates spatial /temporal regulbarity, that is, organizes our sen-
socy experiences into temporally and spatially ordered ones.

As far as space 15 concerned, Anschavung is often wroagly
identified wich the vechogonal peojection; it is in this shape thae
we imagine “the true stace of affairs,” as opposed o a visual
image in perspective, which is what we actually see. The or-
thogonal projection is the basis of ail our ideas about objects in
space even though, scrictly speaking, no one has ever seen an
object in the orthagonal projection; we see everything in 2 kind
of perspective and then convert that to the more abseract or-
thogonal projection. The fact chat we talk of objecrive discances
berween objects in our everyday experience shows char the or-
thogonal projection is the spatial model on which the intersub-
Jective mediation of space is grounded.

Let us now take a look ac the modes of the intersubjective
mediation of space. Obviously, these have to be at the same
time the modes of any possible kind of thinking abouc objects
in space:

1. The analytical approach, that is, purely numerical, as the
ordered triple of 2 point's coordinates, a set of triples for a
sec of points, or a general rule—either an equation in ana-
lytical geometry ot any other formulacion within a formal-
ized syscem.

2. The combinacion of a graphic representacion and numerically
determined levels (for example, the represencacion of moun-
taintops in geographic maps).

3. The orthogonal projection.

4. Various kinds of ablique projections (axonometric, isomet-
ric).

5. Perspecrive.

The above modes reflect the visual experience with different
degrees of accuragy. While perspective comes closest to ic, oblique
projections do not represent it as faichfully, andthe orthogonal
projection implies 2 high degree of idealizacion. Briefly, as we
move down in the above list, the methods enumerated grow
increasingly faithful to the visual experience.

If we use a2 method with a low [evel of visual reliability to
describe an object in space and cthen translace this description to
a higher level, we call such a process construction. [f, on the
contrary, we move from a higher level to a lower one (for
instance, when we try to determine the actual size of an object

intuitions, but not of pure sensations.™ N. Kemp Smith, Commentary,
79,
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on the basis of 4 photograph), that s resniution. The process
whereby we move between levels without consilening their
level of visual reliability is translation,

The following rules are important to note:

Completeness: If the object described can be the objece of a
possible experience in space, translacion beeween any two modes
of description will always be possible. Conversely, if the object
inn question cannot be the objece ot a possible spacial experience,
translacion inco ac feast one of the five modes will be impuossible.
(Some of Escher's drawings, tor instance, are very convincing
in perspective, bue there can be no question of their translation
into the orthogonal projection.)

Consistency: Translacton is uncontradiceory. If we can prove
a quality of 3 given object on the basis of onc description, the
same qualicy will be valid for all ocher descripeions and for actual
experience.

If we have defined the orthogonal projection as “fundamen-
ral,” chac was only in che sense that the orthogonal projection
is the best means of demonstracing the “defectiveness” of the
description of objects in space. This defectiveness can be noticed
in perspecrive, toa, buc chis is nor always easy; besides, to locate
the error, one must often have 1 very highly developed and
cultivaced sense of space. In the case of the equations of analytical
geometry, the situation s very similar: if, say, a circle is defined
as the intersection of a sphere and 2 plane, both of chem rep-
resented by equacions, it is necessacy firse to solve the system of
equations (thac is, to find out that a solution is possible) before
we can be suce that such a cirele exists. In the orthogonal pro-
jection, all chis becomes more cbvious.

It is, thercfore, only in this sense that we can, within che
framework of the “transcendental aeschetics,” talk of the pri-
macy of the orthogonal projection. Of course, if things in them-
selves were cognizable, it would be possible to claim that they
are exactly the way they ace represented in cthe orthogonal pro-
jecrion; in Kant's view, however, they are not, which is why
the only acceprable idea is thac the five modes are of equal worth,
mucually uncontradictory, and murually transfaable by means
of the a priori methods of construction and restitution.

It is now clear chac Anschauung cannoc pretend to be any one
of the five modes of spatial represencation; it is rather a gen-
erative process that enables us to understand spatial relations
(either in a directly sensual way or as visually imagined objects)
within the bounds of possible experience. Anschauung chus ac-
councs for che translacbility of the different modes of repre-
sencarion and ensures that this process is unarbitrary, so chat the
object in space has the same shape regardless of the method used
to represent it. This is why the above-mentioned kind of ar-
bicrariness, with any vertical section macching any ground plan,
is impossible.

The question of Kant's possible attitude to the Great Theory
would requice special consideration. On the basis of what has

heen said so tar, we can conclude chae chere 15 room for an
ohyecavise approach within the “transcendental aesthetics,” an
appraach buile oo toumdadions webl protected from subjectivise
and sceptical objections, This would enable an “idealiseic™ ar-
chitecture, "idealistic” in che sense that its 21m would be che
production ot aesthetic experience on ¢he basis not of actual
buildings bue ot ideal architecrusal forms, of which actual build-
ings are 4 possible method of representation.

Conclusion

While it 15 true thar Nicolai Hartmann did nor use cthe ex-
pression “idealistic architecture,” he did produce a formulation
similar co the subject under discussion. Having granted, in his
Aesthetics, that only one of che fagades of a building or its interior
ts visible ac any particular time, he goes on to say that the
observer is, nevertheless, intuitively conscious of the building
as 2 whole; aesthetic obscrvation can thus consist in abstracting
an objective scructure from variable visual aspeces.””

