vi PREFACE.

haps even the most important of them. Tt rather aims to
dwell on those which are most neglected in the present (nofo-
riously defective) practice of this art.

The reader is supposed to have acquired from the two
former volumes of this series a general notion of the history
of this art, of the peculiarities of its various styles, and of the
nomenclature of the features of its two great systems,—the
Classic and the Gothic: but should any terms new to him
occur, “Weale’s Rudimentary Dictionary of Terms used in
Architecture, &e.,’ is at hand. _

Our plan is quickly told. The first chapter is devoted to
the question—¢ What is architecture, and what are the objects
at which it aims?® In the three following, we endeavour to
deduce from the works of nature, and from the consideration
of these objects themselves, some rules and principles which
might be expected to conduce to their attainment; and fo
show that these principles have actually presided in the most
successful productions of the art. In the last two chapters
we examine the two architectural systems, by general consent
called pure or complete styles, with a view to show that their
purity consisted in the observance of these principles, and to
elicit some other prineiples peculiar and essential to each

system. We conclude with a few remarks on the vesed
guestion of the present state and prospects of the art.
E. L. G.
March, 1850.
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PRINCIPLES
oF

DESIGN IN ARCHITECTURE.

CHAPTER 1.

DEFINITION OF ARCHITECTURE—ITS NECESSITY, USEE,
AND REQUIREMENTS. .

“ Well building hath three conditio i i
; ns; Commodity, Ti 5
Delight,”"— Sir Hexry WorTox. i

ArcHITECTURE is the art of well building: in other words.

of giving to a building all the perfeetioi; of which it is
capable.
This differs in no respeet from another definition lately put
forth, ““the art of the beautiful in building ;” for tho-:L: “I—]h
have undertaken to investigate the abstractcuatu:e of };eaut\'o
appear not to have arrived at any more definite couch:.ei{_.m,
than that it consists in perfection of any kind; so that vrhe;her
we speak of the beauties of a building, or its perfec,tione we
mean the same thing. The term Beauty, however, is :)’t'tcn
restricted, in architecture, to those merits of a buﬂd.{no- which
are not necessary to its use, or its mechanical perfectizn ; and
hence the classification of the aims of architecture under ;l
heads,—Fitness, Stability, and Beauty. i
Nothing can be ecalled architecture which does not ai
professedly at ol these three objects. Their respective clain?;
to attention may be very variously proportioned in different
kinds of architecture, such as the ecclesiastical, civie, domestic
and monumental kinds; but if there be any struc;ure whjci'i
A



2 DISTINCTION BETWEEN BUILDING AND ARCHITECTURE.

professes to embody only two of these requirements, (no matter
which two,) that is not architecture at all.

The distinetion between architecture and building is a dis-

tinction of very recent origin ; for it is an idea quite peculiar
to the present age, and nearly confined to the English nation,
that building may be unarchitectural. Never, till very lately,
was the notion entertained of crecting buildings professedly
with no desizn beyond convenience and stability. T say pro-
Jfessedly, because a very slicht examination will, in most cases,
detect the complete hollowness of this profession, and will
beget a doubt whether, in any case, the pursuit of these two
cnlds alone, to the exclusion of every other, is really possible
in the nature of man. Without pretending, however, to de-
cide whether this is possible or not, we may observe that the
mere proposal of it necessarily removes the design in which
it is proposed entirely out of the provinee of architecture;
and thus it happens that we have at present in England (what
was never thought of before or elsewhere) a large amount of
building which is not architecture, or at least pretends not to
be so. As many profess then to build “without any atfempt
af architecture,” there has hence arvisen a habit of restricting
the term Architecture fo that which they do not attempt,—viz.
to those chjects of well building which are not included in or
essential to use and stability. Now, this 1s a most pernicions
habit, calenlated to lower while it affects to raise the sphere
of the art; tending, in fact, to reduce if, as we shall pre-
sently show, to decoration, and its professors to mere decorators.
The art which engrossed great part of the attention of a Phidias,
a Michael Angelo, and a Wren, and the whole mind of a
Palladio, is something more than decoration.

Adhering to the last-mentioned acceptation of the word,
not, indeed, as confined to decoration, (which is a gross perver-
sion of it,) but as extending to whatever perfections a building
may possess besides convenience and stability; and denoting
this, after the example of a late writer on the subject,*—as

* Rusziy, ‘The 8even Lamps of Architecture.
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farchitecture proper,’—we are here met by a difficulty on the
threshold, and ene which few architects scem inelined to look

»})OIEU}-' m the face. A question arises quite naturally, yet a

question which we all seem inclined to evade; viz. Wy,
are not convenience and stability enovgh o constitute o fine
building ?7—in other words, Whenee the necessity for architec-
ture proper 7

Observe, it will be no answer to say, that it is man’s nature
not to be gatisfied with the supply of necessities, but to seek
for luxury, and to admire the beautiful. This will not do,
because it is generally admitted that in all other arts, at least
all other useful arts, and in all objects of use, whether natural
or artificinl, (buildings alone excepted,) the appearance of de-
sicn, the correct adaptation of means to an end; seems in
itself to constitute beauty, and even a beauty of the highest
kind, so that those who have undertaken to investigate the
laws of taste in general, as applicable to all the arts, have
commonly ended by referring them all to this prineiple; in
fact, denying that beauty ecan ultimately be distinguished
from utility. Thus they say, that a piece of furniture, or
an utensil, appears well-formed, or well-proportioned, when-
ever its form or proportions are such as fit it best for
the end it is to serve, and that, whenever, by deviating
from this form or these proportions, it becomes less fit for
its purpose, sc will it appear less beautiful. Not so, how-
ever, with buildings; they may be perfectly fitted to their
purpose, and yet not only devoid of beauty, but positively
hideous and disgusting to the eye. Indeed, tiey are always
so, when really desisned with no view beyond utility and
strength. If mere building, or engineering works, not affect-
ing architecture, ever appear pleasing or even inoffensive, it
is because they were intended and designed to please, and
therefore are really architectural, and their designers really
architects, though they might persuade others, and even them-
selves, that they were all the while throwing architecture to
the dogs.



& UGLINESS OF UNARCHITECTURAL BUILDING.

But every strueture that is really planned on these utili-
tatian principles—every one that is really unarchitectural, is
ugly,—not merely indifferent, but positively offensive, The
assertion may sound strange to the reader, but the fact is
familiar, at least to every Englishman. To the majority of
the world, indeed,—to savages, to Turks, to the inhabitants
of most Ttalian, French, or even Dutch cities,—the position
here set forth might be not only strange, but ineredible. I
should shrink from the attempt to prove it, so difficult would
it be to find examples enough for its support. In England,
however, there is no such difficulty. The Londoner, in what-
ever quarter residing, from Bermondsey to Belgravia, has only
to look out of his back windows, to have ample evidence on
this point. Iis view will be bounded by tall thin walls, or
rather screens, apparently only half a brick thick, and show-
ing no appearance or intention of being connected with roofed
buildings. They are spotted over, neither regularly nor irre-
gularly, with square glazed holes, seemingly broken through
after they were built, and are edged at the top with a narrow
line of stone, above which, the tops of certain roofs occa-
sionally, though rarely, betray their presence; while below it,
at eyery interval of about twenty feet, appears a gaping
wound, ready to discharge something (it is not apparent what)
into g funuel and long pipe, the clumsy attachment of which
to the wall renders it evident that the use of these additions
was unknown by those who erected it. Equally unforeseen
were the improvements which rise from behind this screen,
and break the sky-line with a hundred grotesque bodies of red
clay and blackened metal, in varied forms of ugliness, and
nodding to each other in a way that makes their equilibrium
seem as precarious and unaceountable as that of the tall brick
screen ifself. Long use may have familiarized the spectator
to these hideous masses of building, or rather may have
enabled him to shut his mind’s eve against them, so as to
receive their optical image without being properly said to see
them : but ask the foreigner, the child, or the rustic,—ask any
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one who is aceustomed either to no bailding, or to a different
mode of building, (no matter how plain that mode may be,)
his opinion of these London house-backs, and you will learn
what they really are,

