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PrefAce

For a text whose opening chapter is a prolegomenon, I considered it rather silly 
to provide it with an introduction; for this reason, I have elected to write a 
preface. What I wish to achieve here, however, is a recounting of the conception 
of the book as such, outline its various parts, describe its methodology, and raise 
the question / thesis with which it contends, such that the reader may have an 
accessible road map to its contents.
 The word discovery has held a deep meaning for me, as it denotes the limits 
of our knowledge concerning a particular subject matter. The discovery of a 
natural phenomenon, historical evidence, or any such fact which is otherwise 
obscure or unknown not only expands the breadth of our view of reality but also 
aids in identifying its extents. But what does the process of discovery actually 
entail? It is often associated with novelty, the pursuit of the new and fantastical; 
for, after all, it is a discovery of that which lies outside the current purview 
of the sciences (the word here intended in its broadest definition as a field of 
knowledge – best described by its German designation, Wissenschaft – rather 
than an exclusively ‘natural science’). Certainly, a discovery is ‘new’ by virtue of 
its definition, but ‘newness’ is not only associated with an epistemological break 
rather also carries a temporal connotation, such that the old and established ways 
of the past almost stand in contradiction to the guiding project of discovery, 
slowly revealing our path into the future. Admittedly, what I am here presenting 
is perhaps a narrow and stereotypical view of what comes to mind when the 
term discovery is used. The description aids nevertheless in clearly identifying 
an element of the word that is often taken for granted and rarely questioned; 
namely, one disguised under the banner progress and development. Concerning 
this temporal connotation of ‘newness,’ it becomes readily apparent that it renders 
the threshold of what constitutes a discovery to be too shallow, for it would 
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mean that everything encountered is a discovery by the very fact of its temporal 
novelty, i.e. its continually renewed presence in the present and not the past. 
 It is in this discrepancy and confoundedness between the epistemological 
and the temporal connotations of the project of discovery that my current thesis 
at hand takes its premise. What I shall like to argue, as such, is that the subject 
matter of discovery concerns itself with the old rather than the new, for what is 
discovered is not attained by means of its invention, rather, through a cognition 
of its hitherto unrecognized existence – an existence to which a significant age 
may be ascribed. Here, the etymological roots of the word discovery come to 
bear, since its activity literally entails the ‘uncovering’ of the unknown; the 
otherwise hidden and obscure revealed as visible and intelligible. Following 
from this criterion of uncovering that which is hidden, the subject matter of 
discovery is not only defined as an epistemological condition of investigating the 
unknown, but also as a temporal condition of something past whose existence 
is only now being reconciled with our ongoing intellectual life in the present. 
 Before proceeding to outline the program of my thesis, it is of note to 
comment briefly on this issue of ‘pastness’ here identified with the notion 
of discovery. I do not understand it in the limited sense of some historical 
occurrence to which our human existence has once bore witness and recorded, 
nor even as one that precedes our records, i.e. history itself, and only survives 
as a natural vestige; rather, I shall like to expand this condition of pastness to 
include the whole of reality as a primordial existence. The clearest example of 
the primordial which has no historical evidence is perhaps best found in the 
case of pure mathematics whose primary concern is the discovery of logical 
rules and operations. Thus, Fermat’s mathematical challenges of the 17th century 
are directed as much towards the discovery of something ancient as they are 
towards the positing of the novel. Indeed, it is in this sense that Plato speaks 
of recollecting a form of eternal knowledge from a past existence of the soul, 
and Aristotle maintains that art completes the work of nature (i.e. its laws) by 
bringing them into a material existence, understanding it to be a shift from 
the potential to the actual. Standing opposite this primordially logical, whose 
intellectual existence is yet to be enacted, is the historical occurrence, which, as 
noted above, consists of both the human record as well the natural one. Herein, 
a distinction may be made between a cultural history, concerned with man-made 
occurrences, and a natural history, concerned with all that lies outside the man’s 
symbolic life – the biological one notwithstanding if such a delineation between 
the two, as Cassirer defines it, may be afforded. 
 With these two distinctions in mind – the logical versus the historical, 
and the natural versus the cultural – the interest of my current query revolves 

around the acquisition of architectural knowledge and the establishment of 
its framework; in short, it is an investigation into the nature of architectural 
epistemology. Thus, starting out with the notion of discovery, as outlined above, 
the question raises itself concerning the nature of what architecture considers 
to be its subject matter? That is to ask: how does it go about making its new 
discoveries and instituting its Wissenschaft? Is it something logical to be pursued 
intellectually by means of pure reasoning? Or, is it rather limited to the realm 
of the historical, only accessible by means of empirical analysis? 
 The work at hand sets as its point of departure one such early instance of 
architectural discovery, wherein the means by which architectural knowledge 
is established came to be fundamentally reconstituted; namely the renaissance 
investigations of the ancient ruins of the classical world. As shall be demonstrated 
within the body of our text, such architectural discoveries are in no way exclusive 
to the humanist project of renaissance, but are identifiable in the work of 
ancient civilizations as early as the Babylonians in Mesopotamia, with king 
Nabonidus serving as one such main proponent. Particular to the renaissance 
architects, however, is the role that these discoveries hold within the practice of 
architecture and its canonization, for theirs was not simply a revivalist program 
seeking to reinstate an ancient style favored by the reigning deity, rather it was 
pursued with the aim of deriving first-principles that are universally valid. These 
principles, though logical in their nature, were quite pivotally investigated in 
an historical and empirical manner. This fundamentally evidentiary approach 
was decisive for the development of a new sort of architectural knowledge, 
one whose merit is based on the ruin or the architectural past. It is in this 
epistemological model constituted by the excavation of the ruin – both physically 
and intellectually – that the aforementioned distinctions fully come into play; 
for quite rightfully, questions concerning the manner of architectural learning 
begin to assert themselves, namely whether they are limited to the cultural 
artifact of the ruin, or can somehow be pursued in the ‘natural’ or the ‘logical.’ 
 Such are the considerations from which my inquiry begins. To aid in lucidly 
drawing them out, I have resorted to one such figure in whose scholarship the 
renaissance orientation towards the ruin is epitomized, namely Andrea Palladio. 
Both his Four Books on Architecture as well as his Antiquities of Rome evince 
a studious concern with establishing an empirical, or evidentiary, model of 
architectural principles grounding the geometrical rules of proportion within the 
study of artifacts rather than mathematics alone. To that extent, his Four Books 
are the first to offer the built work of the architect as supplemental evidence to 
his theories. It is for this reason that the discussion of my thesis sets out from 
a quote of his, wherein he outlines his method of investigating the ruin:
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I shall therefore in this book show the form and the ornaments 
of several ancient Temples, whereof the ruins are yet to be seen, 
and of which I have made the Designs; that every one may know 
in what form, and with what ornaments, Churches ought to be 
built. And though of some of these Temples but very little is to 
be seen above ground, yet from this little, considered together 
with the foundations that could be likewise seen, I have made 
my conjectures what they must have been, when they were 
entire. Nor was I in this matter a little assisted by Vitruvius, 
because what I saw, agreeing with what he taught, it was not 
very difficult for me to come to the knowledge both of their 
aspects and forms. 

(Palladio, Book the Fourth, Preface).

Contained within this passage are three key architectural notions to which 
I sought to dedicate my thesis, namely that of tradition, language, and the 
fragment. I must here concede that my ambitions for this work proved to 
be too great for the allotted duration of a master’s thesis, as I am here only 
able to present the first part of what was originally conceived of as a tripartite 
work. Nevertheless, I shall briefly here outline the plan of the original work 
before proceeding to discuss the contents of what my thesis presents. Firstly, 
pervading Palladio’s passage is an almost deontological argument exhorting 
that church’s ought to be built in a particular manner, owing to the teachings 
exhibited in Vitruvius’ text. It is in this shift from learning to teaching that 
the entry point for the discussion of tradition in architecture is identified, for 
it entails the process of handing something down and sustaining its posterity 
through its institutionalization. For it is by virtue of this institutionalization of 
knowledge that a deontological argument of what should be built is afforded. 
Secondly, the drawings that Palladio presents in his work are of the whole design 
rather than its ruinous state as a fragment. His statement that from what little 
remains a whole may be reconstructed points to the presence of an architectural 
language whose logic or rationale is contained within these extant fragmentary 
parts. Thirdly, in pointing to the ruin as evidence for his theory a conjunction 
between the reality of the ruin as a fragment and the nature of knowledge as 
being incrementally accumulated through many fragments is presented, whereby 
it is not a deductively holistic approach rather an inductively fragmented one. 
Though I did not dedicate any sections of my work to the two latter themes – a 
forthcoming endeavor – my discussion of the notion of tradition touches lightly 
in certain chapters upon some of their themes. 

The first part of the work, the prolegomena, is conceived as a dialectical thought 
experiment that proceeds from the ideas contained in Palladio’s quote and 
investigates them rigorously against the history of philosophy. To that extent, 
I made a determined effort of situating these philosophical concepts in both 
their intellectual and historical context, albeit with an emphasis on the former. 
Throughout my education as an architect I have always been dissatisfied by 
the severed references that architectural theory makes to philosophy, whereby 
a singular quote from Aristotle on imitation, for instance, is used fallaciously 
without consideration to the whole of his philosophical project, both 
metaphysical, epistemological, and ethical. For this reason, I have endeavored, 
both for the sake of my text’s argument as well as that of the reader, to identify 
the ideational paratext, so to say, of my argument, by means of extensive notes. 
These notes are neither footnotes nor endnotes rather ‘sidenotes’ placed opposite 
each page of the prolegomenon, i.e. on the recto side, briefly offering a synopsis 
of a particular notion’s intended meaning and shifting connotations across time. 
These notes are by no means complete, but they do reflect my current awareness 
of the subject matter, one I certainly wish to expand. Furthermore, the work 
is intended in such a manner that the reader may skip past these notes and 
still acquire the whole of the thesis’ argument, perhaps in not too dissimilar 
of a fashion from that which Christopher Alexander presents in his book, The 
Timeless Way of Building. 
 Seeing that the introductory section of the work heavily emphasizes a 
philosophical point of view, whose primary orientation is at times concerned 
with ontological and metaphysical questions, a link to the architectural questions 
of interest is offered through of a series of problematizations – three in total, 
each functioning as an aside to the ongoing philosophical discussion and 
problematizing its notions for their implementation by a strictly architectural 
mode of thought. As such, each of the three preliminary chapters of the work, 
constituting the whole of the prolegomenon, is subdivided into subchapters 
A and B, whereby the former is the main discussion and the latter is the 
problematization. 
 The three succeeding parts of the work, two through four, investigate the 
concept of the ruin, as well as its connotations, beginning with an archaeological 
point of view in the preliminary chapters, before proceeding to deal with a 
number of texts on architectural preservation, conservation, and restoration in 
the later chapters. This analysis is conducted against the philosophical backdrop 
outlined in the first part and is intended to serve as a main transition between 
the philosophical and the architecturally theoretical. Before detailing the specifics 
of these three parts, I shall like to address the question of why archaeology is 
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consulted in the first place. It is my main position in this thesis that the project 
of establishing a robust architectural epistemology should proceed by means of 
archaeological investigations. That is not to say that the student of architecture 
needs to abandon the pencil and pick up a trowel; rather, that archaeology is a 
field that deals, in many respects, with the same subject matter as architecture, 
i.e. buildings, or more broadly in the built environment and cultural artifacts. 
On account of its empirical methodologies dealing with this architectural subject 
matter, a reinstated state of awareness should exist between the two fields. 
 Historically considered, there had existed such a tandem relationship 
whereby archaeology began as a research arm of architectural scholarship – the 
renaissance architects mentioned above serving as a clear example. Indeed, 
Stanley Casson, the 20th century historian of classical archaeology notes that 
many of the institutes of archaeology began to spring up in the 19th century 
upon witnessing the discoveries made at the Athenian acropolis. (Casson, 
205). With the increasing formalization of archaeology as an independent 
field of study as opposed to the leisurely antiquarian pursuit of the 17th and 
18th century dilletante, archaeology slowly moved under the subservience of 
historical research. As Arnaldo Momigliano, the Italian historiographer notes, 
there existed a symbiotic relationship between the two fields towards the end of 
the 19th century, whereby history is responsible for posing historical questions 
by which archaeology identifies what to look for, providing in turn evidence for 
the historian’s analysis and interpretation, before a new set of questions arises. 
(Momigliano, 311-3). In short, archaeology serves as the empirical grounding 
for history. By association, I wish here to inquire concerning the means through 
which architectural scholarship establishes its empirical grounding. How does 
architecture establish its firsthand knowledge? Such a question was addressed 
in the model of the École des Beaux-Arts, whereby architectural knowledge was 
established through ‘archaeological’ means. This is perhaps best evinced in the 
school’s Grand Prix de Rome where students were sent to the ancient city on a 
five year scholarship to study and document ancient ruins providing at the end 
of their stay a set of two drawings, one of the ruin in its delipidated condition 
(l’état actuel), and another representing its entire form as it had once been 
(l’état restauré). Herein exists a model where architecture informs archaeological 
research and directs its efforts to document its excavated artifacts in a certain 
manner and with a particular set of ‘architectural eyes.’ 
 Returning to the notion of discovery, outlined above, where it is concerned 
with investigating a reality whose nature is preexisting, I wish here to raise 
the question of whether architecture can make its discoveries in any manner 
other than the archaeological one. Certainly, the answer to this question is 

dependent upon how one identifies archaeology and what specific aspects of 
its methodology and sensibilities are to be instrumentalized for the sake of 
architectural research. Such a definition is offered in chapters “Four” and “Six,” 
where two distinct modes of archaeological thought concerning the past are 
presented. What I am able to here answer, however, in this introductory, is the 
reason as to why such an empirical approach is necessary in the first place. This 
is owing to our relatively new heightened historical sensibility and consciousness, 
developed in the 19th century, which confronts our ongoing present life and 
daily endeavors. In my text, this is identified as a shift from the ‘mystical’ to the 
‘empirical’ mode of thought (see parts two and three). Unlike ages past, where 
architectural styles and cultural forms were adopted without much criticality, 
affording them a certain exclusivity, the divergent array of conflicting forms 
and styles, that historical inquiry yields, forces us to question the very cultural 
substance through which we find expression. Both the projects of modernism 
and postmodernism react to this historical condition; one whose challenges are 
even further exacerbated by the influx of statistical data, the successor to the 
archaeological artifact, brought upon by our digital age of information. Needless 
to say, archaeology, as a field, is perhaps the forerunner in synthesizing such a 
large amount of seemingly disparate artifacts, focusing in its formative period 
on developing methodologies primarily concerned with establishing typology 
and seriations in order to recognize general patterns of formal diffusions across 
cultures. What such a manifold of evidence demands of us is that we assume a 
critical approach towards architecture, one grounded in evidentiary reasoning. 
For the problem posed is an evidentiary one. And herein arises the decisive 
question, fundamental to my thesis, of whether architecture has recourse to 
an evidentiary mode of reasoning outside the ‘historically-cultural’ one? It is 
perhaps at this juncture that the reason for my emphasis on distinguishing at 
the very outset between the logical and historical, as well as the natural and the 
cultural, becomes fully apparent. That is to say whether an evidentiary approach 
to architecture can be pursued in the otherwise logical or the ‘historically-
natural.’ The implications of such a question are dealt with throughout my 
text, most prominently in the prolegomenon, with the subsequent parts of 
the book offering various historical instances or case-studies. These latter parts 
are three in number, each outlining a particular approach to history: mystical, 
empirical, and creative. In each part the first chapter deals with the concept of 
the ruin from an archaeological perspective before proceeding to analyze a series 
of theoretical texts that discuss the condition of the ruin from an architectural 
point of view emphasizing its value as a work of art. 

Daniel Ayad 
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A Prolegomenon



3

“I shall therefore show you, in this book, the Form 
and Ornaments of several ancient Temples, the 

ruins whereof are yet to be seen, and I have made designs of 
them, that every one may be rightly informed in what figure, 
and with what decorations, churches ought to be erected. 
And though but very little of some of these temples is to 
be seen above ground, yet from this little, and from the due 
consideration of the foundations, which could likewise be 
seen, I have made by conjecture, what they must have been 
when they were whole and perfect: And in this affair, I owe 
myself much indebted to Vitruvius, because as to what I saw 
was conformable to what he taught, it was no difficult task 
for me to come to knowledge of both their aspect and form.

(Palladio, Book the Fourth, Preface)

At the outset of Palladio’s quote, there are two general sentiments which are 
readily apparent: The desire to set down and establish principles for architectural 
production, which are to be followed by his contemporaries and kept for 
posterity; and secondly, the pursuit of being in correspondence with what has 
been written by the ancients and subsequently handed down. In short, the first 
portion of Palladio’s text seeks to learn from the past and educate for the future. 
 But what exactly is entailed in these two very general activities, which are 
almost two sides of the same coin, for their distinction is temporal rather than 
being functional? There are three main aspects, or questions, surrounding the 
topic at hand, to which I would like to dedicate the discussion of our opening 
chapter: Firstly, to whom does this past in question belong? Secondly, what is 
the material source of investigating such a past? And thirdly, in what manner 
does one learn from the past?
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1a
wHose PAst?

In establishing Vitruvius’s text and the ruins in Rome as his point of reference, 
Palladio engaged in an act of selection, such that he aligned himself with a 
particular history and its narrative – with a particular cultural identity or more 
specifically with an epoch’s architecture. What necessitates such a selection, 
however, is the fact that the entirety of the past is not resolved within the present; 
the past is not a homogeneous and continuous whole that naturally begets the 
present, rather the present must select its past – it must become actively aware 
of it.1 
 
The Content of the Past

In his Confessions, St. Augustine of Hippo comments precisely on this notion as 
he deals with the very idea of ‘time’ and what constitutes its existence, writing, 
“That before those Times which God created, there was no Time.”2 Though 
the statement assumes an esoteric formulation, its implications shall prove 
fundamental for our argument outlined above. In order to understand this 
proposition, we must first recognize that for Augustine, time is defined as a 
really existing entity in nature, by which action and change are predicated, rather 
than an ascribed quality, by which we describe our perception of action and 
change.3 It is with such an understanding of time, that Augustine proceeds to 
differentiate between the three temporal conditions – past, present, and future 
– and contemplates their interrelationships, asking: “Those two times therefore, 
past and to come, in what sort are they, seeing the past is now no longer, and 
that to come is not yet? As for the present, should it always be present and 

1. This notion that the present is not in direct 
continuity with its past, or rather that there is a clear 
distinction between the two, finds its first clear expression 
in Francesco Petrarch’s literary work – and very life, for 
that matter. It is primarily in Petrarch’s great Latin epic, 
the Africa – of whose idea he first conceived in 1339, that 
this sentiment of a distant past to be exhumed is readily 
detected. The poem narrates the life and achievements of 
the Roman general Scipio Africanus during the second 
Punic war and betrays the influence of Virgil’s Aeneid and 
Cicero’s Dream of Scipio. It isn’t until the final and ninth 
book of the poem, however, that Petrarch elucidates the 
otherwise latent attitude towards the Roman Empire: 
“My fate is to live amid varied and confusing storms. 
But for you perhaps, if as I hope and wish you will live 
long after me, there will follow a better age. This sleep of 
forgetfulness will not last forever. When the darkness has 
been dispersed, our descendants can come again in the 
former pure radiance.” (Quoted in Theodore Mommsen, 
“Petrarch’s Conception of the ‘Dark Ages,’” Speculum 
17, 240). Such an implicit temporal distinction between 
a former radiance and a current cloud of darkness, is 
explicitly elaborated upon elsewhere, namely in a 1341 
letter Petrarch addressed to Fra Giovanni Colonna – 
otherwise designated as Letter VI in his Epistolae Famil-
iares – where he draws a clear demarcation between the 
past and the present: “ancient [history] were called those 
events which took place before the name of Christ was 
celebrated in Rome and adored by the Roman emper-
ors; modern, however, the events from that time to 
the present.” (Quoted in ibid., 232). Though Petrarch 
endowed the concept of antiquity with a new meaning 
and worth, the ideational notion of a distant past, or an 
‘antique,’ was a familiar one nonetheless. His profound 
contribution to our current conception of history is to 
be found in yet another of his epistles however; namely, 
Letter III of his Epistolae Metricae, addressed in 1346  to 
Francesco da Rinucci, where he laments: “In medium 
sordes, in nostrum turpia tempus” (“In the middle, in our 
time, you see the confluence of wretches and ignominy.”) 
It is with this fateful utterance of Petrarch’s, ‘medium 
tempus,’ that the framework for our modern tripartite 
division of history finds its origin. (See Petrarca, Epistula 
Metricae, 322-3).

2. Augustine, St. Augustine’s Confessions, ed. W.H.D. 
Rouse (New York: The Macmillan, 1912), 235. After 
providing a testimonial of his life and path towards a 
Christian life, Augustine shifts the discussion of his book, 
The Confessions, from a biographical one to a philosoph-
ical one beginning with “Book X,” where he investigates 
the human capacity to perceive and know God – in 
the process of which he provides an excursus of human 
cognition and memory – and subsequently in “Book 
XI,” he investigates the very nature of God. Historically 
considered, it is important to read Augustine’s definition 
of time, presented above, against its Platonic and Aris-
totelean conceptions. For Plato, time is an ephemeral 

existence restricted to the confines of our physical world, 
maintaining that it is a shadow or a likeness of an eternal 
ideal world of Forms. Whereas for Plato these ideal Forms, 
upon which our visible reality is based, exist purely as 
transcendent non-material entities, Aristotle conceives 
of these ideal Forms as being innate within the material, 
waiting to be actualized and fulfilled. Thus the separation 
between physical matter and ideal form evident in Plato, 
whereby value is given to an unchanging Being, is recon-
ciled in Aristotle’s hylomorphic metaphysic (‘hyle’: matter 
and ‘morphe’: form), where importance is accorded to the 
always self-fulfilling Becoming. For Plato thus, time can 
be regarded as a superfluous byproduct: for Aristotle, an 
essential predicate of change. For further reference see 
notes 53 and 79.  

3. This distinction between an entity and a quality 
has its origins in the medieval scholastic debate between 
the nominalists and the realists. The issue begins with 
Aristotle’s definition of “genera and species,” who build-
ing upon Plato’s theory of forms – briefly outlined in 
note 2 – writes in “Book IV” of his Metaphysics, “Now 
for each one class of things, as there is one perception, 
so there is one science, as for instance grammar, being 
one science, investigates all articulate sounds. Hence to 
investigate all the species of being qua being is the work 
of a science which is generically one, and to investigate 
the several species is the work of the specific parts of the 
science.” (Aristotle, Metaphysics, 314). This terminology 
is further refined in his Categories, where he distinguishes 
between ‘genera,’ ‘species,’ and ‘differentia.’ It is herein 
that the debate ensues, whether the human mind can 
apprehend these ‘classes of things’ as ideational concepts 
without them having to exist as real entities in nature. 
Such was the query first posed by the 3rd century Roman 
philosopher, Porphyry, who in writing an introduction 
to Aristotle’s Categories, otherwise known as the Isagoge, 
begins by outlining three fundamental distinctions: “(a) 
whether genera and species are real or are situated in bare 
thoughts alone, (b) whether as they are real they are bodies 
or incorporeals, and (c) whether they are separated or in 
sensibles and have their reality in connection with them.” 
(Porphyry, Isagoge, 1). Though he theoretically formulated 
them, Porphyry does not delve into the implications of 
those three questions, electing to simply adopt Aristotle’s 
teaching. It is in Boethius’s 6th century Latin translation 
and commentary on the Isagoge, that these distinctions are 
reformulated in the form of the quaestio – the yes-and-no 
questioning method that served as the vehicle for medie-
val scholastic reasoning, reaching perhaps its highest form 
of argumentation in Thomas Aquinas’ Summa Theologica. 
Herein, Boethius not only set up the framework for the 
debate which was to ensue over the course of the subse-
quent 700 years, but even more impressively transmitted 
Aristotle’s Greek philosophy to an otherwise Latinized 
Europe. The persistent issue reached its climax around 
the turn of the 14th century, exemplified in the figures of 
John Duns Scotus, advocating for a realist existence of 
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never pass into times past, verily it should not be time but eternity.”4 The reality 
of time, for Augustine, is thus concomitant with the presence of time: for the 
pastness and futurity of time do not really exist as autonomous entities, rather 
their only claim to existence remains hidden as imaginative constellations within 
the lived reality of the present time.5  
 It is precisely from this Augustinian definition concerning the nature of 
time – namely that only the present time is real – that we may deduce three 
fundamental notions to serve as guideposts for our discussion regarding the 
role of the past within the present. Firstly, the very notion of the ‘present time’ 
is paradoxical in nature, since it combines two contradicting notions: time, on 
the one hand, which is ever-changing and constantly flowing; and presence, on 
the other hand, which delineates a static state of being.6 Augustine is aware of 
this paradox as he notes, “If then time present, to be time, only comes into 
existence because it passeth into time past; how can we say that also to be, whose 
cause of being is, that it shall not be: that we cannot, forsooth, affirm that time 
is, but only because it is tending not to be?”7 The dichotomous constitution of the 
present time, whereby there is a constant slippage of being into non-being, of the 
present into the past, means that its existence is necessitated by its non-existence: 
or, of greater importance to us, that the present time has no content – the content 
of its existence belongs to either a time past or a time future.8 Hence, if we are 
to afford the hitherto described momentary instance of the present time with 
a wider connotation, such that it comes to denote what we generally term the 
present – or that which is contemporary, we are presented with the notion that 
the present cannot but pursue its raison d’être in the content of a time past or 
the conceptions of a time to come.9

 Secondly, the static situation of the present moment, at the cusp between 
an existence already realized and a potential yet to be fulfilled, constitutes the 
ever-present eternity of such a condition.10 We had already alluded to this 
notion of eternity in quoting Augustine’s delineation of the three times, where 
he noted, “verily it should not be time, but eternity”; what is of note, however, is 
the similitude of this ever-present unchanging temporal condition to yet another 
invariable condition, namely the human one, which continuously persists across 
all historical change. It is perhaps only due to the ‘eternity’ of our human 
condition, and its claim to existence, that we are able to relate the works of the 
past to the present, such that our humanness serves as the primary point of 
analogy and relation – a universally common ground, so to say – affording all 
those who endeavor to uncover what remains of the past, the legibility of an 
otherwise unintelligible past event or artifact.
 Thirdly, it is in taking a God-centric approach to negotiating his problematic, 

the universals, and William of Ockham, Scotus’ younger 
Franciscan contemporary, who argued for the nominalist 
existence of universals. Both authors take up the same 
issue of universality, each respectively writing his own 
Ordinatio as a commentary on Peter Lombard’s theo-
logical work, Sentences. Whereas both probe the same 
problematic, inquiring about what constitutes distinction 
between similarities – or rather whether both share in 
a third really existing archetypal universal – they reach 
opposing conclusions: For Scotus, “… commonness and 
singularity are not related to the nature as being in the 
intellect and true being outside the soul…But universality 
is not appropriate to the reality from itself. And therefore 
I concede that a cause of universality should be sought”; for 
Ockham, “Because singularity immediately befits that 
to which it belongs, therefore it cannot befit it through 
something else [ie. a universal]…that which is universal 
and univocal is not something really, on the part of the 
thing, distinct formally from the individual.” Though 
the debate was not at the fore, it persisted in the back-
ground during the nascent age of reason, manifesting itself 
however as an epistemological question of what consti-
tutes language, as opposed to its hitherto formulation as 
a metaphysical question concerning reality. As early as 
Thomas Hobbes’ Leviathan, we begin to detect traces of 
the issue, as he deals with the topic under the headline 
“of Speech”; but it isn’t until John Locke’s 1690 treatise, 
An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, that the 
issue is directly addressed, as he introduces his theory of 
ideas, distinguishing between three types of ideas, simple, 
complex, and abstract: “To conclude: this whole mystery 
of genera and species, which make such a noise in the 
schools, and are with justice so little regarded out of them, 
is nothing else but abstract ideas, more or less compre-
hensive, with names annexed to them.” (Locke, 439).

4. Augustine, Confessions, 239.
5. After problematizing the questions surrounding 

the nature of time, Augustine definitively states that both 
the past and future times are present, noting “yet thus 
much I know, that wheresoever they now be, they are not 
there future or past, but present… Wheresoever therefore 
and whatsoever they be, they are not but as present.” (Ibid., 
247-49). Of note, here, is the correlation between what 
Augustine observes in “Book XI,” concerning the nature 
of time, and what he had previously discussed in “Book 
X,” concerning the nature of human cognition: “All this 
I do within, in that huge court of my memory…There 
also meet I with myself; I recall myself, what, where, or 
when I have done a thing; and how I was affected when 
I did it…Out of that same store do I myself combine 
fresh and fresh likelihoods of things, which I have expe-
rienced, or believed upon experience: and by these do I 
infer actions to come, events and hopes: and upon all these 
again do I meditate, as if they were now present.” (Ibid., 
97-9). As shall be demonstrated further in our discussion, 
time, as such, is nothing but the cognitive awareness of 
a different state of being. In this respect, the discussion 

of time, undertaken in “Book XI,” mirrors the one deal-
ing with human cognition, in “Book X.” The succeeding 
notes shall briefly outline some of correlations evident 
in Augustine’s understanding of the two concepts, time 
and cognition.

6. One must note here, that Augustine is committing 
a categorical error, in the Aristotelean sense, for he navi-
gates freely, without affording any distinction, between 
what Aristotle had defined as the category of ‘state’ and 
the category of ‘time.’ This confoundedness, however, is 
necessary; for without it, the nature of each categorical 
variable cannot define itself in relation to the other. Aris-
totle realizes this necessity, commenting: “No one of these 
terms, in and by itself, involves an affirmation; it is by 
the combination of such terms that positive or negative 
statements arise.” (Aristotle, Categories, 283). For further 
commentary on his Categories, refer to note 86. 

7. Augustine, Confessions, 239. 
8. Later in the same book Augustine concludes, “As 

for the present, it takes not up any space.” (Ibid., 245). 
This notion of a contentless present betrays a resemblance 
to Thomas Hobbes deterministic definition of the mind, 
whose sole activity, according to Hobbes, is the recollec-
tion of past sensory stimuli impressed on the mind. This 
activity is denoted by two equivocal terms, imagination 
and memory, each describing a different aspect: “For after 
the object is removed, or the eye shut, we still retain an 
image of the thing seen…And this is it the Latins call 
Imagination… But when we would express the decay, and 
signify that the sense is fading, old, and past, it is called 
memory.” (Hobbes, Leviathan, 84). This same sentiment 
would later be expressed more clearly where Locke defines 
the mind as a ‘tabula-rasa’ in his Essay, noting: “All ideas 
come from sensation or reflection. Let us then suppose 
the mind to be, as we say, white paper, void of all char-
acters, without any ideas.” (Locke, 77). Though Hobbes 
precludes the possibility of a creative mind, affording it 
only the will to remember and seek the causes of things, 
our present analogy is only to be understood as it pertains 
to the lack of content, rather than the lack of will. 

9. Though it is beyond our discussion, and the 
current aim of this thesis, it is important to note that 
this emptiness of the present must not necessarily be 
synonymous with an emptiness of the mind, or preclude 
the existence of a free creative will, whose actions are 
not already predefined and constituted of a sum of what 
has already passed. In negotiating what constitutes the 
image of the future within the present, the mind is not 
merely reorganizing past events without providing an 
independent directive of its own. It is precisely at this 
juncture that the analogy between the notion of time 
and human memory proves to be insufficient and reaches 
its culmination. 

10. As has already been anticipated in note 5, what 
Augustine understands of time, he necessitates also of 
human cognition, such that the mind’s capacity is infinite: 
“Great is this force of memory…a large and infinite 
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asking “What did God do before He made heaven and earth?” that St. Augustine 
concludes that since God is an unchanging and constant Being, there was no 
change prior to our human existence and the creation of heaven and earth 
according to the Biblical account. He is thus able in turn to declare: “…before 
Heaven and Earth there was no time…”11 i.e. there was no temporal condition of 
action and change. What is of significance to Augustine is the theological notion 
that the constant being of God has no time: what is significant to our discussion, 
by association, is the notion that time itself constitutes the presence of an 
external reality, one which exists outside of God’s internal and unchanging one 
– preceding the creation.12 Time thus, according to this Augustinian definition, 
is the awareness of the other rather than the self. In this respect, present time’s 
awareness of a past condition is the cognition of a different state of being: such 
that time does not constitute existence, rather the existence of change.13 

The Content of the Present

This understanding of time as being synonymous with the notion of awareness 
– its cognitive inner workings – guides the thinking of R. G. Collingwood, who 
in his 1946 book, The Idea of History, correlates the two: “No doubt, historical 
thought is in one way like perception. Each has for its proper object something 
individual.”14 What distinguishes the philosophical inquiry into perception and 
that of history, for Collingwood however, is the presence of the object.15 It is 
with this distinction, between a present object of perception and a hidden object 
of historical thought, that the congruence to Augustine’s notion of awareness, 
whereby the discussion of time revolves around the subject’s cognitive capacity, 
ceases – and that our discussion must contend with how the present perceives 
the past, outlining what constitutes each. For up until this point we have only 
dealt with the concepts of the past and the present in a general sense, tacitly 
defining each as a monolithic entity – a homogeneous continuous whole, in 
contradiction with what had been rejected at the outset.  
 Unlike Augustine, for whom there is a confluence between the reality of 
the present and the content of the past, neither able to exist without the other, 
Collingwood sees a present reality whose object of perception (i.e. its content) 
also exists in the present. What underlies this fundamental distinction is the 
elevation – by degree – of the field of investigation, along the stages of subject-
object perception, from the level of abstract thoughts cognized in the mind to 
the level of the preliminary sensory experience, where the object to be perceived 
retains its physical qualities.16 We shall recall here that Augustine defines man’s 
capacity to know as his capacity to remember, such that all human thoughts are 

roomthiness: who can plummet the bottom of it? Yet 
is this a faculty of mine, and belongs unto my nature: 
nor can I myself comprehend all that I am. Therefore is 
the mind too strait to contain itself: so where could that 
be which cannot contain itself?” (Augustine, Confessions, 
99). Though Augustine asks these questions in order to 
introduce the Platonic concept of ‘innate knowledge,’ his 
understanding of the human mind’s cognition correlates 
to his theory of time. For a brief description of Plato’s 
principle of ‘innate knowledge’ see note 127 below. 

11. Ibid., 235.
12. In contemplating the eternal and unchanging 

being of God, Augustine queries what constituted the 
act of creation and initiated the process of action and 
change: “Nor dost thou in time precede times: else thou 
shouldest not precede all times. But thou precedest all 
times past, by high advantage of an ever present eternity: 
and thou goest beyond all times to come even because 
they are to come, and when they shall come, they shall 
be past: whereas thou art still the same and thy years shall 
not fail. Thy years neither go nor come…” (Ibid., 235-7). 
Proceeding to observe: “For if any new motion did rise up 
in God, and any new will to make a creation, which he 
had never made before, how can there be a true eternity, 
where there rises up a new will, which was not there 
before ?” (Ibid., 231). Concerning this dilemma of an 
unchanging creator who initiates change, we may note 
here that though Augustine is a Platonist, one cannot help 
but associate this notion of a constant being without time 
with Aristotle’s definition of God as an ‘unmoved mover.’

13. Though it is beyond the scope of our current 
discussion, it may serve the reader to note that this under-
standing of time is commonly identified as ‘reductionism 
with respect to time’ – a view which holds that time does 
not exist independently of the events that occur in time. 
Its counter-position is known as ‘absolutism with respect 
to time’ and maintains that time exists as an independent 
empty container within which events may be placed. (See 
SEP I). Furthermore, what is here intended by ‘the exis-
tence of change’ is not a perceptible change in the external 
object, rather an internal change in cognition. (Refer to 
the discussion of ‘duration’ in SEP II). 

14. R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (Oxford: 
The Clarendon Press, 1946), 233. After dedicating the 
entirety of his book to presenting an anthology of histo-
riographical thought from the Greco-Roman period up to 
his own age, where he delineates the developmental stages 
of the ‘idea of history’ preceding our modern conception 
thereof, Collingwood only begins to introduce his under-
standing history’s value in an epilogue titled, “Human 
Nature and Human History.” As is already apparent from 
the title, Collingwood correlates the mental activity of the 
human mind with the act of thinking historically, noting: 
“Without some knowledge of himself, [man’s] knowledge 
of other things is imperfect…Self-knowledge, here, means 
not knowledge of man’s bodily nature…but a knowledge 
of his knowing faculties, his thought or understanding or 

reason” (Ibid., 205); and subsequently concluding: “The 
thesis which I shall maintain is that the science of human 
nature was a false attempt – falsified by the analogy of 
natural science – to understand the mind itself, and that, 
whereas the right way of investigating nature is by the 
methods called scientific, the right way of investigating 
the mind is by the methods of history.” (Ibid., 209).

15. “But what we perceive is always the this, the 
here, the now…Historical thought is for something which 
can never be a this, because it is never a here and now. 
Its objects are events which have finished happening, and 
conditions no longer in existence” (Ibid., 233).

16. The distinction being made here between a 
primary sensory experience and its ideational impres-
sion in the mind is perhaps most evident in John Locke’s 
distinction between primary and secondary qualities. 
Before explaining what the difference entailed for Locke, 
it must be understood against the backdrop of his philo-
sophical project presented in his 1690 publication, Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding, where he endeavored 
to “enquire into the origin of those ideas … which a 
man observes, and is conscious to himself he has in his 
mind” (Locke, 2) – and more broadly against the project 
of the Enlightenment as whole. In this regard, the defi-
nition of qualities seeks to identify the cause behind the 
idea or impression conjured in the mind. Primary qual-
ities as such relate to the properties of spatial extension 
particular to a certain object, whereby in the case of a 
snowball, these qualities are ones of “solidity, extension, 
figure, motion or rest, and number.” Secondary qualities, 
by contrast, relate to nothing in the object itself, rather 
to various sensations particular to our minds, such as 
“colors, sounds, and tastes.” (See Ibid., 112). Though 
Locke’s definition is no longer sufficient by our modern 
scientific understanding of perception, what it sought 
to upend were theories of both innate ideas and univer-
sal ideas, with which we dealt in note 3. To that extent, 
Locke established an elementary structural system of 
ideas consisting of: simple ideas, atomic in nature and 
directly related to sensation; complex ideas, composed of 
simple ones; and abstract ideas, separate from the previous 
two and not referring to any materially existing object. 
(See Ibid., 143). Historically considered, this distinction 
between primary and secondary qualities is prefigured by 
Epicurus’s epistemology of sensation, which he devel-
oped upon studying Democritus’s atomistic metaphysic. 
In his “Letter to Herodotus,” Epicurus observes, “For 
external things would not stamp on us their nature of 
colour and form through the medium of the air which 
is between them and us…[it is rather] by the entrance 
into our eyes or minds … of certain films coming from 
the things themselves, these films or outlines being of the 
same colour and shape as the external things themselves.” 
Continuing to note, “the atoms in fact possess none of 
the qualities belonging to things which come under our 
observation, except shape, weight, and size.” (Epicurus, 
456-7). 
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nothing but images conjured up in one’s memory. All the experiences by which 
one attains his knowledge are thus equalized into thoughts – to the level plane 
of memorial images, obviating the need to discern the manner by which such 
an image enters the mind.17 Collingwood, by comparison, takes the source of 
the mental image into account, when dealing with what constitutes reality. This 
shift in emphasis, thus, expands our discussion of the past from dealing with 
what constitutes memory in general – investigating the notion within the confines 
of the individual mind – to negotiating what designates history – examining 
the means by which a collective narrative of individual pasts is constructed, 
whereby multiple accounts must be brought together and synthesized. What 
this entails, as such, is the intelligibility of a distant or otherwise foreign past 
which lies outside one’s own; for these pasts are no longer subsumed within the 
homogeneous person of God as had been the case for Augustine.18 
In negotiating the dubitable nature of the foreign or hidden object of thought, 
Collingwood sets forth a fundamental principle of historical thought – of interest 
to our discussion, which bridges the temporal distance between the historian 
(subject) and the past event (his object of perception).19 Working outwardly 
from the problem at hand, he observes that in the mind’s very recognition 
of something being hidden lies an element of imagination, for how can the 
mind conceive of something invisible, making it its object of thought, without 
imagining its existence? This imagination, he notes, is also seen at work when it 
presents “to us objects of possible perception which are not actually perceived: 
the underside of this table, the inside of an unopened egg, the back of the 
moon.”20 Such a mental faculty Collingwood defines as the ‘a priori imagination,’ 
its function consisting of filling in the gaps where the historical account fails 
to be coherent. These gaps are filled in, according to Collingwood, in one of 
two ways: the critical way and the constructive way.21 Of note is the manner by 
which the a priori imagination criticizes and constructs its image of the past. 
Concerning the critical way, the question is asked whether a particular account 
that has been received makes sense, such that the mind engages in an act of 
“selecting, simplifying, [and] schematizing.”22 Its role, thus, lies in abstracting 
a network of meaningful information from fixed points of historical evidence, 
verifying them against one another and drawing necessary conjunctions between 
them. The constructive way, on the other hand, makes positive assertions: such 
that concerning two separate accounts of Caesar, where on one day he “was 
in Rome and on a later day in Gaul,”23 we can rest assuredly construct a third 
account of a journey having taken place between Rome and Gaul. In this regard, 
the constructive way concerns itself with matters of logical necessity, whereby the 
aforementioned abstracted network may be rendered more complete. Both ways, 

17. Before commencing to explicate the nature of 
human memory, Augustine is quick to note: “And yet 
do not the things themselves enter the memory; only 
the images of the things perceived by the senses are ready 
there at hand, whenever the thoughts will recall them.” 
(Augustine, Confessions, 97). Though Augustine was writ-
ing in the 4th century, his thinking anticipated and laid 
the theoretical groundwork for the empirical theories 
of knowledge, to come 1200 years later. In question is 
the underlying framework of subject-object perception, 
philosophically referred to as the ‘representational theory 
of knowledge,’ which is currently serving as a model for 
our discussion’s understanding of the past. This represen-
tational theory was first fully worked out by Descartes, 
where in his Meditations, published in 1641, he draws 
a clear separation between the immaterial mind of the 
thinking subject and the material object of its perception, 
thereby establishing his mind-body problem. Otherwise 
designated as ‘cartesian dualism,’ this epistemological 
view finds its roots in Augustinian thought, for after all 
Descartes’ infamous “dubito ergo sum” is a direct refer-
ence to Augustine’s “si fallor, sum,” a statement which he 
made in “Book XI” of his City of God when responding 
to the skeptical arguments of the Academicians, of whom 
Pyrrho is a main proponent: “For if I am deceived, I am. 
For he who is not cannot be deceived … certainly I am 
not deceived in this knowledge that I am.” (Augustine, 
228-9). 

Two things are, here, of note. Firstly, this separation 
between material and immaterial is one which stems out 
of skepticism, for it seeks only to prove the bare mini-
mum, or what is most basic, namely only that one exists; 
hence, all other forms of knowledge, occurring outside 
one’s mind, cannot be positively affirmed to be true or 
graspable. Such is the skeptical position of Hume, see 
below. Secondly, this perceptual model completely cuts 
off the thinking subject from his object of thought. This 
severance, however, inadvertently places the sole emphasis 
on the object, relegating the subject to the role of a help-
less bystander, divesting his mind of any capacity to affect 
what is being cognized. The implications of this is that the 
subject, which we identify with the present, is nothing 
but the impression of his object, which we identify with 
the past. (See note 8 above for a further discussion of this 
issue). It is against the implications of this theoretical 
framework of knowledge that Collingwood’s negotiation 
of the problem of the hidden object of thought is to be 
understood. 

