HESABAZARERENXNBEY

AL SUEFENR

— % T R ARG A




. THE
. ARCHITECTURE

. OF HUMANISM
A Study in the History of Taste

BE ARIH S BN AT BRI

AL EXERZEAN

— Ik T o EBMAKER T EWHE

I\'Ir—H—

2EIETN

L AN

[ @] A 3b B« #7R}4F (Geoffrey Scott) %
REREB ¥

£Q % KK

SOUTHEAST UNIVERSITY PRESS

“BR -



BBEMSE ( CIP ) #iiE

ALESEREAR : — T T 5 TR 2
5T BB RR /(32 ) HRHEF (Scott, G.) 35 REH
PR A BRI, 2015.4

( HESMESE AR IS B )

ISBN 978 - 7 - 5641 — 5404 - 2

I .OA .0 QR M.OABEEX -
AR -#BHEE - %W V.DOTU-80

[ A B AE CIP A% 7 (2014 ) % 303108 5

ANEXERZEAR: —XTHEBWRERLLRIHAR

HARZIT AREa kit

H R A TgEh

# HE EEATE VLR 2 5 (R4 210096 )
B Rl MALERIERFTUEA R

H SEgHHERE

A 700 mm x 1000 mm  1/16

17

430 T+

20154E 4 A% 1R 2015 4E 4 A% 1 IRENRY
1-3000 fif

ISBN 978-7-5641-5404-2
49.00 7

AHDFH2HN

S dn & 5 &

*HAXEEBEFNRRROE, EEEDEHDIRGR, BiE: 025-83791830,



ZARBRALE -, REEZNRTEEFEFHEFN
#@#i_%_}]:\ﬁo
—NHBE - BrRlH



Preface

rE scope of this book requires a word of explanation, since from a very

l he simple purpose it has developed to a rather complicated issue. My
intention had been to formulate the chief principles of classical design in
architecture. I soon realised that in the present state of our thought no theory of
art could be made convincing, or even clear, to any one not already persuaded of
its truth. There may, at the present time, be a lack of architectural taste: there is,
unfortunately, no lack of architectural opinion. Architecture, it is said, must be
‘expressive of its purpose’ or ‘expressive of its true construction’ or ‘expressive
of the materials it employs’ or ‘expressive of the national life’ (whether noble or
otherwise) or ‘expressive of a noble life’ (whether national or not); or expressive of
the craftsman’s temperament, or the owner’s or the architect’s, or, on the contrary,
‘academic’ and studiously indifferent to these factors. It must, we are told, be
symmetrical, or it must be picturesque—that is, above all things, unsymmetrical.
It must be ‘traditional’ and ‘scholarly,” that is, resembling what has already been
done by Greek, Roman, Mediaeval or Georgian architects, or it must be ‘original’
and ‘spontaneous,’ that is, it must be at pains to avoid this resemblance; or it must
strike some happy compromise between these opposites; and so forth indefinitely.

If these axioms were frankly untrue, they would be easy to dismiss; if they
were based on fully reasoned theories, they would be easy, at any rate, to discuss.
They are neither. We have few ‘fully reasoned’ theories, and these, it will be seen,
are flagrantly at variance with the facts to be explained. We subsist on a number of
architectural habits, on scraps of tradition, on caprices and prejudices, and above all
on this mass of more or less specious axioms, of half-truths, unrelated, uncriticised
and often contradictory, by means of which there is no building so bad that it cannot
with a little ingenuity be justified, or so good that it cannot plausibly be condemned.

Under these circumstances, discussion is almost impossible, and it is natural
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that criticism should become dogmatic. Yet dogmatic criticism is barren, and the
history of architecture, robbed of any standard of value, is barren also.

It appears to me that if we desire any clearness in this matter, we are driven
from a priori aesthetics to the history of taste, and from the history of taste to the
history of ideas. It is, I believe, from a failure to appreciate the true relation of taste
to ideas, and the influence which each has exerted on the other, that our present
confusion has resulted.

I have attempted, consequently, in the very narrow field with which this book
is concerned, to trace the natural history of our opinions, to discover how far upon
their own premisses they are true or false, and to explain why, when false, they have
yet remained plausible, powerful, and, to many minds, convincing.

This is to travel far from the original question. Yet I believe the inquiry to be
essential, and I have sought to keep it within the rigorous limit of a single argument.
On these points the reader will decide.

So far as this study is concerned with the culture of the Italian Renaissance, I
am indebted, as every student must always be indebted, primarily to Burckhardt. I
have profited also by Wofflin’s Renaissance und Barock. To the friendship of Mr.
Bernhard Berenson I owe a stimulus and encouragement which those who share it
will alone appreciate. Mr. Francis Jekyll of the British Museum has kindly corrected
my proofs.

5 VIA DELLE TERME,
FLORENCE,
February 14, 1914.



TSR . BRANIEER—F AR, AT 4B X, TR AR R H
EPRERE N T, IR E TS — B T .

TERE K, WRBAVEAEXAN S B ET L RTEWIORE S, IR AR s AL B
A B SE A TP AR B AN RT £ , OSSR EE U R B A M 1o 2B R Rt 72 1ok,
TEH GBI R AR IR R AN AR, ARG, IEE i TRITABREM A
W A IR S04 5 8 R A RISC R, R IEM T & 2 AR RO E 2, [R 7
SARNTS KIS A EEREEL.