Now, it will net do to say habit renders forms pleasing, and
those which are new to us are always in some measure dis-
pleasing. Who was habitnated to the peeuliavities introdueed
by Palladio (into the plainest buildings), which were no sooner
seen than acknowledged to be graces, and were imitated, and
still centinue to be so, with more or less suecess, ail aver
Italy and the greater part of Europe? Who was habituated
to the peculiarities of the ancient Greek building forms, when
their exhibition for the first time, in the engravings of Stuart
and Revett, instantly dazzled the whole eivilized world into
blind adoratien? Who is habituated to the finest things in
any art?

But it is needless to spend more time in proving that purely
ufilitarian buildings are always uely ;—Causa lutet, res est
notissima.

Now, a fault cannot be corrected or avoided with certainty
till we have inguired into its cause. ‘Whenee, then, arises this
anherent ugliness of building, which it is the first object of
“architecture proper’ to correct? As there seems nothine
analogous to it in other useful arts, it must arise from the
perception of some evil peeuliar to the nature of building,
as distinguished from agriculture, gardening, furniture, pot-
gery, &e. After searching through many authors, in the
hope of finding some account of this fundamental fact in
architecture, on which indeed its very existence as an art
seems to depend, the only hint I have been .able to find
is contained in two words of 2 writer not remarkable for per-
spicuity, who speaks of ““the selfish and even cruel aspect
which belongs to our great mechanical works 2 % (he writes in
America.) I cannot help suspecting that these words touch

* R W. Evensoxn's ¢ Hssay on Art)



& ITS SELFISH EXPRESSION

the root of the evil, Have we not here a clue to the solu-
tion of the riddle? and is not an unarchitectural building ugly
simply because it looks selfish? It will he observed that the
productions of other arts have not this inherent defect: they
are goods to their owners without being evils to any one.
But a great building is, in certain respeets, a necessary evil :
it shuts out from us air and light, and the view of beauteous
nature; it encumbers a portion of the earth’s surface, and
encloses a portion of the free atmospherve. If Zas no right to
do so without making or attempting what compensation it may,
for these injuries. Therefore the building which makes no
such attempt, offends all eyes ;—1I should rather have said all
minds, for no one who considers the subjeet much, will helieve
that beauty in form (apart from colour) is a matter of sen-
sation at all: for as long as the mind is not directed fo an
object,— as long as the object is merely seen and not looked
af, it matters not one tittle whether it be beautiful or ugly,
so that it be not physically injurious to the organ of sense,
as by a too vivid colour, or a too numerous set of parallel
squidistant lines.* The mere sense of sight, like other senses,
can only be pained by things which tend to injure it,—as the
ear, by too loud or long-repeated vibrations; the smell and
taste, by poisons, or by any thing in injurious excess; and the
touch, by whatever tends to injure the skin. When, therefore,
we speak of offending the eye by tasteless design, we mean
the mind’s eye:
1§ is the mind that sees; the outward eyes
Present the object, but the mind descries.”

Seeing, in this aceeptation of the word, is synonymous with
fecling, and means a train of reasoning which the mind, by
frequent Tepetition, has acquired the habit of performing so
rapidly, or rather with so much abbreviation and omission of
intermediate steps, that it caunot even follow itself, or trace
its own path, but arrives at the conclusion that the object is

# Brewster's ¢ Optics,’ page 288,
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pleasing or displeasing, not only without being able to say
why, but often without being able to discover why, except by
an amount of investigation and analysis which very few have
the patience to make.

It is thus that an unarchitectural building is seer and fel#
to be unpleasing, without the ordinary mass of speetators
being able to state the steps of the argument which has led
them to this conclusion,—not even the last of these steps,
viz. the gualify which, by being displayed or expressed in the
building, displeases them. Now, I believe that this quality
is selfishness, and am quite prepared to be laughed at, and
told that this is wandering from the subject,—that this iz a
mental quality, and has nothing whatever to do with bricks
or stones, or architectonic forms. On the contrary, I main-
tain that the expression of this or other mental qualities has
every thing to de with beauty in building. Ifif be the mind
that sees,—the mind that is pleased with a fine building,
or displeased with the reverse,—how can it be pleased or
displeased with any qualities but mental ones? How ean
black or white, or eurved or straight, affeet the mind? How
can tangible objects affect it except by retaining the impress
of mind, and expressing mental qualites? It is not the
building we admire or condemn, but the mind that appears
in it,—not the design, but the spirit that presided over if, and
stamped its own character thereon, in unmistakeable and un-
alterable marks.

A building devoid of architecture displeases all who see it,—
all whose share of heaven’s light is intercepted,—whose view
of the fair earth is bounded by it ; becanse they see and feel
that it benefits its owner at their expense;—they have not
been thought of in the design; it is @/l for self, without
appearing to care whether they are incommoded or not, or to
know that there are eyes without as well as within. It is thi=
crude, selfish rudeness which requires to be softened down by
a polifeness either natural or aequired, and this politeness we
term archifeeture. It is only one portion indeed of the aim
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of ‘architecture proper,’ but it is the most indispensable
portion, without which all attempts at the higher aims of
beauty, sublimity, or definite expression will be totally useless.
The building that aims at being any thing more than useful and
strong, must first be polite. This is the lowest quality in
architecture as distingnished from building.

Some seem to allow the term Architecture only to aequired
politeness in building, but I am convinced that it ought to be
applied quite as much, if not more, to that which is nafural;
indeed ' they so merge in one another, that it would be im-
possible to draw the line between them. Tt must be observed
that the structures of savage nations always exhibit this natural
politeness. Let them be ever so rude in construetion or in
decoration, or in both, they are never rude in expression ;
never do they seem made for self alone, like the oyster, shut
up in the narrowness of its shell, pushing forth excrescences
wherever its internal purposes suggest, without appearing to
know that there is a world outside. On the contrary, the
rudest of these huts present on their exterior some evidence
of unnecessary design, some regularity or symmetry not re-
quired by their internal purposes, and this stamps them as
Architecture. It shows an aim beyond convenience and
stability ; it shows the speetator that he, even he, has been
caved for as well as the ownér, and the structure belongs not
altogether to a man, but in some sort also to humanity ;—
as in the models from which these children of nature learnt
their art, there is nothing made for itself; and, from the world-
sustaining sun down to the little busy world-enlarging coral-
line, nothing appears to belong to itself, with the sole exception
of the oyster above mentioned—a marvellous anomaly, which
may possibly be required to complete nature’s great system of
symbol-teaching, her universal language, which, without this,
would have no word for selfishness.

The name Architecture, therefore, though it applies not to
mere building, must apply to these huts and wigwams, as well
as to those buildings which conform to all the rules of a sys-

.