Lastly, it is surrounding the intelligibility of this 
external physical object, the source of knowledge – as is the 
criterion for Collingwood, that the philosophical investi-
gations of representational theory focused their analysis, 
though providing possible mechanistic explanations, as 
is the case with Locke’s theory of primary qualities dealt 
outlined in the previous note, ultimately conceding to 
the impossibility of ascertaining such an external object. 
Such was the case for Hume, who in his 1748 publication, 

Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, claims that all 
one has access to concerning reality is a lively and vivid 
impression, never the cause of such an impression. His 
philosophy as such was an attack on this notion of cause, 
earning him the title of the skeptic, for he only allows 
evidentiary knowledge of these impressions and their less 
lively recollections denoted as thoughts or ideas. Accord-
ing to this view, in the case of one billiard ball hitting a 
second and the second subsequently moving: “The mind 
can never possibly find the effect in the supposed cause 
… For the effect is totally different from the cause, and 
consequentially can never be discovered in it. Motion 
in the second Billiard-ball is quite distinct event from 
motion in the first: nor is there anything in the one to 
suggest the smallest hint of the other.” (Hume, 294). 
Thus, our inability to experience the efficient cause of 
force prevents us from establishing any necessary connec-
tion between cause and effect, the extent of what we can 
attest to is a principle of constant conjunction between the 
two, one whose only claim to knowledge is custom. To 
that extent Hume concludes, “Here, then, is a kind of 
pre-established harmony between the course of nature, 
and the succession of our ideas … Custom is that prin-
ciple by which this correspondence has been effected.” 
(Ibid. 307-8). 

18. It is important here to note, that this shift is 
afforded by Collingwood’s departure from Augustine’s 
God-centric approach, where it is only one cognizant 
mind that beholds reality, and the adoption of a man-cen-
tric approach. Philosophically considered, the negotiation 
of what constitutes reality amongst a group of people is 
the issue of ‘other minds.’ As we mentioned in note 10, 
Augustine adopts the Platonic notion of ‘innate knowl-
edge,’ where there is a singular and ultimate state of what 
is real; he writes, “And men go abroad to wonder at the 
heights of mountains, the lofty billows of the sea, the long 
courses of rivers, the vast compass of the ocean, and the 
circular motions of the stars, and yet pass themselves by, 
nor wonder that while I spake of all these things I did 
not then see them with mine eyes ; yet could I not have 
spoken of them, unless those mountains, and billows, and 
rivers, and stars which I have seen, and that ocean which I 
believed to be, I saw inwardly in my memory… as if I verily 
saw them abroad.” (Augustine, Confessions, 99-101).  

19. In centering his discussion of history on the 
intelligibility of an unwitnessed and unperceived histor-
ical occurrence, Collingwood admittedly operates within 
the skeptical framework characteristic of the ‘representa-
tional theory of knowledge,’ inheriting its point of depar-
ture and associated problematics (see note 17). Thus he 
notes, “I am considering how history, as the knowledge of 
past thoughts (acts of thought), is possible; and I am only 
concerned to show that it is impossible except on the view 
that to know another’s act of thought involves repeating 
it for oneself.” (Collingwood, History, 289).  What he 
rejects, however, is the emphasis on the object; rather, 
as shall become evident, he concentrates the discussion 
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on the role of the subject. Furthermore, it is important 
to note what Collingwood is working towards, namely a 
coherent historical account. In this regard, he does not 
accept the resignation of Hume whose only appeal is to 
custom; quite to the contrary, Collingwood’s undertaking 
is a means by which to verify received historical accounts. 
To that extent, he compares the work of the historian 
with that of the novelist, noting “Where they do differ 
is that the historian’s picture is meant to be true. The 
novelist has a single task only: to construct a coherent 
picture, one that makes sense. The historian has a double 
task: he has both to do this, and to construct a picture 
of things as they really were and of events as they really 
happened.” (Ibid., 246). 

20. Ibid., 242. The role that imagination plays 
within sense-perception was first clearly defined by Kant 
in his Critique of Pure Reason, wherein he notes that 
“Imagination is the faculty for representing an object even 
without its presence in intuition.” (Kant, 256). Intuition 
is for him limited to what is empirically experienced, 
such that in the case of looking at the front façade of a 
house, intuition only deals with what the eye is able to see, 
whereas the imagination is able to conceive that a back 
of the house exists though it is not perceptible from that 
particular vantage point. (See Matherne, “Kant’s Theory 
of the Imagination,” 55). This feature of visual perception 
would serve later as a main guiding principle for Edmund 
Husserl and his pursuit of developing a phenomenolog-
ical approach of bracketing reality to reveal its essential 
nature – an cognitive mode of analysis that he described 
as ‘eidetic analysis.’ (Refer to note 103 for an overview of 
Husserl’s phenomenological project). In his work, Ideas, 
he provides an example of what such an analysis entails 
writing “Of necessity a physical thing can be given only 
‘one-sidedly’ and that signifies, not just incompletely or 
imperfectly in some sense or other, but precisely what 
presentation by adumbrations prescribes.” (Husserl, 94). 
Despite only being afforded one side of a multi-sided 
physical object, one is nevertheless able to intuit it as a 
singular whole; thereby reducing it to its eidetic essence 
– that of a house to employ the earlier example. It was 
Plato, in fact, who first observed this discrepancy between 
the essential reality of a physical object and its distorted 
visual representation within empirical sense-perception, 
whereby in his Republic he denounces the poets and the 
artists for upholding the perceptually distorted image at 
the cost of its transcendental eidetic reality. (For a full 
account refer to “Chapter Two” below).  

21. Collingwood’s distinction here between critical 
and constructive, finds its reference in one first lucidly 
made by Kant, where in his Critique of Pure Reason – 
published in 1781 as a response to Hume’s Enquiry and 
the skeptical arguments presented in it – he differen-
tiates between two types of judgements, analytical and 

synthetical. Concerning two predicate statements, “all 
bodies are extended” and “all bodies are heavy,” the former 
is an analytic statement since the connection of the pred-
icate [(extended)] with the subject [(bodies)] is conceived 
through identity,” whereas the latter is a synthetic state-
ment as “that connection [between the predicate heavy 
and the subject bodies] is conceived without identity” 
(Kant, 373-4). The analytic statement therefore involves 
a critical faculty of analysis, whereas the synthetical one 
requires a constructive faculty of synthesis. This distinction 
is not particular to Kant, for it had already been drawn 
by Leibniz to distinguish between ‘truths of reason’ and 
‘truths of fact’ (see note 41), as well as by Hume himself to 
classify all sorts of knowledge as either ‘relations of ideas’ 
or ‘matters of fact.’ What is specific to Kant however is 
the implication which he drew from such a distinction, 
for he noticed that in synthetical judgments, there is a 
necessity of cause which the mind assumes to draw the 
connection between the concepts evident in predicate 
and subject: “How can I venture then to predicate of that 
which happens something totally different from it, and to 
represent the concept of cause, though not contained in 
it, as belonging to it, and belonging to it by necessity?” 
(Ibid., 374). Historically considered, what Kant presents 
is a refutation of Hume’s skepticism regarding necessary 
connections or knowledge of a cause, as we outlined in 
note 17. As it concerns Collingwood’s text, however, we 
notice here again the pursuit of that which is hidden, 
and the theoretical armature by which it may be elicited.

The distinction made by Kant, and the implications 
drawn from it, caused a paradigm-shift – or a Copernican 
revolution as is often described – in western thought. It 
however most recently came under attack by the 20th 
century logician Willard Van Orman Quine, who, in his 
1953 essay “The Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” noted 
that the principle of analyticity derives its legitimacy 
from ‘semantical rules’ of language, ones which rely on 
the relation of synonymity between the subject and its 
predicate. The problem arises however in that the defini-
tion of the both subject and predicate appeal to empir-
ical facts, such that in the seemingly benign statement 
“No bachelor is married,” the initial supposition that 
it is analytic comes to be undermined by the fact that 
the word ‘bachelor’ can also denote “‘bachelor of arts’ 
or ‘bachelor’s buttons.’” Thus, the mere but undeniable 
fact that linguistic definitions must by necessity appeal 
to some empirical phenomena, reveals “Kant’s cleavage 
between analytic and synthetic” to be a porous one. (See 
Quine, Two Dogmas of Empiricism, 108-11). Quine’s is 
not a critique of Kant per se, rather the logical empiricism 
of the Vienna Circle, of which Rudolf Carnap is a main 
proponent. (See note 54). 

22. Collingwood, History, 236. 
23. Ibid., 240.

1. Francesco Petrarca, Raphael Morghen
The wreath that adorns Petrarch’s head was 
bequeathed upon him in a Roman ceremony where 
he was declared the poet laureate by King Robert 
of Naples. In his coronation speech, Petrarch 
reconized himself as heir to Cicero, ushering in a 
classical revival.



15Chapter 1a: WHOSE PAST?14 part I: a prolegomenon

critical and constructive, work interdependently, neither fully able to operate 
without the other. But beyond this tandem relationship of each informing 
the other, what is it that serves as a resource of knowledge upon which both 
aspects of the a priori imagination can make such assertions? For Collingwood, 
it is nothing but the experiences of the present which inform how the ‘a priori 
imagination’ constructs an image of the past. This role which the present plays is 
twofold: on the one hand, all remnants of the past, “the written page, this spoken 
utterance, this building, this fingerprint”24 though seemingly belong to the 
past, actually exist in the present; more importantly however, the very account 
of the past (its coherent and synthesized story) can only be constructed in the 
present. It is the living knowledge of the present, as such, which affords the past 
its structure – the present possessing its own notions and preconceptions when 
evaluating the past.25 “Every present has a past of its own, and any imaginative 
reconstruction of this past aims at reconstructing the past of this present, the 
present in which the act of imagination is going on as here and now perceived.”26 
 What allows Collingwood to conceive of a present that has recourse to its 
own content, as we have tersely anticipated, is that our own past is not to be 
separable from our present; such that when one deals with the past, he is namely 
dealing with the past of ‘another,’ rather than the past of the ‘self.’ Entailed in 
this multiplicity of pasts – what has been otherwise designated as the ‘other’ or 
the ‘foreign’ – is a corollary of what had been concluded earlier in discussing 
Augustine’s conception of time, where time constitutes the awareness of the 
other: namely, that historical thinking is the act of being self-aware. In this 
distinction between awareness and self-awareness lies not so much a change in 
definition, rather a shift in emphasis.27 The aim of historical thought does not 
satisfy itself with the recognition that the other exists; its cause is to investigate 
the self in as much as it is different from the other – to situate the self relatively 
in a network of others. This cognitive aspect of history always has the present – 
or the self – as its starting point; a datum line of the “here and now” to which it 
must always return. Herein, we must also address our earlier conclusion that the 
present time has no content as observed in Augustine’s text, for it assumes pure 
cognitive awareness as its object of analysis, observing that concerning anything 
of which the mind is aware, it must necessarily be of the past – the present, 
or the self as it is emphasized in Collingwood, reduced to an instantaneous 
moment.28 
 In this conjunction between self-awareness and historical thought, what 
remains to be elucidated is the manner by which the present constructs its past, 
for merely being self-aware does not constitute the construction of an historical 
narrative. Perhaps what is achieved by such an activity may loosely be identified 

24. Ibid., 247.
25. Insofar as the preconditioning of the present 

determines the evaluation of the past, Collingwood’s 
historical method of analysis finds reference in Hans-
Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutical project, whose cause is 
the bridging of the temporal gap between the subject and 
his object of perception. In order to achieve such a link, 
and engage in what Gadamer terms a hermeneutic cycle, 
the prejudices of the subject must be acknowledged and 
come to the fore: “If we want to do justice to man’s finite, 
historical mode of being, it is necessary to fundamen-
tally rehabilitate the concept of prejudice and acknowledge 
the fact that there are legitimate prejudices.” (Gadamer, 
Truth and Method, 278). Of note here is that it is indeed 
the prejudices of the present that render the past fully 
intelligible, without them we not recognize for instance 
that “these curious marks on paper are Greek letters” able 
only to see “a pattern of black marks on white paper.” 
(Collingwood, 244). For a further discussion of the epis-
temological role of prejudice see “Chapter Two” below.    

26. Collingwood, History, 247.
27. Though it is beyond both the interest and scope 

of our discussion, Collingwood identifies three uses of 
the term awareness: feeling, perception, and awareness 
itself. Furthermore, with respect to consciousness, he 
makes yet another distinction between consciousness, 
self-consciousness, and self-knowledge. (For a detailed 
analysis of the three various types of both awareness and 
consciousness refer to: Collingwood, 291-2).

28. Whereas for Augustine the focus is on the 
passage of time, so rapid that the threshold of the pres-
ent cannot possible retain anything; for Collingwood, 
the focus is on the totality of consciousness of which the 
present is aware. Thus, the fundamental distinction here 
between the two is whether an individual’s memory, as 
such, refers to things past, as is the case for Augustine, or 
rather constitutes what belongs to the present, as Colling-
wood assumes. 

2. The Arnolfini Portrait, Jan van Eyck (close-up)
In order to imagine the back side of the Arnolfinis as 
well as the process of painting itself, van Eyck places 
a mirror to represent what is otherwise in need to 
Collingwood’s ‘a priori imagination.’
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with a narrative, but one concerning this self now in question, not the other 
or the foreign – the hidden object of thought which Collingwood is after. 
In resolving this seeming paradox, of the self being pursued in answer to the 
question of the other, he maintains that “History is thus the self-knowledge of 
the living mind…For history is not contained in books or documents; it lives 
only, as a present interest and pursuit, in the mind of the historian when he 
criticizes and interprets those documents, and by so doing relives for himself 
the states of mind into which he inquires.”29 In this process of ‘reliving,’ lies 
the key to the paradox, namely that any insight into the other is only acquired 
as the self relieves its experiences. Or, stated more broadly, the present knows 
the past inasmuch as it reenacts it: in essence, the retrospective view involves an 
introspective one. This principle Collinwood defines as historical reenactment; its 
claim to historical knowledge is the assimilation of the past within the present. 
What is intended by assimilation – or reenactment – is not the reproduction 
of a replica, for that amounts to nothing more than the “discredited copy-
theory of knowledge”30; instead it maintains that “To know someone else’s 
activity of thinking is possible only on the assumption that this same activity 
can be re-enacted in one’s own mind. In that sense, to know ‘what someone is 
thinking’ (or ‘has thought’) involves thinking it for oneself.”31 We notice here, 
in effect that the past as an autonomous entity is no longer in discussion, for 
it has been reincarnated within the present, and its ‘newly’ present incarnated 
image becomes the object of inquiry. This is a main point of contention for 
Collingwood, and it is perhaps where his theory may suffer from a certain 
tautology. Nevertheless, it is important to note that Collingwood does not 
equate this act (of the present rethinking the past) with Augustine’s notion that 
only the present time is real – for such an activity he defines as the immediate 
experience of the present; rather, he defines a different type of present experience, 
namely self-knowledge of the present whose object of thought is the very immediate 
experience of the present as it reenacts the past. Hence, this self-aware act of 
historical reenactment inverts the present thinking subject in on himself, making 
the mind simultaneously subject and object of thought.32 
 What is of interest is not the intricate mechanism of this heightened states 
of awareness, a consciousness of consciousness itself, rather the substantial 
implication which it bears on the nature of historical thought: “of everything 
other than thought, there can be no history.”33 All that remains from the past 
is ideational in nature – not material; and, in turn, we only have access to past 
ideas and certainly not past physical bodies, for after all the past has no material 
existence. It is on these grounds that Collingwood is able to ultimately conclude, 
“all knowledge of the mind is historical.”34 Yet out of this lucid realization, arises 

29. Collingwood, History, 202.
30. Ibid., 284.
31. Ibid., 288. Though Collingwood makes no 

reference to it, underlying the distinction between the 
copy-theory of knowledge and that of reenactment is a 
logical refinement between two types of understanding, 
first elucidated by the 11th century theologian St. Anselm 
of Canterbury, in his work Proslogium, when presenting 
an argument for the existence of God. He remarks that 
it is one thing to have something in the understanding 
and quite another to actually understand it to be true or 
to exist: “When a painter first conceives of what he will 
afterwards perform, he as it in his understanding, but 
he does not yet understand it to be, because he has not 
yet performed it. But after he has made the painting, 
he both has it in his understanding and he understands 
that it exists, because he has made it.” (Anselm, 522). To 
the extent of Anselm’s definition of these two types of 
knowledge, Collingwood’s theory finds correspondence, 
for both maintain that for something to be understood 
it must be performed or enacted within the mind, rather 
than merely contained within it. Considered historically, 
it is important to note that Anslem’s definition stands in 
clear violation of the criterion for knowledge postulated 
by Parmenides, the pre-Socratic, where a conception of an 
ideas necessitates its existence, for one cannot conceive of 
‘non-being’ (see note 53). Furthermore, of interest, is that 
though Collingwood was writing in the first half of the 
20th century, his theory anticipated and is most accurately 
described by the notion of ‘embodied-simulation’ devel-
oped within the field of neuroscience as it discovered the 
existence of “mirror neurons” in the 1990’s. (See Gallese, 
“Embodied simulation”).

32. “The act of thinking, then, is not only subjec-
tive but objective as well…Thus the act of thought in 
becoming subjective does not cease to be objective; it is 
the object of a self-knowledge which differs from mere 
consciousness in being self-consciousness or awareness…
the critical study of one’s own thought, not the mere 
awareness of that thought as one’s own.” (Collingwood, 
History, 292). Elsewhere, commenting on this double 
aspect mode of awareness Collingwood notes, “Its object 
is therefore not a mere object, something outside the mind 
which knows it; it is an activity of thought which can be 
known only in so far as the knowing mind re-enacts it 
and knows itself as so doing.” (Ibid., 218). 

33. Ibid., 304. To the extent that the subject matter 
of history is restricted to ideas, Collingwood sets it oppo-
site the project of any biography, since “its limits are 
biological events, the birth and death of a human organ-
ism: its framework is thus a framework not of thought 
but of natural process.” (Ibid.).

34. Ibid., 219. This statement corresponds with 
Collingwood’s overall project of defining historical anal-
ysis as a mode of investigating human nature (refer to 
note 14).
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a question pertinent to our discussion of the ruin, namely how the architectural 
past is to be assimilated, for the notion of a ‘material history’ is no longer 
permissible.35

Negotiating the Content of the Past and the Present

The shift outlined above between Augustine’s ‘Time’ and Collingwood’s ‘History’ 
does not only involve expanding the discussion of temporal awareness from 
an individual’s memory to a collective narrative, it also denotes a departure 
from an absolute reliance on the content of the past to an incorporation of 
the present’s experience. In both cases however, it is the present condition that 
measures the past and defines it – allowing its existence to persist. The inverse 
question must be asked nonetheless, namely, how does the past inform the 
present – that very present which is actively aware of its own past – or, stated 
more directly, once the present has become aware of its past, in what manner 
does this past influence its present?
 This question is taken up by Friedrich Nietzsche in his text, “The Advantage 
and Disadvantage of History for Life.”36 Much like Augustine and Collingwood, 
for Nietzsche, man’s temporal faculties constitute his awareness and his 
knowledge of himself, whereby it is this historical sense that distinguishes man 
from the animal: “In this way the animal lives unhistorically: for it goes into the 
present like a number without leaving a curious fraction…”37 To that extent, 
Nietzsche approaches the topic of time in a comparative manner, establishing 
a certain polarity between man’s rationality, his sense of time, and the animal’s 
natural instinctiveness to survive. He thus proceeds to define man’s historical 
sense and awareness as his ‘horizon’ and sets it in opposition to that which the 
horizon delimits, namely one’s ‘inmost nature.’ In this regard, man’s ‘horizon’ not 
only demarcates that which contains his being and constitutes his identity –its 
confines being determined by the breadth of his historical knowledge – it is also, 
consequently, man’s knowledge of himself in relation to another external being 
or occurrence. His ‘inmost nature,’ on the other hand, denotes his knowledge 
of himself in a self-referential manner.38 As such, the distinction between the past 
and the present as found in Augustine and Collingwood is transformed into an 
opposition – a struggle of sorts – between the self (signified by the present) and 
the other (signified by the past), or more precisely between one’s nature, which 
is ever-present, and one’s historical awareness, memorial in nature – always in 
need of recollection.39

 We are thus confronted with an opposition between history and nature, 
such that the hitherto mutually-dependent relationship between the past and the 

35. This disjunction between the ideational and the 
material as it concerns architecture shall be addressed in 
our subsequent problematization.

36. This text is the second in a series of four essays 
published initially under the heading Untimely Medi-
tations and republished later as Songs out of Season. It 
was written by Nietzsche during his professorship at the 
University of Basel, which belongs to what most historians 
designate as his early philosophical period, the ideas of 
which emphasizing the superiority of art over science 
would be abandoned in a middle phase of work – most 
notably defined by Human, All too Human – but later 
upheld and further advocated for in his final phase of 
work before his death in 1900. (See Kenny, Philosophy, 
vol. 4, 30-3). 

37. Friedrich Nietzsche, On the Advantage and 
Disadvantage of History for Life (Indianapolis: Hackett 
Publishing Company, 1980), 9. This definition of what 
constitutes man and his rational faculties through a 
comparison with the animal is certainly not particular 
to Nietzsche, for it was first rigorously pursued by Aris-
totle when writing De Anima – or On the Soul. Working 
within the framework of his hylomorphic metaphysi-
cal scheme, where a definitory form endows unformed 
matter its substantive identity – shifting it from a state 
of potentiality to actuality, Aristotle provides a definition 
of the rational human soul as a necessary outworking 
of this scheme. (For a fuller account of hylomorphism 
refer to note 53). Thus, what we are presented with is a 
hierarchical composition of ‘souls’ or ‘substantive forms’ 
each endowing a body with a set of attributes: the vege-
tative soul provides an elemental body with nutritive and 
reproductive functions, the animal soul in turn supple-
ments the vegetative body with sensory and locomotive 
functions, and the rational soul completes the animal 
body with the power of reasoning and thought. “The facts 
regarding the soul are much the same as those relating to 
figures; for in both figures and in things which possess 
soul, the earlier type always exists potentially in that which 
follows … We must inquire then in each several case, what 
is the soul of each individual, for instance of the plant, 
the man, and the beast. But we must also consider why 
they are thus arranged in a series.” (Aristotle, On the Soul, 
83). This hierarchical view was in fact espoused as late 
as the 17th century, for Locke in his Essay notes that “the 
animal and vegetable kingdoms are so nearly joined, that 
if you will take the lowest of one and the highest of the 
other, there will scarcely be perceived any great differ-
ence between them.” (Locke, 483). Nietzsche, by contrast, 
does not adopt this additive view of Aristotle, where the 
whole of the animal’s faculties are fully assimilated within 
the human one, rather he presents us with two separate 
modes of existence which cannot be fully resolved. This 
distinction is pivotal to Nietzsche’s argument and overall 
philosophical project, which sought to reconcile a polarity 
of Apollonian and Dionysian evident in man. 

38. Though it is not made explicit as a mode of 

investigation, Nietzsche is distinguishing here between 
two manners of defining a thing: once through its essence 
and the other through its distinction from other things. 
To further illustrate the implications of this distinction 
it is helpful to situate it against one quite opposite to it, 
yet similar in its formulation. In explaining his notion of 
Dasein, Martin Heidegger notes, “A boundary is not that 
at which something stops but, as the Greeks recognized, 
the boundary is that from which something begins its 
presencing. That is why the concept is that of horismos, 
that is, the horizon, the boundary.” (Heidegger, 152). 
Whereas for Nietzsche the definition of man begins at the 
center of his essential nature, such that the horizon of his 
awareness is the limit of his being, Heidegger inverts this 
definition, understating man’s being – or Dasein – as the 
boundary within which the reality of the universe may 
exist. That is to say that the consciousness of the universe 
is only revealed within the boundary of man.

39. Both Augustine and Collingwood understand 
the self to exist only in relation to the other, such that 
self-awareness is only achieved through an encounter with 
this other, almost in a fashion not too dissimilar from the 
master-slave dialectic described by Hegel in his Phenome-
nology of Spirit. Nietzsche however takes a different view, 
where the self exists regardless of the other; in the case of 
an encounter it must fend the other off.  
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present is transformed into a mutually-exclusive one, whereby the assumption 
of one involves a certain detriment to the other.40 This averse relationship does 
not dictate however the manner by which the past informs the present – our 
preliminary question raised above. It is only presented, as such, by Nietzsche in 
order to lay bare the danger involved in an avaricious pursuit of the past. Before 
dealing with what these dangers entail, it is important to first elucidate what 
underlies such a chasm – why it exists in the first place – and understand the 
original problematic with which he has it contend. In man’s temporal awareness 
and historical investigation, Nietzsche sees a pursuit of an ultimate truth.41 It 
is this conjunction between history and truth which Nietzsche’s text has as its 
point of departure. The predicament however – the reason for the opposition 
between past and present – lies in his conception that ‘the truth of the world’ 
as such is an incoherent one, where there is no ultimate or transcendent reality. 
This view is certainly not particular to this ‘untimely meditation’ of Nietzsche, 
but is rather to be seen in light of his overall philosophical project, for after all 
he would later in his Gay Science, pronounce God dead, lamenting his loss in 
the process.42 In this regard, he who pursues such an ultimate truth assumes 
what Nietzsche terms a “superhistorical standpoint,” whose vantage does not 
reveal a truth, rather “that blindness and injustice in the soul of each agent”; and 
would in turn inadvertently “no longer be tempted at all to continue to live and 
cooperate to make history…”43 Thus approaching the limits of one’s historical 
capacity – abandoning his inmost nature as a result – corresponds to adamance 
against life itself, preventing one from willing his existence any further. What 
we are presented with as such ceases to be solely an opposition between history 
and nature, as abstract notions, and is understood as an opposition between 
knowledge and life, both concrete endeavors.44 
 And it is on this level of the concrete and lived experience that Nietzsche 
examines the value of history; for the very title of his essay is “the advantage 
and disadvantage of history for life.” Furthermore, in this distinction between 
knowledge and life, Nietzsche’s investigation distinguishes itself from that of 
both Augustine and Collingwood. For inasmuch as they differed on points of 
emphasis, both assumed an epistemological approach to time, analyzing its 
componential innerworkings along the perceptual framework of subject and 
object – one whose mode of inquiry is the nature of knowledge itself. Nietzsche, 
on the other hand, abandons the epistemological approach for the existential 
one.45 
 With this single move, from the epistemic to the existential, Nietzsche 
confronts us with an opposition that must somehow be mitigated in order for 
life and human existence to spur on yet a while further. What was championed 

40. This distinction between ‘history’ and ‘nature’ 
is one which has dominated the imagination of western 
thought, Nietzsche’s definition in this regard must be 
understood within the context of this intellectual tradi-
tion. It is perhaps with Heraclitus’ double-aspect monism, 
that the dichotomy between a natural cosmic order (desig-
nated by the Logos) and an everchanging historical real-
ity (characterized by the flickering flames of Fire) is first 
explicitly posited. (See Curd, Presocratics, 39-40). Plato 
and Aristotle take quite different views on the matter 
though operated under the same pretenses. Plato develops 
a theory of dialectic through which a limited and defective 
human nature can gain insight into a more profound 
knowledge, noting in his Meno “True opinions are a fine 
thing and do all sorts of good so long as they stay in their 
place; but they will not stay long. They run away from a 
man’s mind, so they are not worth much until you tether 
them by working out the reason.” (Plato, 60). Whereas 
Aristotle begins his Metaphysics by stating “all men by 
nature desire to know.” (Aristotle, Metaphysics, 297). 
Here the distinction is not between nature and history 
as such, rather between man’s personal nature and a higher 
knowledge which exists in Nature – for Plato man has to 
overcome his personal nature in order to acquire such a 
knowledge, and for Aristotle it is this nature which teaches 
man. Both however idealize the pursuit of knowledge. The 
opposite view, namely of knowledge being associated with 
man – or his personal affairs – rather than the order of 
nature, finds its first lucid reference in the project of the 
cynics, who sought a return to a primordial nature (physis) 
void of all the subversive cultural conventions (nomos) 
imposed on it by man’s pursuit of knowledge. This senti-
ment is perhaps best captured in Socrates’ comment to 
Antisthenes, the dogged philosopher, “I see your vanity 
through the holes in your coat.” (Kaufmann, Classics, vol. 
1, 449). Such an attitude towards culture would later find 
expression in Rousseau’s essay “Discourse on the Sciences 
and Arts,” which observed that the natural goodness of 
man is corrupted by social institutions. (See Kenny, 
Philosophy, vol. 4, 94). Rousseau’s attack is one against the 
principal modus operandi of the enlightenment and its 
pursuit of reason; a sentiment that finds clear expression 
in Francis Bacon’s understanding of the cultural mandate 
of Genesis 1:28, where in his Novum Organum, he notes 
that man’s highest ambition is to exercise dominion over 
nature, “to renew and extend the power and empire of 
the human race itself over the universe of things.” (Bacon, 
100). Peculiarities notwithstanding, the general theme 
of western thought can be interpreted or analyzed along 
the innerworkings of this dynamic between nature and 
history, for it spans from the work of the pre-Socratics 
up to Nietzsche’s own age – and our own for that matter. 

41. For the sake of further illustration of the 
conjunction between historical investigation and the 
search for truth, with which Nietzsche is concerned, we 
may note that it is akin to the pursuit of an origin along 
a certain causal chain. This principle of logical necessity 

was perhaps most clearly formulated in Leibniz’s essayistic 
writings, where in distinguishing between a posteriori 
‘truths of fact’ and a priori ‘truths of reason,’ he attributed 
the former to operating under the ‘law of sufficient 
reason,’ where knowledge is contingent upon an inquiry 
into a series of successive events. Thus, he notes in his 
essay, “Primary Truths,” that, “There is nothing without 
reason, or there is no effect without cause.” (Leibniz, 31). 
To the extent that it pursued the truth, Leibniz employed 
this law – following Thomas Aquinas – to present an argu-
ment for God, whereby the world understood as effect 
necessitates the existence of God as original cause. Import-
ant to our discussion however is Arthur Schopenhauer’s 
dissertation on the issue, The Fourfold Root of Sufficient 
Reason, where instead of emphasizing the possibility of 
positive knowledge, he focuses on the element of necessity 
between cause and effect evident in the principle, and 
derives from it an agent of determinism which guides all 
manners – four in category – of human understanding. 
(See Stumpf, Socrates to Sartre, 321-2). It is in light of 
this pessimistic view of Schopenhauer that Nietzsche’s 
sentiment towards the historical pursuit of the truth may 
be more clearly understood.

42. “‘Where is God?’ he cried; ‘I mean to tell you! 
We have killed him – you and I! We are all his murderers.’” 
(Nietzsche, The Gay Science, 119-20). It is for this reason 
that Nietzsche, later in his text, ironically exclaims, “Let 
there be truth and may life perish.” (Nietzsche, History 
for Life, 23). Thus, in so far as the truth deprives man 
of his life, Nietzsche advocates for the belief in a certain 
illusion – an intentional blindness so to say – to sustain 
his existence. He thus remarks in his Will to Power, after 
noting that the good – or truthful – and the beautiful 
are diametrically opposed, that “we possess art lest we 
perish of the truth.” (Nietzsche, 435). What he advocates 
is not an escape from the truth, rather a mitigation of its 
ugliness, a counter measure to its reality that can only be 
pursued in the arts: “Had we not approved of the arts 
and invented this type of cult of the untrue, the insight 
into general untruth and mendacity that is now given to 
us by science – the insight into delusion and error as a 
condition of cognitive and sensate existence – would be 
utterly unbearable. Honesty would lead to nausea and 
suicide. But now our honesty has a counterforce that 
helps us avoid such consequences: art, as the goodwill 
to appearance.” (Nietzsche, The Gay Science, 104). Such 
a sentiment is evident in his most formative text, The 
Birth of Tragedy, wherein the intoxicated Dionysian is 
championed alongside the rational Apollonian.  

43. Nietzsche, History for Life, 12.
44. This metonymic association between history 

versus nature and knowledge versus life has for its relation 
a cause-effect dynamic, whereby the object of history is 
knowledge, and that of nature is life.

45. To that extent, Nietzsche makes reference to a 
proverb by Goethe: “The man of action is always without 
conscience; no one has a conscience except the observer.” 



23Chapter 1a: WHOSE PAST?22 part I: a prolegomenon

as ‘self-consciousness’ in Augustine and Collingwood is now derided as ‘self-
doubt’; whereby left to its own devices – unchecked and unbridled – the past 
serves as the self-confinement of the present: ceasing as such to be subservient 
to its present and rising rather to the level of a grand inspector, its only role 
consisting in grading what the present achieves. 
 In light of this concrete approach, Nietzsche casts our question asked of him 
– of the past informing the present – in the throws of two extreme alternatives, 
utter forgetfulness and vigilant remembrance. As concerns the former, he notes, 
“The stronger the roots of the inmost nature of a man are, the more of the 
past will he appropriate or master…[the most powerful of colossal nature] 
would draw its own as well every alien past wholly into itself and transform 
it int blood, as it were. What such a nature cannot master it knows how to 
forget, it no longer exists, the horizon is closed and whole.”46 As concerns the 
latter however, he remarks, “there is a degree of insomnia, of rumination, of 
historical sense which injures every living thing and finally destroys it, be it 
a man a people or a culture.” Neither alternative fully tenable however in its 
own respect, Nietzsche proceeds to outline how this seemingly insurmountable 
impasse may be mitigated – namely, in what manner the past may be of use to 
the life of the present – all while maintaining that “history, so far as it serves 
life, serves an unhistorical power.”47

 The demands made by the unhistorical of the historical are comprised, in 
Nietzsche’s view, within three distinct needs of life: the need for life to strive 
towards a model, the need for life to preserve its existence, and the need for life 
to liberate itself from a certain state of being. 
Firstly, inasmuch as life seeks to strive towards a model, it makes use of a 
monumental history. What is understood by monumental here is a quality 
of greatness and a sense of achievement, irrespective of the time and place by 
which this greatness came about; for in order for something to have an air of 
monumentality it must supersede its temporal and spatial conditions. In this 
regard, what the monumental view of history affords is a universal access to all 
the past achievements of mankind, such that they may be legitimately emulated 
as a model despite “the disparity of motives and occasions.” “It will always 
approximate, generalize, and finally equate differences”48 in order to render 
the monument of the past as a viable model for the present to pursue. In its 
pursuit of the universal, the monumental seeks in turn to explore the novel, 
the innovative, and the peculiar on account of the dull and endlessly repetitive 
habit. If, however, the monumental is taken for its circumstantial cause, instead 
of its valued effect, it becomes subverted by so-called connoisseurs to serve as 
the standard and limit by which something qualifies as an achievement – the 

(Ibid., 12). To mitigate the consciousness of the observer, 
he advocates in his other writings for an aesthetic view 
of life – as observed above in note 42. What such a view 
offers is a necessary distancing between the observer and 
his own life, transforming it into an object of artistic 
contemplation: “At times we need to have a rest from 
ourselves by looking at and down at ourselves and, from 
an artistic distance, laughing at ourselves or crying at 
ourselves…” (Nietzsche, The Gay Science, 104). This 
definition of the aesthetic experience finds its roots in 
Kant’s thought, where in his Critique of Judgement, he 
opens his discussion by outlining what constitutes an 
impartial value-judgement concerning the ‘beautiful.’ 
Considering an imaginary palace, the question surround-
ing its beauty does not revolve on one’s view of the role 
of palaces within society, their importance relative to 
other building types, nor the vain extravagance which 
they might purport; rather, one evaluates the object in 
question in a manner that is devoid of all interest, wherein 
Kant notes that what is of importance is not “whether 
we or anyone cares, or so much as might care, in any 
way, about the thing’s existence, but rather how we judge 
it in our mere contemplation of it … In order to play 
the judge in matters of taste, we must not be in the least 
biased in favor of the thing’s existence but must be wholly 
indifferent about it.” (Kant, 45-6). The qualification of a 
thing’s beauty is thus independent of its particular use or 
the instrumental value it may hold for its observer. It is in 
this regard that the thing is transformed into an aesthetic 
object of contemplation, wholly notwithstanding the 
reality of its existence – the observer disinterested in its 
existence. Writing after Kant, Schopenhauer takes up 
this definition of aesthetic judgement and ceases upon its 
criterion of non-existence, associating it in turn with the 
‘Platonic Idea’ whose reality does not depend on its mate-
rial existence. (For more on the notion of the Platonic 
Idea refer to note 76). What such a disinterested manner 
of judgement – to employ Kant’s terminology – affords 
Schopenhauer is the free apprehension of such an absolute 
essential reality that underlies the manifold particularities 
of our existence. Schopenhauer’s philosophical project 
was to distinguish between these two aspects of what 
constituted reality: on the one hand there exists a will, 
which is a life-giving force or energy, that only becomes 
manifested in its objectification as a representational object 
of thought – two sides of the same coin. Hence the title 
of his 1818 seminal work, The World as Will and Represen-
tation. This ‘will’ he associates with Plato’s ‘eternal Ideas’ 
as well as Kant’s noumenal ‘thing in itself,’ whereas the 
‘representation’ corresponds to their ‘ephemeral particu-
lars’ and phenomenal ‘thing for oneself,’ respectively. It 
is only the realm of ‘representations’ that abides by the 
aforementioned ‘principle of sufficient reason’; the ‘will,’ 
by contrast, supersedes the boundaries of such categorical 
faculties of knowledge (see note 41). The only mode of 
cognition concerned with the ‘will,’ “the truly essential 
aspect of the world alone,” Schopenhauer observes, is “art, 

the work of genius.” (Schopenhauer, 207). To assume this 
vantage point of genius one must maintain oneself in a 
purely intuitive state of a disinterested observer: “to put 
one’s interests, willing and purposes entirely out of mind, 
and consequently, fully to relinquish one’s personality in 
order to remain as the pure cognitive subject, the clear 
eye of the world.” (Ibid., 209). Lastly, Nietzsche’s assess-
ment of the irreconcilability between consciousness and 
action finds a parallel in Kierkegaard’s thought, for whom 
there exists a similar opposition, albeit one between the 
material ‘world of the finite’ and the spiritual ‘world of 
the infinite,’ that must somehow be overcome. Though 
he has a different definition for the ‘aesthetic,’ deeming 
it to be concerned solely with what is interesting and 
pleasurable, he advocates for an ‘ethical’ approach to life, 
one that is higher than the ‘aesthetic’ and is epitomized 
by the figure of the ‘knight of infinite resignation.’ This 
knight is able to overcome the finitude of life and “drains 
the deep sadness of life in infinite resignation, he knows 
the blessedness of infinity, he has felt the pain of renounc-
ing everything, the most precious thing in the world…
in infinite resignation he is reconciled with existence.” 
(Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, 40, 43). Here too, 
as in Kant and Schopenhauer, albeit for very different 
reasons, the conscious subject finds resolve in abandoning 
his self-interests. 

46. Nietzsche, History for Life, 10.
47. Ibid., 14. 
48. Ibid., 17.
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emphasis now lying on the ‘pictorial accuracy’ and congruence between the 
monument of the past and the work of the present. 
 Secondly, in life’s endeavor to preserve its ongoing existence, it finds refuge 
in an antiquarian history. What the antiquarian values most is the recognition 
of the ephemeral self within an eternal chain of being; it seeks as such to situate 
the individual within the collective whole. This relation between the individual 
and the collective occurs for the antiquarian view of history on the material level, 
such that “The history of his city becomes for him the history of his self.”49 In 
contrast to the monumental view, the antiquarian thus places emphasis on this 
material cause as opposed to the qualitative effect. Moreover, by association, in 
its emphasis on preservation, the antiquarian need values permanence of the 
habitual and ordinary over the disruptive novelty and extraordinariness of the 
monumental. What it idealizes in essence is the “sedentary … preventing [a less 
favoured generation and population from] searching and contentiously fighting 
for something better in foreign lands.”50 The antiquarian thus limits life’s field 
of vision and scope of awareness, rendering only the familiar and trusted as a 
legitimate frame of reference, whereby access to the universal is deemed to be 
superfluous excess. Herein lies its danger too, however; for the steadfastness to 
the familiar risks the mummification of life, rejecting the generative for the sake 
of the established. 
 Thirdly, when life need to liberate itself from a certain state of being, it 
invokes a critical history. Though Nietzsche presents the three needs for history 
as being equally distinct from one another, there is a tandem relationship 
between the monumental and the antiquarian, as is already evident, which is 
only mitigated by the third view, the critical. In so far as the monumental and 
the antiquarian differ – one idealizing the creative forces in history, the other 
venerating the serene persistence of customs in history – both derive meaning 
from that which has preceded them. The critical view of history, on the other 
hand, takes the whole of existence and evaluates it anew – not according to 
some historical reference or received tradition, rather by the powers of its own 
intellectual reasoning. In this respect, both history and nature are condemned 
to the same fate and dragged to “the bar of judgement”51; for to the extent 
that nature is innate, it is also hereditary and contains an historical dimension, 
which must be pruned on occasion. In the conscientious subjugation of the 
totality of life, both natural and historical, to knowledge, “we bring about a 
conflict between our inherited, innate nature and our knowledge, as well as a 
battle between a strict new discipline and ancient education and breeding, we 
implant a new nature so that the first nature withers away.” This critical view 
seeks thus to reestablish the balanced harmony between life and history, as it 

49. Ibid., 19.
50. Ibid., 20.
51. Ibid., 21.

3. Alpineum Diorama Eismeer, Ernst Hodel
In a 400m mural for the Jungfraubahn in Luzern, 
Switzerland, alpine peaks are framed within an 
overlooking precipice, becoming an object for 
aesthetic judgement.
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exists either in the monumental or the antiquarian, through means external to 
both, through the application of pure intellectual knowledge. On account of 
what has been stated concerning knowledge, this is admittedly “a dangerous 
process, namely dangerous for life itself.”52 Dangerous, yet necessary at times 
however.
 In light of these three uses, we need to examine a latent understanding of 
life as opposed to history, which we have taken for granted up until this point 
in our discussion of Nietzsche. For in asking in what manner does the past 
inform the present, our question revolved around the issue of content, whereby 
the implicit distinction is made between a supposed content belonging solely 
to the past and yet another solely belonging to the present. This however is 
not the intended distinction between life and history for Nietzsche, for when 
we inquire what exactly he intends by life, the response is not a particular life 
activity for which history is useful, where the scientist employs an old formula 
or the artist a leaned painterly technique. His discussion of life, as such, is not 
conducted at the level of things particular, since on this level it is nigh impossible 
to distinguish between what belongs to the present and what belongs to the 
past. And if we attempt to make such a distinction, the resulting criterion 
would be: How far removed from life must a thing be in order for it to qualify 
as historical? By contrast what Nietzsche relates to us is a general sentiment of life 
towards history. Point being, history is not so much a thing, rather an attitude 
towards a thing. To the extent that it is an attitude, it is distinguished by what 
Nietzsche terms the ‘historical’ and the ‘unhistorical.’ 
 History thus understood as an attitude – or a particular view as we noted in 
our outline of its three uses – informs life only as a flexible and resilient source 
of inspiration. It harms life when it substitutes its resilience for an ossified set 
of standards and prescriptive content, when it seeks to become a science of pure 
intellectual knowledge. Deemphasizing the contentual inputs which it exerts 
on the present, the past’s role becomes that of an aura, one towards which the 
present must continuously position itself. 