To prove, from che point of view of cognitive theory, che
possibility of an idealistic archicecture still does not mean ro
accept the Great Theory, though it does provide the Great
Theory with an objectivisc basis. This basis cnables us to speak
of the idea of che building; the acsthetic experience will chus
be an experiencing of chis idea provided it sacisfies che necessary
formal conditions {proportions, symmerry, and so forth). An
adherent of the Great Theory would reduce these formal con-
ditions (partially or complerely) o a cheory of proportions.

There is another sense in which chis kind of objectivism is 2
prop of the Geear Theory. An argument often rised against the
possibilicy of a cheory of proportions is that the actual construc-
tion of a building often involves considerable deviation from
the original design and chat the proportions of the final product
are, consequently, significantly differenc from the acchitect’s
initial idea. Subjectivise supporters of the Great Theory will
experience this argument as a setious blow, for they reduce the
aesthetic experience to an opticophysiological experience within
the cye, derived directly from the perception of the actual build-
ing. The objectivist-idealistic position just described will be
much less vulnerable: its advocates will have no reason co con-
sider che design for a building, as a sct of drawings, in any way
inferior to che building itself, they see both the drawings and
the building as equally important expressions of the architectural idea.
Ie is 2 well-known fact in music that a person with sufficient

37. **Direke sichtbar ist zur Zeit nur cine Scite des Bauwerks, cine
Fassade oder nur wenig mehr als das. Ebenso ist es, wenn man im
Innecen, sei es des Hauses oder des Kirchenraumes, stehe. Das Ganze
der Komposicion ist von keinem Punktc aus gegeben—wenigstens niche
sinnlich. Doch hac der Betrachter in intuitives Bewusitsein dieses Gan-
zen; und es wechsele sich sehr schnell und selbseverseindlich aus, wenn
man die verschiedenen Teilfiume des Bauwerks entlangwanderr. .. ."
N. Hartmann, Asthetik, Berlin, 1953, 125.



experience in score ceading can have an aeschetic experience
based solety on the reading of a score, without having to hear
the actual compasition; similaely, in architecture, o peeson with
a well-developed sense of space can have an aesthetic experience
on the basis of the design alone.

Yer the possibilicy of an objectivise foundation of the Great
Theory is no more than a hese seep; we are seill very far from
demonstrating chag the aesehetic experience is a product of che
tormal {or cven proportional!) qualicies of a butlding. If we take
a look ac che ways similar cheories have been tounded in che
pasz, that is, the metaphysical principles underlying them, we
cannot help feeling that a new theory of chat kind is hardly
likely to emerge. Indeed, who would be prepared today co ex-
plain the beauty of a numerical relationship by analogy with
musical intervals, quoting Pychagorean and Platonist mystico-
astrological speculations in support of such a theory? Neicher
can the analogy with nature arouse the same kind of enchusiastic
response that ic commanded only fifty years ago among the
supporters of the golden secrion. The fact that a regularicy
appears in nature does not mean chat it is worth imitacing. Two
centuries ago, there was still 2 lot of wlk about the pueposeful
structure of living beings: only Darwin's theory of cvolution
managed to put an end to the way of thinking which held that,
say, since a bird's wil was perfectly suited to flying, that nec-
essarily demonstraced the exiseence of 2 Mind which had fore-
seen this particular use of che rail. The same is crue of chose
regularities in che living world chat che cheory of evolurion has
been unable to explain (for example, the identical shape of all
the leaves on a tree or the appearance of the golden secrion and
symmetry in living beings), and which we tend to consider as
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the pecutiaricies of che geactic code cachier than cthe aeschete
meencions of a Creator. Even when our aceual knowledge does
not allow us to explain a phenomenon entirely, we assume,
nevertheless, that i is ceducible to material causes; indeed, what
15 more natural than tw ascnbe symmetry in living organisms
to che simplicity ot duplication i the syscem ot genetic codest
Only fifey years ago, chis kind of reductionism was by no means
widespread; theretore, the sense of surprise thac present-day
readers of Le Corbusier's writings experience when they en-
counter, in a discussion of technical matters, insolacion, fAttings,
traffic, and communicacions, a few pages containing obscurely
mystical statements on the significance of the golden section.
The mysticometaphysical argumenzation of the theary of pro-
portions can hardly expece to find serious supporters nowadays.
There is, however, anocher, empirical approach, which consists
in the study of the formal properties of the great architectuml
works of the past. The nearly three thousand years of architec-
tural development have provided us with an impressive basis
for further research. A study of this huge amount of marerial
can yield a new, empirical theory of proporeions, and we must
firse learn co view it in a purely archiczctural way, oucside che
immediate historical contexr or any other system of ceference.
Only this kind of formalism may be able to give birth to an
empirical theory of proportions. A metaphysical approach today
simply will not do. This is why the Kancian position is so very
important for the foundation of 2 nonmetaphysical theory of
proportions and, consequently, che new classical architecture.

Translated from the Setbo-Croac by Ivana Djordjevié