OR PCLITENESS IN BUILDING.

tematized etiquette, invaluable to those who can use it arichs,
but utterly incapable of standing in the stead of an honest
ntention and desire to e what you would appear—unselfish.
If this desire be wanting, it is waste of time to attempt eleganee,
waste of money to add decoration; all the graces of Palladie
and all the ornaments of Barry will avail nothing : the mask
will never completely eover you : your real self will peep out
somewhere, and spoil all.

It is a great mistake, though a common one even in archi-
tectural books, to suppose an edifice cannot be architectural
unless it haye decorative or unnecessary features.® The first
purpose of this art—viz. politeness in bu ilding—may be attained
perfectly without any unnecessary feasures, but not without
unneeessary design.

It was Goethe, T believe, who ealled Qothic architecture © a
petrified religion.” I cannot but regard the perfection of
domestic architecture as an embodied courtesy.

And will any ene dare to say that this courtesy is useless?
Will any one dare affirm, for instance, that when the fearful ery

. of Guerre au chidteau, paiz & lu chawmizre, avose from misguided

millions, there was no difference (other things being equal)
observed between the mild, pleasant-fronted chiteau, which
though embattled did not frown, but by its benign expression
secmed the protector of the surrounding cottages, and by its
symmetry and regular features resembled an organism of
nature, not its own, but belonging to the surrounding scene ;
and the rude heap of excrescences, which, oyster-like, ¢ con-
centred all in self,” bore no apparent relation to any thing
without, but insolently turned its back on the beholder, (every
side being in fact a back,) and said as plainly as forms could
speak, ¢ Stand off, noli me tangere ; 1 care not a straw for you ;
I have nothing in common with such a volgar herd ?° T doubt
not that, had many buildings of this last description then
existed in Franee, ( unfortunately there were few, or none,) they

* ‘The Seven Lamps of Architecture,’ page 2.

)




140 INJURIOUS TENDENCY OF RUDE

would have done good service by bearing the brunt of the
storm, and saving some of their more courteous neighbours.

Is architecture, then, it will be asked, a concession to com-
munism, and a pampering of the worst feelings of a mob? By
1o means: if it be so, then is common politeness the same ; for
its objeet is to avoid the irritation of these same feelings, which,
be it remembered, bad as they may be, are yet human and
umiversal, It is not courtesy that pampers them, but its
absence that excites and exasperates them. Polifeness is
altogether a negative art, and consists not in aiming at a posi-
tive good, but in avoiding a positive evil, the stirring up of
these feelings ; but as long as they exist, that is, as long as
man is man, they will be exeited at the idea of a great pro-
perty benefiting none but its owner. Now, a great unarchi-
tectural building is the very type and embodiment of this
idea, the most tangible representation of it that we can have.

Perhaps these remarks may place the question of architec-
ture, or no architecture, in a light which never struck the
veader before. It is my object so to do, not only with this
but with other more concrete questions relating to what is
called taste, and to show that they are much more important
than is commonly supposed. Meanwhile, I would here venture
to throw out an idea bearing on this subject in general, which,
though not capable of proof, appears to me as much worthy of
consideration as any argument that is drawn from analogy
alone. If it be true of the body and its senses, (which I
believe no physiologist denies,) that they are pained or offended
only by what tends fo injure them, may not the continued and
repeated analogies observed between the material and imma-
terial worlds lead us to suspect a similar law regarding the
mind? Theinference seems as fair as any that depends only on
analogy. If this be so, then, and if, as all admit, it is the
mind, and the mind alone, that sees, tastes, fecls, likes and
dislikes objeets of art or taste, are not these seli-preservative
antipathies of the mind to be respected, as well as those of
the body? does not this become a matter not of refinement
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and luxury, but of inferest and pury? Are not ugly objects
to be withdrawn as inflicfing mental injuries, just the same as
a nuisance, a noise, or a stench, which is known to be injurious
to the body, because unpleasant? We may laugh at the idea
of the mental injury accrning from one glance at an ohject of
bad taste; so we may at the bodily injury from a passing whiff
of smoke; yet we acknowledge a difference between the
hezlth and lengevity of those who live in smoke and those who
live out of it. Habif counteracts and renders us insensible to
the nupleasantness, bué not the injury. Who then shall dare
to guess the difference in mental health, between a people
living surrounded and immersed in objects of bad taste, or in
objects of good taste,—between a people whose works are all
utilitarian, and one whose works are @ll artistic. These
extreme cases, remember, are not imaginary. History has
afforded examples of both.

It will be said, this difference with regard to works of usefnl
art was not the cause, but the effect, of general refinement and
mental health., T admit that it was both. It was the effect
of refinement in the few, —the cause of it in the many. It
was (before the invention of printing), and perkaps is still,
the natural vehicle of this refinement of mind, the only
means by which it could be cultivated, accumulated, or diffused ;
but of this more hereafter. :

The first step towards refinement, whether in language,
manners, or any useful art, such as building, consists in mere
politeness, or the avoidance of the expression of selfishness.
This first step nearly all nations make; but in the attempt to
advance further, to make a second step in the same direction,
nearly all wander out of the true path. Thus in the attempt
to refine or exalt simple courtesy in language, it in most cases
either passes into flattery and downright falsehood (asin Spain),
or into a rigid observance of forms whose original intention is
forgotten (as in Eastern countries). How few are the cases
(not only national, but individual,) in which, without falling
into either of these errors, the art of merely avoiding rudeness

A



12 BEAUTY NOT DEPENDENT ON ORNAMENT

is refined into a delicate perception and rejection of whatever
‘may tend in any way to wound the hearer, and an exact appre-
clation and use of whatever may please, not by flattering the
bad feelings, but by satisfying the good. Tt is the same with
courtesy in building : when the attempt is made to advance it
from a negative art of avoiding what is offensive into a positive
art of pleasing, most schools of architecture have sirayed
either into the error of mistaking ernament for beauty, or
into that of retaining blindly the forms ~which habit had
rendered pleasing, till they are reduced at length to a system
of stereotyped copies, or of rules without reasons, i.e. whose
reasons have been forgotten.

The refinement of courtesy in building, into beauly in
building, could be effected only by a most deep and subtle
mvestigation of the laws of the human mind, and the sources
of its disgust and of its pleasure, in material objects; and then
a most studious collation and accumulation of whatever may
please it in the forms and proportions of building. It was by
this means that the several sfyles of architecture which we
admire and blindly copy, were originated and brought to that
perfection which we in vain attempt to rival. There is no
other means of effecting beauty i building—no royal road to
it. Adherence to empirical rules will not do it; still less will
ornament effeet 1t. The latter, however, is so common a
mistake at present, that it is mecessary here to point the
reader’s attention to it more particularly; for though it may
seem quite superfluous to most persons to tell them that
heauty and ornament are not the same thing; if they study
the great buildings of the age, or simply refer to the last
published work on the subjeet,* they will see that this dis-
tinetion is by no means generally acknowledged by architects,
either in practice or in theory.