52. Ibid., 22.

4. Pandora, John Gibson
Epimetheus, god of hindsight, falls in love with 
Pandora and bids her open the gift she bears. 
All the contents therein contained escape and 
become confused amongst mankind. His brother, 
Prometheus, god of foresight, undertakes to 
retrieve what had been lost, leaving in pursuit 
of knowledge, while Epimetheus remains with 
Pandora holding on to what was spared, hope.
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1b
ProblemAtizing tHe issue of ‘content’

1.    The most primarily evident issue raised in Augustine’s text is the notion of 
a contentless present; for, understood too broadly, it bears an implication that 
architectural production, in the present, cannot but be a reformulation and 
reassembly of forms already existing – in short that the limits of the present 
are defined by its past. What underlies this exacting implication however is the 
nature of the content in question, that content which we attributed to the past 
and not to the present. In the absolute physical and materialistic sense, everything 
that we know to exist – in the present – is a reformulation of a past material 
existence. That is to say: that which constitutes the material reality of the present, 
i.e. its content, was not created out of nothing, ex-nihilo, as Parmenides and the 
rest of the ancient Greek philosophers would likewise argue, and can therefore 
certainly, albeit hypothetically, trace its origin to what Aristotle had termed 
‘prime matter.’53 Understood in this absolute materialistic sense, the present 
is in fact contentless – or cannot at least lay claim to its own content as being 
distinct from that of the past. But that is not however where our qualms with 
a contentless present lie: meaning that, when we seek to differentiate between 
what constitutes the present from what constitutes the past, the differentiation 
is not pursued in the bare and most reduced elements of their respective physical 
realities – for identity and definition are not determined solely at this atomic 
level.54 As such, standing opposite this absolute materialistic content – and at 
the risk of being too dichotomous – is the ideational or immaterial one.55 It 
is when considered ideationally, that this notion of a contentless present lays 
its gravest of implications to bear, namely that our ideas – understood in the 
broadest of senses – do not belong to us in the present.56 

53. It is necessary to outline the philosophical inner-
workings of these two notions, ‘ex-nihilo’ and ‘prime 
matter’ – situating them within the history of philosophi-
cal thought, as such an investigation shall help refine what 
is intended by the architectural content of the past, and 
that which constitutes it. It is in fact in the extant writings 
of the Eleatic philosopher Parmenides (b. 515 BC) – the 
content of which is only accessible as reproduced frag-
ments within the texts of much succeeding authors, such 
as Plotinus, Simplicius, and Clement of Alexandria – that 
we can glean the first reference to the notion of ‘ex-ni-
hilo.’ What is at stake for Parmenides is not the nature 
of change from a past state to a present one, rather the 
nature of human thought as it relates to the knowledge of 
what is real – or truth as he terms it. He commences his 
investigation, thus, by affirming the congruence between 
thought and being noting that they “are the same thing.” 
(Parmenides, “Poem,” 58). Following from this premise, 
he notes that one can neither “know what is not (for it is 
not to be accomplished) nor can [one] declare it.” (Ibid.). 
For the very declaration of something, even if to refute its 
existence, constitutes its existence: the mere utterance of 
the word means that it exists as a thought in the mind and 
– by virtue of the correlation between thought and being 
– necessitates the existence of the thought as an entity in 
nature, as a being. Put succinctly, for Parmenides all that 
is rational is real. It follows therefore, that the process of 
change, which contains a generation from non-being into 
being, is inconceivable, for one cannot speak of ‘non-be-
ing.’ The conclusion as such for Parmenides is: “there 
are many proofs that being is without beginning and 
indestructible; it is universal, existing alone, immovable 
and without end; nor ever was it nor will it be, since it 
now is, all together, one, and continuous… For what birth 
will you seek out for it? How and from what did it grow? 
From what-is-not [(non-being)] I will allow you neither 
to say nor to think: For it is not to be said or thought 
that it is not.” (Ibid., 59). For the purpose of our primary 
discussion of architectural content, it is vital to note that 
the ‘content’ being discussed is not solely material but 
ideational as well. 

Parmenides’s formulation of the impossibility 
of ‘non-being’ – albeit somewhat crude in nature and 
unrefined – bore out implications with which almost all 
subsequent philosophers, notwithstanding the medieval 
apophatic theologians, have had to grapple. These are 
of course too many to enumerate in our notes, though 
attention should be called to three previous notes which 
evince the influence of Parmenides’s notion: note 3 above, 
where the scholastic debate between nominalism and real-
ism is outlined; note 31 where St. Anselm’s Ontological 
argument for the existence of God is presented; and, of 
course, Augustine’s text where he comments, “how can 
we say that also to be, whose cause of being is, that it shall 
not be…” (Augustine, Confessions, 239). 

Confronted with this predicament, both Aristotle 
and Plato sought to account for change while maintaining 

the validity of Parmenides’s condition – each in the 
process developing a notion of the aforementioned ‘prime 
matter.’ In chapters vii-ix in “Book One” of his Phys-
ics, Aristotle deals directly with Parmenides’s challenge, 
analyzing what undergoes change – if anything – during 
the process of ‘coming to be.’ He begins by distinguishing 
the constituent elements of a thing, taking the case of an 
unmusical man who becomes a musical man to serve as 
his model for analysis. The transformation, he notes, is 
one in quality (or form) not in entity (or substance), such 
that the man remains while his attribute of musicality 
changes. “It is plain [therefore] that there must be some-
thing underlying,” namely that which persists through 
the change affected upon it by two contraries – or as he 
later defines it, a form and its privation. Thus, “everything 
comes to be from both subject and form.” (Aristotle, 
325) This interdependence between subject (or matter) 
and form, constitutes what Aristotle viewed reality to 
be, namely a ‘hylomorphic’ one, where everything is a 
composite of hulê (matter) defined by its morphê (form). 
Abstracted within this metaphysical scheme, the matter 
is indeterminate, a neutral substratum, which acquires 
its determinants or specificity from a form. It is for this 
reason that Aristotle notes, “The truth is that what desires 
the form is matter.” (Ibid., 328). In the case of the unmu-
sical man, the man, is both an underlying substance and 
a composite of matter and form, for he wasn’t always 
a man however, such that there is a substratum which 
underlies the already defined substratum of man: for 
man ‘became’ from child. Examining the origin of these 
transformations, extending as far back into their ultimate 
cause, Aristotle concedes that there must be a “primary 
substratum.” (Ibid.). It isn’t until the medieval commen-
taries on the works of Aristotle that the notion of a ‘prime 
matter’ clearly emerges. This is most notably evident in 
St. Thomas Aquinas’s On the Principles of Nature, where 
in his introduction he definitively states: “Again properly 
speaking, that which is in potency to be substantially is 
called prime matter.” (Aquinas, 542).

In the case of Plato, the notion of ‘prime matter’ 
did not need to be fully developed, owing to his meta-
physical scheme of transcendental forms, which exist as 
eternal beings unaffected by the changes which particulars 
undergo within the temporal realm. (See note 76 discus-
sion Plato’s divided line). In what scholars define as Plato’s 
later dialogues, we find an evocation of Aristotle’s ‘prime 
matter’ in the Timaeus, where it is identified as a ‘recep-
tacle’ – a void space. (see Plato, 177 and note 125 below).

Lastly, this most basic material make-up had already 
been conceived of in pre-Socratic philosophy, albeit not 
as a direct consequence of Parmenides’s challenge. Thales 
of Miletus was the first to posit water as the source of all 
material existence, water, fire and air followed soon there-
after in the work of his fellow Milesian, Anaximenes. It is 
perhaps in Anaximander, a pupil of Thales, that primary 
matter as an indeterminate stuff first emerges with his 
conception of the apeiron. (See Curd, Presocratics, 13-22).    
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2.    Central to our argument, however, when introducing Augustine’s text, was 
not to debate the possibility for the present to lay claim to its own content, but 
rather to emphasize the necessity for the past, namely its capacity to serve as a 
resource. In this regard, the goal is to view the past as being synonymous with 
content, to equate the two, so to say; thus understanding each to be a quality 
of the other – at least in the general sense. According to this broad view, in 
order for all content to be recognized as such, it must first exist as an object 
of the intellect’s thought.57 It is in this respect that the past is understood to 
be a quality of content. But what of the other way around? How can content 
be understood to be a quality of the past? Within this cognitive model, where 
emphasis is laid on the object of thought, the content of the thought must be 
recollected and brought to the fore. It is in this sense that the past serves as both 
threshold to – and repository of – all content. The past is thus to be understood 
and valued as the carrier or substance – in the Cartesian sense – of all content.
 
3.    To further elucidate this function of the past, in so far as it is the substance 
of content, we can make here an analogy to language. We shall thus suspend 
the grave implication of a contentless present, outlined above, only to return 
to it subsequently.
 Language in its totality of terms and definitions as well as inherent syntactic 
structures serves as the ‘substantive matter’ of human thought and feeling. The 
goal here is not to occupy ourselves with questions surrounding the nature of 
language, but to draw a conjunction between the totality of language and the 
totality of our reality – in the very least, the constructed one. For in as much as 
language is the currency of reality, so is the past the ‘substance’ of content. It is 
perhaps in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus that such a conjunction 
between language and reality is most lucidly expressed: “The limit [of thought] 
can, therefore, only be drawn in language.”58 For Wittgenstein, the goal of 
investigating language is to show its internal structure – its logic – and the manner 
with which it represents the physical world – highlighting its shortcomings and 
developing his ‘picture-theory’ of language in the process.59 For us, however, the 
goal is to emphasize the content embedded within language, which any thought-
activity must negotiate and come to terms with. Point being: the content of 
thought always operates linguistically, adopting its ‘substantive matter’ – both 
semantic and syntactic – as a point of departure.60 As can already be gathered, 
Wittgenstein’s emphasis on the limits of language betrays the existence of a reality 
which lies outside the logical grasp of language. Meaningful language is for him 
thus limited to propositional statements concerning empirically verifiable states 

54. The issue raised here is that of reductionism. 
Isms aside, what interests us in the notion is its ques-
tioning of to what degree a complex entity can be under-
stood and explained in terms of its most basic constituent 
elements (the bare prime matter outlined in note 16). The 
cause for reductionism as such is the investigation of what 
it is exactly which gives a thing its specificity and deter-
minacy. This pursuit is perhaps most evident in Rudolf 
Carnap’s essay “The Logical Foundations of the Unity of 
Science,” where an attempt is made to understand the 
natural sciences in each other’s terms. For instance, a 
complex biological organism can be reduced to a series 
of chemical reactions, such that the biological properties 
gain their definition when investigated on the chemical 
level. A similar reduction can be made in turn – at least 
hypothetically – from chemistry to physics. In this regard, 
for Carnap “a definition is the simplest form of a reduc-
tion statement,” whereby the reduction seeks to serve as 
a mode of hierarchical translation between the respective 
sciences. (Carnap, 397). The solution for Carnap is the 
reduction of all scientific phenomena to be defined in 
terms of their empirical measurability – what the tech-
nical instrument detects. As such he makes a distinction 
between a sensorial linguistic concepts and empirical 
linguistic concepts, denoted as “physical-thing-language” 
and “observable-thing-predicate.” (See ibid., 399-400). 
Carnap’s is an example of linguistic reduction, for after 
all he belonged to the Vienna circle whose project, in line 
with that of the logical positivists of the early 20th century, 
was to eliminate the metaphysical and the mystical from 
scientific inquiry. Bertrand Russel’s project to separate 
‘mysticism’ from ‘logic’ (see note 61) serving as case in 
point. (For additional reference, see Kenny, Philosophy, 
vol. 4, 58-60).    

There is however another more common conno-
tation to reductionism, which is also of interest to us, 
namely ontological reductionism which is otherwise asso-
ciated with monism, as well as materialism and mech-
anistic view of science. Again, isms aside, the concern 
here is not with explanation and definitions; however, 
rather with that which actually exists in reality. With-
out exploring this notion of monism as it appeared in 
the history of philosophy, the position is best reflected 
in the recent work of Francis Crick, the 1962 Nobel 
laureate in medicine who had alongside James Watson 
discovered the helical structure of DNA. In his book The 
Astonishing Hypothesis, Crick presents his understanding 
of what constitutes mind: “The Astonishing Hypothesis 
is that ‘You,’ your joys and your sorrows, your memo-
ries and your ambitions, your sense of personal identity 
and free will, are in fact no more than the behavior of a 
vast assembly of nerve cells and their associated molecules.” 
(Crick, 3). This of course is to be seen with respect to the 
Cartesian dualism between mind and body, where both 
are distinctly real substances constituting reality. A third 
and last type of reductionism we wish to allude to here is 
methodological reductionism or methodological monism, 

which is best described as a discipline’s pursuit to suspend 
its reliance on all other methods of inquiry outside its 
own, as a strategy to further develop its own field; as 
such it is a self-imposed challenge of sorts. In contrast to 
Carnap’s ‘unity of science,’ this sort of reductionism seeks 
an exclusivity, albeit temporary, for the particular science. 

55. This distinction between ideational and material 
betrays an affinity to the Cartesian dualism between mind 
and body, whereby thought and matter are conceived of as 
wholly distinct and independent substances. As such, for 
Descartes the distinction is not between two constituent 
elements of a singular reality, rather two distinct modes of 
reality which are only analogous to one another through 
sense-perception. This issue is raised in his Meditations, 
where in the sixth one he ponders if “in a hot body there 
is something in every respect similar to the idea of heat 
in my mind…” (Descartes, 58). This is however not the 
distinction, between ideational and material, that we wish 
to make; for in terms of Cartesian dualism, the material 
substance contains its own ideas which are then impressed 
upon the thoughts of the mind: “a very strong inclination 
that those ideas arise from corporeal objects.” (Ibid., 57). 
As such, the distinction we seek to make here relates to 
matter in the broadest sense as a neutral and indefinite 
substratum – the prime matter of Aristotle – and what 
is extra-material that endows this matter with specific 
attributes and elevates it to the class of things as they 
are distinct from other things. Thus, at this stage in our 
problematization, we wish to emphasize the distinction 
between determinacy and neutrality, when speaking in 
terms of idea as opposed to matter.

56. There are two aspects surrounding Augustine’s 
understanding of what constitutes human knowledge 
and thought, which must be considered in light of this 
reading – that the no ideas or thoughts belong to the 
present. In the first order, Augustine subscribes to the 
Platonic notion of ‘innate ideas’ (see notes 10 and 127), 
such that all the thoughts of the present has already existed 
in a time past. Secondly, writing within the Christian 
tradition, Augustine attributes the cognitive work of the 
mind to the inspiration and guidance of the Holy Spirit, 
such that thought is a act of divine revelation.

Taking this Christian metaphysic out of the model 
of human thought, the mind – in and of itself – becomes 
a ‘tabula rasa’ operated upon by external stimuli in a rather 
deterministic scheme (see note 8). It is only with Kant, as 
we outlined in note 21 that the mind is afforded its own 
content, namely the synthetic a priori. 

57. We can recall here the distinction made when 
dealing with Collingwood’s text, where we pointed to the 
level of investigation. It is a broad definition of perception 
as it views all objects of observation as having occurred in 
the past. Distinction of knowledge for Locke as opposed 
to Hume.

58. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1922), 
23.
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of affairs; other modes of human existence, which he denotes as the mystical, 
lie outside the capacity of language.61 To this extent, Wittgenstein concedes 
“Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.”62 
 
4.    In Wittgenstein’s concern, we have access to the same dilemma raised at the 
outset of our problematization: how is one to formulate one’s own language? 
Or, posed inversely, if the meaningful content of language only concerns itself 
with external matters of fact, what room is there – maintaining the original 
conjunction between the totality of language and the totality of reality – for 
a linguistic formulation of internal matters of the self? For understood too 
strictly, Wittgenstein’s definition of language implicates that the thought of 
the self – in the present – is nothing more than a reassemblage of a language 
whose content is already pre-determined by the external and objective world.63 
It is at this juncture, having made the analogy between the past and language, 
that we may return to our original problematic of the contentless present – or, 
in the case of language, the contentless self-thought.  

5.    This very question serves the entry point for Noam Chomsky, where he 
seeks to define the relationship between language and human knowledge – or 
more precisely – the role that language has within learning. Rather than solely 
approaching language as a mode of perceiving reality, Chomsky emphasizes the 
logical aspect of language, attributing it to the rationality of human nature. 
It is not so much a shift in definition from Wittgenstein, rather a shift in 
emphasis. What this allows Chomsky to do is to work his way out from inner 
human thoughts to language, instead of beginning with the external matters 
of fact. To employ Wittgentstein’s model, Chomsky sees language as a mirror 
of human thought, in similar fashion to how Wittgentsein sees it as a mirror 
for external reality.
 Chomsky attributes this implication of a rather deterministic knowledge 
to a heavy-handed reliance on the behavioral sciences where language 
acquisition is analyzed in terms of stimulus-response operations, such that one 
eventually develops a complex network of associated ideas which can in turn 
be ‘re-verbalized.’64 Reacting against this model, where the ‘response’ is nothing 
more than a reassembly of ‘stimuli’ to which one is exposed, Chomsky argues 
for a generative grammar, where inherent to the human mind is a certain 
‘language competence’ – evincing a complexity in substance rather than degree.65 
For him, language is as such synonymous man’s rational faculty: this faculty 
he terms the ‘I-Grammar’ or transformational grammar, and its essence – 
employing the Cartesian definition – is generative or creative. To illustrate the 

59. According to Wittgenstein, there exists a parallel 
between the words that make up a language and our 
spatially extended physical reality, whereby each linguistic 
proposition corresponds to a ‘picture’ of something that 
really exists. Such an understanding of language main-
tains therefore that every propositional statement can be 
verifiable against a concrete reality. Furthermore, since a 
parallel exists between language and reality, the reduction 
of our physical existence into its constituent elements 
corresponds similarly to a series of ‘atomic propositions’ 
which make up a linguistic statement. It is fully analyzing 
these atomic propositions that the logical form if the 
world may be elicited. (See Kenny, Philosophy, vol. 4, 
54-58). This notion of verification is one posited by a 
fellow of Wittgenstein’s Vienna Circle, Moritz Schlick, 
who in his essay, “Meaning in Verification,” argues that it 
is only statements whose validity can somehow be estab-
lished on empirical grounds of measurements which 
constitute ‘meaningful statements.’ (See Schlick, 28-51).   

60. The limit of our investigation is constituted 
by what is linguistically rational. This is not to preclude 
however the existence of a mode of thought or rationality 
which operates pictorially rather than linguistically. The 
dynamic between the word and the image as such is a 
peculiarly interesting one but remains outside the scope 
of our current discussion. 

61. Wittgenstein’s distinction between the empiri-
cally measurable and immeasurable owes its definition to 
Russel’s delineation between the mystical and the logi-
cal, where in an essay titled “Mysticism and Logic,” he 
observes that “Metaphysics, or the attempt to conceive the 
world as a means of thought, has been developed, from 
the first, by the union and conflict of two very different 
human impulses, the one urging men towards mysti-
cism, the other urging them towards science.” (Russell, 
1). The former, mysticism, is identified by Russell to be a 
pursuit of the ethical in life; that moral calling of the good 
which is found in Plato’s dialogues. It is in this association 
between the ethically good – i.e. the mystical – and the 
empirically truthful – i.e. the scientific – that philosophy 
confuses between what constitutes truth and what subse-
quent considerations are to be made on account of this 
matter of fact truth. In this regard, Russell argues philos-
ophy has long defined ‘truth’ based on an examination of 
ethics rather than the empirical sciences; philosophy, for 
him, should instead reorient its efforts to examining the 
epistemic means by which the empirical sciences produce 
their body of knowledge. Wittgenstein, by contrast, agrees 
with Russell’s assessment, but maintains the position – 
albeit in the earlier phase of his philosophical production 
– that philosophy is solely concerned with questions of 
the ethical, and should therefore refrain from making 
any statements concerning a field it into which it cannot 
inquire: “{6.522} There is indeed the inexpressible. This 
shows itself; it is the mystical. {6.53} The right method of 
philosophy would be this. To say nothing except what can 
be said” (Wittgenstein, Tractatus, 90); and in his “Lecture 

on Ethics” he notes, “My whole tendency and I believe the 
tendency of all men who ever tried to write or talk Ethics 
or Religion was to run against the boundaries of language. 
This running against the walls of our cage is perfectly, 
absolutely hopeless. Ethics so far as it springs from the 
desire to say something about the ultimate meaning of 
life, the absolute good, the absolute valuable, can be no 
science.” (Wittgenstein, 198). 

62. Wittgenstein, Tractatus, 90.
63. Here we may allude once more to the issue of 

mind as ‘tabula-rasa’ raised in note 8.
64. Chomsky notes that the very mode of analysis 

which the ‘stimulus-response’ model assumes predefines 
the type of explanation it will yield; namely, a defini-
tion of the subject matter solely in terms of a ‘behav-
ioral repertoire’ that is habitually acquired and can be 
reproduced. The definition of what constitutes grammar 
would as such result in nothing more, as one behavioral 
psychologist defines it, “the behavioral regularities in the 
understanding and production of speech.” (Chomsky, 
Language and Mind, 63-4).

65. To this extent, Chomsky argues that language is 
not the product of a more advanced evolutionary state , 
whereby it is a natural outcome of our species’ biological 
development: “There seems to be no substance to the view 
that human language is simply a more complex instance 
of something to be found elsewhere in the animal world. 
This poses a problem for the biologist, since, if true, it 
is an example of true ‘emergence’ – the appearance of a 
qualitatively different phenomenon at a specific stage of 
complexity of organization.” (Ibid., 62). This absence of 
a missing link between evolutionary stages is what allows 
Chomsky to critique a continuous model of linguistic 
development, proposing rather than language is a unique 
feature of our human mind – and rationality. (See ibid., 
59).
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‘I-Grammar,’ Chomsky, in his seminal book Syntactic Structures, presents us 
with a grammatically correct yet meaningless sentence: “{2.3.1} Colorless green 
ideas sleep furiously.”66 
 What allows one to formulate such a sentence is the possession of an 
innate capacity for syntax and linguistic logic; this is the ‘I-Grammar’ at 
work.67 Furthermore, it is precisely because the ‘I-Grammar’ can posit such 
meaningless statements that its operation is of a generative or creative nature. 
In this regard, Chomsky understands all language use to be intuitively creative; 
the most mundane of statements exhibiting a low-level and idiosyncratic form 
of creation. 
 
6.    Returning to our analogy between language and the past – having found 
in creation a solution to the issue of a language whose content predetermines 
thought – can a similar answer be provided to the issue of a past whose content 
predetermines the present – that contentless present? And more specifically, to 
what extent can this notion be applied within the framework of architectural 
production? 
 The realization of the generative aspect of thought as it relates to language, 
is not intended to be applied wholesale to the manner with which the present 
relates to the past (understood now as content), for the respective congruencies 
and incongruencies are too many to be dealt with in our investigation. We may 
however refine our inquiry concerning the nature of architectural content – 
hitherto designated as either material or immaterial – in light of the linguistic 
notion of a generative grammar. 
 Firstly, it must be made clear that generation in the linguistic sense does not 
refer to a generation of new ‘corporeal’ content in terms of words or phonetic 
sounds, rather new concepts and thoughts, such that “infinite use is afforded 
from finite means.”68 This safeguards the necessity of an architectural past, 
understood in its capacity to serve as content, all while opening up the horizon 
for architectural production in the present. Secondly, it is when regarded in 
terms of concepts rather than the aforementioned purely ‘corporeal’ linguistic 
elements, that the generative aspect of language (i.e. its cognitive faculty) 
regenerates the very conceptual content of the language in which it speaks. 
For the thought-generated concepts serve in turn as linguistic content for a 
subsequent generation of thought.69 Expressed in similar terms, in the case of 
the architectural past (understood as content), we come to realize that this past 
content in question must have been at some point the present content – even if 
momentarily according to the Augustinian definition of time – of its builders 
or its architect. In the very least, the notion that the architectural past is itself 

66. Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (The Hague: 
Mouton Publishers, 1957), 15. This statement is in 
turn compared to one that both meaningless and gram-
matically incorrect: “{2.3.2} Furiously sleep ideas green 
colorless.” (Ibid.). Later in his book, Chomsky clearly 
separates the condition of meaning from that of gram-
matical structure, noting: “{9.2.1} A great deal of effort 
has been expended in attempting to answer the question: 
‘How can you construct a grammar with no appeal to 
meaning?’ The question itself, however, is wrongly put, 
since the implication that obviously one can construct a 
grammar with appeal to meaning is totally unsupported. 
One might with equal justification ask: ‘How can you 
construct a grammar with no knowledge of the hair color 
of speakers?’” (Ibid., 93).

67. Chomsky’s definition of what constitutes 
‘linguistic logic’ is better understood when seen in 
comparison with the definition that Wittgenstein offers. 
Rather than demonstrate what this ‘linguistic logic’ is, 
Wittgenstein defines its limits where it becomes illogical 
or meaningless, outlining two such manners where it 
ceases to be logical. The first he terms as ‘sinnlos’ (‘sense-
less’): “{4.0312} My fundamental thought is that the ‘logi-
cal constants’ do not represent. That the logic of the facts 
cannot be represented.” (Wittgenstein, Tractatus, 42). 
That is to say that any propositional statements express-
ing the logical structure of language are tautologies by 
definition and are therefore ‘senseless,’ lacking any purpo-
sive function. He identifies a second type of meaningless 
statements however, ones that he terms as ‘nonsensical’ 
for failing to present a ‘picture’ that corresponds to reality: 
“{4.003} Most propositions and questions, that have been 
written about philosophical matters, are not false, but 
nonsensical…(They are of the same kind as the question 
whether the Good is more or less identical than the Beau-
tiful.) And it is not surprising that the deepest problems 
are in fact not problems at all.” (Ibid., 39). In contrast 
to Wittgenstein, in whose investigation of language the 
emphasis lays on its meaning, for Chomsky, the logical 
rules of language are dependent on its syntax rather than 
semantics, ‘nonsensical’ and ‘senseless’ propositions alike.

68. Chomsky, Language and Mind, 113. This phrase, 
referenced in Chomsky’s text, owes its origins to Wilhelm 
von Humboldt. Though Chomsky uses it to refer to the 
finite ‘grammatical rules’ within language, here it is used 
to emphasize the finite words and phonetic sounds partic-
ular to a language – i.e. its corporeal surface structure. 

69. Herein we are referring to the ‘deep structure’ 
of language, as Chomsky defines it, wherein it is not 
constituted by its corporeally phonetic elements rather 
its ideational concepts – the notions that a language 
possesses. If the surface structure affords finite means, 
the deep structure is infinite in its means and is constantly 
being supplemented with every new utterance, written 
or spoken. 

5. Tower of Babel, Anton Koberger
As depicted in the Nuremberg Chronicle, the tower 
exists alone in space, no workers outside it. Rather, 
all is contained within its bounds. Furthermore, 
much like language, the tower constructs itself 
through its own apparatus.
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generated should stem the fear of an empty, or otherwise contentless, present.   

7.    Architecturally considered, what is it that the present must mine of its past? 
Beyond the absolute nature of a physically ancient prime matter – or building 
material (spolia) – of what nature is this architectural past understood as content? 
Elaborating on the preliminary distinction we had made between ‘material 
content’ and ‘immaterial content,’ when considered in terms of architecture, 
if we are to begin with the premise that all material content is at its base 
prime matter, does its reconstitution into a new-built object, through the act 
of generation outlined above, only constitute a new or contemporary idea and 
not matter? In effect, we are here making an inquiry into the definition of the 
basic ‘corporeal’ elements of architecture – identified as words or phonemes in 
language; for, in order for them to supersede the indeterminacy of this neutral 
material substratum, they must be endowed with some immaterial determinant, 
i.e. the Form for Aristotle. What is the limited architectural content by which 
infinite use may be afforded? 

8.    Furthermore, as a point of capitulation, the whole notion of generation 
or architectural creation, which we have identified as the mitigating factor 
between the will of the present and the resourcefulness of the past (understood 
as content), raises a question about the role of the architect or the builder 
in general. Firstly, with relation to architectural form, is the architect to be 
regarded as a creative author, one who exercises a certain intentionality? In such 
a case, what is it that informs these intentions? i.e. Should room be made for 
an extra-architectural type of content understood as past? Or is the architect 
to be understood as a facilitator – or an absent author – whose particular and 
individual specificity recedes to the background? Secondly, should the very 
mode of architectural discussion revolve around creation? For when the intuitive 
transformation of the content of the past into the present is discussed and 
exercised intentionally, it ceases to be intuitive and moves into the conscious 
from the sub-conscious.    

    * * *

9.    The second issue raised in Augustine’s text is the notion that the present time 
is eternal. This quality of eternity, we had noted, affords us the ability to relate 
times past, present, and future, serving as a means of analogy and interrelation 
between the contents of the three different times. What allows us to recognize 
the eternal nature of the present is the conceptualization of a static plane of 

6. Ship of Theseus, François Krater
Deconstructed and reconstructed over its lifetime, 
the Ship of Theseus presents a philosophical 
problem concerning its identity, as almost all its 
original material components have been replaced, 
yet it retains its same identity through this change. 
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present existence within which both the past and the future are continuously 
being compressed. Thus, in this conceptual model, the quality of eternity – or 
permanence – is afforded by the stationary condition of the present plane as 
times past and future move across it. Conversely however, in this same model 
the quality of change can also be acquired if one assumes the view point of the 
arrow of time, as it were, which is penetrating the plane of present existence: 
future time becoming present, and present time becoming past. 
 
10. Herein lies a problem however, for in taking the position of the arrow of 
time, the past ceases to be compressed within the plane of present existence – as 
had been outlined in our analysis of Augustine’s text – and rather recedes into 
non-existence. In our current conception of the matter, it is perhaps only the 
future that is compressed within the present, notwithstanding the fact that the 
model of the arrow emphasizes time as extended rather than being compressed. 
Nevertheless, we may ask if it is merely an issue of directionality, i.e. of whether 
the arrow of time flows forward or backward. At stake here is nothing short than 
the validity of our statement that the past is in fact a quality of content, the 
point which we arduously established in the previous section. For, how can that 
which has passed into non-existence be remotely associated with its own content?
 Though it may be easily explained as an issue of directionality, what underlies 
this disjunction is the fact that the quality of eternity – or permanence – is not 
being described in the same terms as the quality of change; for in the first, we 
emphasize the imaginary stationary plane of present existence, whereas in the 
second, it is the actual flow of time which is emphasized. Untangling what is 
entailed in this flow of time however, we come to realize that what flows in 
reality are things already existing moving into the future by way of the present, 
rather than that which does not yet exist moving into the past. The latter being 
the image that the model of the stationary plane conjures, as it perceives time to 
rush past it. What is of note here is that in both models, eternity is designated 
as something which persists. In the case of the plane of the present it is our 
human stream of consciousness, whereas within the model of the arrow it is 
the constant rate of the flow of time – to describe it in our terms: the repetitive 
nature with which the past moves into the present.

11. When the condition of permanence, denoted by the eternity of the present, 
emphasizes the pressing and persistent nature with which the past becomes 
present – i.e. with which the past penetrates the fabric of the present, we realize 
that the past is actually not so distant but rather lives among us. In this regard, 
we seek here to understand the past as a ‘living’ record which exists in the present 

7. Angelus Novus, Paul Klee
Though the angel is blown forward by the winds 
of modernity, he is looking backward. Time is  
presented as an oncoming condition that rushes 
into the past.
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– living in the sense that it is continuously being added to and supplemented. 
Logically considered, we are flipping the structure of time on its head, whereby 
the past is not regarded as something always fleeting in light of a continuously 
permanent present, rather the past is understood to be a stable entity to which 
the present constantly flees. As an outcome of this shift, the past becomes an 
active actor, rather than a passive repository. It does not bear out its effects on 
the present as a distant first cause does, rather the past itself is to be understood 
as an effect or an active formal cause in the Aristotelian sense.70

12. Architecturally considered, this past understood as a living record points to 
the ever presence of the architectural past: regardless of epoch, the totality of this 
architectural past exists simultaneously within our present built environment. 
Even further, this built environment, within which we presently exist, is nothing 
but a consortium of architectural pasts – some material, others ideational. 
The pressing question, as such, is: how do we operate within such a built 
environment? Following from the notion of creation raised in the previous 
problem, does our current analysis imply that every act of architectural creation 
is rather an act of intervention? In effect, are we to understand the architectural 
act of creation as rather preserving this presently existent built environment? 

13. Following from its condition of permanence our imaginary stationary plane 
of present existence is in reality a particular frame of reference that moves at 
the same rate as the arrow of time. Within it, we acquire the point-of-view of a 
condition that witnesses times past, present, and future. The advantage of this 
singular point of observation lies in its ability to interrelate and synthesize the 
events of time past within the present. Historically considered, there are many 
conditions which persist across time, such that their evidence in both times 
past and present serves as a tool for analogy between that past and that present. 
Such permanent conditions are thus to be understood as guides by which we 
may decipher and understand the past; they render the past as an accessible 
resource to be used and relied upon within the present. The most apparent and 
readily accessible condition, persisting across time, is certainly the human one.
 
14. Architecturally considered, of what sort are such permanent conditions 
which persist across time? Certainly, the basic ‘corporeal’ elements of architecture 
outlined in point no. 7 such as walls, columns, doors, windows, roofs, etc. serve 
as an immediate example. There are however ‘extra-architectural’ conditions, 
whose permanence is reflected in the persistence of these corporeal elements. 
The most fundamental example is the condition of gravity, and other climatic 

70. Refer to note 144 for an outline of Aristotle’s 
four causes.

8. The Primitive Hut, Charles Eisen
The hut is presented by Laugier in his Essai as a 
primordial model, eternal in nature subsisting 
throught all historical change. It exists primarily 
as an idea.
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forces of nature such as wind, rain, and fire, by whose laws the architectural 
object must always abide. Complementing the natural are the cultural forces as it 
were, ones relating to the function and role of the architectural object – whether 
sacred, civic, residential, or profane. Going further, certain conditions persist 
across shorter spans of time or epochs rather than the entirety of existence, here 
we may point to entire building systems and construction techniques. 

15. In enumerating such conditions, architectural and ‘extra-architectural,’ 
we come to realize that they function as models of thought through which we 
may decipher the artifacts of the past and render them intelligible. What is of 
importance however is that parallel to these models of thought, architectural 
models are identifiable as well, the model of architecture as shelter serving as 
a case in point. As such, these permanent conditions are not only useful as a 
means of interpretation, but are to be understood as providing a resource of 
architectural content in their own respect. The model is itself an artifact in the 
wider sense of the word. In their capacity to convey meaning these architectural 
models function as permanent vessels carrying ephemeral or temporally 
particular ‘extra-architectural’ content. An example of this is illustrated in the 
case of the basilica as an architectural type, whose ‘content’ shifted from civic 
to sacred in the Christianization of Rome. This definition of the permanent 
architectural model is equivalent to Aristotle’s conception of the substantial 
persisting across change (see note 53). The question in this regard is whether 
architectural production in the present is to operate within the established 
framework of such models, further propagating them and thereby situating the 
‘extra-architectural’ content specific to its time to that which belongs to the past. 
Such an understanding is perhaps best exemplified by the potter who molds the 
clay into the same vessel form as his ancestors did; the only indication that it 
is a product of his own time residing in the marks that his fingerprints impress 
upon the clay as it turns on his wheel.  

16. Beyond this capacity of interpretation, however, the very fact that these 
architectural models and typologies are permanent refers to quite an opposite 
value which they possess; namely, that irrespective of the ‘extra-architectural’ 
– or cultural – content which they hold, they persist nevertheless. Much like 
the law of time, or the human condition, they exist for their own sake and can 
be understood, to a certain degree, to be simply there. That is to say that their 
existence is autonomous from – or not necessitated by – the specificities of those 
aforementioned temporal conditions. This understanding that architectural 
content is temporally autonomous, bears two opposing implications on the 

9. The Vision of St. Peter, Stradanus
The urban structure stands firm as a constant, 
while its many rooms are inhabited by disparate 
activities. Irrespective of these daily vicissitudes, its 
material existence persists. 
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relationship between architectural production in the present and the content 
‘of the past.’ On the one hand, the notion that these architectural elements are 
permanent, indicates that they can be investigated as they themselves are without 
the need to study them historically. On the other hand, such an autonomy frees 
up the architectural production to pursue all kinds of past references irrespective 
of their temporal particularities, affording a kind of universal accessibility. 
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2a
tHe mAteriAl source of tHe PAst

In his account, Palladio makes the distinction between what he encountered and 
studied firsthand, and what he realized and learned secondhand. His pursuit of 
architectural knowledge thus relied on two sources of inquiry: the built ruin as it 
existed, which his eyes witnessed; and the textual description thereof, which was 
provided by Vitruvius. In so far as both the built and the textual supplemented 
each other, achieving a whole image of an otherwise dilapidated ruin, Palladio’s 
understanding of architectural principles has its built manifestation for its point 
of departure; for knowledge concerning architecture is constituted by the totality 
of its existent reality. Of interest is the extent to which firsthand knowledge of 
this existent reality is evident in the built as opposed to the textual, since their 
distinction does not necessarily correlate to that between firsthand knowledge 
and secondhand knowledge. 

Between Immediate and Mediated Knowledge

 The inquiry into the nature of both immediate and mediated knowledge, 
analyzing what each has for its source of investigation, is taken up by Plato in his 
Republic, where in “Book X,” he deals with the relationship between appearance 
and reality – noting that the former is but an imitation of the latter.71 Concerning 
all common instances of beds or tables, as they appear in the world, Plato 
observes that they must correspond to a single Idea or Form (eidos), serving as 
an archetype in whose image they are fashioned: “But there are only two Forms 
of them – one the Idea of the bed, the other of the table.”72 Seeing however 
that “no artificer can make the Ideas themselves,” he concludes that it is none 

71. Translated from the Latin “Res Publica,” Plato’s 
Republic – more accurately described as “the ideal city” – 
deals with questions of governance whose patterns are “set 
up in the heavens.” Belonging to Plato’s middle phase of 
philosophical writings, its ideas largely serve as a prequel 
to Plato’s Laws, his penultimate work, which outline the 
implementation of such heavenly ideals through a system 
of democratic governance. (See Kaufman, Classics, vol. 1, 
72-3). The passage here quoted deals with a different topic, 
namely how representation in art is related to truth. The 
goal for Plato is to censure the use of poetry, both comedy 
and tragedy, due to their misrepresentation of reality. His 
captious definition of poetry is not to be understood as a 
theory of its art, rather, as Francis Cornford notes in his 
commentary, a response to the “sophists and professional 
reciters of the Homeric poems,” who maintained that 
“the tragedians were masters of all technical knowledge.” 
(See Plato, Republic, 315). The interest of our discussion 
does not lie in the aesthetic implications of Plato’s theory, 
rather the epistemological underpinnings of his argu-
ment; the foundations for which he had laid throughout 
the course of his text, but whose outworking is vividly 
demonstrated in the final part of his work. Concerning 
the argument in Plato’s passage, it is commonly situated 
against Aristotle’s definition of imitation in his Poetics, 

where he defines “the objects of imitation [as] persons 
acting” rather than materially embodied Platonic Forms 
(eidos), for it is “through imitation [that man] acquires 
his earliest learning.” What a work of tragedy teaches 
man in this regard is “the proper purgation [(catharsis)] 
of these emotions.” (Aristotle, Poetics, 438-441). Lastly, 
as it concerns the objective of this footnote to provide 
some context to Plato’s text, the task is rather dauting 
for his thought transcends its Greek origins, as is best 
exemplified by Alfred North Whitehead’s assessment 
in his 1929 publication Process and Reality, “The safest 
general characterization of the European philosophical 
tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to Plato.” 
(Whitehead, 63).

72. Plato, The Republic of Plato, trans. Jowett 
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1888), 308. What Plato 
presents here is a further demonstration of his “theory of 
Forms,” in whose likeness the physical world of particulars 
“participates.” For a fuller account of this theory, as it is 
worked out in his dialogue Parmenides, refer to “Chapter 
Three” below. Furthermore, it is important to note that 
in our subsequent discussion of Plato, we employ the 
terms “idea,” “form,” “ideational,” and “formal” inter-
changeably; all however refer to the Attic Greek term 
eidos, transcendent in Nature as Plato defines it.

10. Plato’s Divided Line,  Francis Cornford
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other than God, who “whether from choice or from necessity, made one bed 
in Nature and one only.”73 Following from this definition, standing opposite 
God is the carpenter, the maker of the bed, who “cannot make true existence, 
but only some semblance of existence.”74 There is yet another artificer, aside 
from God and the carpenter, who makes beds, namely the painter; such that 
beds “are of three kinds, and there are three artists who superintended them: 
God, the maker of the bed, and the painter”; whereby “him who is third from 
descent is an imitator.”75 What Plato presents in this regard is an epistemological 
theory, where knowledge is designated by degrees of separation from the ideal 
Form as it exists in Nature. 
 Fundamental to Plato’s definition of what constitutes true knowledge of a 
subject matter is his distinction of a natural reality which is made manifest in a 
cultural – or man-made – one; for evinced in this relationship is the notion of 
a transcendent knowledge that has a particular object’s essence for its mode of 
understanding.76 Our interest however is not in the transcendence rather in the 
immediacy of knowledge, which is implicated in this dichotomy of the natural 
and the cultural, as outlined by Plato. What we are after, in this regard, are the 
criteria by which immediate knowledge is afforded – Plato’s distinction serving as 
a preliminary model for analysis. 
 Firstly, in describing a generative transformation of the natural into the 
cultural, Plato equates knowledge concerning a particular object with the object 
itself, such that in the case of the bed made by the carpenter, it is “an indistinct 
expression of [its] truth.” This of course is afforded by the fact that the type of 
knowledge sought-after pertains to an essence only exhibited in a physical act of 
creation. Nevertheless, in this conjunction between knowledge of the thing and 
the thing itself, where in effect knowledge comes to be synonymous with – and 
defined as – a physical object in its own right, we find a foundational principle of 
all epistemological inquiry; namely, that in order to know something one must 
first define it. Paradoxical as it may be, knowledge of a thing is constituted by 
such a preliminary definition. All epistemological inquiry operates thus within 
an ontological framework of reality – and metaphysical as well, in the case of 
Plato – only to subsequently refine it or abandon it altogether.77 In short, the 
epistemological determines the ontological, such that knowledge concerning any 
matter presupposes a particular definition of it – and is aware of it to exist in 
a particular way; for it is solely on such grounds that one devises the methods 
of inquiry by which to investigate his subject matter.78 In this regard, Plato’s 
relation of the natural to the cultural describes not only an epistemological 
framework of awareness, but also a metaphysical process of reality. The interest 
of our query, in turn, is to identify what object of study – hitherto designated 

73. Ibid., 310.
74. Ibid., 309.
75. Ibid., 309-10. In so far as the term imitation 

(mimesis) is used, it is important to distinguish it from 
embodiment. For in Plato’s scheme, the shift from the 
first-degree to the second-degree denotes an act of mate-
rializing the ideational Form (eidos), whereas the shift 
from the second-degree to the third-degree involves an 
act of representing the material body.

76. Pivotal to our ensuing analysis of Plato’s theory 
of knowledge is his clear distinction between knowledge 
and opinion. Knowledge he defines as the true under-
standing of the Form’s essence as it exists in Nature, 
a state which is never fully achieved but nevertheless 
always approached. Limited to the confines of the mate-
rial world, the utmost one can acquire is true opinion 
concerning a Form; opinions as such are deemed to be 
an invalid approximation. These distinctions between 
knowledge, true opinion, and opinion, developed in 
the Meno – an earlier dialogue of his, correspond thus 
to the three degrees of knowledge here presented. This 
insurmountable ridge between knowledge and opinion is 
further developed by Plato in “Book VI” of the Republic, 
wherein he provides an analogy of a line divided into 
two halves: the upper designates the intelligible world 
of absolute Forms, perceived by the intellect; and the 
lower designates the world of appearances, perceived by 
the senses. 

Furthermore, this distinction between nature and 
culture, as it relates to Plato, has already been alluded to 
when analyzing Nietzsche’s distinction between nature 
and history. Of note, here, is to clarify that for Plato 
the term Nature has two senses. The first is the tran-
scendent sense, which refers to a cosmic order consisting 
of ideational Forms – this is the sense here intended. 
The second one however designates man’s fallible nature, 
which was unwound from its ordered structure as Plato 
illustrates in his cosmological account described in the 
Timaeus: “There is an era in which God himself assists 
the universe on its away and guides it by imparting its 
rotation to it, but there is also an era in which he releases 
its control … Ever to be the same, steadfast and abiding 
is the prerogative of the divinest of things only, the nature 
of the bodily does not entitle it to be of this rank.” In note 
40, we are alluding to this second definition.