MAXA R R, B T A B THE ) £ SR E A — ML R EE B, BB — T
EFRF R E AR IR I N B BB S A IR, B G XS AR S AR 2 ERA
MREE R TR . QSRR SR, TS SRR, BB A 20X B IR R A A —
FEHEAR A EERAIRE T, IR RA R A, T B0 2RSS B A D AT EERE AL

XA BFREE B AT R R 2 A M1 T, (R W AR X AR IE R R A L ER,
B2 PR T R M PR 7E— M R ARV 2 N 13235 W] DAZE X S8 75 T /R
L8

XA B RE W EZERNEEE R CEE X BRSO, aiF XA~ Sk B g —
P2 R S M 5E S FE ( Burckhardt ) 5270 B 27 45 —F, B IR 52 H B, [R]I 3t AR /R KBk
(Wolfflin ) BIZMEE L2 E DS EIE T ) ( Renaissance und Barock ) W52 35 HE . SHAKG
{5 . DIE AR5 A (Mr. Bernhard Berenson ) I A&iH 1EF A5 21 %% Bhfnsiih. N27E Bl bt
I A R B RTR A BT , WX Ee s B S s bR OIS . KT rEr SR BV I - 35
/R AeH (M. Francis Jekyll ) #VEHAL B T F 0 F-F.

—i—PUE" A+PUH
TP s



Preface to the Second Edition

’ epilogue at the end of the volume contains what I have wished to add in

this edition.
There are a few changes in the text; but these do not affect the argument of the

book.
G.S.

March 1924
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INTRODUCTION
The Architecture of Humanism

g‘\ )l l -building hath three conditions: Commodity, Firmness, and Delight.’
¢ From this phrase of an English humanist''’ a theory of architecture
might take its start. Architecture is a focus where three separate purposes have
converged. They are blended in a single method; they are fulfilled in a single
result; yet in their own nature they are distinguished from each other by a deep and
permanent disparity. The criticism of architecture has been confused in its process; it
has built up strangely diverse theories of the art, and the verdicts it has pronounced
have been contradictory in the extreme. Of the causes which have contributed to its
failure, this is the chief: that it has sought to force on architecture an unreal unity of
aim. ‘Commodity, firmness, and delight’ ; between these three values the criticism
of architecture has insecurely wavered, not always distinguishing very clearly
between them, seldom attempting any statement of the relation they bear to one
another, never pursuing to their conclusion the consequences which they involve. It
has leaned now this way and now that, and struck, between these incommensurable
virtues, at different points, its arbitrary balance.

Architecture, the most complex of the arts, offers to its critics many paths of
approach, and as many opportunities for avoiding their goal. At the outset of a fresh
study in this field, it is well, at the risk of pedantry, to define where these paths lead.

Architecture requires ‘firmness.’ By this necessity it stands related to science,
and to the standards of science. The mechanical bondage of construction has
closely circumscribed its growth. Thrust and balance, pressure and its support, are
at the root of the language which architecture employs. The inherent characters of
marble, brick, wood and iron have moulded its forms, set limits to its achievement,
and governed, in a measure, even its decorative detail. On every hand the study
of architecture encounters physics, statics, and dynamics, suggesting, controlling,
justifying its design. It is open to us, therefore, to look in buildings for the logical
expression of material properties and material laws. Without these, architecture is
impossible, its history unintelligible. And if, finding these everywhere paramount,
we seek, in terms of material properties and material laws, not merely to account
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[ 1] Sir Henry Wotton, Elements of Architecture. He is adapting Vitruvius, Bk. 1. chap. iii.
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for the history of architecture, but to assess its value, then architecture will be
judged by the exactness and sincerity with which it expresses constructive facts, and
conforms to constructive laws. That will be the scientific standard for architecture: a
logical standard so far as architecture is related to science, and no further.

But architecture requires ‘commodity.’ It is not enough that it should possess
its own internal coherence, its abstract logic of construction. It has come into
existence to satisfy an external need. That, also, is a fact of its history. Architecture
is subservient to the general uses of mankind. And, immediately, politics and
society, religion and liturgy, the large movements of races and their common
occupations, become factors in the study. These determine what shall be built, and,
up to a point, in what way. The history of civilisation thus leaves in architecture its
truest, because it’s most unconscious record. If, then, it is legitimate to consider
architecture as an expression of mechanical laws, it is legitimate, no less, to see in it
an expression of human life. This furnishes a standard of value totally distinct from
the scientific. Buildings may be judged by the success with which they supply the
practical ends they are designed to meet. Or, by a natural extension, we may judge
them by the value of those ends themselves; that is to say, by the external purposes
which they reflect. These, indeed, are two very different questions. The last makes a
moral reference which the first avoids, but both spring, and spring inevitably, from
the link which architecture has with life—from that ‘condition of well-building’
which Wotton calls commodity.

And architecture requires ‘delight.’ For this reason, interwoven with practical
ends and their mechanical solutions, we may trace in architecture a third and
different factor—the disinterested desire for beauty. This desire does not, it is true,
culminate here in a purely aesthetic result, for it has to deal with a concrete basis
which is utilitarian. It is, none the less, a purely aesthetic impulse, an impulse
distinct from all the others which architecture may simultaneously satisfy, an
impulse by virtue of which architecture becomes art. It is a separate instinct.
Sometimes it will borrow a suggestion from the laws of firmness or commodity;
sometimes it will run counter to them, or be offended by the forms they would
dictate. It has its own standard, and claims its own authority. It is possible, therefore,
to ask how far, and how successfully, in any architectural style, this aesthetic
impulse has been embodied; how far, that is to say, the instincts which, in the
other arts, exert an obvious and unhampered activity, have succeeded in realising
themselves also through this more complicated and more restricted instrument. And
we can ask, still further, whether there may not be aesthetic instincts, for which this
instrument, restricted as it is, may furnish the sole and peculiar expression. This is
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