First, then, with regard to the negative beauty of mere

* “The Seven Lamps of Architecture,” chap. 1v., throughout which
these two terms seem to be used interchangeably.
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courtesy, I think any one who reflects will admit that sra-
ment can never conduce or add to this merit, though it may
be, and often is, so applied as to oppose it. Decoration can
never give or inerease the expression of unselfishness; while it
may often give that of osfentation, a particular form of selfish-
ness. A rude speech, ¢.e. one which shows no consideration
for the person addressed, cannot be rendered polite by any
degree of rhetorical ornament. Flowery language cannot in
any degree diminish the rudeness, but may render it more
offensive by adding ostentation to it. This is also possible in
building, as the reader may easily see exemplified by multi-
tudes of the ornate villas that spring up along suburban roads.
Lvery one feels that, with all their ornamental frippery, their
aspect is as uncourteons, as intensely selfish in expression, as
that of the “hole-in-the-wall” house-backs, or any other pieces
of professedly unarchitectural building. This is because every
spectator sees that there has not been a thought bestowed on
him., The whole has been designed from within, like the
oyster’s shell, without the slightest reference to those without;
and then they have been sought to be appeased by sticking on
ornaments wherever there was a place for them. But this
will not do; no one is so easily deceived as this. You cannot
“hide by ornament the want of art,”” still less the want of
thought and study. The ornaments show indeed a saeri-
fice, for the spectator, of a little money, but no sacrifice of
time and study in the desien. Now, a right-feeling spectator
does not look for the first, but for the second, He despises
your paltry pelf;—he seeks “not yours, but you,”— the
evidence of your consideration, contrivance, and thought be-
stowed upon him. “Well,” you ask, does not thought require
time, and is not time money ?* Yes, but the converse is not
true,—money is not time, still less is it thought, and nothing
less than this will satisfy the speetators of your bnilding, by
showing them that they have been considered in the design;
and by the design T mean the head-work, not the peneil-work,
—that is only a part of the execution,
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Not only is ornament a thing totally distinet from, and
meapable of producing or aiding, courtesy of expression, but
in a building destitute of the latter, every ornament that is
added will increase the offensive rudeness; because e (the
spectators) ecannot conceive that this handiwork has been
squandered for our sakes, when we see no evidence of a single
thought having been bestowed on us. Whenee we infer (by
a reasoning so rapid as to be called taste or fecling) that this
ornament can only be meant to impose on us, not to please us:
it only displays the owner’s wealth ; and this eonclusion is offen
confirmed by every ornament being placed, not where it will
most improve the building, but where it will show itself most
conspicuously. Moreover, as the ornaments are generally of
the most mean and poverty-stricken description, they excite
the idea, not merely of ostentation, but of the most offensive
kind of ostentation—that of a proud beggar.

Tu a building entively plain, in the strictest sense of the
word, i.e. without any feature, or any moulding, cutting, or
shaping, not required by its utilitarian purposes, courtesy
might seem to many the only architectural merit we could
expect. But some of the buildings of this kind by Palladio,
(stables, out-houses, &e.) and a few by other masters, de-
moustrate clearly that not only may rudeness be avoided, but
positive beauty created, in such buildings, without the intro-
duction of any decorative feature, but by a studious collation
of whatever will display design, order, and econgruity, in the
relative dimensions and arrangement of the necessary or useful
features. Thus, where a mere constructor would have made
two things of the same kind (two string-courses, for instance)
equal, because convenience or stability afforded no motive for
making them unequal, this true architect somewhat exagge-
rates one, and reduces the other to the least dimensions that
its use will allow, in order to carry out the beautiful, (because
natural,) prineiples of variety, subordination, and contrast ; or
azain, where an ordinary builder would have made certain
divisions in the height or breadth of the building equal, or
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varying according to no definite law, simply hecanse
first idea which occurred to him, the dimensions
convenience happened to be equal or irregular, .this
builder—by reconsideration, and ecarefully distingnishing b
tween what convenienee required, and Wh&t it (or rather ks
first idea of it) suggested—would contrive, without sacrificing
a particle of convenience, so to adjust these dimensions as to
make them exhibit a studied variety, a contrast, a law of
variation, a gradation, a progression, a proportion,® a fanciful
idea, a quaint trifle if you will, light as air in ¢#self, but weighty
and valuable as an indication of mind, of thought, of nnne-
cessary design, of care bestowed on the spectator, and therefore
pleasing him ; or, in other words, adding to the beauty of the
building. Beauty in buﬂding_, of course, arises not from one
or two sueh indications, but from the accumulation of them,—
from the collection in the same structure of as many such
beauties as possible, ¢.e. as many as are compatible with each
other, and exhibit the same principles throughout. Few of
us in this eountry at present, have any idea how much real
beauty may be thus produeed without ornament; and by this
I do not mean merely without carving or forms drawn from
nature, (to which the term ornament is often: improperly re-
strieted,) but without even mouldings, or any of what are ealled
farchitectural features,” i.e. features unnecessary to the con-
struction. Indeed, it is perhaps in the most utterly unadorned
buildings, more than in gilded palaces, that the touch of a
master in this art is most evidently seen, just as the painter’s
hand is seen in an outling sketeh ; and the famouns maxim of
M. Angelo, ““learn to sketch before you attempt to finish,”
might be translated with advantage into the lanouage of

* ¢ Proportion is the similifude of ratios.”

“Proportion consists in three terms at the least.”"—FEuverin, Book v.
De. 8, 9.

T haye never been able to discover what this word means in the writings
of architeets, and shall therefore usé 1 only in ifs plain mathematicsl
SGnse.




!

16 rTest TO DISTINGUISH BEAUTY FROM ORNAMENT.

another art,—Ilearn to produee beanty in bricks and rubble,
before you attempt it in friezes or traceries,

Of course, it is not meant to be implied by these remarks
that ornament is not conducive to beauty, but only that it is
not necessary thereto; and it may be added, that a building
which is not beautiful in itself, or, when stripped of all except
its necessary members, cannot by any addition of ornament be
made pleasing, except to vulgar tastes. Ience we have a
good test by which to try the justice of our admiration of a
rich building, and detect in ourselves any lurking taint of
vulgarity which, perhaps, will always remain, however we may
advance in the cultivation of a pure taste. Let us faney the
building (or, if necessary, draw sketches of it,) despoiled of every
thing that is merely deeorative, and then see whether, in this
naked state, it still excites our admiration. If not, then we
may be sure that we were only dazzled with the enrichments,
behind which the unskilful architect has taken refuge ; and in
such a building every omament is too much.* I, on the
other hand, the bare caveass remains beautiful, though stripped
of all its finery, all that finery may be restored, and none of
it will be added in vain, provided it be consistent with itself
and with the character of the building, properly placed, and
consistent every where with its situation. If it fulfil these
conditions, every decoration added to this building, from the
simple moulding to the historie sculpture of a Phidias or a
Chantrey, will be a useful addition, and will add to the rteal
beauty of the whole,

Tt has been said on this head, that “it is one of the affecta-
tions of architects to speak of overcharged ornaments. Orua-
ment cannot be overcharged if it be good, and it is always
overcharged when it is bad.”+ With much deference to the

* E dungue evidente che con tutta la profusione degli ornati pitt ricchi
non dedotti da necessiti né da utile, un edifizio mal inteso sara piu brutto,
come pitt § imbruttisce la bruita domna che pitt s adorna.—Mrniza,
* Prineipj di Archs?