77. This criterion for knowledge is perhaps best 
described by what Karl Popper, the 20th century philos-
opher of science, defines as “the theory of falsification.” 
In his 1934 publication The Logic of Scientific Discovery, 
he presents an argument against absolute inductivism, 
which holds that all universal scientific statements arise 
directly and exclusively from empirical observations – a 
radical view which we shall encounter in discussing Bacon 
below. Popper thus declares that his “might be described 
as the theory of the deductive method of testing, or as the 
view that a hypothesis can only be empirically tested – and 
only after it has been advanced.” (Popper, 7). Important 

here for Popper, and also for our discussion of Plato, 
is the distinction between the preliminary ideational 
impression of sensory experience and the overall scientific 
framework of knowledge. (See our distinction between 
the idea of an object and the ideational framework of 
knowledge in the text below). The latter is the object of 
interest, as the former he determines to belong within 
the scope of empirical psychology. As it concerns this 
established framework of knowledge, Popper notes “it 
cannot be denied that along with the metaphysical ideas 
which have obstructed the advance of science there have 
been others such as – speculative atomism – which have 
aided it…I am inclined to think that scientific discov-
ery is impossible without faith in ideas which are of a 
purely speculative kind, and sometimes quite hazy; a faith 
which is completely unwarranted from the point of view 
of science, and which, to that extent, is ‘metaphysical.’” 
(Ibid., 16). Such are the grounds upon which Popper 
establishes his argument for his theory of falsification – 
and also the limit of the similarity we wish to draw to 
the necessity of a preliminary definition evident in Plato. 
Though beyond the scope of our discussion, the criterion 
of falsification has as its cause the demarcation of scientific 
knowledge from metaphysical ideas – or pseudo-science as 
he later defines it. The empirical logic guiding the progress 
of scientific inquiry for Popper, as such, is that the ideas 
it posits are not necessarily verifiable but certainly falsifi-
able, for science cannot investigate that which it cannot 
ultimately reject. As such, Popper’s concern is with the 
postulation of a hypothesis upon which an experiment 
may be conducted; our concern for the necessity of a 
definition however intends an even deeper and broader 
framework of assumed concepts within which the hypoth-
eses of Popper may be put forth. Considered historically, 
his criterion is to be understood as a response to Moritz 
Schlick’s notion of verifiability as the condition by which 
meaningful propositions are formulated. (See note 54 
where we deal with the work of the Vienna circle).

78. The notion that the epistemological precedes 
the ontological must be elaborated upon, for it is not 
intended in any strict temporal sense, rather establishes 
a logical necessity between the two. It may situated in 
this regard against Sartre’s dictum that concerning man 
“existence precedes essence.” For the 20th century French 
philosopher, unlike all inanimate objects whereby their 
‘essence’ – or purposive function– precedes and informs 
their actual molding out of matter – i.e. their ‘existence,’ 
man first comes into ‘existence’ before beginning to define 
his ‘essence’ or shaping his nature. Herein Sartre is react-
ing against the conception that man’s nature is predefined 
by God, that ‘supernal artisan’ who endows mankind with 
their existence. (See Stumpf, Socrates to Sartre, 476).  Our 
statement may rather be loosely associated with Hegel’s 
notion that “What is rational is real, and what is real is 
rational” where their exits a close correspondence between 
the subjectively epistemological and the objectively onto-
logical. (See Hegel, Outlines of the Philosophy of Right, 14).
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as either built or textual – serves as viable source for an immediate knowledge 
of architecture. For in specifying what to study – our material source of the 
past – a definition of architecture itself is assumed in the process. 
 Secondly, the relationship between the natural and the cultural, as conceived 
by Plato, is a demonstrative one, for the role of material particular (belonging 
to culture) consists of rendering the invisible visible, affording intelligibility to 
an otherwise hidden ideational Form (belonging to Nature). It is precisely in 
the situation of the ideational within the framework of the physical that we 
cognitively gain access to the Forms and are able to engage them – in so far as 
they are materially embodied. The material world of particulars, as such, has 
nothing of its own to contribute aside from providing this relational network of 
understanding operating solely on the physical level.79 Therein however lies its 
value, for distinct Ideas in their transcendent state are only able to be interrelated 
within the realm of the physical and the material.80 
As it relates to our question of knowledge, immediate or mediated, this 
demonstrative dynamic between the natural and the cultural can be understood 
in one of two senses. In the case of an isolated instance – the bed to employ 
Plato’s example, the distinction correlates to that of an object as it exists in the 
external world (the natural essence of the bed) and the ideational impression of 
that object internally within the cognizant mind (the man-made manifestation 
of the bed).81 Counterintuitively, our representational model of the object and 
its idea – as had been thoroughly presented when dealing with the texts of 
Augustine and Collingwood in chapter one above – inverts what Plato has the 
ideational and the material designate.82 Nevertheless, it establishes a criterion 
of knowledge, self-evident as it may be, that an object needs its idea; without 
it, the object has no meaning and remains unintelligible. Though seemingly 
narrow, this view – limited to the context of an isolated instance – serves as a 
requisite for the second sense. Casting our net to capture several such instances, 
we come to realize that the particular objects as they exist independent of our 
awareness of them (either as essential Ideas in Nature according to Plato, or as 
purely physical bodies in space as the ‘representational theory of knowledge’ 
holds) are only meaningful within a semantic network of ideas and associations. 
Herein lie the two fundamental elements of our question concerning knowledge 
in architecture – or that which serves as its material source – of which we are in 
pursuit; namely, that as it relates to any theoretical understanding, there exists 
the basic component of reality, wherein lies our distinction between built and 
textual, and the ideational structure of meaning, which interrelates those basic 
components and associates them within its value system. 
 Lastly, the pursuit of the natural on account of the cultural betrays an 

79. This dispensability of the material existence 
is best evinced in Plato’s ‘Allegory of the Cave,’ which 
he presents in “Book VII” of his Republic. Allegorically 
considered, the visible world is much like a cave on whose 
walls we see shadow images – of a really existing higher 
world – projected by the external light of the sun. The 
object of knowledge as such is “the ascent of the soul 
into the intellectual world” in order to gradually see the 
sun and therein identify the cause of all visible reality 
– for it is the sun which first causes the shadows. (See 
Cornford’s commentary in Plato, Republic, 217). This 
process of ascent, otherwise termed the dialectic, consists 
in liberating oneself from the bodily and rising to the 
intellectual, limiting thereby the role of the shadow and 
the material to serve as referent to a more ultimate reality. 
The alternative for Plato would be to admit of Protagoras’ 
statement, that “of all things the measure is man” (See 
Kaufmann, Classics, vol. 1, 53). In which case he would 
be adopting “a high argument, in which all things are 
said to be relative…there is no single thing or quality, 
but out of motion and change and admixture all things 
are becoming relatively to one another, which ‘becoming’ 
is by us incorrectly called being, but is really becoming, 
for nothing ever is, but all things are becoming.” (Plato, 
Theaetetus, trans. Jowett, 206).

80. Otherwise known as the problem of the one and 
the many, the treatment of this condition is taken up by 
Plato in his Parmenides, where it is framed in the ques-
tion of whether two particular material things exhibiting 

similar attributes are in the likeness of the same ideational 
form or rather two forms – each belonging to the sepa-
rate thing. (See Plato, 200-2). The emphasis for Plato is 
that the Forms, as he conceives of them, are separate and 
distinct; the emphasis for us, by relation, is that they can 
interact with one within the visibly perceptual material 
world.   

81. Though admittedly this is not Plato’s point, we 
are here anticipating Kant’s distinction between Dinge an 
sich (‘thing in itself ’) and Dinge für mich (‘thing for me’), 
which he had developed in his Critique of Pure Reason in 
answering David Hume’s skepticism regarding any knowl-
edge concerning a thing as it exists in the external world. 
Wherefor this distinction in knowledge is not relevant to 
Plato, the problematic with which it contends, namely the 
divided line (as outlined in note 76) is one established by 
him. Kant concedes to Hume that things in themselves 
can never be possibly known, but as they exist in relation 
to us, we have access to them through the synthetic a priori, 
in whose notational network of understanding they are 
interrelated. (See note 98 for a fuller account).  

82. For the sake of clarity, this correlation is achieved 
in so far as both the platonic idea and the physically 
extended body constitute an objective knowledge; and as 
both the platonic particular the representational idea in 
the mid constitute a subjective knowledge. The correlation 
as such occurs at the epistemological level and not on the 
ontological one.

11. Récréations Mathématiques, Jacques Ozanam
Though the Forms have their origins in the skies above, 
Aristippus, the philosopher, observes them materially as 
they are evident on the surface of the earth.
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interest in that which is authentic or original in nature. It is for this reason 
that Plato belittles the artist as third removed from the truth. Such is the object 
of immediate knowledge: a direct encounter with the origin, the entity from 
which our constructed reality issues. Of note however is not only the general 
sentiment ascribing value to that which stands at the beginning, but also the very 
nature of this sough-after origin. For Plato, it is the ideational which precedes 
the material, such that his pursuit is of an archetype rather than a physical 
object. Thus, according to what he deems to be most authentic, one seeks to 
uncover an underlying ideational model from which the materially investigable 
object derives its identity – or finds its cause. In this regard, inquiring into 
the nature of something does not solely entail ascertaining its most original 
instance of existence, but also analyzing its Formal structure – in the Platonic 
sense. This raises the issue of the abstraction of knowledge. In our opening 
remarks concerning the nature of knowledge as presented by Plato, we had 
distinguished between the source of knowledge, which serves as the object of 
study; the ontological definition of the subject matter itself, which is prefigured 
by the epistemological one; and the ultimate use of this knowledge, lying in 
some present necessity. To these distinctions we must add a fourth, namely the 
form of knowledge as it is abstracted from its source. In question here is the 
type of document within which information – or ‘knowledge’ as such – mined 
from its object of study would be contained. Adopting Plato’s theory of Forms, 
both the source and its document may be admitted to be of the same ideational 
type, thus necessitating no degree of abstraction. But if the origin in question is 
of a material nature, as is the case in our distinction of the built and the textual, 
of what manner shall the form of its knowledge be? And to what degree can 
its document – ‘the form of knowledge’ outline above – remain faithful to its 
source? The concern with authenticity, considered epistemologically, revolves 
therefore around the type of knowledge of which one is in pursuit. 
 In so far as this origin is synonymous with a particular object of study, it 
must be situated within an ideational structure of meaning, as noted in our 
previous point concerning Plato’s demonstrative dynamic between the natural 
and the cultural. The origin, regarded in this manner, exists only as a meaningful 
object of pursuit within the framework of a traditional narrative. Seeing however 
that inquiry into the origin or source of knowledge, on an immediate level, 
necessitates by definition the production of a ‘form of knowledge,’ – whose 
specifics we outlined above; to what extent does the study of the origin constitute 
a study of the past, or adhere to what is otherwise deemed to be authentic or 
traditional? Stated bluntly: Is the study of the original artifact as opposed to the 
traditional account thereof considered ‘learning from the past’ or ‘learning from 

12. Allegory of the Cave, Michiel Coxie
Chained within the cave, only the shadows, which 
the light of the Sun (the ‘Good’) casts, are visible to 
its inhabitants.
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the present’? For in reassessing the original artifact, the traditional narrative, 
under whose auspices the origin is identified, becomes suspended and may be 
excluded altogether.83 

Origin and Tradition: A Struggle

This conjunction between origin and tradition serves as the entry point for 
Francis Bacon’s philosophical project, whose work, considered historically, 
demarcates a shift from the study of a received tradition to that of an empirical 
origin: the fulcrum of the scientific revolution. His two main philosophical 
works, On the Advancement of Learning and the Novum Organum challenge 
the hitherto accepted modes of scientific inquiry; for, already apparent in the 
title of his latter work is an intentional departure from Aristotle’s major work 
on logic, The Organon, which had dominated western thought from the time 
of its writing until the late middle ages.84 The concern for Bacon as such is “to 
abandon the received sciences completely [and] seek the sources of things.”85 Our 
concern lies in the modes of these empirical investigations and the relationship 
they establish with their sources of inquiry – our built and textual references.
At the core of Aristotelean logic, the manner with which it legitimizes its 
arguments, lies the syllogism – its objective consisting in establishing first 
principles from which subsequent deductive statements may be derived.86 The 
whole of it as such depends on its first premise from which all else follows. 
The very mechanism of the syllogism hence mimics that which nurtures a 
tradition and sustains it; namely, the procedure of handing something down. 
Bacon observes accordingly, “the whole tradition of the disciples presents us 
with a series of masters and pupils, not a succession of discoverers and disciples 
who make notable improvements to the discoveries.”87 Against such a method, 
where the conclusions are always presupposed in their premises, Bacon advocates 
for the reliance on positive induction as a sure means of inquiry. In employing 
the term induction, he demonstrates his literary wit, for it is the same one 
used by Aristotle when defining the process of arriving to his ‘first principle.’88 
What Bacon provides thus is a redefinition of an already established concept, 
exchanging Aristotle’s negative means of investigating what is hidden for a 
positive one beginning with the visible: “We need a thread to guide our steps; 
and the whole road, right from the first perceptions of sense, has to be made 
with a sure method.”89 The qualms as such lie not so much with the legitimacy 
of deductive reasoning, rather the source from which such reasoning draws 
its validity: an ideational Form existing in Nature bearing the guise of a first 
principle replaced for a sensibly observable thing. Nothing that “there has been 

83.  At play here is the distinction made by the 
Christian reformers, epitomized in the figure of Martin 
Luther, between ‘sola scriptura’ and ‘sola tradition.’ The 
opposition between the two Christian authoritative refer-
ences, i.e. the biblical scripture and the church’s teach-
ings, was first raised by Luther in the contentious Leipzig 
disputations of 1519 with Johann Eck. In his arguments, 
Luther refuted the absolute authority and infallibility of 
the Pope, noting that Eck’s view, which was in fact aligned 
with the church’s proclamations in its 1418 Council of 
Constance concerning papal supremacy, contradicted the 
scriptural teachings themselves. Luther thereby initiated 
a rift between the two sources of Christian knowledge, 
as he notes in his concluding remarks: “I am sorry that 
the learned doctor [Eck] only dips into the Scripture as 
the water-spider into the water – nay, that he seems to 
flee from it as the Devil from the Cross. I prefer, with 
all deference to the Fathers, the authority of the Scripture, 
which I herewith recommend to the arbiters of our cause.” 
(See Schaff, History, 178-81). Up until this point, the 
teachings of the church were seen to go hand in hand 
with those of the scripture; Thomas Aquinas acknowl-
edging that ‘sacra doctrina’ and ‘sacra scriptura’ are virtu-
ally synonymous. The relationship between the two was 
not clearly defined, as the Dutch historian, Heiko A. 
Oberman notes that in fact two connotations of the term 
tradition, which he numerically distinguishes as ‘Tradi-
tion I’ and ‘Tradition II,’ existed before the reformation: 
the first recognizes tradition to offer a proper interpre-
tation of the scripture; whereas the second understands 
tradition to offer an extra-scriptural oral account that 
was propagated by the apostles. (See McGrath, Reforma-
tion, 120, 138). Luther’s return to the scriptural origins 
of Christianity, can be situated within the much larger 
humanist context of the renaissance that rallied around 
the battle cry of ‘Ad Fontes.’ It was thus not only the reli-
gious texts whose origins were examined but the cultural 
life in general, perhaps best evinced by Petrarch’s return 
to the classical tradition and examination of the texts 
of Cicero and Virgil (See note 1). The term itself comes 
from Desiderius Erasmus’ own Greek translation of the 
bible, the Novum Instrumentum, which sought to replace 
the hitherto accepted Latin version of the bible – the 
Vulgate that Gutenberg’s press in fact printed. In a pref-
atory dedication to Pope Leo X, Erasmus notes that his 
version draws upon original Greek manuscripts writing, 
“Besides which I perceived that the teaching which is our 
salvation was to be had in a much purer and more lively 
form if sought at the fountain-head [ad fontes] and drawn 
from the actual sources than from the muddy ponds and 
rivulets.” (Quoted in Augustijn, Erasmus, 89. Also refer 
to McGrath, Reformation, 131-6).   

84. Published in 1620, the Novum Organum 
expands upon many of the ideas found in his earlier 
1605 book, Advancement of Learning, whose contents 
provide a critical assessment of the current state of 
knowledge – the alternative for which is presented in his 

Organum. Both works served as introductory books to an 
even greater work, namely The Great Instauration, whose 
extant contents however remained largely incomplete. 
This lack of determinate definitions manifests itself in 
the aphoristic structure of the Organum. Though not 
a natural scientist himself, Bacon’s political status and 
diplomatic connections afforded him access to some of the 
experiments and discoveries being made during the early 
17th century; for instance, he had correspondences with 
Johann Kepler, Galileo, and William Harvey all of whose 
work was only possible due to the innovative instruments 
of measurement which they had developed. Herein, lies 
the meaning of Bacon’s title, for translated from Latin 
it literally means the “new instrument” – of knowledge. 
Prior to this period of budding scientific research, Aris-
totle’s Organon, a compendium of six works, served as 
the established method for scientific inquiry and largely 
comprised the education of learned men. Testament to 
Aristotle’s work, it is only the epistemological approach 
of his Organon which is here under scrutiny by Bacon; 
its definitions, however, as they pertain to the logical 
mode of analysis continued to serve as the foundational 
reference, until the development of mathematical logic 
by Gottlieb Frege and Bertrand Russel, independently, 
at the turn of the 20th century.

85. Francis Bacon, The New Organon (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2000), 8-9.

86. It is in his Prior Analytics, the third book in the 
compiled work of the Organon, that Aristotle defines the 
syllogism as a method of discourse – or logical argumen-
tation – by which a necessary conclusion is drawn from 
a set of preliminary premises. The syllogism as such is 
always a triad composed of three predicate statements, 
illustrated here by a familiar example: every Greek is 
human; every human is mortal; therefore, every Greek 
is mortal. Thus, the objective of his Prior Analytics is the 
categorical systematization of the relationship between 
these three predicates constituting the syllogism. For, 
whereas the example given employs only universal state-
ments that are affirmative in nature, these predicate state-
ments may also be negative as well as particular in nature, 
in which case the relationship between the conclusion 
and the premises differ. (See Kenny, Philosophy, vol. 1, 
117-123). Governing this relationship are three laws that 
Aristotle outlines in other works of his, namely: the law of 
non-contradiction (A cannot be non-A at the same time 
and in the same respect); the law of identity (A=A); and 
the law of the excluded middle (Either A or non-A). As 
such, the bulk of his scientific method of inquiry does not 
deal with specific instances – the terms Greek, human, 
and mortal for instance – but seeks to establish general 
rules of thought and analysis, by which those specific 
terms may be later investigated. It for this reason that 
Aristotle is keen on using variables (A, B, and C) in place 
of specific nouns. But the whole of his logic however is 
oriented towards the discovery of these nouns and their 
categorization into a system of species and genera, whose 
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no one who has spent an adequate amount of time on things themselves and on 
experience,”90 Bacon calls: “But we stay faithfully and constantly with things, 
and abstract our minds from them no further that is necessary…”91

 To the extent that the observed phenomenon is material and the first 
principle ideational, Bacon’s endeavor of remaining “faithful to the thing” 
manifests itself in a certain aversion to language; for, language itself is understood 
to be a hinderance to the direct and unmediated experience of the ‘thing.’ By its 
very nature, language necessitates a degree of abstraction, for which reason Bacon 
comments that “it is better to dissect nature than to abstract” – focusing one’s 
efforts to “study matter, and its structure, and structural-change”; “for words 
beget words, so…it is necessary to have recourse to particular instances.”92 A 
clear and unmitigated grasp of the material thus obviates the dependence on 
language as a tool for understanding, such that Bacon calls upon his fellow men 
“to pledge to abstain for a while from notions, and begin to get used to actual 
things.”93 Unlike Plato, in whose theory we observed a connection between an 
object and its idea – whereby the object finds its meaning within an ideational 
framework, Bacon sterilizes the process, seeing sufficient content and definition 
in the things themselves. Moreover, the inadmissibility of language raises the 
same issue we encountered when discussing Plato; namely, that concerning 
the manner of documentation – or the ‘form of knowledge’ as has been earlier 
defined. For, following Bacon, only a taxonomy of particular material instances 
would be permitted: the thins as such, never abstracted. This issue is addressed 
in Bacon’s analysis of the limitations of language, which he designates as the 
“idols of the marketplace.”94 In his definition of these ‘idols,’ Bacon attributes 
the shortcomings of linguistic notions to a poor association between terms 
and the things in nature to which they refer; for this reason “the great and 
solemn controversies of learned men often end in disputes about words and 
names.”95 As such, Bacon advocates for the redressed definition of terms – in 
much the same manner as he did with Aristotle’s term “induction” – so that our 
arguments resemble those of the mathematician, always beginning with a set 
of clearly established definitions.96 In this regard, to maintain the authenticity, 
of which Plato and now Bacon are pursuant, the issue revolves around the task 
of translating the material into the ideational: the shift from the built to the 
textual. 
 Though language is a capacity inherent to man, Bacon deems its limitations 
to constitute an ‘artificial’ idol, lesser in degree – of hindering one’s understanding 
of the thing itself – than an ‘innate’ one; namely, the “idol of the tribe,” which 
he uses to designate “the limited powers of the senses” and the prejudices of the 
mind.97 Exhibiting his concern for the accuracy of mental representations, Bacon 

definition is equivalent to a taxonomy of the elements of 
the universe. This pursuit of ascertaining these elements 
is clearly evident in his Metaphysics where he notes, “In 
general if we search for the elements of existing things 
without distinguishing the many senses in which things 
are said to exist, we cannot find them… “Yet, all learn-
ing is by means of premises which are known before – 
whether learning be by demonstration or by definitions; 
for the elements of definition must be known before and 
be familiar; and learning by induction proceeds simi-
larly.” (Aristotle, 312-3). The manner of defining these 
elements is taken up in his Categories, the first work of 
the Organon. After outlining the different modes in which 
these elements exist (see note 6 above), Aristotle moves 
on to define their structure as being “the differentia of 
genera.” (Aristotle, Categories, 283). A species, such as 
the human one, is a composite of a differentia and a 
genus – the latter being animal and the former being 
rational. This system of genera and species, of which he 
is in pursuit, is taken to be the formal cause wherein a 
substance finds its identity. (See note 144 for an outline 
of his four causes). The knowledge and inquiry into the 
species is thus nothing short of the first principles Aris-
totle’s syllogism is after. It is a study of being qua being; 
or the study of existing things in the manner with which 
they exist. Wholly analytic in approach and exhibiting 
no synthetical knowledge, Aristotle’s scientific method is 
denounced by Bacon: “therefore we reject the syllogism.” 
(Bacon, New Organon, 16). 

87. Ibid., 7.
88. Aristotle’s method of induction has at its core 

his metaphysical view of hylomorphism (outlined in note 
53); for, he maintains in his De Anima that “sensation 
is the reception of the form of sensible objects without 
the matter, just as the wax receives the impression of 
the signet-ring without the iron or the gold.” (Aristotle, 
On the Soul, 137). Since matter cannot possibly enter 
through the senses, sensory experience is therefore able to 
discern the two composite elements of our hylomorphic 
reality. Passive experience alone is not sufficient however 
is identifying the formal cause of a thing – its species as 
outlined in note 86 – as that requires a studious process. 
To that extent Aristotle distinguishes in “Book I” of his 
Metaphysics between experience, which perceives the effect, 
and wisdom, which recognizes the underlying cause. 
What is important to note however is that both Aris-
totle and Bacon begin as such with sensory experience. 
Attaining such wisdom, by means of induction, is the 
subject matter of his Posterior Analytics, the fourth book 
in his Organon, where he identifies a sixth sense – a sensus 
communis – that systematizes and unifies the persistence 
of sense-perception: “So out of sense-perception comes to 
be what we call memory, and out of frequently repeated 
memories of the same thing develops experience; for a 
number of memories constitute a single experience…the 
universal now stabilized in its entirety within the soul…
The method by which even sense perception implants the 

universal is inductive.” (Aristotle, 296).  
Reminiscent of Plato’s ‘simile in multis’ – outlined 

in “Chapter Three” below – Aristotle’s ‘universal’ is never 
sensorially perceived rather always inferred by means of 
this sixth centralizing sense. Herein lies the distinction 
Bacon is making between negative and positive induction; 
for whereas Aristotle is after a formal cause that can never 
sensibly affect its subject matter, Bacon is after a percep-
tible efficient cause that operates mechanistically on its 
subject. Bacon’s adoption of this mechanistic view of real-
ity forgoes Aristotle’s three other causes (formal, material, 
and final) admitting only of the efficient one. Hence, what 
his positive induction pursues is not a hidden universal 
rather a visible particular. Historically considered, this 
departure from Aristotle’s notion of ‘sensus communis’ 
paved the way for skeptical arguments concerning knowl-
edge, for it necessitated the intelligibility of a sensorially 
perceptible cause as a condition of scientific knowledge. 
Counter positions to such skepticism thus admit of a 
reliance on this common sense, as was adopted by Thomas 
Reid, the 17th century Scottish philosopher, who – in 
reaction to Hume’s rejection of any positive knowledge 
concerning an efficient cause (see note 17) – maintained 
that the reality of things is perceptible by the senses. It 
is G. E. Moore, the 20th century British philosopher 
under whom Wittgenstein studied, who develops finds 
evidence for the use of common sense in everyday ordi-
nary language (see Kenny, Philosophy, vol. 4, 48-52).    

89. Bacon, New Organon, 10.
90. Ibid., 9.
91. Ibid., 11.
92. Ibid., 45,58.
93. Ibid., 40.
94. Otherwise identified as illusions which deceive 

the understanding, Bacon outlines four such idols in 
aphorism number 39. Their clear identification is under-
taken with the ultimate aim to exorcise them from human 
thought, since any treatment begins with a proper diag-
nosis. In addition to the idols of the marketplace and of 
the tribe, dealt with in the text below, Bacon recognizes 
a further idol of the cave and another of the theater. 
That pertaining to the cave identifies a type of knowl-
edge which is pursued in man’s “private worlds not in the 
great or common world”; whereas the idol of the theater 
denounces the dogmatically accepted narrative of expla-
nation, which has no basis in reality but rather functions 
as a play presenting the mind with “false and fictitious 
worlds.” (Ibid, 41-2). Bacon’s understands his project as 
such in much similar fashion to that of Lucretius, the 1st 
century Roman poet, whose epic On the Nature of Things 
sought to dispel the fears of man and free his “mind from 
the close bondage of religion.” (Lucretius, 58). 

95. Bacon, New Organon, 48.
96. Such an approach to philosophy is more clearly 

outlined by a later contemporary of his; namely, Descartes, 
who in the second part of his 1637 work, Discourse on 
Method, writes, “Those long chains composed of very 
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notes, “The human understanding is like an uneven mirror receiving its rays from 
things and merging its own nature with the nature of things, which thus distorts 
and corrupts it.”98 In distinguishing between the nature of the mind and the 
thing, Bacon introduces what is otherwise known as the veil of perception – a key 
principle of all subsequent representational theories of knowledge. Set against 
Plato’s divided line (outlined in note 76), Bacon’s veil bears some similarities 
as it betrays the same predicament of the inaccessibility of true knowledge. 
Both differ however in their pursuits, for where Plato recognizes a haven in 
contemplating the harmonious structure of the Forms, Bacon diagnoses it as the 
mind’s ailment. Regarding the ‘nature of the mind’ he notes therefore: “Human 
understanding from its own peculiar nature willingly supposes a greater order in 
things than it finds…it invents parallels and correspondences and non-existent 
connections.”99 To employ Plato’s allegory, Bacon admits of his cave, but points 
out that man is in it of his own accord, confining himself to his own thoughts. 
One is thus called to desert the cave’s mirage of shadows and forgo its imposed 
preconceptions – haplessly searching for coherence in the – and venture out 
into the physical world, where things truly exist.   
 This predicament of the veil of perception, which perplexed many a philosopher 
following Bacon, has for him the inherent preconceptions of the mind as its main 
obstacles; such that what distorts “the nature of things” in the understanding 
are not the senses themselves rather the stock of ideas, memories, and concepts 
which the minds has stored for itself.100 To overcome such a distortion, Bacon 
introduces a distinction between ‘anticipation’ and ‘interpretation.’ Anticipation 
has for its cause the reading of the mind’s preestablished notions and images into 
things, whereby the task simply entails situating the things observed within a 
larger framework of knowledge that already exists. Interpretation, by contrast, 
suspends all the mind’s preconceptions – abandoning its existing framework of 
knowledge – in order to elicit proper reasoning from things as they are found 
in nature.101 To the extent that ‘interpretation’ invites the mind to suspend all 
of its established beliefs, as a means of achieving an immediate encounter with 
its object of observation, it reevaluates that traditional narrative of natural 
phenomena against the bar of nature itself. We notice here that allowing the 
things to “speak for themselves,” as it were, precludes the possibility for defining 
the thing before actually investigating it – as we had observed in our discussion 
of Plato. Instead, here the ontological is tasked with defining the epistemological. 
Bacon aware of this challenge, argues however, “no judgement can rightly be 
made of our way [(interpretation)], nor of the discoveries made by it, by means 
of anticipations.”102 What this process of suspending one’s ideas entails, as such, 
is a state of solitude within the material world; an intimate encounter between 

simple and early reasonings, which geometers customarily 
use to arrive at their most difficult demonstrations, had 
given me occasion to suppose that all the things which 
can fall under human knowledge are interconnected in 
the same way.” (Descartes, 120). Though he never fully 
applied this geometrical method of analysis to any phil-
osophical investigation, it was pursued later by his conti-
nental Dutch successor, Spinoza, in both his Principles 
of Cartesian Philosophy as well as his Ethics, published 
1637 and 1677 respectively. Both books begin their 
discourse with a series of definitions as well as axioms 
before proceeding to provide proofs thereof. Granted both 
Descartes and Spinoza operate within a deductive method 
of reasoning, which begin with foundational principles 
– an approach contrary to Bacon’s inductive method. To 
this extent, Bacon concludes, “these definitions cannot 
cure this fault. For the definitions themselves consist of 
words…” (Bacon, New Organon, 48). 

97. See ibid., 47. Bacon does not hold that the 
account of the senses is inaccurate rather misleading. 
For a fuller account refer to note 100.

98. Ibid., 41. Here Bacon prefigures Kant’s distinc-
tion between phenomena, things as they appear internally 
to the mind, and noumena, things as they exist externally 
in the world – briefly outlined in note 81. Though Bacon 
identifies the “nature of the mind” as a hinderance which 
must be overcome, his greater contribution lies in the very 
recognition of this nature, for all subsequent philosophies 
begin with the issue and take a position towards it. In 
contemporaneous thought, the distinction is between 
subjective and objective. As such, despite Bacon’s renun-
ciation of it, the elucidation of this nature proved to be 
Kant’s insurance against any form of skepticism, for it is 
the haven of his “transcendental aesthetic.” What Kant 
argues in his Critique of Pure Reason is that though there 
can be no definite knowledge of “a real object that can be 
distinguished from all phenomena,” such a real object can 
be known to positively exist since it renders the structure 
of the mind (the categories of phenomenal apperception 
afforded by his synthetic a priori) visible. For, these cate-
gories of apperception cannot be objects of thought in 
themselves, but are only discernable as they represent an 
“object of our sensuous intuition.” (Kant, 412). Kant as 
such turns the tables on Bacon and the succeeding British 
empiricists, arguing that they mistook the nature of things 
for the cause of all philosophical inquiry, where in fact 
it is the nature of the mind that is investigated – only 
inasmuch as it presents things to us: “the proud name 
of Ontology, which presumes to supply in a systematic 
form different kinds of synthetical knowledge a priori 
of things by themselves…must be replaced by the more 
modest name of a mere Analytic of the pure understand-
ing.” (Ibid., 410).  

99. Bacon, New Organon, 42. In so far as Bacon 
is against the formulation of such fanciful connections, 
he completely rejects Plato’s theory of Forms, writing in 
aphorism 51 that “the forms are a figment of the human 

mind,” for it “pretends that things which are in flux are 
unchanging.” (Ibid., 45). 

100. Since the mind cannot but perceive the real-
ity of things except through some sensory experiences, 
Bacon admits of the sensorial in its untainted state: “It is 
to establish degrees of certainty, to preserve sensation by 
putting a kind of restraint on it, but to reject in general 
the work of the mind that follows sensation; and rather to 
open and construct a new and certain road for the mind 
from the actual perceptions of the senses.” (Ibid., 28). 
Such a view betrays the general optimism of the golden 
Elizabethan age in which Bacon was writing, for the senses 
would be denounced altogether by none other than his 
younger fellow, Thomas Hobbes, who in his Leviathian, 
published in 1651 at the culmination of the English civil 
war, notes, “And this seeming or fancy, is that which men 
call Sense.” (Hobbes, 83). 

101. Herein Bacon confirms his knack for redefining 
Aristotelean terms, for his term ‘interpretation’ serves as 
the very title of Aristotle’s second book in the Organon; 
namely, de Interpretatione. In the work, Aristotle sets out 
to define the framework of language as it pertains to “the 
terms ‘noun’ and ‘verb’, then the terms ‘denial’ and ‘affir-
mation’, then ‘proposition’ and ‘sentence.’” (Aristotle, 
25). Without much regard to any specific proposition 
or particular thing in nature, Aristotle’s pursuit in this 
sense is to define the linguistic structure and presuppo-
sitions implicit in what Bacon terms as the process of 
‘anticipation.’ 

102. Bacon, New Organon, 39. This absolute reliance 
on things – without the allowance of any anticipatory 
notion thereof – has been criticized as it precludes the 
postulation of any hypothesis: a necessity for all scientific 
thought, as observed in discussing Popper’s ‘theory of 
falsification’ in note 77. 
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the mind and the thing, approaching it as if it has its own consciousness and in 
turn hiding away from the crowd and their stories.103 
 The preference of the interpretative to the anticipatory raises an important 
issue of concern to our discussion of the immediate and mediated forms of 
knowledge. The unrelenting pursuit of the origin (the thing itself ), at the cost 
of tradition, pits the individual against the collective. Not only must the account 
of the individual admonish that of the collective, but by the very condition of 
immediate knowledge its account cannot be but individual and can therefore 
only be conducted at such a level. Afterall, it is precisely for this reason that all 
philosophical inquiries into the nature of knowledge begin with a study of the 
individual mind, where this condition of immediacy is afforded. Taken to an 
extreme however, Bacon’s criterion of interpretation would result in nothing 
more than the individual undoing the collective: the narrative of knowledge 
always remaining within the close space between the observer and his object 
of investigation, never opening up to the vista of tradition – the built never 
sublimated into the textual.
 Despite these challenges, the alternative for Bacon bears too great a risk; for, 
operating within the traditional framework of knowledge often culminates in 
what he describes as “delicate learning,” a quality characteristic of ‘anticipation’ 
outlined above.104 Exhibiting “vain affectations” towards tradition, this type of 
learning is self-indulgent; negligent of its tradition’s claim to knowledge, the 
very original source upon which it bases its legitimacy, it substitutes the cause 
of its source for its own self-propagation – finding value in the stylistic form of 
it narrative rather than its substance. Its pursuit, as such, is “an excess; for man 
began to hunt more after words than matter; more after the choiceness of the 
phrase, and the round and clean composition of the sentence…than after the 
weight of matter, worth of subject, soundness of argument, life of invention.”105 
The root of the issue for Bacon revolves around the degree with which one’s 
awareness of a subject matter is encompassed by the mediate account thereof. 
For if all that one know about a subject exists in the form of a relayed image, 
the ‘knowledge’ that one in turn produces will continue to operate in this 
world of images, finding its objective in their organization and representational 
amelioration. 
 To this extent, Bacon recognizes a conjunction between an emphasis on the 
image and the stagnation of its science. He distinguishes therefore between two 
types of scientific endeavors, that of the ‘mechanical arts’ and that of the ‘natural 
sciences.’106 Where they differ is in their handling of their subject matter; the 
mechanical arts can only work directly on their object of investigation constantly 
engaged with it and developing a practical knowledge thereof in the process; 

103. To the extent that Bacon advocates the suspen-
sion of judgement, he is adopting a method of inquiry 
first outlined by the Roman skeptic Pyrrho in the 3rd 
century BC. In aphorism 37, he notes: “our way agrees 
to some extent with the method of the supporters of lack 
of conviction; but in the end our ways are far apart and 
strongly opposed.” (Ibid., 40). Though Pyrrho did not 
transcribe any of his teachings, the 3rd century work of 
his student Sextus Empiricus titled Outlines of Pyrrhon-
ism presents the doctrine from which his philosophy 
ensues: “of none of our future statements do we posi-
tively affirm that the fact is exactly as we state it, but we 
simply record each fact, like a chronicler, as it appears to 
us at the moment.” (Empiricus, 491). In so far as the 
aim is simply to record facts without passing a judgment 
on them, a distinction is made between ‘appearances,’ or 
objects of sense-perception, and ‘judgements,’ or objects 
of thought. As such, in order to arrive at these objects of 
sense, a basic tenet of the skeptics is identified; namely, 
that of ‘suspense’ – the Greek term for which is epoché: 
“a state of mental rest owing to which we neither deny 
nor affirm anything.” (Ibid., 492). The end to which 
such a suspension of knowledge is directed, however, 
is diametrically opposed to that of which Bacon is in 
pursuit. For the skeptics, it in nothing other than a state 
of “quietude” of the soul, an ideal condition of apathy. 
Otherwise defined as ataraxia (literally meaning lack of 
harassment), the notion serves as the final resolution for 
the epicurean and stoic pursuit of happiness as freedom 
from pain in the body and trouble in the soul – the aban-
donment of all concerns. Aside from the divergent ends, 
this method of suspension seeks to simply observe the 
facts and remain – alongside Bacon – “faithful to the 
things.” As such, it is precisely this epoché, or ‘bracketing 
of judgement,’ which is advocated for by Husserl, the 20th 
century founder of phenomenology, as he exclaims: “back 
to the ‘things themselves.’” (Husserl, Logical Investigations, 
168). Unlike his Roman predecessors however, Husserl 
defines the function of suspension as a description of 
the perceptual experiences – or noema – as they appear 
to the mind. What is being suspended here, in effect, is 
not judgement rather skepticism concerning the presence 
of what is perceived in an external world; the object of 
suspension, for Pyrrho and Bacon, is thus inverted. (See 
note 98 where Kant affords a similar inversion). By rela-
tion, the suspension to which we are referring in our 
text pertains to neither skepticism, nor judgement, rather 
the ideational framework of knowledge. Furthermore, 
Husserl understands the mental appearances under inves-
tigation to be the result of an intentional act of thought, 
rather than a passive and apathetic sense-experience. This 
emphasis on intentionality is perhaps his most notable 
contribution to subsequent 20th century philosophy. (See 
SEP III).    

104. Along with “delicate learning,” Bacon iden-
tifies two other false pursuits of knowledge: fantastical 
learning and contentious learning. Each associated with 

a particular vanity, they serve are precursors to the four 
tribes or illusions which Bacon attempts to exorcise in 
his Novum Organum (see note 94). Fantastical learning, 
as such, can be identified with the idol of the theater, 
for it exhibits “delight in deceiving, and [an] aptness to 
be deceived.” Contentious learning on the other hand, 
concerns itself with the “suppression of all the smaller 
sort of objection” to its account. (Bacon, Advancement 
of Learning, 26, 28).  

105. Francis Bacon, On the Advancement of Learning 
(New York: J. M. Dent and Sons, 1930), 24.

106. Bacon here is alluding to a distinction made 
much earlier by Aristotle, where in his Nicomachean 
Ethics, he identifies two types of knowledge correlat-
ing to his conception of the two rational faculties of 
the soul: the scientific and the calculative. The former 
involves “speculative thought” concerning the truth of 
an invariable thing, whereas the latter exercises “practical 
thought” to discover the truth as it relates to a partic-
ular action. As such, Aristotle differentiates between a 
scientific knowledge whose content is self-fulfilling, and 
a knowledge of art that “deals with bringing something 
into existence.” (Aristotle, Ethics, 327-35). Commenting 
on the conditions by which each type of knowledge arises, 
Aristotle notes in his Metaphysics that in contrast to art 
which is cultivated by “necessity,” scientific knowledge 
is the result of “leisure and recreation,” observing: “the 
mathematical arts were founded in Egypt; for there the 
priestly caste was allowed to be at leisure.” (Aristotle, 298). 
Of importance here is the recognition that the pursuit 
of knowledge stems from an ethical framework, for in 
so far as Bacon and Aristotle differ in the manner of 
attaining such knowledge, it betrays a deeper disjunction 
between their understanding of its value: Aristotle defines 
it as the acquisition of eternal principles, which once 
discovered remain in possession; Bacon by relation is a 
man action, for he values knowledge with respect to the 
cultural mandate of exercising dominion over nature – as 
outlined in note 39. 
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whereas the ‘natural sciences,’ at least at the time of Bacon’s writing, do not 
operate experimentally rather abstractly, relying solely on logic and acquiring 
nothing more than a theoretical knowledge.107 Following from this definition of 
both, the mechanical arts exhibit progress, whereas the natural sciences stagnate: 
“For it has come, that in the arts mechanical the first deviser comes shortest, 
and time adds and perfects; but in [the natural] sciences the first author goes 
farthest, and time leses [(forsakes)] and corrupts.”108 Concerning our discussion 
of the built and the textual as legitimate sources of inquiry, the criterion, as 
such, is one of real existence as opposed to an imagined one.   
Occupied with the organization of its images and amelioration of its arguments, 
Bacon notes that the knowledge of the natural sciences is based on the 
“refutation and suppression” of its objectors; such that if any new evidence, 
which contradicts the current scientific account comes to light, “the axiom is 
saved by some frivolous distinction when it would be more truthful to amend 
the axiom.”109 Thus, instead of pursuing a positive knowledge of confirmation, 
a negative one based on refutations is adopted, with the primary objective 
of “establishing and fixing errors.”110 What is here called into question is not 
whether the framework of knowledge operates within the real or the imagined 
– as outlined above, rather whether it confronts itself with the totality of the 
natural existence it seeks to understand, or limits itself instead to a select few 
phenomena in whose explication it finds refuge. To illustrate the effect such 
a selective scope of inquiry had, Bacon likens it to the dim light of a candle: 
“when you carry the light into one corner, you darken the rest.”111 Pursuing 
his metaphor further; in order to light up the entire room, the pursuit of 
knowledge – whether mediated or immediate – must be ambivalent towards 
its subject matter, accepting all its instances despite the harm its arguments and 
rhetorical infrastructure may have to suffer. As it concerns our discussion, the 
issue of what is admitted within a science’s frame of reference asks whether the 
text may at times preclude the built.  

107. As outlined in note 106, this distinction 
between theoretical and practical knowledge is first clearly 
made by Aristotle in his Metaphysics, where the theoret-
ical – or speculative – holds an intrinsic value, and the 
practical an instrumental one. (Refer to our discussion 
of Aristotle in “Chapter Three” below for a further anal-
ysis of the intrinsic and the instrumental). In advocating 
for the practical value of philosophy, however; Bacon 
compels it to answer to some instrumental use in whose 
fulfillment its performance is assessed. That is to say, that 
whereas Aristotle, among others, shields philosophy from 
such an onslaught of accusatory claims, Bacon lowers 
its drawbridge to take on the practical requirements of 
scientific inquiry. Writing 100 years later, Hume opens his 
Enquiry Concerning the Human Understanding, of 1748, 
by making the very same distinction, albeit for very differ-
ent reasons. He champions the practical over the abstruse 
(his term for theoretical) as the first “considers man chiefly 
as born for action; and as influenced in his measure by 
taste and sentiment,” whereby the second “endeavors to 
form his understanding more than cultivate his manners.” 
(Hume, 282-3). As outlined in note 17, Hume is an ardent 
skeptic; as such in order to defend the claim of philoso-
phy, he does not retreat to the domain of the theoretical, 
instead, he redefines the object of philosophy altogether, 
maintaining that its role lies in moral aspects of human 
life as opposed to issues of scientific knowledge. Such are 
the implications of assuming either the practical or the 
theoretical position.     

108. Bacon, Advancement of Learning, 30. By virtue 
of his definition, Bacon presents us with a deterministic 
view concerning the progress of knowledge, whereby it 
develops along a necessary path of refinement. Such a view 
of a necessary progression was also held by Plato, who in 
the introductory dialogue of his Timaeus gives an account 
of the great deluge and its effect on the state of knowledge. 
With the “flood of the waters, the herdsmen and shep-
herds in the mountains are saved, while the inhabitants of 
cities in your part of the world are swept by the rivers into 
the sea.” (Plato, Timaeus, 15). What remains of life as such 
is its earlier more primitive agrarian state as the civilized 
inhabitants of the valley have perished; nevertheless, this 
is no cause for concern, for the migration downward from 
the mountain top corresponds to a redeemed progression 
towards a developed state of civic life. Though Plato is 
presenting here a cyclical account of history – in much 
the same manner as he had done earlier in “Book VIII” 
of his Republic, conceiving of the four successive regimes 
(timocracy, oligarchy, democracy and tyranny) – he is 
also alluding to some inherent capacity with which life 
affords such a progression, whose stages are, in one way or 
another, predetermined. It is this predetermined necessity 
that Bacon recognizes in the mechanical arts.

109. Bacon, New Organon, 38. 
110. Ibid., 35. Herein Bacon is not only responding 

to Aristotle’s method of negative induction, as outline in 
note 92, but also largely reacting against the apophatic 

manner of definitions (i.e. by negation), which had 
pervaded medieval thought, theology in particular. This 
approach has its roots in the neo-platonic metaphysic of 
Plotinus, where all instances of reality are emanations of 
an unintelligible infinite One. (For a full account refer to 
“Chapter Three” below). Any definition of the One, as 
such, must proceed by way of negation (via negativa), for 
the totality of that which constitutes existence can never 
be delineated and conceived of in its totality. Writing in 
the 6th century, Pseudo-Dionysius identifies the One of 
Plotinus with the Christian God, outlining a mystical 
theology based on apophatic definitions. (SEP IV).  

111. Bacon, Advancement of Learning, 27.
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2b 
ProblemAtizing tHe issue of ‘source’

17. The central issue here in contention, from which our discussion departs, 
is the identification of what qualifies as a source of architectural knowledge. 
Indeterminate as the type of knowledge pursued may be, the condition made 
at the outset is a seemingly exacting one, for we maintain that architectural 
inquiry can only be made into its existent reality; thereby drawing a conjunction 
between the totality of architectural knowledge and the totality of its existence 
– in not too dissimilar of a fashion to the connection made between language 
and the content of the past when problematizing “Chapter One.” Herein 
lies a fundamental question however; namely, what is it that constitutes this 
architectural existence? If the condition is satisfied by the distinction between 
the built and the textual, the existent reality viable as a source for investigation 
assumes a rather narrow definition yielding a limited resource for knowledge. 
For in such a case, the textual documentation of that which was built but 
no longer stands does not fulfill the criterion of existence. Opening up our 
definition however to admit of both built and textual, the existent architectural 
reality under investigation operates on two levels: the first is a material one and 
exists in the physical sense; whereas the second is an immaterial one and exists 
in the ideational sense.

18. As it concerns the ideational existence, an evident question presents itself, 
namely, what is the subject matter of this architectural reality? And of what 
nature is its content? A ready answer may be found in designating the ideational 
existence as one which is abstracted from the material one, whereby the text is 
a documentation of the built. Such a definition is the one we encountered in 

13. arbor sapientia, Ramon Llull
Following from his Ars Magna, Llull shows a 
monk the tree of wisdom with its many elements. 
Such are the instruments of knowledge.
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discussing Plato’s text where the demonstrative connection between the object 
and its idea was drawn, i.e. one functions as a referent to the other. By virtue of 
this preliminary definition, the ideational existence of architecture is legitimized 
by the material one, having it for its cause. Must this necessarily be the case 
however? In effect, considered as a source of inquiry, what is it that is being 
pursued in the ideational existence which is otherwise inaccessible to the material 
one, for if the constitution of the ideational is nothing but a translation of the 
material, then both are interchangeable rather than being complimentary. As 
such, the question at hand is whether the totality of the material existence, as 
we have defined it thus far, is congruent to the totality of the ideational one?
 
19. Returning to consider the material existence, the condition of totality is 
not intended to be delimiting rather all-inclusive, whereby all its instances serve 
as a viable resource of architectural knowledge – or a source of investigation. 
Such a broad definition is none other than the condition of ambivalence raised 
in discussing Bacon’s notion of ‘contentious learning,’ such that maintaining 
a purview of totality serves as a succor against dogmatic categorizations and is 
thereby able to identify an architectural existence outside what Thomas Kuhn 
designates as a ‘normative science.’112 
 As such, the emphasis on totality – in the least as it concerns the material 
existence of architecture – blurs the lines of distinction between sacred, civic, 
and profane architecture; it finds sufficient content for study in all buildings 
regardless of their societal role or urban situation. Furthermore, it does not 
judge the source based on its intent, as one betraying a conscious act of design, 
rather approaches it in much the same manner as that which is un-designed. 
The criterion for investigation as such lies precisely in the fact of its existence, 
nothing more; if it exists, then it is worthy of study – or must at the very least 
be accounted for. Herein, this emphasis on the totality serves as an argument 
and an access point to the notion of ‘architecture without architects.’ Lastly, 
as it relates to the issue of tradition and its narrative, the emphasis on totality 
operates outside a particular canon of architecture, one which determines the 
buildings and typologies worthy of study and research.   

20. As it exists ideationally however, the condition of the totality of architectural 
reality appears to set a limit on the breadth of ideas which may be investigated, 
admitting only ones whose content relates to the built; such that, unlike its 
material counterpart, the ideational scope of inquiry is – on first analysis – an 
exclusive one. We find insight however, concerning this predicament, in a lucidly 
formulated statement made by Collingwood when defining what designates 

112. In 1962, Thomas Kuhn published his seminal 
work titled The Structure of Revolutionary Science, wherein 
he distinguished between the generally accepted proce-
dures of scientific inquiry that dominates a particular 
historical period, which are identified with a normative 
paradigm, and the revolutionary abandonment of these 
accepted methodologies during a time of epistemological 
crisis, most often when new irreconcilable evidence pres-
ents an anomaly. His text focuses on these transitionary 
moments between two normative approaches to scientific 
investigation, whereby in “Chapter VIII” dealing with 
the response to such moments of crises, he notes: “The 
resulting transition to a new paradigm is scientific revolu-
tion … Confronted with anomaly or with crisis, scientists 
take a different attitude toward existing paradigms, and 

the nature of their research changes accordingly. The 
proliferation of competing articulations, the willingness 
to try anything, the expression of explicit discontent, the 
recourse to philosophy and to debate over fundamentals, 
all these are symptoms of a transition from normal to 
extraordinary research. It is upon their existence more 
than upon that of revolutions that the notion of normal 
science depends.” (Kuhn, 90-1). What Kuhn presents 
is cyclical model of scientific development progressing 
through three phases, pre-normal, normal, and revolu-
tionary. This model is to be understood in contrast to 
Karl Popper’s ‘deductivism’ where the activity of scientific 
inquiry concerns itself primarily with positing new theo-
ries that can in turn be falsified. (See note 77).

14. Nova Reperta, Stradanus
In his frontispiece for a series on modern 
inventions,Stradanus here represents the empirical 
instruments of knowledge. Each figure wielding 
the oroborus, a symbol for time, a new age, whose 
basis lies in the measurement of the globe, is 
ushered in.
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historical evidence: “The whole perceptible world, then, is potentially and in 
principle evidence to the historian. It becomes actual evidence in so far as he can 
use it. And he cannot use it unless he comes to it with the right kind of historical 
knowledge.”113 Substituting Collingwood’s designation of historical knowledge 
for an architectural one – or an architectural epistemology – the question raised 
earlier concerning the extent of this ideational architectural existence turns the 
tables to denote that which knowledge pursues. Meaning that the limit of what 
may be designated as ideationally architectural is not set by the nature of its 
content, rather by the capacity of its epistemological framework to make use 
of such content for its own purposes.
 Architecture thus defines itself by the sort of archaeological investigation – to 
employ Foucault’s methodology – that it undertakes.114 As such the epistemic 
dimension of architecture, denoted here tacitly by the ideational one, is a way 
of looking at things – things which are not necessarily built. The assumption of 
these extra-disciplinary investigations within the existent reality of architecture, 
material or ideational, involves their concern with the built nonetheless. This is 
to say that though an investigation may wander off beyond the totality of this 
architectural reality in question, it always proceeds from – and concludes with 
– the built as its subject matter. Following therefrom, the assimilation of what 
is otherwise extra-architectural within the ideational totality of architectural 
existence involves its realization within the framework of a built-construct – one 
whose logic is spatial. 

21. This emancipation of what falls under the scope of this architectural existence 
– into which inquiry is afforded – casts doubt concerning the value of the 
material existence, which has thus far been presented as a primary source of 
investigation. For why should the cause of architectural knowledge limit itself 
to the material condition, where inquiry into the ideational one opens up far 
more varied avenues. 
 The predicament outlined here takes its direction from the distinction 
between the natural and the cultural, observed in Plato, as well as the issue of 
the origin and tradition, dealt with in Bacon; for, both points of distinction 
maintain that meaningful content is found at the level of the cultural or the 
traditional – even Bacon’s unrelenting pursuit of the source necessitates its 
subsequent interpretation. The natural origin according to this view is devoid 
of its own content. 
 Architecturally considered however, the cleavage between an objective fact, 
denoted by the built material condition, and the subjective knowledge thereof, 
the textual or ideational one, is not clearly demarcated. This is due to the fact that 

113. Collingwood, History, 247.
114. Michel Foucault in his 1969 work, Archae-

ology of Knowledge, outlines a method of investigation 
which had tacitly guided the thought of his two earlier 
works, The History of Madness and The Order of Things. 
He notes in the preface that the assumed mode of anal-
ysis departs from the traditional scientific approach of 
outlining first-principles in whose bounds the investiga-
tion remains: “attention has been turned, on the contrary, 
away from vast unities like ‘periods’ or ‘centuries’ to the 
phenomena of rupture, of discontinuity. Beneath the great 
continuities of thought, beneath the solid, homogeneous 
manifestations of a single mind or of a collective mental-
ity, beneath the stubborn development of a science striv-
ing to exist and to reach completion at the very outset, 
beneath the persistence of a particular genre, form, disci-
pline, or theoretical activity, one is now trying to detect the 
incidence of interruptions. Interruptions whose status and 
nature vary considerably. There are the epistemological 
acts and thresholds described by Bachelard: they suspend 
the continuous accumulation of knowledge, interrupt its 
slow development, and force it to enter a new time, cut it 
off from its empirical origin and its original motivations, 
cleanse it of its imaginary complicities; they direct histor-
ical analysis away from the search for silent beginnings, 
and the never-ending tracing-back to the original precur-
sors, towards the search for a new type of rationality and 
its various effects.” (Foucault, 4). What Foucault describes 
here is a particular manner of engaging with reality and 
rendering it intelligible for investigation, such that 
concerning the case of his book on madness, the discus-
sion is not centered on the psychiatric definition of what 
constitutes madness, rather the historical manifestation 
of what qualifies as ‘mad’ within all bodies of knowledge, 
regardless of whether the term is explicitly mentioned 
and discussed. Such a manner of focusing on the diverse 
historical instances of madness elicits elements of the mad 
from seemingly disparate fields of study, rendering their 
subliminal attitude towards the phenomenon intelligible 
and accessible for further investigation. It is in this mode 
of analysis, of recognizing evidence where none is formally 
announced, that our current discussion of the ‘ideational 
existence’ of architecture concerns itself. 
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the entirety of architectural existence, material and ideational, is a man-made 
– or cultural – construct. Where for the natural sciences, the framework of 
knowledge – otherwise identified as the traditional narrative – must endow its 
subject-matter – the unintelligible source existing in nature – with meaning; in 
the case of architecture, the built as a material source of inquiry cannot but be 
embedded with a narrative of its own. To employ our own terminology, if the 
ideational existence of architecture is defined by a particular way of looking at 
things, the material one – the built artifact – is likewise itself a way of looking 
at things.
 In this regard, the absolute methodological distinction between induction 
and deduction drawn in the natural sciences – represented by Bacon and Popper 
respectively – can never be achieved within architectural epistemology; since, 
at the most material level of inductive investigation, the material contains an 
ideational component, and conversely, at the ideational level of deductive 
analysis, all arguments involve the awareness of our aforementioned built-
construct – or are in the least preconditioned by it. 

22. Despite the elevation of the material existence to that of the ideational 
one, in terms of capacity of content, the question still remains: why pursue the 
built over the textual or the abstracted? We may find an answer in the notion 
of authenticity, raised in our discussion of Plato – or similarly in the direct 
awareness of the thing as Bacon points out in his definition of the mechanical 
arts. As such, we return to the issue of legitimacy – briefly alluded to in point 
no. 18 – that the ideational existence is validated by the material one. In what 
sense however is authenticity here intended, for both conditions of existence are 
equally real in so far as their subject matter is the built-construct as defined earlier? 
In so far as this built-construct may really exist either ideationally or materially, 
its manifestation as built can only occur on the material level. Authenticity here 
as such denotes this manifested reality. Entangling semantics aside, what is here 
intended by manifestation is not a condition of the reality of existence, rather 
the actuality of it. For, both potency of idea and actuality of matter, borrowing 
from Aristotle’s definition of the two, really exist as such; the latter however 
is realized or manifested, whereas the former is not. It is thus the actuality of 
the built-construct – or its manifestation – which is pursued in identifying the 
material existence as a primary source of investigation.115 
 What does this condition of manifestation offer however which the 
ideational cannot? It is an issue shared by both Plato and Aristotle: regardless 
of the type of knowledge pursued, access to it is only feasible sensorially. The 
manifested reality of architecture is a spatially embodied one, for no matter 

115. For Aristotle’s analysis of the process of change 
as a shift from potentiality to actuality while a substance 
essence persists through the change, refer to note 53. 

15. Coup d’oeil du Theatre de Besançon, Claude-Nicolas Ledoux
Notwithstanding the specifics of Ledoux’s theater 
design, the engraving depitcts the paradox between 
the intellectual eye of reason, subjective in nature, 
and the empirical reality of the external world, 
objective in nature.
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how real and descript an ideational account may be, it does not manifest itself 
spatially. What this embodied state affords is a vestige of the connection between 
the material and the ideational existence of architecture; it serves as a fulcrum 
between the two so to say. Stated inversely, the ideational aspect of architecture, 
in its indeterminacy, can be embodied or manifested within several material 
instances. The investigation of the material – the criterion for authenticity – as 
such pursues the specific cause or connection by which the ideational acquires 
its definition.116 

23. Arising from this issue of authenticity, we may ask nonetheless if it needs to 
be satisfied through evidence found in the whole of our existent reality, as we 
have observed in Collingwood’s definition of the matter. The question is thus 
whether the source of architectural knowledge must be investigated in its existent 
reality at all – the position stated at the outset. It is also a question whether 
knowledge must be accessed sensorially as maintained above. Here we may at 
last introduce an object of inquiry, whose mention we have thoroughly avoided 
up until this juncture; namely, the architectural drawing. The introduction 
of the drawing, which serves as the main point of departure in the following 
chapter, confronts us with the following issue: Can architectural knowledge not 
be investigated through drawing? i.e. Does it necessarily need recourse to a real 
existence – investigated sensorially, rather than an imagined existence of its own 
production – investigated ideationally? An ancillary question, surrounding the 
architectural drawing approached as a source of investigation, is whether the 
drawing itself, in its imaginative production, enters the body of this existent 
reality to which our current problematization has been dedicated. The drawing 
in this regard is a passage from the imaginative to the real; it thus blurs the lines 
of distinction between two which Bacon rigorously demarcates in his work. 
 Returning to the main issue however of the necessity for evidence – or the 
inescapability of the existent reality – what is being asked here is whether the 
poetic image, as Bachelard defines it, not provide a break from this established 
existence in whose totality knowledge is a prisoner.117 What the drawing offers 
in this regard is the pursuit of a constellation which does not begin with a 
built-artifact rather pure intellectual thought itself – what Descartes designates 
as innate.118 The question, as such, is whether admission of the imaginative 
precludes the really existent; for, without getting mired in argumentative details, 
the imaginative subsists in the real.119 The poetic image, regardless of how 
radical it may be, has something for its object of thought; i.e. it is not self-
fulfilling rather genitive in nature: it is concerned with something or belongs 
to something. 

116. This criterion of apprehending the cause is one 
which Aristotle outlines in his Metaphysics, it is dealt with 
in “Chapter Three.”

117. In his 1958 book, The Poetics of Space, Gaston 
Bachelard offers a phenomenologically descriptive analysis 
of the architectural space as an intimate cradle of poetic 
contemplation. Situated within the larger context of his 
philosophical work, this book is concerned with the provi-
sion of an alternative mode of epistemic investigation that 
provides a respite from the established framework of real-
ity that the sciences propagate. It was in his 1934 work, Le 
Nouvel Esprit Scientifique that he postulated the notions of 
an ‘epistemological break’ and an ‘epistemic turn’ whereby 
an abandonment of the currently established framework 
of knowledge was necessary in order for scientific inquiry 
to progress. He identifies the model of such a break with 
the ‘poetic image,’ as it offers a suspension of all that is 
generally accepted, contemplating reality in a new light 
that is distinctly present – or cognizant of its momentary 
nature. In this regard, the procedure of the ‘poetic image’ 
is closely associated with Husserl’s notion of epoché, which 
suspends reality (see note 103). Bachelard thusly intro-
duces his book, noting: “A philosopher who has evolved 
his entire thinking from the fundamental themes of the 
philosophy of science, and followed the main line of the 
active, growing rationalism of contemporary science as 
closely as he could, must forget his learning and break 
with all his habits of philosophical research, if he wants to 
study the problems posed by the poetic imagination … The 
poetic image is a sudden salience on the surface of the 
psyche, lesser psychological causes of which have not been 
sufficiently investigated … The philosophy of poetry must 
acknowledge that the poetic act has no past, at least no 
recent past, in which its preparation and appearance could 
be followed … On the contrary: through the brilliance of 
an image, the distant past resounds with echoes, and it is 
hard to know at what depth these echoes will reverberate 
and die away. Because of its novelty and its action, the 
poetic image has an entity and dynamism of its own; it 
is referable to a direct ontology. This ontology is what I 
plan to study … By this should be understood a study 
of the phenomenon of the poetic image when it emerges 
into the consciousness as a direct product of the heart, 
soul and being of men, apprehended in his actuality.” 
(Bachelard, xv-xviii). Historically considered, Bachelard’s 
notion of an ‘epistemological break’ served as a precursor 
to Kuhn’s notion of scientific revolutions (outlined in note 
112) as well as Foucault’s archaeological mode of analysis 
(outlined in note 114).

118. As he outlines in both his Meditations and 
Outlines for Philosophical Method, Descartes’s approach is 
to begin with what is immediately present to the intellect. 
(See notes 55 and 96).

119. Such was for instance the view held by Hume, 
namely that all ideas are either empirically perceived or 
an admixture between two which are perceived. His was 
a response to Locke’s notion that abstract ideas exist in 

the mind which have no recourse to reality. We are here 
aware of the extremely deterministic implications of such 
a definition. The point, however, is that thought cannot 
be invented as it were, for even philosophical positions 
advocating for the absurd do so by distancing themselves 
from the rational or what is already present. 
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24. This position that the poetic image can be pursued from without the 
manifested aspect of this existent reality, its embodied form as outlined in point 
no. 22, bears an implication on the supposed connection between the material 
and the ideational as illustrated by this manifestation. The implications of this 
separation are the very same which Bacon raised in presenting his view on 
‘delicate learning’; namely, that the pursuit of the formal qualities of a literary 
text is not concomitant with a pursuit of its substantive content. Traditional 
learning, in Bacon’s view, mistook one for the other. Architecturally considered, 
the formal may be identified with the material, its geometric definition, whereas 
the contentual relates to the ideational or the immaterial aspects of the built-
construct. In its pursuit of the immaterial independently of the material, the 
poetic image presents an argument for the autonomy of architectural form. Such 
an autonomy of form necessitates by relation an autonomy of content too, for the 
imaginative drawing immediately pursues the contentual without reference to a 
materially – or formally – existent source.120 This possibility to separate the two 
allows us to clearly ask a fundamental question: What does one investigate in 
the source? A knowledge of the architectural form in its material constitution 
or a knowledge of its ideational content? Such are the types of knowledge 
designated as indeterminate in point no. 17. 
 

120. This is an issue to be taken up subsequently in 
the book, but what is of note here is that autonomy does 
not relate solely to form but to content as well. 

16. Stadtkrone, Bruno Taut
A kaledioscopic constellation of civic life is 
presented by Taut in his Alpine city as a respite 
from the opressive industrial city. It is a poetic 
model that serves as a break with reality. 
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3a 
tHe mAnner of leArning from tHe PAst

In eliciting architectural principles from the built remnants of the past, Palladio 
made drawings of the ruins he encountered, “reducing them into designs,” by 
the taking of their measurements.121 Implied within this idiosyncratic process 
of drawing are thus two modes of learning; the first, measuring the object, 
concerns itself with accurately documenting its physical properties as they are 
spatially extended; the second however, reducing the object into a design, is 
concerned with distilling a particular image (leitbild) – a realized understanding 
– from the set of information which the measurements provide. Within the 
space of the drawing, the two endeavors are not wholly separate, for the very 
documentation of what is measured involves its abstraction into linework as 
well as its relative situation to the other measurements taken – a synthesizing 
act. Such a simultaneity of these two modes of learning would not occur if, for 
instance, the measurements are tabulated in matrix format, each data-point 
existing on its own. We are confronted, as such, with a distinction between two 
types of knowledge, whose definition has already been forestalled by Bacon’s 
notion of the ‘nature of the thing’ and the ‘nature of the mind.’ Though their 
discrimination may truly only occur at the subconsciously intuitive level, as 
demonstrated above, it nevertheless raises the question of what one seeks to 
learn from the past; for the definition of the pursuit of learning entails its 
manner as well. 
 Returning to the architectural drawing of the ruin, to what extent are these 
two pursuits discernable? On the one hand, the drawing is nothing short of and 
ideational reconstruction of the built ruin, whose geometric constellation – its 
lineaments as Alberti defines it – is transmitted on paper; on the other hand, the 

121. According to Paolo Gualdo, Palladio’s biog-
rapher, the architect made his own measurements and 
drawings, though he did employ the aid of Serlio’s draw-
ings for some particular buildings. (See Hart and Hicks, 
Palladio’s Rome, xxv).  

17. Measured drawings of ruins, Andrea Palladio
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drawing is a technical reproduction, according to a certain graphic notational 
system, of the built ruin as it exists in space.122 The fact of the drawing itself, 
its black linework set against the white space of the paper, may not betray one 
pursuit or the other; regardless, it is not in the physical drawing rather its process 
of creation that the possibilities entailed – these two objectives of knowledge 
– present themselves. Maintaining a broad horizon of definitions, the two 
objectives of knowledge may thus be distinguished as either a pursuit to imitate 
the ruin or to copy it.123 In so far as the pursuit is to imitate, it is an endeavor 
to learn the thing for oneself, seeking to internalize its content for the sake of 
generating it anew; learning here serves as an apparatus for reconstruction – or 
reenactment to employ Collingwood’s definition.124 Conversely, as it concerns 
the pursuit to copy, one seeks to produce a replica of the thing, inasmuch as its 
contents lends themselves to being replicated; learning in this case serves as an 
apparatus for reproduction. 
 Evident in this preliminary distinction between the two manners of learning 
is that both are defined with the purview to something being created, either a 
building or a drawing – both in light of their original object of investigation. It 
is precisely due to this act of creation that we are able to investigate the nature 
of learning in the first place; since, save for the building or the drawing, there 
would be no evidence of any learning having taken place. Learning, in this 
respect, issues a byproduct of its procedures; or, stated inversely, the architectural 
drawing is the artifact of learning. Furthermore, in this confluence between 
learning and creation arises yet another implication; namely that learning – 
within the context of the collective – necessitates demonstration. By virtue of 
this necessity, that which learning produces, its artifact, serves in turn as a means 
to relay what one has learnt – fulfilling the function of a teacher. As such, the 
molded form into which knowledge is excavated – the artifact of learning – is the 
very same by which it is transmitted. Succinctly, the constitution of knowledge 
is the institution of knowledge: meaning that, the acquisition of knowledge 
involves the production of knowledge – an ever-open dialectic.  

Imitation as Resemblance

This dynamic between learning and creating, implicit in the process of imitation, 
serves as a model of analysis for the Platonic-Aristotelean tradition as it defines 
the relationship between perception and knowledge – what is measured and what 
is learned. That is to say that the shift from the former to the latter is described 
as one of imitation (mimesis) – a Greek term holding varying connotations.
 Already apparent in our discussion of Plato’s Republic, the interplay between 

122. In the first architectural treatise since that of 
Vitruvius, Alberti distinguishes in his De Re Aedificatoria 
between the ‘lineaments’ and the ‘structure’ of a building, 
defining the former as such: “All the intent and purpose 
of lineaments lies in finding the correct, infallible way of 
joining and fitting together those lines and angles which 
define and includes the surfaces of the building … Nor 
do lineaments have anything to do with material, but 
they are of such a nature that we may recognize the same 
lineaments in several different buildings that share one 
in the same form … Let lineaments be the precise and 
correct outline, conceived in the mind, made up of lines 

and angles, and perfected in the learning intellect and 
imagination.” (Alberti, On the Art of Building in Ten 
Books, 7). 

123. Such a distinction in architectural terms was 
made by the Renaissance architects, whereby it was used 
to distinguish between creative invention and thoughtless 
reproduction.

124. Refer to “Chapter One” for Collingwood’s 
definition of ‘reenactment.’ Here the term is broadened 
to allow for the reenactment of both the ideational and 
the material however.

18. Scena per Angolo, Ferdinando Galli-Bibiena
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learning and creation is stratified over three modes of reality, rather than being 
integrated within one action.125 Due to this multi-level separation, the issue 
must be approached from both ends, as it were: the first is a top-down approach 
defining the relationship between the transcendental Forms and their respective 
particulars in the physical world, the journey downward being one of creation; 
and the second is a bottom-up approach inquiring how the particulars, ourselves 
included, acquire knowledge concerning the invisible Forms, the journey 
upwards being one of learning. 
 In his Parmenides, Plato assumes the top-end position, wherein he attempts 
to define the manner of participation between a particular and its determining 
Form.126 Superficially, the relationship between the two is one of resemblances; 
Plato however seeks to inquire into its innerworkings, asking what constitutes 
such a resemblance in a dialogue between his interlocutors, Socrates and 
Parmenides.127 Concerning the issue of participation, the first question raised 
is whether the whole of the Form is partaken-of or rather only a portion thereof. 
Here the relationship between the transcendental Form and physical particular 
is understood to be a quantitative one, such that it is analyzed in an almost 
mechanistic sense. What is at stake therefore is the divisibility of the Form, 
for surely it must be portioned into smaller pieces, each corresponding to the 
share of a particular. Unable to overcome the implications of such a quantitative 
view, Plato concedes, “In that case, Socrates, the Forms themselves [must] be 
divisible into parts, and the things which have a share in them will have a part 
for their share. Only a part of any given Form, and no longer the whole of it, 
will be in each thing.”128 The predicament for Plato is how the many can share 
in the one; with regards to our discussion of imitation, however, it is a question 
concerning the totality of knowledge and learning which one acquires from the 
original source being imitated. For what is created in this process, the artifact 
of learning, is never the whole of the original, rather a distilled understanding 
thereof. Conversely, and quite paradoxically, the whole reproduced constitutes 
the pursuit of a copy, never an imitation. The object of learning as such cannot 
be a totality rather a particularity of the thing investigated; this, by relation, is 
a fundamental distinction between imitation and copying. 
 In his second question concerning the notion of participation, Plato realizes 
that the link between the Form and its particular lies in that area where both 
overlap; namely, the portion being shared across the two. Herein, he exchanges 
his quantitative analysis for a qualitative one, whereby the relation is not one of 
quantitative allocation rather qualitative kinship. In effect, it is a return to the 
general definition that participation is afforded by resemblance. This qualitative 
view poses a problem, however; for the very fact of sharing requires that a ‘thing’ 

125. Refer to “Chapter Two” above where “Book 
X” of Plato’s Republic is introduced and analyzed. It is 
important here to note, that there exist for Plato two 
processes – or stages – of creation: one that is ancillary 
to learning, to which we referred in noting that for Plato 
knowledge of the object is the object itself; and another 
that is of a higher degree, by which the first material 
particulars came to be as Plato describes in his later work 
the Timaeus. It is the former sense of creation to which 
we allude in our text. Concerning the latter however, 
Plato conceives of a ‘demiurge’ (also translated as an ‘arti-
ficer’) who shapes the physical particulars in the likeness 
of the eternal Forms and situates them within a neutral 
‘receptacle’ within which they may exist. This ‘receptacle,’ 
alluded to earlier in note 53 when discussing the issue of 
‘prime matter’ for Aristotle, is commonly understood as 
an empty spatial framework for the localization of these 
particulars: “For our earlier discourse the two were suffi-
cient: one postulated as model, intelligible and always 
unchangingly real [eternal Form]; second, a copy of this 
model, which becomes and is visible [material particu-
lar]. A third we did not then distinguish, thinking that 
the two would suffice; but now, it seems, the argument 
compels us to attempt to bring to light and describe a 
form difficult and obscure. What nature must we, then, 
conceive it to possess and what part does it play? This, 
more than anything else: that it is the Receptacle – as it 
were, the nurse – of all Becoming.” (Plato, Timaeus, 177).

126. Plato is known to oscillate between differ-
ent terms which denote the same notion; such is the 
outcome of his probing dialectical method. (See Corn-
ford’s commentary in his Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 
255-7). Though he employs the term ‘participation,’ 
the transition from Form to Particular is also described 
as ‘imitation’ – or ‘mimesis.’ In a dialogue belonging to 
the latest period of his philosophical work, Sophist, Plato 
associates the formation process of the Particulars with 
that of ‘image-making,’ defining it as a production of 
likenesses and semblances. (See Plato, Sophist, 324-31).   

127. The majority of Plato’s writings have the form 
of a dialogue, whose main proponent – most often 
Socrates – tediously draws out a definition of confused 
philosophical concepts through a series of pointed ques-
tions aimed at his interlocutors. Identified as the Socra-
tic method, it is first on display in one of Plato’s earlier 
dialogues, where Socrates comments, “Now notice what, 
starting from this state of perplexity, he will discover by 
seeking the truth in company with me, though I simply 
ask him questions without teaching him.” (Plato, Meno, 
102). This art of eliciting knowledge through dialectical 
reasoning is elsewhere called by Plato the art of midwifery, 
as Socrates aids his interlocutor in giving birth to an idea 
that was already within him: “My art of midwifery is in 
general like theirs; the only difference is that my patients 
are men, not women, and my concern is not with the 
body but with the soul that is in travail of birth. And the 
highest point of my art is to prove by every test whether 

the offspring of a young man’s thoughts is a false phantom 
or instinct with life and truth.” (Plato, Theaetetus, trans. 
Cornford, 26). Considered in light of Plato’s epistemo-
logical framework, this Socratic method corresponds to 
his notion that the soul already has a preexisting form of 
knowledge from a previous existence which need only be 
elicited and recollected. 

128. Plato, Parmenides, 202.
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be shared. In other words, the supposed binary relationship between Form and 
particular, of which Plato has conceived, is only made possible by having both 
share in something – a quality. But in order to recognize that which unites 
them, it must be defined as a third entity, wholly distinct from the two and 
through which their relationship is established.129 This third entity however 
must in turn relate to both Form and particular in whose quality they share; 
thereby – following the same logical operation – necessitating the need for yet 
a fourth entity, which in turn requires a fifth: an procedure of infinite regress.130 
Plato thus concedes once more, “So each of your Forms will no longer be one, 
but an indefinite number.”131 The insufficiency of the argument ad infinitum 
aside, what is of note here is that what is pursued in the Form is something 
that lies beyond it. Stated in terms of our notion of imitation, the pursuit of 
learning is not in the thing itself rather an underlying quality or character 
that defines the thing. This raises, as such, questions surrounding the act of 
imitation’s level of interest in the object of its study; for, if its only concern is 
with the underlying character, that object of study which manifests that character 
becomes superfluous. The implications of this question are again to be observed 
within the artifact of learning: indifference to the original source for the sake of 
what it ideationally contains liberates the activity of imitation from investigating 
the ‘physical properties’ of the object emphasizing the ‘quality’ as the object of 
recreation. In this regard, the thing produced need not correspond externally 
to the thing acquired – our dialectical process of knowledge, outlined at the 
outset of this chapter – for their conjunction goes over a more essential and 
immaterial quality. By relation, the inverse question may be asked of the act of 
copying, namely whether its pursuit is in the physical to the detriment of the 
ideational. 
 The limitations evident within Plato’s concept of participation are never fully 
resolved, nevertheless their mere explication provides sufficient content for our 
discussion to contemplate.132 As it concerns the general mode of Plato’s theory 
of Forms, the most insightful statement is made in a much earlier dialogue, 
the Meno, where it is a pursuit of “simile in multis.”133 The emphasis therefore 
lies in the similarity between two parallel modes of reality, the Formal and the 
particular, where participation – or imitation – consists in creating a mirror 
image of an archetypal model. 
 His efforts somewhat thwarted, Plato abandons the top-down approach 
going from the one to the many, adopting its opposite instead to arrive at the one 
from the many. As such he returns to the fundamental statement of ‘simile in 
multis’ made in the Meno, albeit in a much later dialogue, the Theaetetus.134 Plato, 
as such, focuses his investigation on the particulars in whose perception he seeks 

129. The designation of quality as an ‘entity,’ i.e. 
something that possesses a quantitative value is a facet 
of Plato’s thought which we here adopt. It should not 
however distract from the distinction between quality 
and entity made in note 3. For that matter, it is due to 
Plato’s conflation between the two, that these two objec-
tions to his theory of participation have a ground upon 
which to stand. 

130. This logical fallacy is otherwise known as the 
‘third man argument.’ The mathematician and logician 
Bertrand Russel was able to definitively state its underly-
ing paradox in his 1919 work, Introduction to Mathemati-
cal Philosophy, where he undertook the task of addressing 
issues surrounding logical symbolism – that had hitherto 
been dealt with in philosophical works – mathematically. 
In “Chapter XIII” dealing with the notion of infinity, 
Russell notes, “The comprehensive class we are consider-
ing, which is to embrace everything, must embrace itself as 
one of its members. In other words, if there is such a thing 
as ‘everything,’ then ‘everything’ is something, and is a 
member of the class ‘everything.’ But normally a class is 
not a member of itself. Mankind, for example, is not a 
man. Form now the assemblage of all classes which are 
not members of themselves. This is a class: is it a member 
of itself or not? If it is, it is one of those classes that are 
not members of themselves, i.e. it is not a member of 
itself. If it is not, it is not one of those classes that are 
not members of themselves, i.e. it is a member of itself. 
Thus of the two hypotheses that it is, and that it is not, 
a member of itself – each implies its contradictory. This 
is a contradiction.” (Russell, 136).

131. Plato, Parmenides, 203.
132. Due to its unresolved problematics, the text 

of the Parmenides marks a crisis in Plato’s thought and a 
concession that the interaction with the Forms may never 
be fully worked out though their existence remains neces-
sary. Towards the end of the dialogue, Socrates makes the 
following admission to Parmenides: “I can see no way out 
at the present moment.” (Plato, 206). 

133. Plato, Meno, 32. In effect, the method of 
ascertaining the Form is here presented a pursuit of the 
lowest common denominator. Of importance to consider 
is that in the earlier Platonic dialogues the Forms are 
not considered to be that which ‘underlies’ in which two 
Particulars share, rather that which is supersedes from 
which Particulars derive. It is only in his text Sophist, 
that Plato abandons his dialectical method of reasoning, 
whereby a singular question is unraveled, to adopt a more 
holistic approach identified as ‘collecting and dividing,’ 
whereby an general survey of potentially relevant concepts 
is first conducted before a subsequent refinement and 
division of those concepts into more distinct classes. (See 
Cornford’s commentary in his Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 
184-7). This method, unlike that of the dialectic, assumes 
a top-down approach to reasoning; it sits in contrast to 
the bottom-up one described by Plato in his Republic, 
where he outlined the upward intellectual progression 

from the world of appearances to the intelligible world. 
(See notes 76 and 79).

134. In so far as the Parmenides pursues the ‘Many’ 
at the cost of the ‘One,’ and the Theaetetus pursues the 
‘One’ instead of the ‘Many,’ both texts exist in a relational 
polarity, each text responding to one end of the pre-So-
cratic metaphysical spectrum: the former is debating 
absolute monism, the view held by Parmenides that only 
‘one’ exists – the epistemological implication of which is 
outlined in note 53, where any thought constitutes being. 
The latter, by contrast, is arguing against the absolute 
pluralism of Protagoras, who as noted in note 79 main-
tained that “man is the measure of all things” giving free 
reign to a plurality of conflicting ‘truths.’ (See Cornford’s 
commentary in Plato, Theaetetus, 12-3). 
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to obtain a more fundamental knowledge. Having established this correlation, 
he inquires concerning the criteria – in a series of questions – by which such a 
shift from the former to the latter may be achieved. Firstly, he asks, “Take the 
case of a foreign language we have not learnt. Are we to say that we do not hear 
the sounds that foreigners utter, or that we both hear and know what they are 
saying? Or again, when we don’t know our letters, are we to maintain that we 
don’t see them when we see them when we look at them?”135 With this simple 
maneuver, Plato strikes at the core of our distinction between measurement and 
learning, emphasizing that what constitutes knowledge concerning a matter is 
its intelligibility, not just its mere sensorial perception. Self-evident as it may 
seem, this statement points to a deeper issue with which our definition of 
learning must contend; namely, to what degree does learning occur due to – or 
is induced by – its object of study? For regardless of how intently the object 
is investigated, all inquiry remains at the perceptual level, tasking something 
outside itself to bridge the gap to knowledge. Considered from the other end, 
at the level of the artifact of learning, the question is one surrounding the 
source of the information which our artifact demonstrates. Though copying 
may satisfy itself with the sole ‘learning’ of its immediate object at hand, the 
activity of imitation operates within a larger framework of knowledge, bringing 
its ideational structure to bear, in order to render its object of study intelligible.136    
 Having established the necessity for understanding, Plato moves on to 
elucidate another element implicit in the distinction between perception and 
knowledge: “But suppose this man, who sees and acquires knowledge of what 
he has seen, shuts his eyes; then he remembers the thing but does not see it 
… Then the conclusion is that a man who has come to know a thing and still 
remembers it does not know it, since he does not see it.”137 Yet again, a seemingly 
self-evident notion is presented; namely, that knowledge is impossible without 
man’s memorial capacity. Our interest however lies in the operation by which 
memory affords knowledge, for in doing so its substitutes that which legitimizes 
knowledge, i.e. the object of study, for itself. As such, the criterion here is one 
of internalization of that which is exterior, whereby, in the case of its absence, 
the knowledge acquired maintains a foundation upon which to stand. More 
importantly, this process of internalization exhibits a generative capacity to 
recreate another object of knowledge in place of its original; as such, it sits 
at the cusp of our aforementioned distinction between acquisition and the 
subsequent production of knowledge.138 Granted, a copy may very well serve 
as a memorialization of its object, but therein lies its limitation, for it cannot 
reproduce the knowledge for which the object stood; imitation, by contrast, 
falls short of providing an accurate replica, by atones for the loss by devising a 

135. Plato, Theaetetus, trans, Cornford, 63. 
136. See point no. 28 in problematizations below.
137. Ibid., 65.

138. This issue of generation is dealt with in “Chap-
ter One’s” problematization when discussing Chomsky’s 
linguistic theory.

19. The Origin of Painting, David Allan
According to Pliny the Elder, the origin of painting finds 
its roots in the maid of Corinth’s tracing of her lover’s 
shadow before he left for war. This memorializing act 
does not contain the figure within itself, rather only 
serves as a referent to its more real existence.
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map of its conceptual contents. 
 This condition of absence subsists in a more fundamental one, namely that 
of change. Plato briefly takes up the issue in order to refine the peculiarities 
already evident in his distinction between knowledge and perception, albeit in 
a digression where he discusses the advantageousness of legislative laws being 
established. He notes as such, “It is, I suggest, a thing that has to do with 
future time…Take heat, for example, when some layman believes [(perceives)] 
that he is going to catch a fever…and another, who is a physician, believes 
the contrary…”139 Plato in effect is asking us to determine which of the two 
has proper knowledge concerning the matter: the one who perceives it within 
himself, the patient; or, the one who investigates externally, the physician? The 
emphasis here is not on the immediacy of perception rather the temporal validity 
of its judgement. What learning pursues in this sense is a kind of knowledge 
whose validity is not determined by the temporal state of its object of inquiry, 
such that the idea of which it conceives may no longer find reference in its 
original physical object. In this regard, our artifact of learning does not serve 
as a mere signifier for something else which exists in the physical world – its 
content dependent on it – rather what it abstracts seeks to supersede the original 
source of investigation. 
 Though Plato’s epistemological project always remained contemplative, it 
operated from a distinct metaphysical model of participation – or imitation – 
that was always latent. It is only in one of Plato’s later texts, the Sophist, that 
a clear image of such a model is presented (see fig. 20). Notwithstanding its 
nuances, the whole of reality consists of ‘image-making,’ the varying degrees of 
accuracy and faithfulness corresponding to different types of knowledge. The 
‘simile in multis,’ to employ Plato’s phrase, is the image. 

Imitation as Emanation

Aristotle’s approach to the matter of knowledge begins from a similar premise, 
observing that “through imitation [man] acquires his first learning.”140 Where 
both differ however is in the definition of imitation and what its activity entails; 
for, if it is to designate a relationship of ‘participation,’ Aristotle objects, noting, 
“it would seem impossible that the substance and that of which it is the substance 
should exist apart; how therefore could [Plato’s] Ideas, being the substances 
of things, exist apart?”141 After all, the notion that a particular ‘participates’ is 
nothing more than a tautology, for the definition of a particular is its being 
part of a greater whole – the Form for Plato. Denying the transcendence of 
Forms as such, Aristotle holds that they are imminent within the particulars 

139. Ibid., 90.
140. Aristotle, Poetics, 439. 
141. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 311.

20. The Sophist, Francis Cornford
After identifying his subject-matter, Plato moves 
systematically, refining its constitutent elements. 
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which they define – neither existing without the other.142 In this respect, he 
defines the activity of imitation to be one of working in conjunction with the 
Forms, rather than merely contemplating their invisible existence. This view 
he presents in his Physics, noting: “Thus if a home were a natural product, the 
process would pass through the same stages that it in fact passes through when 
it is produced by art; and if natural products could also be produced by art, 
they would move along the same line that the natural process actually takes…
Indeed, as a general proposition, the arts either, on the basis of Nature, carry 
things further than Nature can, or they imitate Nature.”143 Unlike Plato, for 
whom the objective of imitation is to bridge wholly separate levels of knowledge, 
for Aristotle, it is a holistic endeavor where imitation is what integrates these 
different types of knowledge. 
 This fundamental point of difference is perhaps best described through a 
distinction between intrinsic knowledge and instrumental knowledge. Firstly, 
as it concerns the value of knowledge, for Plato the pursuit of imitation is 
knowledge for its own sake, hence its value is intrinsic. Aristotle, by comparison, 
understands the purpose of imitation to be of instrumental value. Secondly, 
and more importantly, is the distinction as it relates to the process of acquiring 
knowledge; whereas for Plato true knowledge exists intrinsically by itself in 
an ideal state, acquired by contemplation, Aristotle maintains that it is to be 
drawn out in an instrumental fashion through active creation. The bed as such, 
to employ Plato’s analogy, never exists by itself in Nature, rather only comes 
to be realized as an object of knowledge in its process of being built. This view 
certainly follows from Aristotle’s definition of the four causes (formal, material, 
efficient, final) – all operating interdependently to achieve a unified whole.144 
The implications, in turn, for our definition of imitation as a pursuit of learning 
lie in the inseparability between what is measured and what is learnt; namely, 
the original physical source being imitated and that which is contained in our 
artifact of learning. In Plato, the pursuit is of an immaterial quality underlying 
the material, such that an external correspondence to the material does not serve 
as a measure of imitation. Following Aristotle’s view of the matter however, the 
cause of imitation is not just to recognize the immaterial, but determine in what 
way it is the effect of the material – establishing a correlation between the two. 
This conjunction between cause and effect acts as the guide for the process of 
imitation: “the relation of antecedent to consequent is identical in art and in 
Nature.”145 For Aristotle, the antecedent is a formal cause whose consequent is a 
material product, for us, by comparison, both antecedent and the consequence 
of its imitation are of a material nature – i.e. the original source and its resulting 
artifact of learning. 