+ *The Seven Lamps of Architecture,’ chap. 1.

it
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anthor of this maxim, T must contend, on the eontrary, that
the very best omnament may become overcharged by being
misplaced. For instance, in the famous Corinthian order of
Jupiter Stator,® the foliage and serolls on the sides of the
abacus and the middle fascia of the architecture are univer-
sally acknowledged to be excessive ; nor would they be less so
if they had all the purity and clegance that a Greck earver of
the Periclean age could have given them ; for they are applied
to members which, for reasons to be presently explained,
cannot, consistently with true taste, receive any carving at all,
That the condemnation of excessive ornament, however, by
modern architeets, 1s an gffectation, must be admitted, This
is too obvious from a comparison of our words with our works:
for the latter, with all their baldness, seem determined to let the
spectator know, that for whatever repose the eye may get, he
is indebted to poverty or parsimony,—never to design. Bvery
building would be a Westminster Palace if it could. In the
very baldest meeting-room we are sure to find something to
tell us this,—some cast-iron appendage, which, because it can
be made as cheaply ornate as simple, is made the exponent
of the real taste of the age; and in a material coarser and
blunter-edged than the eoarsest sandstone, vainly attempts to
embody foliage and tracery more minute than any ancient or
medimyan ever cut in marble or in oak. But for this, we might
deceive ourselves so far as to fancy these broad plastered sur-
faces indicative of a taste for noble simplicity; but a lamp or a
ventilator at onee dispels the pleasing illusion by erying, ‘Look
at me, and see what the designers would have if they could.
Think not these bare piers are so from choice; they only give
you repose because they cannot afford fritter.’ Other penuri-
ous ages haye had the wisdom to ‘make a virtue of necessity,’
and, like the fox in the fable, affect to despise the grapes they
could not reach. We are more honest in this, and frankly
inform posterity that we have at once the most tawdry taste

*-See, for the eolumn only, ‘Rudimentary Architecture,” Part 1. page 53.
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ever indulged, and the shortest purse to gratify it ;—that we
would have works more florid than either the florid Roman or
the florid Gothie, but eannot afford as mueh decoration as that of
the Roman bridges or Gothic barns. T do not of course object
to this frankness, but only deplore the unfortunate result,—
buildings which, by an unparalleled ingenuity, seem to com-
bine in themselves the most opposite and apparently incom-
patible faults—nakedness and tawdriness.

But it must now be observed that this second aim of archi-
teeture, viz. the beauty to which ornament conduces, 1s by no
means the highest beauty or merit at which this art should

aim, TIndeed, ifit attempted nothing beyond this, itis doubt-

ful whether such attempt would entitle it to a place among
what are called the Fine Arts at all. The mere fact of an
art being intended to please, is not sufficient to place it in this
rank, If it were so, cookery would have to be ranked among
Fine Arts. A late author, of great research and ingenuity,
actually places it among them, though with evident reluctance,
and an expression of a fear lest it should expose his whole
system to ridicule,”—a system certainly deserving any thing but
ridicule. Let us try then if it be not possible to rescue archi-
tecture from this low company, by showing that it is capable of
attaming some end which gastronomy cannot reach ; for, until
this be shown, there is certainly no reason for placing it in a
different class of arts,

The author above referred to* classifies all arts, or rather
all beauties or merits to be found in works of art, under three
heads : 1st, Teehnic, that is, relating to the mechanical exe-
cution and finish, including (in the case of architecture) not
only truth of constructive prineiple, solidity, aceuracy of work-
manship, and polish, but also the artistic increase of apparent
size, and expression of power,—merits which certainly ought to
be placed in a higher class; 2ndly, Fsthetic, T relating to the

* Fereussow, ¢ Bssay on the Principles of Beauty in Art.’

T Itis much to be regretted that this author shonld have used the word

@sthetic in a different sense from that eommonly received, especially as
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power of pleasing, ineluding the whole province of beanty in
its ordinary sense; and 3rdly, Phonetic, that is, speaking
arts,—those which are capable of expressing a meaning, or, in
fact, serving the purpose of language. To this ls:ts,t3 :n:chitec-
ture of eourse cannot aspive, The sculptures or paintings on
a building may indeed tell a tale most eloguently, but these
are not architecture. That art alone, without their assistance,
is dumb. The question therefore remains unanswered, < what
can it accomplish more than the merely pleasing (wmsthetic)
arts of cookery or perfumery 2 TIts addressing itself to a more
perfect sense would not suffice to place it in a higher rank.
This writer endeavours to get over the difficulty by observ-
ing that a single art may, and generally does, eombine two, or
even all three, of these classes of merits; and this in various
proportions. Ilenee he divides all arts into five classes:—
1st, Those which ave only Technic, as, for example, carpentry ;
Indly, Technic and Fsthetie, of which unadorned arehitecture
15 ::m’ instance ; 3rdly, Arts combining all three kinds of merit,
as seulpture ; 4thly, Such as arve only Hsthetic and Phonetic,
as poetry; and, lastly, those which arve only Plonetic, as
rhetoréic. He also gives in a tabular form the names of
several arts, and opposife each name three numbers, together
amounting to 12, and expressing the proportions in which
each kind of beauty may, as he conceives, be displayed in the

both the common and the new acceptation are equally removed from the
etmnologicél one, which is simply sensucus, or relating to the senses. We
cannot expect absiract ideas fo he expressed otherwise than by a figurative
or extented application of words originally meant for tangible objects.
What does eorreet mean but straightened 2 What is supereilious but Aigh-
browed? All such words are metaphorieal, but the objeetion to this esthetio
is, that the metaphor is nof obyious either in the common meaning or in
However, to avoid ambiguity, I shall use this word as
seldom as possible, and never in the old senwe, becanse T think its place
can then always be supplied by the term arfisfic; whereas I know of no
word capable of standing for it in the new acceptation, as implying beaufi-
Sul without expression.

Mr. Fergusson’s.
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most perfect production of that art. The following are a'few
specimens selected from this eurious Table :

Technie  Msthetic.  Phonetic

porfion. porkion, portion,
Gastronomy . . . 7 3 0
Jewellery f e 7 4 1
Architecture (Greek) 4 4 14
Musie (Voeal) 2 6 4
Ilistorieal Painting 3 3 &
Drama . 2 2 3
Poetry 0 2 19
Eloquence . 0 1 11

“Thus,” adds he, “T conceive a perfect object of gastronomy
to consist of 7 or 8 parts of plain hunger-satisfying food, and
4 or 5 of palatable ingredients; in jewellery, that 7 parts
[twelfths] are made up of mechanical excellence of execution,
4 of beauty of form, or colour, or some such, and 1 in ex-
pressing a meaning, which it can do to a small extent, while
the former art cannot,””—and so on through the Table.

He also believes the great advantage of architecture, as a
means of studying art in genersl, to arise from its combining
the three kinds of merit in nearly equal proportions : but he
will only allow this to be the case in its very highest efforts,
such as the Parthenon, and does not consider mere architec-
ture, unadorned by seulpture or painting, to have any voice or
phonetic merit at all ; it only becomes phonetic “by attract-
ing to itself”” these higher arts,—in other words, by becoming
a frame or gallery for their display. This system therefore
does not help us any further,—it still fails to show in what
respect the architect is superior to the pieture-frame maker,
or the cook. It makes a difference in the degree only, not in
the kind of merit.

Does not the error lie in the omission of a class of beanty
mtermediate between what are here called the Asthetic and
the Phonetic classes, but distinet from both? Between “ mere
wsthetic beauty,” without expression, and the phonetic art,

YET POSSESSER DEFINITE EXPRESSION. pd |

capable of telling a tale,—of being *“ substituted for language.”
there is a very wide hiatus. Must we not here insert another
class of art,—a class possessing expression, but not speech.—
totally incapable indeed of telling a tale, yet perfectly capable
of expressing various emotions,— quite unable to stand in the
stead of kuman language, but quite equal, or superior, in com-
pass, to the langnage of animals 7 This dumb expression is
common to all the arts commonly called ‘fine,” and it is cer-
tainly a merit distinet from the phonetic quality, because
incapable of describing, of asserting, of conveying information.
Equally certain is it that this quality is not eesthetic (in Mr.
Fergusson’s sense of the word), because not necessarily pleas-
ing,—and more than wmsthetic, because capable not only of
pleasing, but of pleasing in several different ways,—of exciting
several different emotions, mournful, solemn, grave, or gay.
The arts in which this quality is particularly exemplified,
apart from the phonetic, I fake to be chiefly the following :

1. Instrumental Music.

2. Architecture,

Gardening.