142. The example that Aristotle provides for this 
concerns numbers, for in Plato’s conception, they exist 
separately from the particulars belonging to the intelli-
gible world of the Forms. Aristotle rejects Plato’s view 
however, noting that numbers exist within the things that 
they denote, for otherwise they would not be apprehen-
sible. Furthermore, he considers it an impossibility that 
only one Form should be responsible for the existence of 
many material things: “For they make many things out of 
the matter, and the Form generates only once, but what 
we observe is that one table is made from the matter, 
while the man who applies the Form, though he is one, 
makes many tables.” (Ibid., 306).

143. Aristotle, Physics, 340.
144. In “Book I” of his Metaphysics, Aristotle briefly 

outlines these four causes: “…and causes are spoken of in 
four senses. In one of these we mean the substance, i.e. 
the essence [or Form] (for the ‘why’ is reducible finally 
to the definition, and the ultimate ‘why’ is a cause and 
principle); in another the matter or substratum, in a third 
the source of the change [i.e. the efficient cause], and in 
a fourth the cause opposed to this, the purpose and the 
good (for this is the end of all generation and change) 
[the final cause].” (Aristotle, Metaphysics, 300.)

145. Aristotle, Physics, 340.

21a. The Gothic Arch, James Hall
In his Essay on the Origin and Principles of Gothic 
Architecture, Hall depicts the gothic arch as having 
its form in the organic processes of nature.
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The question surrounding the legitimacy of knowledge and its validity – raised 
in our discussion of Plato – is thus rendered superfluous by Aristotle; for, the 
issue of imitation is not a methodological one concerned with establishing 
true knowledge, rather enacting a knowledge whose veracity is not in question. 
Imitation for Aristotle is, in this regard, the shift from potentiality to actuality. 
The bed as a formal idea is sheer potentiality which is actualized by art into a 
physical object. What this means is that the shift from perception to knowledge, 
encountered in Plato, comes to mean the recognition of a resource for knowledge 
– albeit in a potential state – and its subsequent ‘transformation’ into knowledge 
– constituted by the object created. A cognitive capacity is implicit in both, 
where they differ however is in their identification of the process by which things 
perceived become objects for knowledge – the aforementioned shift from foreign 
sounds heard to language understood. For Plato, this process cannot occur except 
within an ideational framework of knowledge. Aristotle, however, sees the things 
in Nature as self-identifying, their investigation reveals an innate principle at 
work, so much so that, through their imitation, art can complete the work 
of Nature. Following therefrom, what imitation affords is the resourcefulness 
of its environment, its capacity as such lies in the identification of objects as 
a potential source for knowledge – in whose learning our artifact is realized 
(actualized). The imitation of Nature is therefore not solely the adherence to 
its causal operation of antecedent and consequent, but furthermore an overall 
outlook on reality and a particular manner of its perception; namely, a readiness 
to learn from things encountered.146 

Imitation as Differentiation

It is in the work of Plotinus that the definition of imitation, understood as a 
way of looking at things, serves as the foundational tenet governing reality. In 
his text, the Enneads, which came to define much of the medieval Neoplatonic 
thought, he describes a metaphysically monistic reality, ideational in nature, 
consisting of an infinite One. Plotinus notes as such: “The One is all things, 
and yet no one of all. For the principle of all is not all things; but the One is all, 
because all things run as it were into it, or rather do not as yet exist, but will 
be.”147 Following from this scheme, the process of imitation – or emanation as 
Plotinus terms it – involves moving from the infinite totality, uniform in nature, 
to the finite singularity, at whose level diversity is introduced; it is a passage 
from the Archetype to the image. The procedure described ascribes a pivotal role 
to imitation; namely, the intelligibility and cognitive awareness of an otherwise 
unintelligible and dormant ‘thing’ or ‘reality.’ It thus serves as the eyes by which 

146. Such an attitude is described by Aristotle in his 
Parts of Animals: “Every realm of nature is marvellous: and 
as Heraclitus, when the strangers who came to visit him 
found him warming himself at the furnace in the kitchen 
and hesitated to go in, is reported to have bidden them 
not to be afraid to enter, as even in that kitchen divinities 

were present, so we should venture on the study of every 
kind of animal without distaste; for each and all will 
reveal to us something natural and something beautiful.” 
(Aristotle, 1004).

147. Plotinus, Enneads, 497.

21b. The Gothic Arch, James Hall
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one sees reality, for it renders that reality visible. In other words, it makes the 
subject from which reality proceeds, the One, an object of perception. For this 
reason, Plotinus observes, “But being One, and associating with itself, it does 
not require the intellectual perception of itself.”148 It is apparent that though 
imitation is what constitutes reality, it is viewed in a derogatory sense – in not too 
dissimilar of a fashion to Plato; whereby it is a union with the One as opposed 
to a distant vision of the One which is pursued – a process Plotinus defines as 
epistrophe. The distinction between perception and knowledge evident in Plato 
is here transformed into one between vision and unity. Nevertheless, of interest 
to our discussion is this role which imitation plays for Plotinus, for it opens up 
the horizon of what its process entails: nothing short of perception itself, such 
that imitating something – through learning – is tantamount to perceiving it.149 
As such, the threshold of what it constitutes is opened up from a deliberate 
acquisition of knowledge to a passive and idiosyncratic state of awareness. The 
earlier distinction between perception and knowledge, introduced in Plato, loses 
its meaning for the alternative to perception is recognized to be unity with the 
One, a state that precludes all knowledge. As it concerns our artifact of learning, 
however, this view of imitation indicates that it is on the plane of this artifact 
that the original source (the Archetype) first comes to be perceived, affording 
visibility to its otherwise unintelligible or obscure elements. Learning in this 
sense satisfies itself with actually seeing the thing and properly documenting it, 
without much need for deriving any further ideational content. Measurement, 
as we have designated it, is identified as a sufficient endeavor. 
 Furthermore, following from Plotinus’ scheme of imitation – or emanation 
– is yet another implication: in contrast to Plato, for whom imitation – or 
participation – is synonymous with resemblance and likeness, here it is quite the 
opposite, as imitation is paradoxically governed by difference and distinction. 
This does not mean that the existent reality does not have the likeness of what 
it imitates, the One, rather that its definition lies in its degree of difference not 
resemblance as is the case for Plato. Imitation, in this respect, involves the 
isolation of a certain aspect of the whole, whereby it is a made apparent and 
afforded the possibility of being learnt. This distinction harkens back to the 
earlier one between totality and particularity raised in Plato. Here, however, 
the emphasis is not on distilling a particular understanding out of the total 
reality of the original source of investigation, rather the realization that the 
source itself can only be studied in a multi-faceted manner, so much so, that 
its totality is not accessible at once, from a singular vantage point wherefrom 
it may be subsequently distilled. Much to the contrary, what the activity of 
imitation brings into purview is only a peculiar aspect of the whole which may 

148. Ibid., 499.
149. By virtue of Plotinus’ absolute monistic meta-

physic, whereby all consists of the One, which can in turn 
not intellectually conceive of itself, the many emanations 
proceeding from the One, i.e. the material particulars, 
constitute a certain cognitive awareness by their mere 
existence, for they evince a difference and an awareness of 

some otherness. (This is same realization made in discuss-
ing Augustine’s text above). Such a model is in fact in no 
way different from the one of which Heidegger conceives, 
whereby man’s mind is the ‘presencing’ of the reality of the 
world – a reality which is only manifested as it exists – or 
comes to bear – within the thinking subject. (See note 38). 

23. Moby Dick, Andy Thomas
The whale evades all the pursuits of captain Ahab 
to cease him and transport him aboard his ship. 
Rather he is obscure, exceeding definition, never 
perceived in his totality. Only parts of him are 
intelligible as they penetrate the surface of the 
water entering briefly into the realm of sensoiral 
reality.
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be studied. Approaching the whole, thus, involves multiple iterations of this 
imitative process. It is a cumulative study, reconstructing the whole out of its 
many features investigated.  



97Chapter 3b : Problematizing the issue of ‘learning’96 part I: a prolegomenon

3b 
ProblemAtizing tHe issue of ‘leArning’

25. In setting out to elucidate the activity of learning, our discussion is 
confronted with a pivotal distinction between perception and knowledge – the 
source ‘measured’ and the source ‘learned.’ What is here of primary concern is the 
assumption that learning occurs in a sort of shift between these two polar states. 
This of course is a consequence of the distinction between absolute induction 
and deduction, encountered earlier in “Chapter Two.” Plato’s approach to 
the matter in differentiating between a foreign language-learnt and a foreign 
language-understood seemingly provides sufficient evidence for the notion 
that learning is not constituted solely by perception. Is this necessarily the case 
however for architecture? 

26. The notion here presented necessitates thus the need for an ideational 
framework in whose structure the thing-perceived may be relationally situated 
and thereby rendered intelligible – a realization made in fact over the course 
of “Chapter Two,” but whose implications we are only taking up at this stage. 
What this means, in essence, is that in order for the measured built-artifact to 
be interpreted, it must be mapped within a structural system of architectural 
symbols – thus fulfilling what Cassirer had identified as the criterion for 
meaning.150 What this process of ‘learning’ entails as such is that one comes to 
the architectural object of investigation with a set of ideas, since considered as 
an isolated instance the thing-measured is divested of all intelligibility. Such 
is the predicament: firstly, that the thing-learned is shrouded within a cloud 
of obscurity; and secondly, the implicated logical impossibility for the first 
thing-perceived to be understood prior to the development of this necessary 

150. Ernst Cassirer is noted for modifying Aristotle’s 
definition of man as a ‘rational animal’ to a ‘symbolic 
animal.’ He developed his philosophy of symbolic forms 
during his tenure in the 1920’s as a researcher at the 
Library of the Cultural Sciences in Hamburg founded by 
Aby Warburg. (See SEP V). Towards the end of his career 
he published a summary of his philosophical works in his 
only English title, An Essay on Man. The study of man 
is for Cassirer inextricable from the study of his cultural 
forms, whereby he is only understood as an actor within 
a larger holistic network of symbolic endeavors: “Philos-
ophy cannot give us a satisfactory theory of man until it 
has developed a theory of the state … But political life is 

not the only form of a communal human existence. In 
the history of mankind the state, and its present form, 
is a late product of the supervising process. Long before 
man had discovered this form of social organization he 
had made other attempts to organize his feelings, desires, 
and thoughts. Such organizations and systematizations are 
contained in language, in myth, and religion, and in art. 
We must accept this broader basis if we wish to develop 
a theory of man.” (Cassirer, 63). 

151. We shall recall here that the fulcrum of Hume’s 
skepticism lies in the unintelligibility of the cause from 
the empirically perceived effect. Refer to note 17 for a 
full account.

24. Cornice, 10th Century Vitruvian Manuscript
A illustration to a cornice following Vitruvius’ text 
provides a name for each element. The architectural 
element is conceptually intelligible.
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framework of knowledge. What we have on our hands is in effect an argument 
for skepticism on par with that of Hume’s.151

27. Rather than supposing that this necessary framework is inherent in the 
mind, as Kant would later posit in response to Hume, we come to realize that 
in the case of architecture there exists yet another framework in addition to 
that of symbolic meaning presented above; one which lies in the space between 
the measured build artifact and its investigator, rather than beyond it. This 
is the very same interstitial space described as suspension – or époche – in 
“Chapter Two.”152 Both the human subject and the architectural object are 
spatial entities, and it is solely by virtue of this relationship that a preliminary 
level of intelligible communication is made possible. Unlike language, in whose 
case an analogy must be provided in order for intelligibility to occur – much 
like the Rosetta stone afforded Champollion, in the case of architecture, the 
built-artifact endows its perceiver with the framework by which it may be 
understood, obviating the need for an analogy with something external to 
the subject-object dynamic. Herein lies the power of architecture – and art in 
general; operating on a primordial level of spatial existence, its framework for 
knowledge is readily accessible.153 

28. The capacity of the architectural object to be easily accessible asks a question 
of the fundamental condition of learning – the necessary shift from measurement 
to abstraction – upon which our distinction rests: why is such a shift necessary? 
And even further, why is measurement itself required? In effect, the realization 
that there exists a framework of architectural knowledge, whose logic is spatial 
rather than symbolic, leads to a view that the process of understanding is a 
passive one, in no need of active pursuit. Such a view is in fact in no way 
different from the one held by Aristotle concerning sensorial perception and 
its passive recognition of the Forms emanating from their material substratum 
– within his ontological scheme of hylomorphism; maintaining that it is 
not matter which enters the senses but only the Forms (see note 88). In his 
definition of this process, however, we find an answer to our question: namely, 
that intelligibility – or understanding – is not necessarily synonymous with 
learning or the acquisition of knowledge. This distinction is clearly made in the 
opening book of his Metaphysics, where experience is identified as a requisite 
for – but not a possession of – knowledge. 

29. As such, all that passive perception achieves is knowledge by acquaintance, 
far from propositional knowledge and certainly not any practical knowledge.154 

152. This ‘interstitial space’ was first encountered in 
discussing Bacon who advocates for such a suspension, 
see note 108 for an analysis.

153. What we are here referring to is not to be 
confused with the observation made in problematizing 
“Chapter Two,” namely that both the material artifact 
of architecture and its immaterial framework of knowl-
edge are cultural entities. (See point no. 21). Rather, the 
emphasis here is placed on the object’s most reduced 

material aspects – i.e. its existence as a spatially extended 
body.  

154. Philosophically considered, three types of 
knowledge are commonly identified: acquaintance 
(knowledge-of ), practical (knowledge-how), and proposi-
tional (knowledge-that). Unlike the latter two, knowledge 
by acquaintance can be possessed on its own, the practical 
and propositional forms necessitating that acquaintance 
is first achieved. (See SEP VI).  

25. John the Apostle at Patmos, J. F. Niceron
Construction of an anamorphic fresco, executed 
in monasteries like Minimes at Rome. Its 
intelligibility involves a spatial operation rather 
than a conceptual one.
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The condition of learning, the passage from preliminary intelligibility to resolute 
knowledge, is the ability to create. That learning involves creation is evident 
in our notion of ‘the artifact of learning’ as well as in Aristotle’s position that 
learning means knowledge of the cause not merely a cognitive recognition of 
the effect.155 It is in defining the parameters of this ‘artifact of learning’ that we 
came up against the distinction between copying and imitation – to which the 
ensuing analysis of “Chapter Three” was dedicated. 
 The necessity for measurement, questioned above, now established, we are 
still confronted with the issue of whether measurement on its own constitutes 
any sort of learning; for, to a certain extent, if the object of ‘the artifact of 
learning’ is copying, then measurement certainly provides knowledge of the 
cause – the criterion for Aristotle; and, furthermore, following from our 
affirmation of a purely spatial framework of architectural knowledge, ‘spatial 
measurement’ should in this respect prove to be sufficient. Herein, the distinction 
between copying and imitation, both endeavors of learning, comes into play; to 
what extent, however, does it respectively correlate to the distinction between 
measurement and abstraction? 

30. The difficulty in definition arises from what we designate to be the 
demonstration or proof of learning: the ‘artifact’ in question. To begin with, 
the artifact does not indicate the endeavor of learning, i.e. the process by which 
it came about; more importantly however, the content of the artifact itself is 
loosely defined. Whether it is a drawing or a building is not the issue, but it helps 
get at the issue. Supposedly, the drawing is of the built source of investigation, 
whereas the building is distinct from its source, constituting its own entity. 
Point being: the content of the artifact may, on the one hand, be viewed in 
relationship to some other content, that of the source investigated, which is 
external to the artifact; or, on the other hand, the content of the artifact may 
be viewed in relationship to itself as being self-sufficient. This is the very issue 
concerning the ‘validity’ or ‘legitimacy’ of content raised in Plato’s definition 
of knowledge regarding a changing object of perception. 
 That the type of the artifact of learning is agnostic to the relational identity of 
its content, outlined above, is clearly illustrated in the case of a building, which 
is an exact replica of its original ‘built-artifact’ of study. Here, the new building 
is not distinctly its own entity – perhaps only spatially – rather its identity is 
referent in nature. In the case of a drawing, it is veritably undiscernible whether 
the content is referential or self-sufficient; for in its abstracted state, the drawing 
is both dependent on its source of investigation and independent as containing 
ample content to generate a new built entity. 

155. Aristotle is adamant about this condition of 
creation such that he notes in his Metaphysics: “But yet 
we think that knowledge and understanding belong to 
art rather than to experience, and we suppose artists to 
be wider than men of experience (which implies that 
wisdom depends in all cases rather on knowledge); and 
this because the former know the cause, but the latter do 

not. For men of experience know that the thing is so, but 
do not know why, while the others know the ‘why’ and 
the cause. Hence we think also that the master workers in 
each craft or more honorable and know in a truer sense 
and are wiser than manual workers, because they know 
the causes of the things that are done…” (Aristotle, 298).

26. Gherardi Dome, Giovanni di Gherardo Gherardi
In a parchment prepared by Gherardi, the drawing depicts 
the internal mathemateical proportions governing the 
structure of the Florentine dome.
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 What is of importance here is the realization that though the type of 
artifact – either built or drawn, which results from the process of learning, is 
a non-determining factor to this relational identity, we are nevertheless able 
to stratify two modes – or levels – of creation that transpire on account of 
learning. One is idiosyncratic, as Chomsky maintains in his generative definition 
of language, and seeks to recreate or reconstruct the thing studied for itself; 
its content as such is largely concerned with that which is external to itself.156 
The second evinces a synthetical sort of creation whose content is no longer 
concerned with what is external, rather something internal to itself; it is self-
subsisting in this sense.157 More important however is the transmutability of 
these two modes, which can never be fully stratified, within the space of ‘the 
artifact of learning’ – either built or drawn. This double aspect is perhaps most 
clearly demonstrated in the study drawings made of ancient ruins by students of 
the École des Beaux-Arts, where one set of drawings are an exact documentation 
of the built-artifact as it exists in its dilapidated state, and the second set of 
drawings provides a reconstruction – or a new construction – of the ruin into 
a whole building.

31. The process of learning thus operates at the cusp of this distinction between 
external and internal content – its achievement constituted by a shift from 
the former to the latter. Herein we may reformulate the unanswered question 
raised concerning the activity of measurement; namely, if it constitutes an 
internalization of some sort, or if it remains an externalized procedure. What 
is at stake in this question is that for which the term ‘measurement’ stands: a 
purely spatial and visceral encounter with the architectural object as it exists 
extended in space – the primary qualities of architecture to employ Locke’s 
distinction.158 In effect, the conjunction between perception and knowledge, 
cast into doubt by Plato’s criterion of intelligibility, is here posited anew: can 
architectural knowledge be readily perceived without the necessity for ideational 
interpretation – or conversely, does architectural perception teach?159 Such is the 
very same position identified in discussing Plotinus’ notion of the One, where 
the object of knowledge is of the very same nature or substantive composition 
as its perceiver who cognizes it – thereby rendering all efforts of translating an 
object into an idea in the mind as superfluous and unnecessary.   

32. The complexity in ascertaining what constitutes learned knowledge has for 
its very cause this fluid exchange between external and internal; for the process 
of internalization only reveals itself through its subsequent externalization – the 
notion of the ‘open dialectic’ with which we concluded our introduction to 

156. Chomsky’s definition of generative grammar is 
dealt with extensively in problematizing “Chapter One.” 
(Refer to note 66).

157. In this regard, the two levels of creation may 
be associated with the distinction between analytical and 
synthetical first raised by Kant. Refer to note 21 for an 
analysis of this distinction.

158. Refer to note 16 where a full account of Locke’s 

distinction between primary and secondary qualities is 
offered.

159. This question is to be understood in light of 
the frameworks of knowledge worked-out in point no. 
29 Following from the spatial framework, the question 
is whether architecture teaches a certain spatial awareness 
to its perceiving subject – a spatial awareness with which 
one may in turn live out his spatial existence.

27. Stereotomic Tracings, Guarino Guarini
In his Architettura Civile, Guarini depicts the stereotomic 
processes for cutting stone. The drawing desrcibes the 
external form of the arch as it is spatially extended.
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this chapter. Moving beyond what constitutes architectural learning – spatial 
measurement or ideational abstraction – a more pressing issue presents itself. 
There exists a transparency between learning and teaching, whereby ‘the artifact 
of learning’ becomes itself an object of learning – i.e. to be learned from. What 
we have as such is a true hermeneutical circle of knowledge – in Gadamer’s 
sense of the word – where one enters into a playful engagement with the object 
of interpretation, as it were, and further propagates the rules of its game.160 
In this participatory model of engaged knowledge production lies a pivotal 
question; namely, whether its cyclical nature means that it can only propagate 
itself. Our championed architectural drawing, understood as both artifact for 
learning and subsequent model for teaching, runs the risk of functioning as a 
normative standard, whose potential for divergences early in the preliminary 
stages of the hermeneutical circle will eventually be leveled-off into a repetitive 
monotony. As such, the project for immediate knowledge pursued from the 
source against all canons and dogma – as outlined in “Chapter Two” – will itself 
be institutionalized; hence our earlier statement, “the constitution of knowledge 
is the institution of knowledge.”
 Where is the alternative however? Certainly, the process of internalization 
infuses the thing learned with new blood, but what it creates by learning 
resembles in one way or another its object of study. Can learning – and in 
turn what it creates – be from nothing? Surely learning must be of something. 
This is not an argument against imaginative creation, yet as has been clearly 
demonstrated in the first problematization (see point no. 1), creation cannot 
be achieved ex-nihilo.161 The challenge as such is not succumbing to the yoke 
of this something learned, which stands at the beginning of creation: a true 
quarrel for the ancients and moderns. 

33. If the cyclicality of this dialectical process poses a problem, the fact of its 
open-endedness shall at least mitigate it. Granted, what is learned must adhere 
to its object of study, our qualms are however not with conformity at the level 
of learning, rather at the level of creation. For it is in the capacity for learning 
to create, to ‘produce’ knowledge in its process of ‘acquiring’ it, that an open 
horizon is afforded. It cannot remain open, however, if what is created is nothing 
but a retelling of that to which learning appeals; in such a case, our dialectic 
circle would be closed, precluding the necessity for any internalization as what 
is externalized would be exactly the same as that which was externally existent 
prior to its being learnt. The challenge posed, as such, is to simultaneously 
recognize the necessity for learning to faithfully study its object of investigation, 
all while making sufficient allowances for the artifact which it creates to proceed 

160. Gadamer identifies the hermeneutic process by 
which an historical text is interpreted, and the reality of its 
past context elicited within the present, with the aesthetic 
experience of art. The first part of his seminal work, Truth 
and Method, concerns itself with the hermeneutic signifi-
cance of a work of art, wherein he notes, “Yet, in playing, 
all those purposive relations that determine active and 
caring existence have not simply disappeared, but are 
curiously suspended. The player himself knows that play 
is only play and that it exists in a world determined by the 
seriousness of purposes. But he does not know this in such 
a way that, as a player, he actually intends this relation to 
seriousness. Play fulfills its purpose only if the player loses 
himself in play. Seriousness is not merely something that 
calls us away from play; rather, seriousness in playing is 
necessary to make the play wholly play… the work of art 
has its true being in the fact that it becomes an experience 
that changes the person who experiences it. The ‘subject’ 
of the experience of art, that which remains and endures, 
is not the subjectivity of the person who experiences it 
but the work itself. This is the point at which the mode 
of being of play becomes significant. For play has its own 
essence, independent of the consciousness of those who 
play… The players are not the subjects of play; instead 
play merely reaches presentation (Darstellung) through 
the players.” (Gadamer, 102-3). Of note in Gadamer’s 
definition of this hermeneutic process are two things: 
firstly, the reality of the art is only made present when it 
is entered upon or viewed; and secondly,   Wittgenstein, 
in the latter part of his philosophical production, aban-
dons his ‘picture-theory’ of language outlined earlier in 
note 59, and describes language as a game whose rules 
we follow: “The word ‘language-game’ is used here to 
emphasize the fact that the speaking of language is part 
of an activity, or of a form of life. Consider the variety of 
language-games in the following examples, and in others: 
Giving orders, and acting on them – Describing an object 
by its appearance, or by its measurements – Constructing 
an object from a description (a drawing) – Reporting an 
event a Speculating about the event – Forming and testing 
a hypothesis …” (Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investiga-
tions, 15). Manner of definition is a game, recognizing 
something to belong to a certain class and acting upon 
that recognition is best seen in our intuitive posture or 
attitude when playing a game and abiding by its rules. 

161. This is a fundamental issue for our thesis which 
serves as the limit of its analysis so to say. It is first realized 
as the condition of ‘tabula-rasa’ in note 8, then as the 
issue of creation ex-nihilo in note 53, subsequently in 
problematizing “Chapter Two” it is raised in the form of 
the poetic image for Bachelard, alluding to the notion of 
absurdity in note 117, and finally here it is a question of 
internal versus external learning. 
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into a lively progression therefrom. Here the confluence between learning and 
creation is stratified once more – as had been done in point no. 30. 
Architecturally considered, the issue raised here returns to the distinction 
between form and content, encountered in problematizing “Chapter Two” 
when dealing with Bacon’s notion of ‘delicate learning’ (see point no. 24). Again, 
‘form’ here is understood by its quantitative material constitution, the geometry 
of the built-artifact; whereas ‘content’ designates its qualitative aspects and spatial 
character. In point no. 28 the concern was with the differentiation between the 
two as types of knowledge pursued from the source of investigation, thus the 
analysis operated at the level of learning. Here by comparison, the distinction 
is to be understood as it relates to the level of creation. We ask therefore, to 
what extent can the created object adhere to the formal while maintaining 
an open dialectic? Conversely, to what extent can it adhere to the contentual 
while maintaining the same openness? A full adherence to the formal may be 
readily identified with a ‘copy’ – the externalized simply mirroring what was 
previously external. It is however surrounding the definition of ‘imitation’ that 
our question is interested. The issue, first raised in point no. 29, is thus taken 
up anew following a brief digression. If the imitation, understood as created 
object rather than learning process, fully adheres to the spatial character of its 
built-artifact of study, our dialectical circle remains open for this qualitative 
content may be expressed – or externalized – within a formally different material 
entity. What of formal adherence however? Can the created object of imitation 
pursue a formal kinship with its source of investigation? This is the issue raised 
in discussing Aristotle’s definition of the operation of imitation, whereby it is 
concerned with identifying a relation between an ‘antecedent’ and a ‘consequent’ 
– or the manner with which the architectural ‘form’ affords a certain spatial or 
otherwise immaterial character, designated by the term ‘content’. 
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4
ArcHAeologies of tHe Hidden

Vilém Flusser, the 20th century Czech philosopher, most notable for his 
development of a philosophy of photography – and the concept of the image at 
large, always made reference to a favorite German proverb of his: “Das Bild stellt 
sich vor was es vorstellt” (“The image places itself before what it represents”). This 
condition of an object simultaneously hiding and representing reality is for him 
the beginning of mystical thought; namely, that a hidden reality is only accessible 
as it is manifested in an object, which, paradoxically, is the very thing which 
hides it. In Flusser’s proverb, the operation of mystifying an object, concealing 
its identity behind the planar surface of the image is a spatial one, our inquiry 
is however interested in the condition as it occurs temporally – the past being 
the hidden reality of interest. As such the hidden acquires the condition of the 
past for its metonym, in much the same fashion as Collingwood approaches 
his epistemological discussion of historical knowledge (see “Chapter One”).  
What follows as such are various connotations of the ‘hidden’ as they pertain 
to the past.

The Hidden as Object of Legitimacy

The most notable example can perhaps be found in ancient Babylon, a civilization 
whose imagination was captured by the past and whose present was lived in its 
veneration. Such was the rationale of king Nabonidus ruling in the 6th century 
BC as he pursued what was hidden in the soil of his land, recognizing it to 
be an object of great antiquity. A cuneiform tablet found in 1881 by a British 
excavator at Larsa, in modern day Iraq, dating to the time of Nabonidus’s reign 
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recounts his endeavor: 

I am Nabonidus, king of Babylon, shepherd, named by 
Marduk…who restores the cities of the great gods…[have 
been] firmly pronounced as the one to provide the cities and 
restore the sanctuaries…The E-babbar, [Shamash’s] house of 
dilection, had long been a desert, becoming a ruin beneath dust 
and rubble…it was in the year 10, on a favorable day for my 
reign [(and eternal royalty)]…Shamash remembered this formal 
dwelling; he happily decided from his chapel on the ziggurat 
to reestablish [his E-babbar] better than before…entrusting me 
with the task of restoring the E-babbar and remaking his house 
of dilection. By the order of the great Lord Marduk, the winds 
of the four quarters arose [with] great storms: the dust which 
covered the town [(Larsa)] and temple was lifted; the E-babbar, 
the mighty sanctuary, could be seen…The temenos appeared, 
[its] plan became visible [(it had belonged to a most ancient 
King Hammurabi, 700 years my predecessor )]…1

What we have here is in fact – barring the discovery of new evidence – the 
earliest documented instance of an intentional act of archaeological excavation. 
Its intentions however do not align themselves with what the modern field 
of archaeology has for its cause; for in uncovering the ancient temple from 
underneath the rubble, king Nabonidus sought to lay claim to that which is 
most authentic by virtue of its antiquity. He thereby associated his reign with 
that of the temple’s founder – i.e. king Hammurabi, whose authority was firmly 
acknowledged and beyond reproach; and, furthermore, he endowed the figure 
of his person with an air of divine legitimacy, for the revelation of that which is 
hidden was entrusted to him and none other. This position towards the past was 
certainly not limited to its erected buildings lying in ruin, but rather extended 
to various objects of unknown origin, so much so that Nabonidus’s daughter, 
Bel-Shalti-Nannar, amassed a great number of such Babylonian antiquities and 
housed them within what is now considered to be the oldest museum.2 Some 
scholars attribute this archaistic tendency to a broader political program of 
theological unification, which Nabonidus undertook as he expanded the extent 
of his reign to the Arabian trading post of Tema.3 The argument, as such, is that 
in reviving these cult images of the past, he sought to establish the incontestable 
divinity of their ‘excavated’ deity and in turn prevent any sectarian divisions. 

28. Restoration of the Sun Temple memorial tablet
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Regardless of the particularities of his motivations, whether political or religious, 
the very pursuit of validity within the hidden object of the past evinces a certain 
sacredness with which the vestiges of antiquity were approached, such that 
they come to denote the truth after which one desires. Elena Cassin, a 20th 
century Italian Assyriologist recognizes the roots for such a reverence towards 
the past in the very Akkadian language, in which the Babylonians conversed: 
“The term used to designate the future is warkatu, which means, in fact, that 
which is found behind one’s back. On the other hand the word which means 
‘in the past’, ‘formerly’, pananu, derives from a root which means ‘facing’, ‘in 
front of ’. So the future was that which was behind one, while the past was that 
which was in front of one’s eyes.”4 The past as such, according to the Babylonian 
conception, comes to denote the goal of one’s present existence constantly 
guiding his endeavors. Perhaps here we can briefly refer to points no. 10 and 
11 of our previous problematizations (see “Chapter One”), where a similar 
inversion of directionality is adumbrated – maintaining that it is in fact the 
past, rather than the future, which flows into the present plane of existence.
 Peculiar as their relationship with the past may have been, the Babylonian’s 
pursuit of legitimacy in a bygone age is certainly not exclusive to them. Writing 
in the 11th century, the Byzantine chronicler George Kedrenos notes in his 
Synopsis hystorion that in “the porticoes on either side of the street Mese” in 
Constantinople, there existed “the excellent offerings of Lausos,” where “many 
ancient statues were set up”5; proceeding to enumerate a list of thirteen sculptures 
of ancient Hellenic origin, the majority of which were cult-images whereas 
the rest were figurations of wild beasts. The patron to whom the collection 
of statues is attributed, Lausos, is identified as a grand chamberlain in the 
court of Theodosius II (402-450) emperor of Byzantium. His project of 
importing Hellenic antiquities was in fact first set into motion by none other 
than Constantine himself (272-337), who, in establishing Byzantium, the old 
Greco-Roman town, as the new seat of his rule, undertook a massive project 
of urban renewal that involved the adornment of the nascent capital with the 
ornaments of the old. As such, he selectively brought images of the old empire 
to be housed in Byzantium; the she-wolf with Romulus and Remus and the 
Serpent Column from Delphi serving as clear examples among many others.6 
The iconography of the eradicated seat of power was thus to be found scattered 
around the forums and public gathering places of the newly established city. 
Thus, the remnants of the old imperial center serve as a foundation for the new 
capital’s imperial status, from which it may derive its legitimacy and in turn 
declare its sovereignty and authority. Here, unlike in the case of Nabonidus, 
the object of the past is not pursued by virtue of a line of agnate descent or 

ancestral filiation, rather is afforded though the transfer of political power.
 The content of the collection curated by Lausos is also of interest, for in 
seeking to establish a connection with the Greco-Roman world of the past, 
he certainly did not aim to propagate its religious outlook; for, not only had 
Christianity been declared as the official religion of the Empire by Theodosius I 
in 380 – less than 100 years after Constantine had famously accorded religious 
tolerance in his 313 Edict of Milan, Lausos himself was admired as a pious and 
devout Christian as attested by the testimony of Palladios, a 5th century Byzantine 
hagiographer, who describes him as “guardian of our holy and revered empire.”7 
The question thus raises itself as to why such religious cult images portraying 
Greek Gods and mythical beasts, denounced by the church authorities as pagan 
and whose encounter invoked religious impiety, found favor in the eyes of their 
Christian collector. Unlike Nabonidus who sought to restore the ancient temple 
of the past and use its existing ruins as a foundation for the reproduction of its 
model – the process of which he describes in a latter segment of the cuneiform 
inscription omitted above – Lausos is not interested in restoring the content 
or ideational connotations for which the object stands, by contrast he wishes 
to diminish them, obfuscating their importance and their presence for that 
matter. Such is a capacity of the hidden object of the past, for in hiding the 
reality which it represents, according to the analogy of Flusser above, it enables 
the reconstitution of that which it signifies. To use the imagery of the analogy, 
it is simply moved over to cover some other reality, the representational figure 
itself unscathed by the operation, for it does not change its role as a referent, 
rather changes what it refers to.
Herein lies an important point, namely that the pursuit of the hidden, and its 
‘excavation’ from its past within the present does not necessarily denote the 
‘excavation’ of its content or that for which it originally stood as a signifier, 
rather it is endowed with a new content – or comes to serve as a signifier to 
something other than its original object of representation. It is in this respect 
that the Theodosian code, issued in 382, acknowledges the art-objects of Greek 
and Roman antiquity to be of value, but whose pagan inclinations must be 
rectified and substituted for the non-denominational value of its art: “By the 
authority of the public council, we decree that the temple shall be continually 
open that was formerly dedicated to the assemblage of throngs of people and 
now also is for the common use of the people, and in which images are reported 
to have been placed which must be measured by the value of their art rather 
than by their divinity…”8 
 This dissociation between the hidden object of the past and its original 
content – or cause for which it was originally intended – renders it viable for 
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repurposing in the present, whereby it comes to fulfill needs completely foreign 
to its craftsman. At play here is thus the issue of universality first raised in 
discussing Nietzsche’s notion of the ‘monumental past’ as well as Bacon’s call 
towards a human knowledge unrestricted by barriers of distinct traditions. The 
emphasis here certainly lies on the condition of universal accessibility, rather 
than the means by which it is afforded, for Bacon would certainly be opposed 
to the darkness of obscurity by which ‘the light of a single candle leaves all else 
in shadow’ (see “Chapter Two”). 
As such, the constellation of Rome as a great imperial power was similarly 
pursued by many kings in the middle ages, who sought to establish an association 
with the great Empire. Most notably, Charlemagne after having defeated the 
Merovingians sought to distance himself from the lineage of the Germanic tribe 
and reinstate the rule of the Roman Empire, his figure serving as its proponent. 
In much similar fashion to Nabonidus and Constantine, the legitimacy of his 
claim lay in the hidden object of the past, whose acquisition would firmly 
enthrone him over the Carolingian state. For this reason, Charlemagne requests 
of Pope Adrian to permit him to excavate in ancient Rome in order to extract 
marbles and columns and situate himself as successor to the epics of the past. 
The fascination with the Roman object was so sever that he was in fact buried 
in an ancient Roman sarcophagus.9 
 This exaltation of the past and its works did not only germinate in the 
civilizations surrounding the Mediterranean basin, nor was it restricted to those 
in the far East with whom the classical world had contact by virtue of their 
trade networks. This attitude supersedes such boundaries of communication 
networks and can be identified in a place as distant as the Americas, whom the 
classical world would only encounter in the marine expeditions of 1492, the 
infamous year of Christopher Columbus. The Aztecs (1325 – 1521) inhabiting 
what is now designated as Mesoamerica were so fascinated by their Toltec 
ancestry, which had preceded their own civilization by about 400 years, that 
they identified the huge city of Teotihuacán, which had been abandoned for 
hundreds of years, as having been built by their forefathers.10 In their pursuit to 
establish a direct link with their Toltec lineage and safeguard the work of their 
hands to posterity, they extracted a large ceremonial stone mask from the temple 
existing in the ancient site and transferred it for use as a votive foundational 
deposit underneath their own sacred structure, now known as the Great Temple 
of Tenochtitlán, which they were to erect in the city by the same name.11 It was 
only in 1977 when archaeological excavations being conducted at the site of 
the ancient city upon which the Spanish Conquistadors had established their 
own capital, Mexico City in 1521, that the mask was uncovered. Its origin was 

however more ancient than the Toltecs, for it belonged to the Olmec civilization 
(1500 – 400 BC), the first in a long line of subsequent central American people-
groups of whom the Aztecs and the Toltecs were the last, occupying the land 
before its European colonialization.12 Nevertheless, the archaeological find of 
the 20th century is not only important for having identified the true identity 
of the mask artificers, but also for having discovered that the Great Temple of 
the Aztecs, which had supposedly been razed to the ground by the Spanish 
forces of Hernán Cortés, was only the uppermost and last temple structure 
to be erected in a series of re-buildings upon earlier temple foundations. The 
corollaries to the endeavors of King Nabonidus are here numerous, for not only 
is there evidence of the Aztecs having sought to establish a dynastic lineage with 
their predecessors, they also consecrated the old to serve as a foundation for the 
new, the Babylonian Lord Shamash here replaced by the Aztec Goddess of the 
Moon, Coyolxauhqui, whom the stone mask portrays.13 Of interest however 
are the dissimilarities. Firstly, the Aztecs recognized the hidden object of the 
past in something that lay bare and visible in the landscape, the abandoned 
temple which they mistakenly attributed to the Toltecs. Thus, unlike Nabonidus 
for whom the object was physically hidden beneath the layers of the earth, 
and Constantine and his Byzantine successors where the condition of being 
hidden denoted the object’s residence in a foreign land – spatially removed from 
theirs, in the case of the Aztecs the designation of what is hidden expands its 
meaning from that which is veiled from sight to that which is obscured from 
memory – or more generally, the understanding. As such a seemingly visible 
object may nevertheless remain hidden; this is in fact the meaning intended by 
Flusser’s proverb. Secondly, by virtue of this obscure nature of the hidden, its 
instrumentalization and explication by the present civilization which discovers 
it runs the risk of erring. This is not to say that the present which adopts this 
hidden object of the past goes about intentionally constructing literally fabulous 
narratives, rather that in its constitution as a hidden the object lends itself to 
such unfounded claims and conclusions. 
 In all three instances, however, the past is approached by a present civilization 
for the sole purpose of legitimizing its endeavors and existence at large. The 
emphasis here lies in the intentional manner with which each people-group 
pursued a past more ancient than theirs establishing a connection between 
their daily activities and pursuits and those of antiquity – for Nabonidus the 
connection is religious, for Constantine it is political, whereas for the Aztecs it 
is votive. As such, the past understood as a hidden object of interest serves as a 
clear illustration of our very original thesis presented at the outset of the work; 
namely, that the present must actively pursue its past and become aware of it, 
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or excavate it – to employ the archaeological model here offered. The situation 
of the excavated object of the past with the context of the present that discovers 
it – described in the examples above – is nothing short of the present situating 
itself relative to a past of its own selection; it is an activity by which the present 
defines itself and validates its procedures.        
 
The Hidden as Object of Myth 

In broadening our definition of what the hidden designates, such that it comes 
to emphasize the obscurity of the reality which the hidden object of the past 
represents, rather than the representational object itself – i.e. whether it is 
actually hidden and requires excavation or is visibly apparent to plain sight – 
several other historical instances of the hidden as an object of interest present 

themselves. Most notable are perhaps the monks of Glastonbury Abbey, who 
in digging to lay foundations for a new sanctuary – with which they sought 
to replace the one that had burnt seven years earlier in 1184, came across an 
ancient tomb adjacent to which was a cross bearing the inscription: “Here 
lies buried the famous king Arthur, with Guinevere his second wife, in the 
isle of Avalon.”14 Such is the medieval account chronicled by the 12th century 
clergyman, Gerald of Wales. The veracity of the story notwithstanding, what 
is here of importance is the fact that the discovered object of the past was not 
somehow instrumentalized to fulfill the interests of a present cause – as is the 
case in the examples outlined above – rather it only seeks to corroborate an 
historical narrative of origin; namely that the founding figure of king Arthur – 
championed as the 6th century Briton, who defended Britain against the invading 
Saxons – exists in reality. As such, there was no need to actually excavate the 
remains housed in the tomb, rather the role of this hidden object lies in serving 
as a point of connection between the mythical and the real. Interest in foundational 
accounts of origin is certainly characteristic of medieval chroniclers, as shall be 
further outlined below; the impetus was not always however towards a great 
figure of history, minor namesakes were avidly pursued as well. For instance, 
in 1283, the Paduan judge Lovato Lovati attributed the discovery of a giant 
skeleton in the city to its legendary founder, Anternor; similarly, in the same city, 
a funerary inscription was interpreted to read the name of the ancient Roman 
historian, Titus Livius.15 Granted, the pursuit of the English monks and the 
Italian peasants recalls that of the kings and emperors described earlier, for both 
make recourse to the past as a means of legitimacy; where they differ, however, 
is what each makes in turn of its object of the past. It is not the reconstitution 
of the past object within a present building or activity, rather it is the past for its 
own sake, what is produced ‘in the present’ as such is a narrative, an origin story. 
Peculiar to the examples, provided thus far in this section, is that they all share in 
pursuing the same type of hidden object of the past; namely the funerary tomb. 
In the function of the burial object, we find a lucid illustration of the ‘hidden’ 
with which Flusser’s metaphor is concerned; for, the sarcophagus conceals the 
remains of the deceased while simultaneously presenting an image of its contents 
on its surface. The burial object thus quite literally hides what it represents – 
thereby fulfilling Flusser’s criterion. This understanding is elaborated upon in 
the work of Polish philosopher, Krzysztof Pomian, who in his book Collectors 
and Curiosities takes up the issue of the collection of votive offerings which 
normally adorned ancient tombs: “These offerings could continue to function 
as intermediaries for this world and the next, the sacred and the secular, while 
at the same time constituting, at the very heart of the secular world, symbols of 
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the distant, the hidden, the absent. In other words, they acted as go-betweens 
between those who gazed upon them and the invisible from whence they 
came.”16 What is central to Pomian’s argument is that these funerary objects 
serve as ‘semiophores’ or objects bearing meaning. This capacity to bear meaning 
and link the visible world with the invisible one is certainly evident in the 
successor to the sarcophagus of the ancient world; namely the Christian icon, 
perhaps the funerary Fayum portraits produced in Ptolemaic Egypt serving 
as the historical point of connection between the two funerary traditions.17 
Of particular interest however is that unlike its predecessor where the burial 
object is a semiophore for that which has died, in the Christian conception the 
Icon is a semiophore for that which is born. In its ritualistic function, the Icon 
depicting the martyred saints does not memorialize their death on earth rather 
their birth into heaven; more important however is its theological implications, 
for the representational function of the Icon understood to portraying the 
otherwise invisible heavenly realm is defined to be a demonstration of the 
Incarnation of Christ, in whose human birth the invisible similarly becomes 
visible, or the unintelligibly divine is materially embodied – certainly a rather 
Platonic notion as the one we encountered in discussing his ‘theory of Forms’ 
(see “Chapter Two”). It is this potential for creation or new birth that we wish 
here to emphasize, the mode of the Christian Icon as such serving as a useful 
illustrative aid.  
 Thus, in the capacity of the hidden object of the past to bear meaning, 
there lies room for this meaning to be modified, altered, or done away with 
altogether. This was certainly alluded to when discussing the depaganization of 
the Hellenic sculptures of the Lausos’s Byzantine collection; that pagan content 
however was never replaced by a new Christian one. The medieval authors, 
whom we briefly mentioned in our introductory observations, seized however 
upon this feature of the hidden such that it would represent the invisible world 
of their imagination. In this regard, the very same monks of Glastonbury, who 
laid claim to the tomb of king Arthur, postulated that Joseph of Arimathea 
had visited their Abbey in the year 63 AD and brought the chalice, mentioned 
in the biblical account of the last supper with him, remaining there until his 
burial.18 Such practices of conjecture did not always revolve around a physical 
object of the past however, for in many cases it was the text which served as 
the hidden object of the past. Geoffrey of Monmouth, the 12th century Welsh 
chronicler, is notorious for constructing such narratives in his History of the 
Kings of Britain. Following the etymological assessment of a 9th century Welsh 
monk that a certain Trojan prince by the name of Brutus had founded Britain, 
he determines the year 1170 BC to be the date of the prince’s arrival – thereby 

confirming the Trojan heritage of the Britons.19 Furthermore, in his account 
of the megaliths at Stonehenge, he identifies their builder as Merlin the great, 
further propagating the Arthurian legend.20 Though such historical narratives 
may have served a temporally distinct political campaign emphasizing the ruling 
Norman’s great lineage of war heroes, their underlying mode of argumentation 
refers to an attitude towards the past, which supersedes the particular needs of 
the socio-political situation; namely that the past in question is not so distant 
from the lived present. 
 The archaeologist Paul Bahn, whose work serves as a key reference to our 
discussion, notes that “In medieval art, Old Testament prophets and New 
Testament characters alike are represented in the garb of contemporary medieval 
people. The idea that human technology and society had been constantly 
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changing over the centuries barely registered in the medieval perception of 
time.”21 This view is also shared by Bruce Trigger, the eminent historian of 
archaeological thought, who, in outlining six key facets of the medieval mind, 
observes that “medieval scholars were even less conscious of historical changes 
in material culture than ancient Greek and Roman ones had been…Almost 
universally, biblical times were viewed as culturally, socially, and intellectually 
identical to those of medieval Europe.”22 Following this attitude, which had 
guided the British clergymen, the Goths thus similarly constructed a narrative 
of descent from the person of Gog, Noah’s grandson mentioned in the biblical 
account of the deluge. Furthermore, this understanding that the biblical past is 
in fact of no greater antiquity than the present times is perhaps best evinced in 
James Ussher and John Lightfoot’s geological chronology determining the earth 
to be approximately 6000 years of age, where Lightfoot definitively proclaims 
the birth date of the earth in a 1642 publication: “Heaven and earth, centre 
and circumference, were created all together in the same moment and clouds 
full of water…this took place and man was created by the Trinity on October 
23, 4004 BC at nine o’clock in the morning.”23

 Such an indistinguishability between the past and the present, whereby the 
contemporary author is able to read narratives belonging to the present into the 
hidden objects of the past, guides the geographical account given by Pausanias 
in his work The Description of Greece written sometime in the 2nd century. In 
describing what he encountered in visiting the ancient cities of Tiryns and 
Mycenae, founded more than a thousand years earlier, he notes, “Still, there are 
parts of the ring-wall left, including the gate with lions standing on it. They say 
this is the work of Kyklopes, who built the wall of Tiryns for Proitos. In the ruins 
of Mycenae is a water-source called Perseia, and the underground chambers of 
Atreus and his sons where they kept the treasure-houses of their wealth. There 
is the grave of Atreus and the graves of those who came home from Troy, to be 
cut down by Aigisthos at his supper-party.”24 City after city, Pausanias is able 
to recognize the heroic accounts of the Homeric poems in the ruins which he 
encounters – sometimes even beginning with a short synopsis of what Homer 
had to say about the city before actually providing his own description of its 
physical features. 
 Following from the aforementioned definition of the hidden object of the 
past as a ‘semiophore’ acting as a bridge between the visible and the invisible, 
the work of Pausanias demonstrates another capacity which the obscurity of the 
hidden past affords; namely one of unfettered associations, as opposed to one of 
creation which the medieval chroniclers had undertaken. Such an association is 
perhaps evident in the Glastonbury monks’ identification of the tomb of Arthur 

as well as by Monmouth’s account of Stonehenge, but in both examples the 
physical presence of the object of the past is not of central importance, for their 
accounts fabricated such physical evidence as they saw fit. Pausanias by contrast 
adheres to the specificities and physical reality of this hidden object of the past. 
Granted, he does not uncover the underlying reality which the object conceals, 
i.e. its actual history of coming into existence, yet he is able to nevertheless 
maintain the integrity of the ruins which he perceives, such that the veracity of 
his description of their physical characteristics is left intact despite their indelible 
mergence with myths of Homerian origin. This issue is in fact very much the 
same as the one which we raised earlier in chapters “Two” and “Three,” when 
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respectively discussing the notion of absolute induction as it appears in Bacon 
and the acquisition of knowledge by means of spatial measurement in point no. 
29 (see “Chapter Three”). Though one may undermine Pausanias’ interpretation 
of what he saw, the accuracy of his descriptions are left unscathed (this of course 
may not be the case historically, but the theoretical argument is still valid). 
That this condition of the hidden – i.e. its allowance to draw imaginative 
conclusions from really existing objects – is not the product of some mythical 
fantasy is best exemplified in the study of burial mounds scattered throughout 
Europe and America. The question of who was responsible for their construction 
was hotly contested first in 15th century Europe and extended well into 19th 
century America. In central Europe, particularly in Poland and Germany, 
conspicuous earthenware vessels – otherwise designated as ‘magic crocks’ – 
seemed to emerge from beneath the ground, such that several commissions 
were initiated in order to investigate the matter. What they were investigating 
were in fact funerary urns containing the cremated ashes of the deceased – these 
topographically modified burial sites we now recognize to have been the product 
of the Lusatian culture. Going off of the immediate evidence at hand however, 
several theories as to the cause of these formations were put forth. The German 
pastor Johannes Mathesus, writing in 1562, likens the swollen formation of the 
mounds to an earth pregnant with such vessels, concluding that they are “natural 
growths, not manufactured, but created by God.”25 Similarly, a 15th century 
Polish chronicler by the name of Jan Długosz gives a natural explanation that 
they had been formed by some subterranean firing.26 
 Such barrows, or mounds, bearing skeletons rather than cremation urns 
occupied archaeological scholarship in America as well, for they had been 
found along the Mississippi as the United States expanded its land acquisition 
westwards. Following the example of Europe, the Smithsonian Institute funded 
an investigation in 1848 spearheaded by Ephraim George Squier, an Ohio 
newspaperman, and Edwin Hamilton Davis, an Ohio physician, to identify the 
creators behind these burial sites. Despite the meticulous documentation of their 
comprehensive surveys, conducted within the Ohio and Mississippi river valleys, 
their published conclusion reaffirmed the hitherto accepted theory posited by 
another Ohio native, Caleb Atwater (1778-1867), that the mounds had been 
the product of an itinerary group known as the ‘mound-builders’ as opposed 
to the indigenous native Americans inhabiting the land.27 Notwithstanding the 
fact that their conclusion had a racial undercurrent – for attributing the burial 
mounds to the Native Americans would elevate their status from savages to a 
cultured people, no longer tenable to the US government’s efforts to encroach 
upon their land and civilize them – the statement that the mounds were built 

by ‘mound-builders’ is certainly not fallacious in its logic; for, albeit extremely 
idiosyncratic, it exercises a form of inductive reasoning. In fact, the resulting 
volume of Squier and Davis’ inquiry, Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley, 
is still considered a pioneering work in the development of archaeology as an 
academic discipline in the United States and celebrated for its observational 
rigor. Furthermore, concerning pastor Mathesus’ theory of an impregnated 
earth, Alain Schnapp, the archaeological historian whose work is here referenced, 
observes that it was not absurd since its inference is evidentiary and thereby 
poses a question to the epistemology of archaeology. In effect the same question 
asked of the activity of measuring a ruin in “Chapter Three,” namely whether it 
constitutes any type of knowledge or is only a reproof of an already existing one, 
is here posed once more (see point no. 31). Much like in the case of Pausanias’ 
Description of Greece, here the capacity of the hidden object of the past to serve 
as a ‘semiophore’ or a referent to an invisible reality is once again at play. Unlike 
Pausanias however, for whom the invisible reality had already been conceived 
prior to the encounter of the object of the past, the European and the American 
investigators derived a narrative from the object itself, engaging in an activity 
of suspension or epoché as outlined earlier in note 108. What we wish here to 
emphasize is the almost unassailable nature of the hidden object of the past, for 
despite the application of inquisitive research and a not inconsiderable degree 
of scientific reasoning, its concealed underlying reality still somehow eludes the 
observer and the identity of the object as ‘hidden’ is still maintained. As for 
the debate of the ‘mound-builders,’ which had been sustained up until 1894 
and boiled over from the Smithsonian institute to the new founded Bureau 
of Ethnology, it was the result of Cyrus Thomas seven years of field work, 
stratigraphical analysis, and excavated sample cross-referencing that the issue 
was at last settled: the burial mounds were constructed by the ancestors of the 
Native Americans. This dissolution of the hidden into the visible, however, shall 
remain a topic for the next chapter. 
     In all of the examples outlined above, the human imagination is seen at work 
as it attempts to elicit, in various ways, the ‘invisible’ reality which the hidden 
object of the past ‘visibly’ represents. Transience between these two conditions, 
the visible and the invisible serves as the foundational cause of existence for the 
Australian Aborigine. The totality of their life revolves around their conception 
of a ‘dream-time’ or ‘Tjukurrpa’ in which the everyday lived reality of the present 
shares in the ancestral being of the past, the two rather indistinguishable from 
one another. Western scholarship has certainly grappled with this Aboriginal 
concept and has by no means been able to fully capture its innerworkings and 
implications using the abstract notions of the English language; as such, it is 
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not the intent here to provide an analysis of the term, rather comment on its 
similarities with the ideas presented in this section. Firstly, the past is seen to 
be in harmony with the present much like the medieval chroniclers understood 
their lives in biblical terms. This point of connection between the ancestral 
and lived are totems which are created from eternity – here the notion of the 
semiophore is again at play. Furthermore, the capacity for imagination is fully 
embraced as the lived reality is understood to be fulfilling the ancestral one, 
thereby blurring the lines between cause and effect that are so pivotal in the 
western tradition of philosophy, for in some cases the cause may be understood 
to be in the present as it affects the spiritual realm and in other instances this 
relationship is inverted – here we may certainly point to the mythical narratives 
of Monmouth and his fellows, or yet again to the perfect coming together 
between the Homerian poem and the ancient Greek ruin which is on display 
in Pausanias’ work.28

 Whereas in the section prior, we encountered the hidden object of the past 
as providing a sort of legitimacy for the actions of the present, here, in the 
wide range of examples discussed, it is in fact the opposite relationship which 
is at play; namely, the present imposes itself on its past – filling in its gaps, 
where they are in conflict with its mode of existence, and generally forming 
its narrative into a coherent whole subservient to its agenda. This unabashed 
attitude towards history certainly recalls the strong-willed nature of life which 
Nietzsche idealizes in his text – outlined in “Chapter One”; for he notes that 
a healthy present either draws the past unto itself, either transforming it into 
new blood, or alternatively forgetting its unassimilable elements altogether. 
Though the capacity of the hidden object to serve as a ‘semiophore’ between the 
visible and invisible seems to celebrate the formulation of the conjectural myth, 
abandoning all forms of reason and common sense, this is only a possibility 
which is undoubtedly viable to abuse. The emphasis however lies not on 
conjecture, rather the inextricable knot tying past and present together – both 
informing one another as is necessary. Here, as such, the hidden is understood 
in terms of its powers of association.  

The Hidden as Sacred Object  

The mythological dimension of the human imagination gravitates towards the 
hidden objects of the past’s affinity with the invisible and the immaterial. As 
such, these ancient relics are sacralized and fervently pursued with reverence 
– the objects themselves considered to possess spiritual or mystical powers. 
Here the term relic is employed in its Greco-Roman definition, which simply 

means a vestigial fragment of a person’s remains. An evident example is offered 
in the figure of Orestes, son of Agamemnon, whose bones were transported by 
the Lacedaemonians from Tegea to their Spartan land during a war that raged 
between the two city-states. Such was the admonition provided by Pythia the 
priestess when consulted how victory might be secured: “There in the nourishing 
earth Agamemnon’s son [(Orestes)] lieth buried: Bring him, and so thou shalt be 
the lord of the land of thy foemen.”29 Subsequently Lichas, the Spartan warrior, 
having identified the tomb in a well beneath a Tegean blacksmith’s workshop, 
“opened the tomb and collected the bones and went away with them to Sparta. 
Ever after this time the Lacedaemonians got much the better of the men of Tegea 
in all their battles.”30 An almost identical account is offered by Plutarch in his 
work Life of Theseus, that after having defeated the Persians, in their landmark 
war, the Greeks were once again advised by Pythia to recover his remains from 
the island of Syros and return them to Athens so as to ensure the longevity of 
their achieved triumph. Upon their arrival, “the Athenians, greatly delighted, 
went out to meet and receive the relics with splendid processions and sacrifices, 
as if it were Theseus himself returning alive to the city.”31 The fabled victories 
and achievements of both heroes are thus considered to persist in their bodily 
remains, such that acquisition of the relics is tantamount to acquiring the 
same gifts which the gods had once endowed these heroes in their frays and 
struggles. This disposition towards funerary objects is not solely characteristic 
of Greek mythology. The Chinese scribal tradition, which flourished as early 
as the 2nd century BC Han dynasty with the work of the historian Sima Qian 
(145-187 BC), provides several such accounts concerning the ancient Chinese 
fascination with burial objects of the past.32 “King Chu of Guangchuan loved 
to surround himself with wastrels, sporting with them and hunting energetically 
with nets and arrows. He had all the tombs in his Kingdom opened. One of my 
friends by the name of Yuan Meng remembers that his grandfather, who was 
commander of the capital in the service of the King, had repeatedly warned 
him not to do this, but he did not want to stop.”33 Such a desire to reclaim the 
buried contents of the past is provided in a later account, attributed to the 5th 
century Chinese poet Xie Hui Lian, where he narrates an excavation: “When 
excavating a moat north of the wall of the Eastern Precinct, we had gone down 
to a depth of several yards when we found an ancient tomb…When the grave 
was first opened, we could see that these were all human figures, but when we 
tapped them or poked them with something, they disintegrated into dust under 
our arms…My lord commanded that those working on the wall rebury them 
on the eastern hill. And there, with pork and wine, we conducted a ceremony 
for the dead.”34 In both accounts, the sanctity of the hidden object of the past is 
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past, the clergymen sought to re-consecrate these pagan monuments for the 
cause of Christianity; as such, in the life of the 6th century Welsh monk Samson, 
we learn that upon seeing worshippers gathered around a menhir (large stone 
monument), he dissuades the group from their pagan beliefs and carves the sign 
on the cross into the stone’s surface.38 Such a handling of the pagan objects of 
worship was certainly developed short thereafter into a religion-wide program 
of missionary conversion, as pope Gregory the Great (540-604) would, in 597, 
advise Abbot Mellitus in a letter, “Do not destroy the pagan temples, only the 
idols which are found in them. As for the monument, sprinkle it with holy water, 
erect altars and place relics there.”39 The sacredness with which the temples were 
originally endowed is thus maintained all while being repurposed; this paradox is 
perhaps akin to the one with which Theodoric I or king Chu operated in looting 
the ancient tombs, whereby the idol is destroyed but the inviolability of the site 
is nevertheless conserved. This process of sanctification, as Gregory points out, 
involves the placement of relics: the venerated funerary object of the past thus 
retains its value as a sacred entity albeit bearing very different connotations. 
In this regard, the sacredness ascribed to the hidden object of the past enjoys 
an irrepressible universal recognition, one that the new Christian religion has 
to deal with and confront. Though it may not acknowledge its pagan deities 
as really existing, it cannot simply ignore their built manifestations – their 
‘semiophoric’ hidden objects – and go about erecting its own sacred edifices. 
 The relic’s reconstitution within the religious framework of Christianity is 
perhaps best evinced in St. Jerome’s (347-420) apologetic definition: “We do 
not worship, we do not adore…The relics of martyrs, but we honor them, that 
we may the better honor him whose martyrs they are.”40 The criterion for the 
relic to be recognized as such is martyrdom, thereby replacing the figure of 
the Greek hero, which occupied the narrative of many Homeric poems, with 
the Christian saint, whose place in tradition would be secured instead by the 
practice of hagiography. It is in fact by virtue of the hagiographic narrative 
that such accounts as the one of St. Samson provided above are available; 
their plots often following a certain folkloric scheme, but offering nevertheless 
revelatory insight concerning the values of their authors. This saintly assumption 
of the heroic involves two major points of distinction to the hitherto described 
relationship with the relic in the non-Christian traditions outlined earlier. Firstly, 
the treacherous omen associated with removing a relic from its burial place 
is dissolved, as the recognition of the relic as having belonged to a martyred 
saint involves its ‘exhumation’ (internment from its grave) and ‘translation’ 
(relocation within a Christian edifice). In fact, the exhumation comes to be 
associated with divine approval – rather than indignation – as the location of 

injured, the narrator however concludes with a repatriation towards those whose 
remains were there buried; king Chu is reproached by his commander, whereas 
the workmen reperform a burial ritual for those whose bones they unveiled. 
That looting activity existed in the ancient world is beyond doubt, it does not 
however necessitate a lack of reverence for the relics housed therein; much to the 
contrary, honor could still be accorded to relics as their accompanying entourage 
of precious objects were being retrieved. The Orthogothic king Theodoric I, 
inheriting the riches of the western Roman empire, after having successfully 
overthrown Odoacer, issues the following decree, “We therefore direct you, 
by this moderata jussio, where you hear of buried treasures to proceed to the 
spot with suitable witnesses and reclaim for the public Treasury either gold or 
silver, abstaining, however, from actually laying hands on the ashes of the dead. 
[ ...] it is not greedy to take away what the holder of it can never mourn the 
loss of.”35 Paradoxically enough, despite what might be considered as a public 
exhortation to loot ancient tombs and escheat their contents for the treasury of 
the still young Gothic kingdom, the sacredness of the relics is still maintained 
and acknowledged. Though nuances exist between the intentions of the elect 
Chinese royalty, the Orthogothic public, and the ancient Greek warriors, all 
share the view that the relic, understood as a hidden object of the past, demands 
a degree of reverence and dignity. To that extent, Plutarch in another account 
relaying the excavation of Alcmene, Hercules’ mother, concludes in his Moralia, 
“At Haliartus the great failure of crops and encroachment of the lake are held 
to have been no mere accident, but a judgement on us for having allowed 
the excavation of the tomb.”36 Thus echoing the same sentiment expressed by 
Odysseus’s fallen comrade, Elpenor, “Leave me not behind thee unwept and 
unburied as thou goest thence, and turn not away from me, lest haply I bring 
the wrath of the gods upon thee. Nay, burn me with my armour, all that is mine, 
and heap up a mound for me.”37 Such are the consequences of an irreverent 
handling of these precious relics.
 The divine powers associated with the funerary objects of the past, which 
Orestes’ remains enjoyed for instance, were not only recognized by followers of 
the hero’s cult or native inhabitants of the land; rather, they were appreciated 
– and in cases feared – by other people-groups. Such a captivating gaze that 
the relic commanded from its beholders regardless of their beliefs is perhaps 
best evinced in the universal Christianization of all the various regional ‘pagan’ 
religions that had preceded it. Though the Christian faithful did not acknowledge 
the deities to whom the relics were dedicated, the sacredness attributed to the 
pagan funerary object was nevertheless fully apprehended – often attributed to 
demonic forces however. Coming into contact with such sacred objects of the 



131130 Chapter 4: Archaeologies of the Hiddenpart II: mystical history

the remains is often revealed in a dream, emperor Charlemagne’s (747-814) 
exhumation of the relics of St. Hubert serving as case in point. Secondly, the 
very term relic itself takes on a new meaning such that it denotes not only the 
organic remains of the saint, but all the material items with which the holy 
figure had come into contact.41 Such a fascination with the everyday objects 
of the world is clearly illustrated in queen Constantina’s (wife of 6th century 
Byzantine emperor Maurice) correspondence with pope Gregory, whose advice 
we encountered above, to acquire – among other items – metal filings of the 
chains with which St. Paul was held in Roman captivity.42 A third and decisive 
implication follows from the first two; namely that the remains of the saint 
could be separated and distributed throughout the churches of the Catholic sea, 
such that multiple churches having the same saint as their patron were allotted 
a portion of the relics – a practice that had become commonplace by the 9th 
century.43 
 This spatial localization of the relic necessitated its corollary spatial 
engagement; namely, the ritual of pilgrimage. For on the one hand, the relic 
could never be infinitesimally subdivided so as to cover the entire sea of 
Catholic faith, and more importantly the fact that the relic is portioned out 
in order to become accessible meant that there exists an advantage to being 
in its physical presence. As early as the 12th century, pilgrim guidebooks were 
thus prepared, advising the faithful concerning the valuable monuments and 
sites associated with the saint’s life. The Codex Calixtinus, for instance, begins 
with a hagiographical account of St. James’ life, before proceeding to provide 
its reader with a detailed description of the roads and villages on the way to 
his shrine. The sacredness ascribed to this hidden object of the past is thus not 
limited to its encounter, but determines one’s activities and plans, such that a 
component of one’s life lies in the pursuit of the hidden relic. That this ritual 
of pilgrimage served as a core aspect of medieval life is perhaps best evinced in 
Geoffrey Chaucer’s 14th century poetic work, The Canterbury Tales, in which the 
pilgrimage itself serves as the vehicle of narration, whereby members of different 
classes of medieval society are seen interacting together within the context of 
their common journey.
 The desire to maintain a certain proximity to the physically encountered 
relic manifests itself in the development of pilgrimage memorabilia – or ampulla, 
as they are otherwise known – which transfer the holy powers of the saint’s 
relic into a vessel. Ampulla, as such, were ceramic flasks containing holy water 
or oil that was filled at the site of pilgrimage. Such ampulla were not only for 
the use of laymen, who had to traverse a great distance in search for saintly 
blessing; to treat his ill-health, Gregory of Tours, the 6th century Roman bishop 32. Christianized Menhir of St. Uzec
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and historian, favored a particular type of medicine, namely, potio de pulvere 
sepulchre, a potion made with the dust collected at the tomb of the saint – St. 
Martin of Tours in Gregory’s case.44 The relic as such ceases to be something 
exclusive to the organic remains of the saint and comes to be identified with 
inanimate objects, thus pervading a wider array of one’s life. To the extent that 
everyday objects were understood to possess such a capacity for containing 
the sacred, Abbe Suger, the 12th century French abbot of St. Denis, devised a 
consecratory prayer, the Benedicto super vasa reperta in locis antiquis, “deign so 
as to cleanse these vases fabricated by the art of the Gentiles, that they may be 
used by the believers in peace and tranquility.”45

 To the extent that vessels housing seemingly trivial contents as water, oil, or 
dust, were held in the same regard as the actual bodily remains of the Christian 
martyr, the hidden object of the past need not derive its sacred qualities from an 
external entity, the figure of a hero or a saint, rather it endows itself with such an 
aura. If Jerome’s definition of the relic – presented above – emphasizes the saint 
behind the inanimate objects, other cultures exhibit a different understanding 
of the matter. Excavations in 15th and 16th century Iroquoian sites in eastern 
North America reveal that projectile points, stone pipes, and native copper 
tools, whose production is more ancient to the site by millennia, were collected 
and kept for their magical powers – their origins attributed to spirits who had 
lost them in the forest.46 Similarly, the Etruscans and the Romans sought out 
such ancient arrowheads and polished stone axes for use as amulets, whereas 
farmers in medieval Europe collected these polished stones as they turned up in 
the course of their agricultural work and hung them in a bag around the necks 
of their livestock and in their stalls for protection – the practice persisting in 
southern France until the 19th century.47 That such polished stone axes and tools 
were objects universally hunted for their sacred powers is adducible in a 1700 
capricious archeological find within a convent near Trois-Rivieres in Quebec. 
During the course of construction activities on the site, the workmen uncovered 
a large collection of polished stone tools dating to the late Archaic period, which 
had been preserved within the campus of the nunnery.48 The materiality of the 
stone, out of which these mystical ancient tools of interest had been formed, 
is itself considered to be a sacred object of veneration in the pre-Columbian 
cultures and the Incan civilization in particular: for them, the hidden object of 
the past signifies a natural antiquity rather than a cultural one of ancient peoples. 
Thus, considered as an ancient geologic formation, the stone comes to be valued 
for its ‘lithic’ properties such that its working and forming into objects defines 
the Incan cultural identity. Large rocks as such are considered to be alive and 
identified with ancient deities. In the Incan account of origin, during a war 

that is waged against the Chanca – a neighboring power to the west – rocks in 
the field rose up in the form of human soldiers and fought alongside the Incan 
warriors, coming to their aid.49 This conception of enlivened stones pervades 
the Quencha language of the Andean peoples; for, the words for rocks do not 
only designate nouns but verbs as well. As such, the term for ‘boulder’ is the 
same used to designate the verb ‘to begin.’ The interchangeability between the 
naturally ancient and the culturally present – the semiophoric relationship 
between visible and invisible – thus occurs in the process of lithification.50  
 What allows these inanimate objects, culturally or naturally formed, to be 
considered as sacred entities is not only evident in their association with a hidden 
origin of the past, but also in their cultural use within the present. Pomian, whose 
definition of the term ‘semiophore’ has aided our discussion thus far, provides 
us with a criterion for the sacred object: “Once the object crossed the threshold 
of the sacred enclosure, it entered into a domain which was strictly opposed to 
utilitarian activities. Within this enclosure, ‘one can neither extract stone, take 
earth, chop wood, build, cultivate nor live.’ Accordingly, objects could only play 
one single role…”51 This role is a votive one, wherein the object is sacrificed 
as it were and offered as a sign of devotion. Here, the sacrificial offering is to 
be understood in economic terms as well, for it loses all monetary value and 
thereby exits the utilitarian circuit of trade, acquiring in turn a mystical value. 
It is for this reason that the ancient Greeks placed in their temples artifacts 
associated with heroes of the past, offering them as a means of dedication, and 
in turn shielding them from any purposive function.52 Similarly, the excavations 
conducted at the ancient site of Mycenae in the 19th century by Heinrich 
Schliemann, the wealthy German businessman in search of the cities recounted 
in the Homeric poems, found that the monumental ‘beehive’ tombs – associated 
with the preceding founders of the polis – attracted peculiar objects as votive 
offerings to the various hero cults in the 8th century BC, nearly 700 years after 
the tombs had first been erected.53 Furthermore, in the Mesopotamia of king 
Nabonidus, it was tradition for the cult images of a newly conquered land to 
be transferred and erected as offerings in Babylonian temples and edifices. As 
such, the value of the ‘conquered’ objects is not identified with their usefulness 
as spolia or treasures to be sold-off, rather they were excluded from economic 
circulation and sacrificed once more – thereby fulfilling Pomian’s criterion. In 
fact, the 19th century German archaeologist, Eckard Unger, uncovered such a 
large assortment of votive statues and tablets – ranging from the middle of the 
3rd millennium to the 7th century BC – housed in a hall within the palace of 
king Nebuchadnezzar, a predecessor of Nabonidus.54 Even king Charlemagne, 
having exhumed the relics of St. Hubert, had to first place them on the altar of 
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the church in a great ceremony in order for their sacredness to be recognized.55 
This act of devotional offering serves thus as a conscious reidentification of the 
value which an object has. Regardless of its antiquity, holiness, or supposed 
mystical powers, the artifact is transformed into an object of veneration, set 
aside from the vicissitudes of daily life; it becomes ‘hidden,’ so to say, serving 
as a semiophore for something beyond itself. 
 As it relates to our definition of the hidden object, one which relates the 
present to the past, the sacred dimension of the hidden does not necessarily 
pertain to the belief in supernatural phenomena, rather denotes an attitude 
towards the past such that its vestiges, i.e. its artifactual remains, come to be 
pursued for their own sake regardless of any particular endeavor in the present to 
which they may be subservient – as has been the case in discussing the mythical 
and ‘legitimizing’ aspects of the hidden in the sections above. The only role, 
in the utilitarian sense of the word, that the sacredness of the past plays within 
the present, lies in enlivening the imagination of the present, serving as its 

constellatory north star. The past, as such, understood in terms of the aura which 
it inspires within the present, is to be understood in much the same manner 
as the one observed earlier in discussing Nietzsche’s definition of ‘antiquarian 
history,’ where the distinction between historical and unhistorical as denotes a 
particular attitude rather than a specific entity or content (see “Chapter One”). 
Such an attitude is perhaps best exhibited in the votive offerings made by the 
ancient Greeks to their heroes or the pilgrimages embarked upon by the medieval 
Christians, for it portrays a certain comportment with which the present deals 
with its past. In both examples, the past is not merely a latent chimera, rather it is 
an object of active pursuit, which occupies the plans of the present and pervades 
its endeavors; for the thing venerated may not be otherwise contradicted by 
some other miscellaneous activity in the present – the two coexistent. It is in 
these terms that we may understand the force which the past exercises on its 
present – the pivotal question in discussing Nietzsche’s text, as well as the issue 
of mystical powers that the peoples in the aforementioned examples believed 
the hidden object of the past to possess. A possible analogy for such a definition 
of ‘force’ associated with the sacred artifact may be found in Thales definition 
that all matter in the universe is ‘besouled,’ or Plato and Aristotle’s view that 
motion of the stars is driven by a state of love or wonder, respectively. It is such 
a state of awe that the hidden object of the past endows its present. 

The Hidden as Strange

In addition to their value as sacred votive offerings within temples and tombs, 
the artifacts eligible for such dedication all share in a marked quality that 
defines the hidden object of the past; namely, they are all strange things whose 
peculiarities fascinated their discoverers in the present. The stranger the thing the 
more potential it had for being pursued as an object of interest. It is no wonder 
then that in the prehistoric site of Paquime in Chihuaha, Mexico, a multistory 
pueblo housed a collection of mammoth molars and in the large 8th century 
housing complex of Casas Grandes on the same site, a storeroom filled with 
fossils collected from the area was discovered by archaeologists.56 In the ancient 
Roman empire, Augustus held a similar fascination for such exotic items, as 
the historian Gaius Suetonius relays that the emperor “had collected the huge 
skeletons of extinct sea and land monsters popularly known as ‘giants’ bones.’”57 
Such giant bones were also the subject of interest for ancient Egyptian priests 
in the delta town of Heliopolis, who had identified the remains of a fossilized 
nearby forest with the charred bones of an ancient nefarious serpent that the 
sun god had incinerated while creating the universe.58 The pursuit of the strange 
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and the unidentifiable is not solely a facet of ancient cultures, for instance in 
1679 Russia, excavation work being conducted by a group of Cossack workers 
for the construction of a large mill uncovered a collection of mammoth bones 
within the site. The ruling Tsar, Fyodor III (1661-1682), ordered in turn the 
formal excavation of the site in search for more bones and unusual finds. The 
pursuit of the unfamiliar served as the guiding principle, so much so that if any 
other banal artifacts or evidence of human traces were uncovered no qualms 
were made about documenting them or even reporting them.59 Such an attitude 
served as a reference for Peter the Great’s subsequent instruction in 1718 to 
collect and make records of “ancient things in the soil, namely unusual stones, 
bones of animals, fish, or birds, unlike those we have now.”60 
 The thirst for such rarities is perhaps best evinced in the renaissance cultural 
development of the Wunderkammer, or cabinets of curiosities, where unusual 
specimen from both the natural world and antiquity – both local and foreign 
– were painstakingly collected and organized. Coming into being during the 
second half of the 16th century before falling out of favor by the 18th century, 
the objects housed within these cabinets had made an earlier appearance within 
the naves of medieval churches serving as evidence of the magnificence of God’s 
creation in order to inspire awe within the assembled liturgical worshippers.61 
To that extent, whale bones and ostrich eggs were to be seen hanging within 
the church and even foreign bronze vessels engraved with Arabic script were on 
display.62 The first renaissance cabinet known to have existed was the work of 
Samuel von Quiccheberg, a Flemish doctor residing in Munich, who in 1565 
published a catalogue, titled insciptiones vel tituli theatri amplissimi, outlining 
the contents of his collection. The objective of the catalogue was not only to 
inventorize a list of items, but also to offer a taxonomical classification of their 
types, such that Quiccheberg devised a system of five divisions with which 
each item may be identified: ancient maps and models, fragmentary artifacts, 
natural specimen, instruments and machinery, and conceptual figures and 
symbols.63 The renaissance cabinet of curiosity, as such, marks a turning point 
from the hidden to the visible – from the pursuit of the mystical to that of the 
empirical – for it brings together the fascination with the unfamiliar and the 
scientific impetus to classify and taxonomize. Our emphasis here however is 
on the characteristic unfamiliarity in which all the contents of these cabinets 
shared; for despite the catalogue’s attempt to decipher its amassed curiosities, 
the objects themselves were collected for the sake of their indecipherability. 
Such is the distinguishing aspect of the hidden object of the past; namely, it is 
identified with some unintelligible origin or cause. To this extent, the scientific 
component of the Wunderkammer shall be taken up in our subsequent chapter 

dealing with the archaeology of the visible (see “Chapter Six”). To offer a point 
of comparison, another notable collection was assembled by Pierre Borel (1620-
1671), another doctor – albeit from Castres in France, who organized the 
categories of his catalogue under three implicit headings: works of god (men); 
works of nature (animals, plants, and stones); and works of man (artifacts).64 
Paradoxical as it may be, in both classificatory models of Quichheberg and 
Borel, there is a clear attempt to represent the totality of the universe through 
the diverse contents of the collection – a microcosm of the macrocosm. For this 
reason, the catalogue books were defined as paper – or imaginary – museums that 
brought the entire objects of reality within the confines of their covers. What 
is paradoxical, in this sense, is that the pursuit of totality completely omits the 
familiar; the unfamiliar in turn comes to be identified with the pursuit of the 
limits of knowledge, i.e. that which is not yet known – hence the association 
between the strange and totality. (Perhaps here we can recall our definition of 
the term discovery offered in the preface). In this conjunction between the two 
– the unfamiliar and knowledge – is yet another manifestation of two seemingly 
opposed motivations, the mystical and the empirical, being united within the 
frame of the cabinet.
 If the renaissance kammer sought to bring together all sorts of interesting 
objects, which it could house within its confined space, there is one object in 
particular that attracted almost universal attention across multiple cultures and 
civilizations. Already alluded to in the previous section discussing the sacred 
aspects of the hidden, petrified (fossilized) mammal bones, Neolithic stone tools 
and celts, stone arrowheads, as well as prehistoric flaked flints were unanimously 
identified as being ‘thunderbolts’ or ‘elf-shots’ that originated in heaven before 
striking the earth and penetrating its surface. These manmade tools, which 
we can safely identify with the various stages of the stone age (Paleolithic, 
Mesolithic, and Neolithic) were ubiquitously scattered beneath the surface 
of the earth, such that a theory concerning their origin, as well as evidence 
of their collection, is palpable in the material culture of many diverse ancient 
people-groups. Their association with a climatic event traces its roots to Pliny 
the Elder’s Natural History, whose first ten books were published in the year 
77; in chapter 43 of “Book II”, he explains the innerworkings of thunder and 
lightning: “I would not deny, therefore, that the fiery impressions from stars 
above, may fall upon these clouds, such as we oftentimes see to shoot in clear 
and fair weather: by the forcible stroke whereof, good reason it is, that the air 
should be mightily shaken, seeing that darts when they are discharged, make a 
noise as they fly…Hence storms are bred. And if this ‘flatus,’ or vapor, do struggle 
within the cloud, thunder is given out; if it break through still burning, then 
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flees out the thunderbolt.”65

 Whether Pliny’s account is the first instance of such an explanation is 
unclear, much less clear is whether other cultures that shared the same view 
had access to Pliny’s text or were aware of it. Nevertheless, in far flung 8th 
century Japan, stone arrowheads that often appeared upon the culmination 
of a tempestuous rainstorm – most probably due the thin layer of humus 
covering them having eroded – were considered to have been shot down from 
heaven as a sign of displeasure and often called for special religious rituals 
to be performed. This view persisted for some 800 years until the Tokugawa 
period (1603-1868) where contact with the west had been established and 
Japanese scholars influenced by European literature, such as Arai Hakuseki, 
discredited the notion.66 Similarly, in nearby 16th century China, the 1596 
encyclopedia of Li-Shi-Tschin included typological representations of various 
such flints along with their corresponding ideograms.67 A peculiar instance of 
these ‘heavenly stones’ is associated with the island of Malta where in the 15th 
and 16th centuries fossilized shark teeth were recommended for their medicinal 
powers, as the German doctor Michael Bernhard Valentini prescribes in his – at 
the time – avidly consulted book Natur -und Materialienkammer: “Kraft und 
Tugend des Steine S. Pauli / Schlangenzungen…so in der Insel Malta gefunden 
werden…die Zungen haben recht wundersame Kräften indem sie allem Gift 
widerstehen. Was selbige auch pürieren und viele andere Krankheiten heilen.” 
(“Power and virtue of the Pauline stones / serpent-tongues…so found in the 
island of Malta…the tongues have veritably wonderworking powers whereby 
they withstand all poison. Some also purify and many others heals ailments.” 
– my translation).68 These mysterious tongue-stones were in fact petrified shark 
teeth that were to be found in abundance on the island. Their peculiar pointed 
shape was the object of much fascination that they in fact were identified with 
two narrative accounts of origin, hence their two names, ‘Glossopetra’ (or shark 
teeth) and ‘serpent tongues.’ Interestingly enough the first name comes from the 
same Natural History of Pliny, albeit from the last book, “XXXVII”, where in 
chapter 59 he again attributes the stones to having fallen from the sky during the 
moon’s eclipse.69 The second however is an elaboration on the biblical account, 
in the Book of Acts, of St. Paul’s trip to his trial in Rome (see above), where on 
the way the ship was wrecked on the island and a serpent had bit his hand. 
Despite the variation in explanatory accounts, the value of the fossilized teeth 
lay not in what they referred to rather in their unexplained form. Medicinal 
powers were likewise attributed to the ‘thunder-bolts’ (stone tools and flints) 
in medieval Europe as they were kept as protection against lightning bolts. 
To further mystify these stone objects and add to their ambiguity, some even 
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postulated that they had been the product of supernatural elves, hence their 
alternative designation ‘elf-shots.’70 Such theories persisted until the mid-17th 
century, as one authority proclaimed that the ‘bolts’ “generated in the sky by 
a fulgurous exhalation conglobed in a cloud by the circumposed humour.”71 
Even Ole Worm, the great 16th century Danish scholar whose work we shall 
encounter in “Chapter Six,” maintained that the stone tools had a heavenly 
origin.72 
 Of concern here are not the uses for which the hidden object of the past is 
collected – religious or otherwise medicinal – neither the monetary sum that 
such mysterious lithic objects could bring, as is perhaps best exhibited in the 
Russian Tsar’s directive to excavate, rather the inherent value with which the 
strangeness or indecipherability of the hidden object of the past endows itself. 
That is to say, that regardless of use, mercenary or sacred – the votive criterion 
for Pomian, the hidden object derives its value from being strange. It may be 
associated with sacredness, mythical origin, or legitimizing arguments, these 
are all additional associations, but at its definitive core, the hidden object of 
the past is by definition strange or unintelligible.   
 The pursuit of unfamiliar oddities, as noted above in discussing the 
Wunderkammer, meant the pursuit of the limits and extents of the natural 
world. To this extent, interest in the strange exhibits a close affinity with the 
aims of travel. Some fifteen years after having consolidated power over the 
fiefdoms in southern Italy and formally establishing the kingdom of Sicily in 
1130 – one whose sovereignty would remain until into incorporation within 
the Risorgrimento kingdom of Italy by Garibaldi in 1860 – the newly coronated 
king Roger II of Sicily (1095-1154) sought to expand his rule over the lands 
of the Mediterranean basin aggressively embarking on an exploitative naval 
campaign.73 Though militaristic in its motivations, Roger’s pursuit of far-flung 
territories employed the aid of the Arabian geographer Al Idrisi (1100-1165), 
commissioning him to devise a map of the world and its extents. Requiring 
around ten years of work, research, and travel, Al Idrisi presented the king a silver 
planisphere (a revolving astronomical disc interrelating the movement of celestial 
bodies to the earth) spanning two meters in diameter with all the hitherto known 
lands of the earth engraved upon it, an accompanying book consisting of 7o 
enlarged maps detailing the geographical features of each location, and the main 
body of his research, a descriptive text outlining the peculiarities and marvels 
of each region represented on the map compiled into a book, the Arabic title 
of which – translated into English – reads The Pleasure Excursion of One Who is 
Eager to Traverse the Horizons of the World.74 As is evident from the title, Idrisi’s 
motivation, unlike that of Roger – albeit subservient to it, is one of curiosity 

and interest in the strange; this is perhaps further corroborated by the fact 
that his studies drew on an earlier ‘book of curiosities’ written about a century 
earlier.75 Furthermore, to the extent that the ‘limits’ are pursued in search of 
the strange, we may point to a defining characteristic of the medieval Islamic 
maps, in contrast to their Christian counterparts; namely, the representation 
of the cape of Good Hope, the southernmost tip of the African continent, as 
fully surrounded by water, for in the Christian maps it had always been cut-off, 
conceived of as separating the Indian and Atlantic oceans. In as much as Idrisi’s 
map seeks to represent the totality of the universe, all while being driven by a 
search for the novel and the marvelous, his work can be understood as analogous 
to the renaissance Wunderkammer, both collating the visible and the invisible.  
 Travelling in pursuit of the marvelous was certainly not exclusive to the 
king and the members of his court, in the middle of the 14th century a travel 
guide book titled Mrabilia Urbis Romae (The Urban Marvels of Rome) appears 
to have entered into circulation for the use of learned men interested in the 
magnificent monuments that the ancient city of Rome, by then a distant object 
of wonder, had to offer.76 In contrast to the pilgrim guide book of the same 
period, the interest is not in what the object represents or the holiness imparted 
to it by the remains of the saint’s body, rather it is in the object itself, regardless 
of its origin or what it might signify. Its main point of attracting is its quality 
of marvelousness which excites the eye and engages the imagination. Thus, 
as noted earlier in discussing the fascination with ‘thunderbolts,’ here too the 
value attributed to the hidden object of the past is inherent to its very nature of 
being strange and indecipherable – of being hidden. This had not always been 
the case however concerning the ancient monuments of Rome, for the text of 
the Mirabilia is in fact nothing more than a list of the assets and estates which 
were under the management of the governing Vatican Pope and Curia. As such, 
the content of the book had originally been compiled at the end of official 
documents dating as far back as the 12th century.77 What is here of emphasis 
is the notion that in order for the monuments to be an object of pursuit they 
first had to fall into unfamiliarity and become estranged. 
 Corollary to the travel and expeditions made into foreign lands, which the 
pursuit of the unfamiliar and the mystical spurs on, the present’s fascination 
with the strange extends from solely viewing inanimate objects in such a light 
to recognizing different races and peoples as exotic and distinctly unfamiliar. 
An early occurrence of such a fascination with the other presents itself in the 
form of funerary reliefs within the royal tombs of the 19th dynasty in ancient 
upper Egypt. Stanley Casson, the 20th century British archaeologist, notes that 
the ancient Egyptians identified four main racial types of mankind: Semites, 
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whom they painted yellow with elongated eyes; Nubians, whom they painted 
black; and Indo-Europeans whom they represented with blue eyes and fair 
skin.78 Such racially motivated definitions were perhaps most pronounced with 
Europe’s colonization of America wherein the humanity of the native American 
‘savage’ was put into question. Notwithstanding the exploitative undercurrent 
which colored these interactions with the American aboriginals, the seriousness 
with which the question was pursued is best evinced in the 1537 papal bull of 
Paul III, wherein he deemed the natives to be sufficiently human and therefore 
susceptible to Christian conversion. Such a view would be rejected by Cotton 
Mather (1663-1728), the American clergyman, who believed the Indians to 
be an inferior race. By contrast, the early 19th century painters depicted the 
Plains Indians, which they encountered along the middle Missouri, as noble 
and romantic warriors – strange yet equal in their share of humanity. What 
is here of importance is not the racist sociology, which developed in the early 
19th century, rather the implications which the fascination with the hidden 
object of the past may have had when applied to fellow peoples of a different 
race. For on the one hand, the characteristic indecipherability that affords the 
strange with its appeal, precludes any potential for a lucid engagement with its 
subject matter, such that it is always dealt with as a distant entity removed from 
the vicissitudes of the present. And on the other hand, by virtue of the object 
of the past remaining hidden – in this case the native Americans, the European 
settler failed to recognize the shared humanity between himself and the other.     
 Casson, mentioned above, had formulated a primitively psychologistic 
argument noting that the recognition of the strange begins at the very early stage 
of cognition wherein man recognized the variety of human faces surrounding 
him: “Once human self-consciousness is aroused it takes the form of curiosity, 
it arouses an interest in the variety of types of human face and form actually 
seen and observed. When men have passed to look around them and to focus 
attention on themselves as such, they make discoveries.”79 Conjectural as his 
statement may be, what is here of interest is not the cause of curiosity concerning 
the strange, rather the criterion by which it becomes strange and unfamiliar. 
Already adumbrated in discussing the book of Mirabilia in the city of Rome, 
the condition of the strange is one of destruction and oblivion, for it is by virtue 
of such ruinous forces that the object becomes hidden in the first place – the 
monuments’ succumbence to disrepair becoming an object of fascination. The 
clearest illustration of this process is perhaps best exhibited in the very definition 
which Flusser associates with the mystical and which Pomian identifies as the 
semiophore; namely, the burial object, for it acquires its hidden nature by the 
verdict of death itself. Such is its constituting criterion. To this extent, Trigger 

notes in introducing his History of Archaeological Thought, that the Islamic 
peoples failed to develop an archaeology of their lands for they lived in the 
midst of their own historical accounts, their present habitation unremoved 
from the ancient cities of the past.80 Similarly, Pliny the Younger notes in his 
Epistles “that we undertake long voyages both by sea and land to behold those 
curiosities, which if placed before our eyes, we totally neglect. Whether it is, that 
we are so formed by nature as to be incurious about the nearer, and intent only 
upon the more distant objects; or that our desire grows languid to such things, 
as may be enjoyed without any difficulties; or that we are apt to defer, taking a 
single view of what we can at any time see as often as we please.”81 