: Painting,

4, Porfraiture (whether in painting or in sculpture).
5. Idealization of single figures (in the same arts).

. Landscape

Thus, to take the first, as being the best known or most coni-
monly appreciated of these arts, every one perceives the dif-
fevence of expression between festive and plaintive, martial
and sacred music; nearly every one is affected with the pre-
cise emotion which the nofes are intended to convey. But
this is all,—they have expression, but no meaning, properly
so called ; they describe nothing, they tell nothing, T speak
not for myself, who am totally ignorant of this art, but for
masters and enthusiasts in it, I am quite aware that this is
heresy to them. They tell us (and I believe with perfect
honesty) that they can understand the interpretation of =
piece of music, the occasion for which it was composed, the
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seene it deseribes, the story it tells. Well, let them prove it.
Some Germans have lately attempted to do so,* and have
thereby at once proved their honesty, and exposed their com-
plete delusion ; for different enthusiasts have found the most
amusingly different seenes or stories in the same notes, and
no two give us the same version. It is not uncommon to be
told of good songs, that their notes almost spealk the words;
but I never found any one who could decipher from them a
single syllable, much less the general heads of the story.
Whatever musicians may say, their art in its highest efforts,
and with all possible refinements, is still only a dumé art, no
more capable of being phonefic than is architecture. An over-
ture without words can express nothing more than a building
without phonetic sculpture or painting. I should think music
and architecture might probably be placed exactly on a par in
this respect, as having about the same compass of expression,—
capable of conveying the same variety of emotions, and with
the same distinetness, provided we cultivated both with the
same purity, or had nothing to vitiate and benumb our facul-
ties in one more than the other. Of course, music acts most
strongly on us, beeause it addresses us through a sense that
is eompletely at its mercy, a sense that cannot but receive
“what is offered to it, a sense that can hardly receive or dis-
tinguish two impressions at ence, a sense that hardly has the
power of rejecting or putting aside a more forcible sensation
to attend to a weaker one, and, moreover, a sense that is not
continually in action. Tt is easier to see things without look-
g at them, than to hear music without listening to it. We
cannot be perpetually hearing music ; but the dweller in towns
is perpetually seeing architecture, or some wretched parody
onit: and as the existence of definite expression in architee-
ture is not acknowledged, or not aeted upon,—and architects
can do nothing but copy indiscriminately whatever takes their
own or their employer’s faney,—the result is just the same as

# See ¢ Athenmum’ for 1848, p. 1216.
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if all sorts of musie were to be played indiscriminately, at all
sorts of places, on all sorts of oceasions. We should soon
cease to distinguish mowrnful from gay, or sacred from pro-
fane, and should learn to deny altogether the existence of such
a thing as expression in music, just as thousands now deny it
in architecture.

Now, upon examination, we shall find it is #/is quality—
expression, and not mere esthetic (or ungualified) beauty,
which entitles the work possessing it to a place among pro-
ductions of Fine Art. Nor is it any objection against this to
say that the finest works of antique sculpture (an undoubtedly
fine art) are without expression. This is narrowing the appli-
cation of the word to one particular kind of expression, that
of passions or emotions, by the features. This is what the
authors of these statues carefully avoided; it would be a
great defeet if it had nof been avoided: it would have ren-
dered them statues of men, which was not intended. They
were not even meant for the gods of the vulgar pantheon, but
for the gods of Socrates or of Cicero. But is the beauty of
these works, then, merely an ungualified power of pleasing,
like that of carved foliage or geometrical tracery? Has it no
differences of character, (I do not mean style,) no differences
in fotal expression!—mno different ways of pleasing, by ad-
dressing itselt to different faculties, or exciting different cmo-
tions? TIs there no difference between an Apollo and a
Hercules, a Jupiter and a Bacchus, more #han between differ-
ent schools of ornament or different styles of tracery ?

Mere ornament does not possess expression, The different
styles of it,—as Greek scroll-work or Arab seroll-work, Gothic
tracery or Moorish tracery, Elizabethan or Rococo,—all please
in one way, and have no difference of eapression, as long as they
do not introduce representations of architecture or higher arts.
Henee mere decoration cannot be regarded as a fine art.

It is the same absencé of expression which prevents the
arts of eookery or perfumery from taking the place which the
author above mentioned would concede to them among the
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Fine Arts. They are excluded because they can only please
in one way. A flavour or a smell cannot be solemn or cheer-
ful, grand or elegiac. Though Burke thought there ought to
be such a thing as a sublime odour, he never pretended to
have smelt one, nor does any one believe in its existence. We
must not confound essential differences of expression with
those which arise accidentally from our own associations.
Thus, to a native of the Continent, the smell of incense may
become so associated with its devotional use as to seem in
itself solemn and venerable. Few perfumes please us more
than that of elm-blossoms, from its association with the return
of spring,—few less than that of vinegar, because it reminds
us of a sick bed. But every one knows all this is purely acci-
dental,—that a protestant finds nothing imposing in the smell
of incense, that the elm-blossoms would not smell cheerful
and vernal to a native of a different zone, nor the vinegar
sickly to one to whom it was entirely new.

This influence of association extends into all the arts, to the
great detriment of the higher ones, especially architecture.
I know not whether this evil be deteeted much in the sister
art of music; but it cannot be so hurtful there, because real
differences of expression, independent of association, are uni-
versally acknowledged ; whereas in architecture their VEry
existence is questioned, or at least generally overlooked, and
consequently these accidental associations are actually set up
in their place. Here is a glaring instance :—A few years ago
the very elegant and purely common-sense treatment formerly
applied to domestic and palatial buildings by the Florentine
school of architects, was revived and introduced into this
country by Mr. Barry, who employed it first in the Travellers’
and Reform Club Houses. The hint was followed as it de-
served to be in a variety of buildings to which it was well
suited, perhaps better snited than any other manner. How-
ever, we are told in a eriticism of one of these, * that it has

* * Companion to the British Almanac’ for 1846, p. 243.
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in its general aspect quite as much or even more of the club-
house than of the ordinary villa character ;' and of another*
(an assurance office), that ‘it might pass for a club-house.”
The eritic does not appear to regard this in cither case, indeed,
as a fault : buf what we have to observe here is the singular
force of association, by which the use of this manner in #wo
London club-houses suffices to stamp it forthwith as a sort of
elub-house style,—if not absolutely unfit for other purposes, at
least peculiarly appropriate to this. If such a principle of
criticism be once allowed to creep in, nothing more is required
to complete the utter ruin of this once noble but now deeply
degraded art.

It is most important for all who attempt either to practise
or understand this art, to be perpetnally on their guard against
the insidious attacks of this error, the mistaking false (i. e.
acquired) expression for that which is nafural, and therefore
permanently frue. I eannot but consider this the chief source
of the acknowledged great utility of travel to the architect.
Tts use is not to show him much of the world, but to teach
him how little of it he has seen. Nothing but the emancipa-
tion from narrow local prejudiees will set a man thinking and
searching in earnest to distinguish what is local and acci-
dental, in beauty and expression, from what is universal and
essential.

I do not mean to imply that time-hallowed associations
(such as that, for instance, which connects the Gothic style
with our religious edifices) are to be wantonly broken through ;
only that, when any such are proved to be mere associations,
they may (though still respected) not be suffered for a moment
to have preference before such as may have been proved to be
not aceidental, but essential. Use, says the proverb, is second
nature; but it is not therefore to be placed above Nature
herself. Sir J. Reynolds speaks of these accidental associ-
ations under the name of “apparent fruths,” or “truths upen

* “Companion fo the British Almanac? for 1849, p. 238
B
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sufferance,” and requires them to be respected in proportion
to their stability or duration, or as their influence is more
or less extensive, but never allowed to supersede real immu-
table TruTm, They must have sufferance only as long as
they do not oppose this. Let them be reconciled with it, if
possible,—if not, ruthlessly swept away. They must yield to
it ; it must never yield to them.

The provinece of expression must not he overrated. We
hear it often said that a building should express ifs destination.
This is impossible, not because it is beyond the reach of arehi-
tecture, but beeause it is beyond the reach of expression in any
art. The destinations of modern buildings are more numerous
than the distingnishable varieties of expression, not oanly in
architecture, but in any thing else,—in musie, seulpture, paint-
ing,—in nature itself. Expression is not a language; its
words are too few to serve this purpese. They might be
counted on your fingers, perhaps on one hand ; and perhaps, if
they were thoroughly investigated, they would be found to be
the same in number in all arts, being, in faet, nothing more
than the representatives of the simple qualities or emotions
of the mind. Greater variety can be had only from their
mixture in varying proportions, as all the colowrs in nature
may be formed from three. Tn objects seen or examined
most frequently, as the human countenance, we may diserimi-
nate by the poco piti and poco meno of this or that element, a
greater number of shades of expression, than in objects to
which we are not so habituated. Henee, turning from the
face to the body, which is seldom seen, or to the unimpassioned
whole of the ideal statue, we find the characters to be distin-
guished there extremely few. Take from Apollo his lyre,
from Bacchus his thyrsus and vine-leaves, and from Meleager
the boar’s head, and there will remain little or no difference
in their characters. Im a Juno, Minerva, or Flora, the idea of
the artist scems to have gone no further than representing
perfect beauty, and afterwards adding the proper attributes
linsignia] with a total indifference to which they gave them.”

ARE NOT NUMEROUS IN ANY ART. o

This remark of a great artist™ would lead one to doubt whether
even in the higher arts the provinece of expression be at all
more extended or subdivided thad in architecture or musie,
i. e. whether it include a greater number of simple elements ;
and observe, that as simple colours are weakened and diluted
by mixture with each other, so the artist who aims at clear
and foreible expression of any kind, ean only attain that end
in proportion as he avoids all mixture. The more shades we
malke, the less forcible must each become : now, in no art is
attention te this so necessary as m architeeture, which has
been all but destroyed by the wanton, unintentional mixture
of all the colours on its palette info one unmeaning neutral
tint. Thereis now no hope of recovering them but by eareful
analysis, and no means of awakening the deadened sense to
their distinctions, but by the exhibition of each wnmized, or
as much purified from the others as possible. The revival of
forcible, unmistakeable expression in architecture ean be pur-
sued only by renouncing all attempts at mixed expressions ;
and however numerous the destinations of buildings may be,
there can be no attempt to mix a different shade for each.

To distinguish a club-house from a mansion is beyond the
provinee of expression in any art. It is not to be done by
expression, but only by langunage, and architectnre does not
pretend to be phonetic.  If you want fo distinguish the desti-
nations of these buildings, the best way is by writing up their
names. If was not always the best way. Hieroglyphics,
arrow-head letters, insignia, coats of arms, were each preferable
in their day, simply because they were more extensively under-
stood, and for no ofher reason. You may make a language of
any thing,—rustic quoins, Gothic windows,—provided people
will agree to understand them alike, and take this for church,
or that for elub-house; but what is the advantage of substi-
tuting a new and extremely limited language, understood by
very few, for an established and incomparably more copious
language, understood by the whole nation? It is harmless, of

# Z1n J. Reywonns, Discourse X.
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course, in itself,—merely an innocent pastime; but it is by no
means harmless if it usurp the place of artistic expression,—
of that which alone distinguishes a fine from an ornamental art,
—the architect from the decorator. Now, this it has a decided
tendency to do. Real essential difference of expression is a
thing so nearly lost already, its principles so little understood,
and so difficult for any one of us to puzzle ont for himself,
that we are ready to snatch at any thing that may seem to
offer a substitute for it, and to take any trouble to escape the
real labour of thonght. Henee, while sometimes accidental
association, sometimes a conventional language, seeks to palm
itself off for this sterling coin, it is not to be wondered at,
that some are led to doubt even the genuine article itself.
Thus it happens that some deny the existence of permanent
and essential differences of cxpression in architecture. Of
course the architecture of which they speak is not a fine art
atall. Accomplishing only the first and second objects deseribed
zbove, and falling short of expression which, alone could place
it among the Fine Arts, it has no more title to be ranked with
them, than mere ornament, or than perfumery has; for even
smells ean aequire expression by association, and, according to
these people, architecture can do no more. I have been per-
" fectly amazed by the two following passages in the * Encyelo-
pz=dia Britannica,” on this subject: “The merit or demerit of
a composition is not at all affected by the use to which the
edifice is appled.”—¢ Morcover, there is nothing in any one
‘order’ [Dorie, Tonie, or Corinthian] that, were it not for
custom, would not be thought as fitting in any other, as in that
to which it may belong.”” Perhaps not to Londoners,—utterly
deadened to this art, and rendered incapable of ever under-
standing it, by the atrocious misapplications of its forms,
perpetually before their eyes,—they might see no harm in a
Dorie entablature placed on Corinthian columns ; but it would
not on that account be a less flagrant violation of the immu-
table principles of right and wrong,—it would not be less false
and unnatural than combining the parts of different animals,
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or joining the head of a Hercules to the body of an Apollo.
The congruity of the parts of each order or style, and the
Incongruity of mixing them, we propose in a future chapter to
trace back to natural prineiples, but meanwhile, of course, there
isno compendious answer to these assertions, exeept an appeal
to the general sense of mankind, or of the majority, not in
one country or age, but in all history. This majority has
testified to the existence of expression in architecture, inde-
pendently of all associations; and all minds educated and
cultivated in the subject bear the same testimony, and find the
same peculiar expressions in the same buildings; whether grave
or festive, meek or ostentatious, awful or playful, majestic,
reposing, agitated, or aspiring.

€0h,” says the objector, “then a special education and cul-
ture is necessary, is it, in order to perceive these differcnces of
charaeter! Your distinetions, aftersall, then, are only conven-
tional signs, only a kind of symbolism or heraldry, or free-
masonry, intelligible to the initiated, and tono one else. This
is a very different case from that of musie, no education is
required to understand the differences of expression in that.
Granted—neither is any education required to feel the ex-
pressiveness of our art: give us the mind wholly nneducated
in it ; give us the rustic or the child, unused to cities, uncor-
rupted by the sight of abused architecture, and he shall imme-
diately feel in the true art all its infended effects,—shall be
awed by the sublime majesty of the Doric, or raised by the
heavenward aspiration of the Gothic temple; soothed by the
mild repose of Palladio, and enlivened by the playful faney of
Scw:ﬂd by the severe pwity of the Greeks, and
relaxed by the picturesque riot of Vambrugh; attracted by the
imviting urbanity of the Vicentine villa, and repelled by the
gloomy frown of the Florentine castle. Among picces of true
architecture, he shall not need to ask which is the temple, and
which the forum. He shall know at a glance the festive
theatre, and the stern hall of hood-winked justice, the modest
hospital, and the patrician palace. He shall not mistake what
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is public for what is private, nor fail to distinguish which
buildings are dedicated to business, which to pleasure or to
repose. All this is expressed by art, not eonventionalism, and
is intelligible to the perfectly artless, as well or better than to
him of cultivated taste; and why? Because the cultivation
required does mot cousist in lewrning but in wnlearning the
prejudices of a life,—in getting rid of the mass of falsehood
imbibed during years passed in the presence of an indiserimi-
nate mixture and misapplication of every thing that is ex-
pressive in architecture,—the abuse of employing it all alike,
for the sake of ornament instead of propriety, fancy instead of
discretion. In the culture required to feel rightly the effects
of this art, there is nothing to be learnt, but every thing to
be unlearnt. The savage and the highly culfivated are alike
in this respect; or rather, the acme of this cultivation is to
approach as near as possible to the feelings of the totally
ignorant,—of one to whom all architecture is new. But to
those brought up in modern English cities this is perhaps
impossible, (I do not mean in its perfection, but in such degree
as to be useful,) so ecompletely mmst their natural sense of
right and wrong become in this respect deadened and sub-
verted, by the time their edueation is complete.

If there be no differences of expression in architecture, then
is it no fine art, but a trifle beneath the notice of an educated
man, and which must soon find its level, by sinking into the
hands of mere constructors and decorators.

Defimite expression, though almost forgotten and become a
dead letter, in modern Lnglish architecture, —though almost
above the reach of the art in ifs present state, is yet not the
highest aim of that art in its complete form, It is acknow-
ledged that this, in common with all the arts of expression,
presents in its most excellent works a merit or merits not to
be described or eonveyed in any other medinm than the art
itself,—moreover, a degree of excellence superior to mere ex-
pression, because capable not only, like that, of reaching and af-
feeting the mind, but also of elevating, refining, or improving it.

THE POETRY OF ARCHITECTURE. 31

In the want of a better term, this portion of each art has been
called its poetry,—a very questionable application of the name
of one art to express a particular portion of another, However,
we must take words as we find them, and content ourselves
with distinguishing the ¢kings to which they have been applied.

Poetry, in its ordinary and strict aceeptation, cannof exist
where there is no language—no assertion made—mno story
told—no idea stated. Now, we have denied to architecture
the power of doing this. The phonetic arts, viz. historical
painting and historical sculpture, may do it: they speak a
language —a natural and universal language, —and therefore
may he poetical in the strictest sense of the word. But archi-
tecture, like musie, has no natural langnage, and is only de-
graded when it attempts to speak an artificial one by means of
conventional signs. Nothing can be pushed out of its proper
sphere without being degraded : in a lower sphere it is cramped
and its highest qualities stifled ; in a higher, if is equally de-
graded, because its inability to do what is required of it, is
exposed. Architecture is not exalted by attempts to render it
phonetic,—to make it serve the purpose of a language.

Where there is no language, -there can be no poetry in its
strict sense; yet we hear of the poetry of music and of archi-
tecture ; hence this term must here be taken in a more ex-
tended sense. It may be understood in three wayg: firs?, as
applying to the untaught portion, or that p tion which
transcends the rules and theory of the art ip/their present
state; secondly, as including those beauties or perfections in
each art, which are not, or have not been, conveyed in any
other,—consequently, not in words ; or thirdly, as applying to
those qualities by which its highest productions are calculated
to produce, not only a transient emotion, but a permanent
effect on the beholder. In ecither case, the precise limit of
the application of the word must be vague: the lowest pro-
duction in which any poetry may be considered to exist, ean-
not he exaetly pointed out; but of its existence in the highest
efforts of the art, there is no difference of opinion.
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Whoever wanders among the hundred columns of the great
hall of the temple of Karnac; whoever, by the assistance of
designs or models, and of the fragments in the British Museum,
restores and rebuilds in his mind’s eye, the small but glorious
temple of the Athenian goddess; whoever climbs the ruined
stairs of the Colosseum, to the edge of its artificial crater; who-
ever enters the cathedral of Amiens, or walks round the
exterior of that of Salisbury; whoever views any one of these
works of architecture, and finds no poetry in it, must be inea-
pable of discovering it in any thing clse—in nature or in art,

There is, then, or rather there Aas feen, such a thing as a
poetry of architecture; and we may therefore, including this,
consider the whole aim of “architecture proper’ apart from
building, under four heads,— politeness, beanty, expression,
and poetry. It has heen the object of the present chapter
fo point out to the reader this fourfold use of architecture :
Jirst, as a courtesy due, from every one who builds, to hu-
manity, on whose ground and in whose sight he builds; se-
condly, as a further refinement of this courtesy into positive
beauty, by attention fo whatever may please the mind; and
preference of what may please its higher faculties, before that
which may please the lower, when they are incompatible; (the
justice of this preference constituting the difference between
right and wreng in art, commonly called good and bad taste ;)
thirdly, as a mode of conveying to the mind definite emotions,
suited to, and even indicative of, the character and general
destination of the work ; lastly, as a means not only of affect-
ing, but of exalting or improving, The architecture which
attains only the first of these objects is no more than a pelite
art; when it reaches the second, it. becomes an ornamental
art ; by attaining the third, (and not otherwise,) it gains a title
to be considered a fine, that is, an ezpressive art: in those very
few of its productions in which the last purpose has been ac-
complished, does it deserve to be called a Aigh, a poetic art.
As the first, its aim is to concilinte; as the second, to please;
as the third, to foueh; and as the last, to TEACH.

CHAPTER I

OCULAR AND FORMAL BEAUTY — FIRST GENERALIZATION
THEREON — UNITY AND VARIETY — GRADATION AND
CONTRAST.

i If is the natural progress of instruction to teach first what is cbvious
and perceptible to the senses, and from hence proceed gradually to notions
large, liberal, and complete, such as comprise the more refined and higher
excellences in art,””—Sir Josmua Revxorps, Discourse VIIL

In all decisions respecting the relative beauty of objects or of
qualities, we find no source of difference and misunderstanding

so fertile as the confusion between ocuiar and mental pleasure—
that which addresses itself to the external sense alone, or
through it to the mind alone. Continual mistakes, arising
from this confusion, run thyough every thing we see or hear on
the subjeet, from the simple I like it,” or © I do not like it,” /
without giving a reason, up to the most subtle and elabomt‘/
theories of beauty and taste, as those of Hogarth, Burke, Pricé,
and Alison.

It seems, therefore, that nothing is more diffienlt than to
define the exact boundary between the provinces of the mind
and of the eye; or, in an object that pleases both, to distin-
guish which of its qualities or excellences address themselves
to cach exclusively of the other, and which (if any) are ealeu-
lated to afford pleasure hoth ways : yet nothing is more ne-
cessary than this in the outset of any rational inguiry into the
truth or falsehood of an alleged tule or principle, in architec-
ture or any other fine art.

So great has been the difference of opinion on this point,
that some authors (Milizia, for instance) have denied the ex-
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