Sustaining the Hidden: The Scribe

In so far as the hidden is the outcome of destruction, what is destroyed is not 
the hidden object itself, in the physical sense, rather that which it signifies. It 
is in fact by virtue of this underlying reality becoming invisible – following 
the conceptual model illustrated in Flusser’s proverb – that the hidden arises. 
It is perceivable yet unintelligible, as we remarked in our preceding discussion 
of the hidden as strange. Plutarch’s account of the excavation of the grave of 
Alcmene, mother of Hercules, offers an insightful observation concerning the 
implications of the ‘hidden’s’ indecipherability. A witness recalls what the king 
of Sparta, Agesilaus, encountered upon discovering the burial place: “Before 
the tomb, however, lay a bronze tablet with a long inscription of such amazing 
antiquity that nothing could be made of it, although it came out clear when the 
bronze was washed; but the characters had a peculiar and foreign conformation, 
greatly resembling that of Egyptian writing. Agesilaus accordingly, it was said, 
dispatched copies to the king, with the request to submit them to the priests 
for possible interpretation.”82 What the ancient Greeks mistook for Egyptian 
hieroglyphs would in fact not be deciphered until 1954 by the British architect 
Michael Ventris as ‘Linear B’ script, following its identification by Sir Arthur 
Evans in 1900 when excavating the infamous palace of Knossos in the ancient 
city of Crete.83 Nevertheless, the Egyptian priests, who according to Plutarch’s 
account were consulted for an interpretation, claimed that the tablet exhorted 
the Greeks to found a competition in honor of the muses and “setting arms 
aside to devote themselves to the peaceful rivalry of letters and philosophy”84 
Though their recommendation had nothing to do with the tablet, it interestingly 
enough managed to achieve something even more substantial; namely, prescribe 
the manner by which the mysterious inscription – and other such items of great 
antiquity – may be rendered intelligible. Herein, we must readdress the notion of 
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the hidden object’s value; for inasmuch as its characteristic strangeness endows 
it with an inherent value – as noted above – it raises questions concerning the 
unintelligible content which it carries. The fact that this embedded content, 
the Cretan language in the case of the bronze tablet, is undecipherable, means 
that it only continues to exist in the form of its carrier, i.e. the Linear B script. 
As such, in recognizing the potential magnitude of what the hidden object 
conceals within itself, albeit unintelligible, this hidden object acquires a more 
substantial value in addition to its inherent strangeness or exotic appeal, whereby 
the maintained preservation of the hidden implies by association a preservation 
of its undecipherable content.  
 Concerned with the grave verdict that such destructive forces of forgetfulness 
exact on their subjects – casting them into their abyss of ignorance, the Greek 
poet Pindar (518-438 BC) commemorates the victories of his Emmenid patrons 
in the city of Delphi in the proem to his sixth Pythian ode, “Listen! for indeed 
we are plowing up the field of dark-eyed Aphrodite and of the Graces, while 
we proceed to the enshrined navel of the loudly-rumbling land; where for the 
prosperous Emmenidai and for rivery Akragas, and especially for Xenokrates, a 
Pythian victor’s ready treasury of hymns has been built in Apollo’s valley rich in gold; 
one which neither winter rain, coming brought in from a loudly-rumbling cloud, like 
a relentless army, nor wind will lead into the depths of the sea, beaten by the silt that 
carries all things along with it. But in clear light its facade will proclaim a chariot 
victory, famous in the words of men, shared by your father, Thrasyboulos, and 
your clan, in the dells of Krisa – a tale to run on the lips of men.”85 The evocation 
of architectural imagery in his description of the commemorative monument 
being a point of scholarly debate, we may nevertheless safely detect a distinction 
that Pindar makes between the hymn recited by men and the built shrine, which 
nature will inevitably turn into ‘silt.’ In this regard, it is in fact a distinction 
between our hidden object of the past (the material monument) and the 
content that it conceals (the intelligible account of the event). Recognizing the 
perishability of the material, Pindar advocates for the maintenance of linguistic 
tales – his poem serving as an example of one. Such linguistic commemoration 
however was not a luxury that the aforementioned king of Sparta could secure 
with the bronze tablet, the best alternative available to him – along with others 
confronted by the same predicament – is the continual sustenance of its material 
form (the hidden object), save for some future time – shall it be deciphered. 
 These implications of indecipherability serve in fact as the rationale 
governing the work of the ancient scribes; for their foundational principle is 
the preservation of the ancient, regardless of its intelligibility. In 11th century 
China, during the rule of the Song dynasty (960-1279), the course of the Huang 

Ho (Yellow river) was accidentally displaced unearthing a slew of ancient bronze 
vessels belonging to the Shang dynasty (2000-1027 BC).86 Aside from their 
acknowledged antiquity, a definitive quality that the ancient Chinese valued, the 
finds were prized for their inscriptions and what they had to tell of the Song’s 
ancestors. Zhao Mingcheng (1081-1129), an eminent poet and epigrapher of 
the period, notes accordingly in a preface to his book on antiquities: “After 
reading the classics in my youth , I found the deeds of princes and ministers 
recorded in detail in the histories, and although right and wrong is praised and 
criticized, this is based on the subjective opinions of the writers and m ay fall 
short of reality […] But take such things as chronology, geography, official titles, 
and genealogy, for example. When archaeological materials are used to examine 
these things, thirty to forty percent of the data are in conflict. That is because 
historical writings are produced by latter-day writers and cannot fail to contain 
errors. But the inscriptions on stone and bronze are made at the time the events 
take place and can be trusted without reservation, and thus discrepancies may 
be discovered.”87 Both Schnapp and Trigger, the historiographers of archaeology 
whose work serves as a reference in our discussion, note the almost scientific 
manner with which Mingcheng establishes his argument, anticipating the cross-
referencing of textual analysis against field work, which western archaeology 
would later canonize in the 20th century. Our emphasis here however is not 
on his advanced mode of thought, rather on the identification of the ancient 
as a reliable and secure source for knowledge. The Chinese ideograms, upon 
which Mingcheng relied, had the advantage of being more or less consistent 
across three thousand years, a feat that the ancient Greek script could not 
maintain for a much less duration of 700 years.88 Nevertheless, regardless of the 
actual understanding of the knowledge that the ancient epigraphical account 
– inscribed on the bronze vessel – seeks to communicate, the determining 
criterion for its subsequent transcription lies in its age and its authority; in 
short, the stamp of antiquity implies that the scribes who originally set down 
the inscriptions are recording a first-hand account of events. Thus, though the 
scribes in the present are not witness to the narrative that the inscription relays 
– removed from it by centuries – the inscription itself is witness to the past, 
fulfilling as such the authoritative role of a foundation. 
 Unlike the Greeks for whom the object of the past becomes hidden by virtue 
of its indecipherability, here, in the case of the Song dynasty Chinamen, the 
object of the past is hidden by virtue of its pastness, its account obscured by 
the buffer of time. To that extent, the bronze vessels, which the Song dynasty 
Chinamen discovered, had a peculiar tripod shape, one associated with the 
foundational myth of origin. According to legend, in the Xia dynasty, the first 
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ruling power in Chinese historiography – standing atop the long sequence of 
dynasties, nine bronze cauldrons with tripodal feet were cast from the nine 
‘pastors’ of China, each representing a particular region of the land and bearing 
an image of the region’s identity.89 Their collective assembly within the court of 
the Xia as such served as an illustration of the unification achieved by the first 
ruling dynasty. Furthermore, in so far as possession of the tripod constituted 
sovereignty over its land, it is in fact the tripods themselves which endow their 
gift of possession; the possessor as such subservient to the vessel’s intentional 
will. A historian writing two millennia later in the Han dynasty (206 BC-220) 
thus notes that “they can be at rest or in motion. Without fire they cook, 
and without drawing water they are naturally full.”90 Poetic as it may be, the 
metaphor of the nine cauldrons bears a tangible implication on the cause of 
transcribing its inscriptions. Unlike the very first kings and emperors of Babylon 
and Byzantium, whom we encountered in our opening section, the pursuit of 
the hidden is here not one of assumed legitimacy, rather the submission to a 
more ancient authority and a propagation of its will. It is in these terms that the 
Song dynasty approached the antique bronze inscriptions; the authorship of their 
scribes therefore receding into the background on account of a more legitimate 
yet unknown author. One such Song scribe, who anticipated the advice of 

Mingcheng, was Lu Dalin (1044-1092). His book, Kaogutu, functioned as a 
register of ancient things, describing in words and line drawings the contents 
of 210 bronze and thirteen jade artifacts belonging to a broad period spanning 
the Shang and Han dynasties.91 Dalin’s endeavor to study past inscriptions and 
record them drew upon the teachings of Confucianism, an ancient system of 
thought and life which was experiencing a resurgence within the royal courts of 
the Song rulers. Intermingled with the Taoist notion of ‘Daoxue’ – or learning 
‘the way,’ Neo-Confucianism drew upon Confucius’ life and teachings – 
emerging in the middle Zhou period (771-475 BC) – which emphasized the 
ritualistic performance of ancestral models such that the meaning of the past 
would be revitalized within the present. Of importance to our discussion is 
the concept of active ‘non-action’ which both traditions shared in; for, the 
Neo-Confucianists maintained that the essence of things could never be grasped 
by conscientious meditation – deriding the teachings of Buddhism, but rather 
only by ‘wide learning and sincere conduct.’92 Performing the rites of the past, as 
opposed to intentionally focusing one’s thoughts on them, constituted a certain 
kinship with the essence of things. Much like the nine tripods whose possessors 
did not exercise any action, here too the Neo-Confucianist is a performer who 
disappears into his deed. Such is the role of the scribe.        
 The Chinese scribe of the Song dynasty sought to revive the ancient 
through his scribal work, whereby the work of the past is reenacted – to employ 
Collingwood’s term – in his present. During the rule of the Ostrogoths in Italy, 
at the turn of the 5th century, a Christian monk by the name of Cassiodorus 
(490-585) sought to establish a similar scribal tradition, albeit one whose 
aim was to preserve the existing body of knowledge more so than resuscitate 
one from beyond oblivion. One of the last learned men carrying the classical 
culture of the dilapidated Roman empire, he was generally surrounded by the 
peoples whom the ancient Romans had designated earlier as barbarians, for he 
was serving as a consul in the court of king Theodoric I in Ravenna – whose 
decree to escheat the Roman treasures we encountered above in discussing the 
sacred. Before turning to Cassiodorus’ project of learning, it must be seen in 
light of that of his contemporary, Boethius (480-524), a fellow scholar who 
had endeavored in the solitude of his personal library in Rome to translate 
the complete works of Plato and Aristotle, along with other works of Greek 
philosophy, from their original and preserve them into Latin. Only managing to 
translate a few works and draw up some introductory texts of his own, charges of 
treason were brought against Boethius on accounts of supposed communication 
with emperor Justinian I of Byzantium; and after one year of imprisonment, in 
which he wrote his most celebrated text The Consolations of Philosophy, orders 37. Tripod Cauldron, Middle Eastern Zhou Dynasty
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of his execution were given by Theodoric.93 Lest the Ostrogoths sin against 
intellectuals twice, Cassiodorus’ program, as such, would not begin until after 
the death of the king and his subsequent retirement, whereby, in the year 531, 
he used the wealth accumulated from his civic service to establish a monastery 
at Vivarium in Calabria, his own private literary collection serving as the nucleus 
of the monastery’s library.94 Such was Cassiodorus’ contribution to the monastic 
tradition; for if preceding monasteries had also provided their monks with a 
resource of literature, they were intended to be read and consulted by the monk 
for his edification; the library at Vivarium, however, had the double function 
of serving as a repository and a scriptorium where the monks could transcribe 
the books they were reading. Precedents for such a concept had already been 
in place, but the clear conjunction between a monk’s religious service and his 
work as a scribe owes its genesis to Cassiodorus. For instance, St. Benedict, in 
defining the principles of his order, stipulated in “Regula 48” – dealing with 
manual labor – that the monks were devote themselves to reading during the 
Lenten fast.95 Both clergymen were in fact acquaintances, Benedict founding 
his own monastery in Monte Cassino two years prior to that of Cassiodorus. 
This Benedictine rule, in turn, finds reference in one of the first founders of 
communal monasticism, namely Pachomius of Egypt, who required all the 
monks of his monastery to be literate and read one book at a time keeping it 
secure as one does a treasure, locking it up in a niched cupboard each night.96 
Though Christian in its orientation Cassiodorus’ ideal was in fact a Hellenistic 
one, for he idealized the museum of books in Alexandria – otherwise known 
as its great library.97 In this Hellenistic model of scholarship, patronized by the 
newly ascendant Ptolemaic rulers in Egypt, a series of eminent scholars from 
around the Mediterranean cultural basin were brought together within the 
Ptolemaic palatial complex in Alexandria and worked in its dedicated museum 
to revise, collate and edit the major works of earlier writers, often providing 
translations of foreign texts from their native tongues into Greek – the Greek 
version of the Torah, the Septuagint, serving as a clear example of such an 
endeavor. As a compensation for their efforts, these scholars were afforded free 
accommodation, tax exemption, as well as a considerable salary; in short, the 
community of scholars lived in a shared space secluded from the vicissitudes of 
daily life, much like the one a monastery offers.98 The main point of distinction 
between the Christian model of the scriptorium and that of the ancients, 
however, lies in a fundamental distinction already anticipated above; namely 
that the program of the scriptorium evinces an awareness of the repercussions 
of free intellectual thought, whose fate culminates in that of Boethius. The 
work of the monks, as such, is restricted to copying and the pursuit of learned 

edification. A parallel may be drawn here to the scribes of the Song dynasty, 
whose authorship also sought to recede into the background of their inscriptions. 
Still, the Chinese scribes were advised, however, to exercise their own judgment 
and be critical of the authenticity of their valued inscriptions; such were, after 
all, the prescriptions of Neo-Confucianism, which Mingcheng reiterates in his 
exhortation. By contrast, the monk is advised by Cassiodorus in his Institutiones 
Devinarum et Saecularium Litterarum, an instructional guidebook for everyday 
monastic practices, to “fill his mind with Scriptures while copying the sayings 
of the Lord”99; it is a scribal activity that precludes any criticality on the part of 
the transcriber, the only intellectual engagement comprised in a reception of 
the divine – never a modification of its contents.100 To that extent, a devotional 
prayer is read in order to that ensure such an apprehensive spiritual state is 
maintained: “Vouchsafe, O Lord, to bless this scriptorium of Thy servants and 
all that work therein: that whatsoever sacred writings shall be here read or written 
by them, they may receive with understanding and may bring the same to good 
effect.”101 Failure to withhold from providing one’s own individual proclamations 
is a reprehensible offense; one whose example is best found perhaps in the figure 
of Amalarius of Metz, an intellectual of Charlemagne’s court – whose renaissance 
program in the 9th century we shall take up subsequently. In response to charges 
brought against him for providing an outlandish allegorical interpretation of 
the liturgy, Amalarius stated, “whatever I have written I have read deep within 
my own spirit.”102 The defense deemed as culpable as the original accusation 
itself, he was condemned in 838 for heresy and expelled from his position as 
Archbishop of Lyon. 
 This is certainly not to say that Cassiodorus was averse to exercising the 
intellect, for it is in fact owing to him that the modern notion of the liberal arts 
finds its roots. In the second part of his Institutiones, he outlines the manner 
of human knowledge, after having dealt with the divine one and how it is to 
be acquired within the scope of the scriptorium. These ‘liberal studies’ are 
comprised of seven arts and would come to be subdivided into two categories 
during the middle ages, the ‘trivium’ and the ‘quadrivium.’ To the former belong 
the arts of grammar, rhetoric, and dialectic (or logic) and to the latter the arts of 
arithmetic, music, geometry, and astronomy. Following the model of Augustine, 
Cassiodorus maintains that these sciences serve as an aid to the devout practice 
of Christian life, in allowing the abbot to interpret the Christian scripture.103  
 Nevertheless, confining our discussion to the space of the scriptorium, it 
is of interest to note that its operations, i.e. the manner of transcribing the 
texts, are synonymous with what it produces, a bookstore where more copies 
are always needed. The scribal activities of the monks can thus be understood 
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as fulfilling the role of the printing press, functioning to preserve, but rarely 
expand upon, the works of the past. If anything new was to be produced, it 
was only due to newly acquired books having turned up in the monastery’s 
scriptorium, since such exchanges of manuscripts between monastic orders were 
commonplace, often occurring by way of Italy were most books of the classical 
age were to be found. Thus, the scriptorium’s operations offered the ancient 
works an insular environment, allowing them to be propagated without much 
room for the cultivation of any new ideas, ones that may lead to severe social 
repercussions. It was not only a certain political immunity that the monasteries 
afforded the classical tradition, however, for their secluded and hard to reach 
locations also provided a very physical sort of protection, supplementing the 
ideational protection with a rather materialistic one. To the extent that it was 
a material preservation, the classical texts acquired a new medium, replacing 
the fragile papyrus scroll for the parchment codex – a much more durable 
alternative. Considered in light of the Italy of Theodoric – whom he feared 
would be overtaken in deciding to execute Boethius, but was soon devastated 
nevertheless by the learned man’s supposed accomplice in treason, emperor 
Justinian himself, who invaded the land setting off what are known as the 
Gothic wars – the monasteries’ isolated situation offered an ideal refuge from 
the plunders of such wars that had come to define the middle ages. It was in 
fact the most far flung monasteries in northern Europe – Ireland serving as a 
good example – which were responsible for the majority of Europe’s literary 
heritage.104

 The scribal program of learning, initiated by Cassiodorus, would not 
continue in Vivarium as the monastery was abandoned upon his death at the 
age of eighty-five. It would be taken up and expanded upon by a Benedictine 
monk, the venerable Bede of Northumbria (672-735), who most notably 
expanded the educational program of the monk from idle transcription to 
include teaching capacities. Aside from leading younger monks in discrete 
education, his Ecclesiastical History of the English People emphasized the value of 
monastic learning communities, arguing that monasteries became the centers 
of knowledge to which those wishing to lead a studious life flocked.105 The 
self-led mode of education, supported mainly by the ascetic endeavors of pious 
individuals, would not become institutionalized until the intellectual program of 
emperor Charlemagne (742-814) where the work of the scriptorium was taken 
up by his court, acquiring thereby state sponsorship. To establish the proceedings 
of his court, the bulk of which revolved around properly managing a scriptorium, 
the emperor turned to none other than Alcuin (735-804), a student of Bede’s 
educational program, and, by then, scholar of the trivium as well as keeper of 

38. St. Jerome in his study, Sir John Fastolf
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the prestigious library at the Cathedral of York.106 In this regard, Charlemagne 
followed the earlier model established by the Ptolemies in bringing together 
the learned men of Europe to form a sort of intellectual consortium, much like 
the one in Alexandria’s Museum. His educational project was clearly stated in 
a charter, wherein he wrote, “We are concerned to restore with diligent zeal 
the workshops of knowledge, which through the negligence of our ancestors 
have been well-nigh deserted. We invite others by our own example as much 
as lies within our power to learn to practice the liberal arts.”107 Furthermore, 
much like Cassiodorus had thought to canonize the education of monks in his 
Institutiones, the Carolingian court went about standardizing the intellectual 
production of the empire, regularizing the spelling of Latin and developing, 
most notably, the Carolingian miniscule script, still in use today.108

 If for the Chinese and the European scribes discussed above the endeavor is 
to perpetuate the content of the past without a great emphasis on its intelligibility 
– as is certainly the case with Cassiodorus’ early program for the scriptorium 
– a wholly different model of scribal work presents itself in the work of the 
ancient Mesopotamians. Rather than relying on the continuous handing down 
of literary texts, the Babylonian scribes evince a more fragmentary approach 
whereby the most ancient inscriptions of unknown origins were sought after, 
such that a clear gap separated the scribe of the present from the work of the 
past. During the 6th century BC reign of king Nabonidus, whose internment 
of the E-Babbar we discussed above, a scribe by the name of Nabu-zer-lishir 
found and copied an inscription whose origins we can now identify with the 
2nd millennium BC Akkadian king, Shar-kali-sharri. Of note is that not only 
the inscription was copied from the ancient stone onto a new one, but also that 
its location was precisely noted as an addendum to the inscription, identifying 
its great antiquity in the process.109 Thus, rather than sustaining a collective 
effort to perpetuate the texts of the past, the Babylonian scribe’s transcription 
anticipated its burial and subsequent rediscovery by a much later scribe who 
would in turn copy the ancient inscription anew, noting its location for the 
next generation to uncover it – an oscillating sequence between the hidden and 
the visible. 

Conclusions

Throughout the various archaeologies of the hidden, here examined, reality 
is pursued internally, rather than externally. Certainly, one deals with objects 
that are external to oneself, but the resulting image of such an interaction with 

those hidden objects of the past, reveals more about one’s own conceptions and 
worldview than the object’s own reality. The confrontation with the strange and 
the unintelligible does not necessitate a revision of what one understands to 
be true, rather presents an opportunity for its appropriation within an already 
accepted narrative. Here, Socrates’ dictum to “know thyself ” is enacted in 
a rather Cartesian fashion, if one may make such an analogy, for what is of 
interest is one’s own internal reality, irrespective of what the external world 
might dictate or present. Considered in terms of the interaction between the 
past and the present, this emphasis on the internal manifests itself in the present’s 
recognition of its own lived conditions within those of the past, recognizing no 
substantive distinction between the two, only a temporal one – going so far as 
to draw its legitimacy from that past. This attitude towards the hidden object 
of the past perhaps finds full expression in Nietzsche’s words presented earlier 
in “Chapter One”: “such a nature would draw its own as well as every alien past 
wholly into itself and transform it into blood, as it were. What such a nature 
cannot master it knows how to forget; it no longer exists, the horizon is closed and 
whole, and nothing can serve as a reminder that beyond this horizon there remain 
men, passions, doctrines and purposes.”110 The hidden, in this regard, serves as a 
safe haven from all the conflicting realities external to one’s own horizon, one’s 
own cultural identity. Special care is accorded thus to the hidden that it may 
maintain its mystical status, uncovering it or rendering it visible tantamount 
to opening pandora’s box. To conclude, the purpose of the archaeology of the 
hidden is given by Aesop in one of his fables: A dying farmer bid his sons not to 
sell his estate for he had hidden a great treasure underneath its surface. Though 
the sons never found any treasure they ended up with a bountiful vineyard. 
Such is the value of the hidden, it is identified and pursued, but never with the 
intention of actually exposing it.    
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5
tHe Hidden And PreservAtion

John Ruskin: The Seven Lamps of Architecture (1844)

Writing in 19th century Victorian England, John Ruskin publishes in 1849 a 
treatise bearing the title, The Seven Lamps of Architecture, that offers a reappraisal 
of architecture’s value within society. The ideas presented in the work expound 
upon an earlier book of Ruskin’s, Modern Painters: Their Superiority in the Art of 
Landscape Painting to the Ancient Masters; the first in a series of five volumes that 
addressed the notion of the sublime in art. The cause of the Seven Lamps must 
be seen as such in light of the increasingly dominant forces of industrialization 
– a phenomenon attested by the Great Exhibition held at Hyde Park in 1851, 
wherein the exhibition space of the Crystal Palace housed the works of industry 
of all nations. Ruskin recognizes a discrepancy between the industrial mode of 
production, which emphasizes the material above all else, and the architectural 
life of the city, which values the spiritual and the symbolic. In this regard, the 
means by which architecture is produced must reflect the value for which 
architecture stands; such is the harmony – or correspondence – between the 
industrial and the architectural which Ruskin seeks to reinstate.  
 In his introductory remarks, Ruskin begins by distinguishing between two 
fundamental aspects of man’s artistic production: on the one hand, man realizes 
what he ought to do, and on the other hand, man must come to terms with 
what he is capable of doing. What is of importance for our author, and also 
for our discussion, is that the former requires an act of introspection, whereby 
man must simply investigate his inner-self to acquire knowledge of “what is 
right”; whereas the latter necessitates engaging the external conditions of life 



159158 Chapter 5: the hidden and preservationpart II: mystical history

to identify the available means of execution and develop a knowledge of “what 
is feasible.” Ruskin here distinguishes between the internal and the external 
aspects of man’s life – the internal dimension having been identified thus far 
in our discussion as the guiding rationale for the notion of the ‘hidden.’ This 
dichotomy between the internal and the external allows Ruskin to differentiate 
in turn between an eternally valid ideal and an ephemeral manifestation, or 
approximation, of that ideal. The question however presents itself, whether 
the feasible should be pursued at the detriment of the good. Though Ruskin 
acknowledges the impossibility of striving towards achieving a perfection 
of any kind, he maintains that “it is a more dangerous error to permit the 
consideration of means to interfere with our conception, or, as is not impossible, 
even hinder our acknowledgment of goodness and perfection in themselves.”1 We 
are presented, as such, with a seemingly insurmountable opposition between 
the two endeavors, which is ever exacerbated by the economizing necessities 
of industrial life. This is not the case for Ruskin, however; for if the feasible is 
invariably opposed to the good, the whole of Ruskin’s work would be written 
without much avail. Instead, he offers the analogy of humanity as consisting 
of both soul and body, wherein the former concerns itself with pursuing the 
beautiful and the latter satisfies itself with the utilitarian. By virtue of these 
counter-active forces contained within the single entity of man, there exists a 
relentless development of the individual and a pursuit of what is good. This 
dynamic of “human polity” seems to Ruskin to be also true “of the distinctively 
political art of architecture.”2 In this regard, the new forms and functions that 
the “necessities of the day demand” must be achieved “without a sacrifice of the 
essential characters of architectural art.”3 But what is it that constitutes these 
essential characters of architecture? Such is Ruskin’s problematic. He ponders, 
as such, if they are determined by means of external observation, the result of 
which are variable principles that he deems to be based on “past practice”; or, if 
they are instead defined through introspective reflection, producing by contrast 
irrefragable principles that are based upon “man’s nature.” Such a nature is for 
him to be distinguished from man’s knowledge, which is evinced in his historical 
productions. It is the principles derived from man’s nature which he sets out to 
outline, each constituting a distinct lamp of architecture. Herein, Ruskin breaks 
with the revered authority of ancient practice, whose knowledge is inherited, in 
favor of one that is more resilient, prescriptive only in the manner with which 
it approaches the act of building rather than the specific form of the building. 
Such an attitude is not only characteristic of his earlier book’s valuation of the 
romantic landscape painters, but stands in a long-line of authors who argued 
for the superiority of the moderns over the ancients in their querelles – of whom 

Perrault, Piranesi, Locke, and even Dondi are perhaps the main proponents. 
The literature of the querelles itself beyond the topic of our discussion, what is 
here of importance – as shall become evident later – is Ruskin’s emphasis on a 
certain correspondence and conjunction between the knowledge particular to 
a certain age and the architectural forms that such a knowledge produces. 
 The first of the lamps is that of sacrifice. To define the votive object of 
sacrifice, Ruskin first makes a clear distinction between the act of building, 
which is functionally performative in nature, and architecture itself, which 
supersedes any utilitarian claim. In so far as building is defined by its process 
of bringing together several members to constitute a newly built whole, the art 
required to make a house is for Ruskin the same as the one required to make 
a ship or a coach. Each of them is defined by an inherent purpose that they 
fulfill; for, whereas the former stands, the latter either float or are suspended 
on springs. A building, as such, is associated with – and defined through – a 
performative-verb. Architecture, by contrast, is that aspect of a built-edifice 
which is unnecessary for such a performativity: “no one would call the laws 
architectural which determine the height of a breastwork of the position of a 
bastion. But if to the stone facing of that bastion be added an unnecessary feature, 
as a cable moulding, that is architecture.”4 Here, a further implication of the 
break which Ruskin makes with the ancients presents itself, as architecture is 
not defined through definitive formal laws, rather resides in what is in excess of 
these laws. Architecture is in this regard a particular attitude towards building. 
More importantly however is the open horizon that such a definition affords 
architecture; for, unencumbered by the performative cause of the building, 
the cause of architecture comes to be one of dedication, whereby a material, 
otherwise necessary for the purpose of another building, is sacrificed to for 
the adornment of the one at hand, elevating it from a building to a piece 
of architecture. Though peripheral to our argument, it is necessary to note 
that such a votive attitude is in fact how Ruskin proposes to mitigate the all 
too materialistic and utilitarian requirements of industrialism – the material 
itself becomes an object of sacrifice. As it concerns architecture, he provides an 
analogy to illustrate what is intended by such a sacrificial offering: “Have we 
no tessellated colors on our floors? no frescoed fancies on our roofs? no niched 
statuary in our corridors? no gilded furniture in our chambers? no costly stones 
in our cabinets? has even the ties of these been offered?…but there is a greater 
and prouder luxury than the selfish one – that of bringing a portion of such things 
as these into sacred service, and providing them for a memorial.”5 In so far as 
it is deemed to be unnecessary to its building, the object of sacrifice is in fact 
the very same of excessive luxury, the distinction however lies in the sentiment 
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surrounding this ‘excess.’ To further illustrate Ruskin’s understanding of the 
matter, we may compare it with Pomian’s aforementioned definition of the 
sacred object, whereby its sanctity is afforded by its exclusion from the mercantile 
circuit of trade (see “Chapter Four”) – meaning that by virtue of its ‘disuse’ 
the object endows itself with an inherent quality of sacredness. Furthermore, 
this sentiment is very much akin to Kant’s definition of the aesthetic object as 
being beheld by a disinterested observer (see note 45, “Chapter One”), i.e. its 
value lies in something beyond that of utility. 
 Ruskin’s definition of architecture as unnecessary may nevertheless be, on 
first view, understood as the superficial embellishment of a building – a luxurious 
excess. What Ruskin emphasizes however is not the sacrificial object itself, rather 
the dedication and sincere sentiment that the sacrifice entails. For this reason, 
he remarks that “whenever, by the construction of the building, some parts of 
it are hidden from the eye which are the continuation of others bearing some 
consistent ornament, it is not well that the ornament should cease in the parts 
concealed; credit is given for it, and it should not be deceptively withdrawn.”6 
The value of architecture, as such, is not its appearance rather the honesty of its 
craftsmanship; a sentiment that Ruskin upholds at all costs, arguing that if the 
resources are insufficient, the builder should nevertheless commit to faithfully 
constructing the object at hand: “No matter: better our work unfinished than all 
bad.”7 Following from these exhortations, it becomes clear that the motivations 
of the ‘unnecessary’ within a building are not driven by the pursuit of any 
avaricious ends; much to the contrary Ruskin offers a guiding dictum: “I do 
not want marble churches at all for their own sake, but for the sake of the spirit 
that would build them.”8

 By virtue of Ruskin’s insistence on this spirit with which the physical matter 
of the built edifice is to be intently molded and formed, the discussion of 
architecture revolves by necessity around the labor exercised by its builders. The 
architectural sacrifice is in this sense most intimately fulfilled by their efforts, 
whereby the commissioning patrons’ only means of making a contribution to 
such an offering subsists in the choice of materials and admonition of the builders 
that they provide their best workmanship. Following from the aforementioned 
distinction between a built-edifice and an architectural work, Ruskin is keen on 
identifying whether the builders are fulfilling the utilitarian merits of the former 
or the sacrificial aspirations of the latter, noting that “the simplicity of a pastoral 
sanctuary is lovelier than the majesty of an urban temple; and it may be more 
than questioned whether, to the people, such majesty has ever been the source 
of any increase of affective piety; but to the builders it has been, and must ever 
be.”9 The architectural edifice as such hold two different values for two groups 

of people; for, concerning the actual users of the building, its value lies in its 
ability to fulfill a certain task, whereas for those who built it, the value lies in their 
bond with what they have produced. It is in this regard that Ruskin implores his 
readers to “shun the thought that the magnificence of the temple can materially 
add to the efficiency of the worship or to the power of the ministry.”10 This is 
certainly not to say that the sacred edifice is only sacred for its builders and not 
the worshippers, who congregate within it; rather, that the architectural work 
possess two distinct meanings for the two groups. Whereas for the worshippers 
the meaning is afforded by the spiritual haven that the church provides, for the 
builders it is a different sort of spirituality that is afforded, one associated with 
the very materiality of the building upon which they impressed their efforts – 
both groups engaging the sacred edifice in an act of worship nevertheless. Such a 
distinction between the materiality of the architecture and its use bears a rather 
decisive implication within Ruskin’s theory; namely, that the material form of 
architecture is representative solely of the process of its construction, i.e. the 
work of the builders. Beyond this signification of labor, the material form does 
not stand for anything else – a rather exclusive relationship between the builder 
and the object. To such an extent, Ruskin confidently concludes that, “All else 
for which the builders sacrificed, has passed away – all their living interests, 
and aims, and achievements. We know not for what they labored, and we see no 
evidence of their reward … but of them and their life, and their toil upon the 
earth, one reward, one evidence, is left to us in those gray heaps of deep-wrought 
stone.”11 Of note here is what the building does not signify; namely the end 
cause for which the builders labored. An important distinction is being made 
here, perhaps putatively, between what Aristotle had defined as the efficient 
cause and the final cause governing the identity of a created object, whereby 
the former denotes the mechanistic force that is imparted upon the object and 
the latter identifies the ultimate ends for which the object is conceived-of in 
the first place (see note 144, “Chapter Three”). Translating Ruskin’s sentiment 
into Aristotelean terms, the material cause of architecture, its physical reality, 
only betrays an efficient cause rather than a final one – it may conjectured in 
fact, at the risk of over extending our analogy, that to a certain extent the formal 
cause betrays for him the final one. Nevertheless, the key notion here is that 
this preclusion of any reference to a final cause by the material one means that 
any underlying cultural identity or preconceived purpose may not be elicited 
from the materiality of the architecture, for all such motivations have followed 
the builders to their graves. For the sake of comparison, a similar sentiment had 
in fact been expressed in Goethe’s “Von deutscher Baukunst” (“On German 
Architecture”) almost a century earlier in 1771 where he extols the memory of 
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Erwin von Steinbach as it is evident in his work on the Strasbourg cathedral, 
albeit while allowing for underlying cultural connotations as well. This exclusive 
and unmediated conjunction that Ruskin establishes between the builder and 
the architectural object is only intended to emphasize the value of architecture’s 
materiality; conversely, a building’s symbolic form may very well invoke ideas 
beyond those of immediate labor, as Ruskin in fact notes in discussing the lamp 
of memory – the next topic of our discussion – wherein he notes that the capitals 
of the ducal palace in Venice represent “the vices and virtues in succession.”12    
  Unlike the ‘lamp of sacrifice’ which concerns itself with the manner in 
which architecture is produced, the discussion of lamp of memory, the sixth 
one in Ruskin’s text, revolves around the value that the architectural edifice 
holds, especially as it outlives those peoples and builders who first conceived 
of it and brought it into existence. To conjure up an image of such a life that 
the edifice assumes, Ruskin begins his concluding chapter by recounting one 
of his travels in the secluded area in the mountainous range of the Jura, where 
“patiently, eddy by eddy, the clear green streams wind along their well-known 
beds; and under the dark quietness of the undisturbed pines, there spring up, 
year by year, such company of joyful flowers…”13 He continues to present this 
constellation of a self-subsisting environment, until his thought wanders off and 
imagines the same “scene in some aboriginal forest of the New Continent.”14 
All of a sudden, the reverie loses its beauty and the sight of the mountains 
becomes a desolate one, to which Ruskin offers the conclusion: “how much of 
the glory of the imperishable, or continually renewed, creation is reflected from 
things more precious in their memories that it, in its renewing.”15 Far-fetched 
as it may seem, this dynamic between the memory of a thing and its renewal, 
serves for Ruskin as a model for the memorial value of architecture. Before we 
proceed to outline the corollaries which are here drawn between the natural 
and the architectural, it is important to note at the outset that Ruskin uses the 
term renewal in two senses – each bearing a different connotation, which in 
turn affects the meaning that the term ‘memory’ possesses. 
 The first meaning which the process of renewal describes is an organic 
one governed by the forces of life inherent to the Jura ecosystem. Memory, by 
contrast, describes the reflective gaze of our author with which he observed 
the scene. It is as such a distinction between a secluded environment that is 
completely cut-off from the annoyances of any external agents; the only contact 
between the two occurs within the guise of a distant lookout. Understood in 
this manner, the role that memory plays within architecture is that of a reverent 
observance of the historical edifice by its much younger human counterparts 
living in the present, who come into contact with it. The memorial nature of 

architecture demands a certain distancing from its observers, such that they afford 
it with the seclusion of a past life with which its original builders endowed it. 
 Following from the implications of such a dynamic of distancing, the second 
sense in which the term renewal is employed by Ruskin emerges, wherein it 
describes not the inherently organic process of the Jura ecosystem, rather the 
attempt by its observer to renew its sentiment within a new context. In such a 
case, it is memory which serves as s succor against such intrusive intentions. This 
inability to reinstate that which already exists within a new context, alludes to a 
fundamental issue governing Ruskin’s thesis; namely, that of ownership – or the 
lack thereof in the case of the present surveyors of the otherwise ancient natural 
scene. This dynamic is much the same when architecturally considered; for the 
aforementioned historical edifice should under no circumstances be renewed 
for the purposes of a contemporary need or cause.  
 Considered in light of our discussion above surrounding what the 
architectural object comes to represent, but virtue of its materiality or its 
symbolic form, Ruskin here emphasizes a more fundamental representational 
function which architecture possesses: its ability to serve as a living record of the 
past, one that, in Ruskin’s view, supersedes the doubtful account provided by the 
textual or oral record. (For a counter position, refer to Pindar’s view regarding 
the relationship between the built and the textual – see “Chapter Four”). Of 
importance at this juncture is not the comparison between these two types of 
records, rather the historical value that Ruskin observes in architecture; for 
concerning the architecture of the present, he argues that it should be rendered 
historical, and concerning that of the past, it should be preserved as the most 
precious of inheritances. Such a comprehensive hold, which historicity is to 
enact upon all architectural productions – past and present, is offered by means 
of analogy to a generational domestic edifice handed down from father to son. 
 Beginning with the position of the son, Ruskin observes that “there is a 
sanctity in a good man’s house which cannot be renewed in every tenement 
that rises on its ruins”; for the alternative of building anew for each generation 
would leave us with “a strange consciousness that we have been unfaithful to 
our father’s honor.”16 The self-interests of the present generation should not, as 
such, encroach upon the works of the past. Considering, by contrast, the case 
of a new father – or rewinding the clock, as it were – to deal with the historical 
manner with which such a domestic edifice is to be constructed, “let us think 
that we build forever.”17 For, the alternative of building with the purview of 
deserting that which we have built, our edifices are no different from “the tents 
of the Arab or the Gipsy.”18 The abandonment of the historical edifice is as 
such tantamount to nomadic estrangement – a defining characteristic of the 
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modern industrial age, namely one of ‘alienation,’ that is perhaps best expressed 
by Dostoevsky’s assessment that “perhaps [man] only like the edifice from a 
distance and not at all at a close range, perhaps he only likes to build it, and does 
not want to live in it.”19 The varying nuances of such a notion of estrangement 
beyond the scope of our discussion, it is of note here to realize that Ruskin’s 
admonition towards the historical is also to be understood as a response to the 
aforementioned materialistic dimension of life which industrialism propagates. 
 As presented, Ruskin’s ‘generational model’ of the architectural edifice, serves 
to further emphasize and complement the conclusions drawn in discussing his 
lamp of sacrifice. As it concerns the case of the father building for the posterity 
of his descendants, there is a guiding principle of self-denial which must be 
exercised, for “the less we desire to be ourselves the witnesses of what we have 
labored for, the more wide and rich will be the measure of our success.”20 As 
alluded to above, herein the value of the architectural object lies in its production 
rather than its use, for the latter is temporary and not even to be fulfilled or 
enacted upon by its builders. Furthermore, concerning such temporary things, 
Ruskin notes that “the building shall not depend for its impressiveness upon 
anything that is perishable.”21 A corollary value of architecture emerges out of 
this definition as well as the general call towards posterity: unlike its builders 
who will not live to witness the life of the edifice, the very walls themselves 
will serve as a “lasting witness against men, in their quiet contrast with the 
transitional character of all things.”22 Architecture is, as such, measured by its 
age, an enduring quality which persists across time. It is for this reason that 
Ruskin shares his opinion that “a building cannot be considered as in its prime 
until four or five centuries have passed over it.”23 And where is it that this age 
resides? It is nowhere else than the walls whose surface bears the marks of time. 
Assuming the position of the sons having inherited these walls constructed by 
their forefathers, the issue becomes one of preservation. Though Ruskin does not 
explicitly employ the term, at least not in its contemporary connotation, he is 
rather precise about what such a ‘preservative’ attitude entails. Certainly, proper 
care must be taken of the ancient work, so much so that any cost must be parted 
with for the sake of protecting it “from every influence of dilapidation.” But 
the spirit of preservation does not lie therein, rather it lies in the avowed resolve 
to “let [its evil day] come declaredly and openly, and [to] let no dishonoring 
and false substitute deprive it of the funeral offices of memory.”24 Preservation 
in this regard means nothing less than preserving an edifice’s right to die and 
meet its destructive end. 
 The unfavorable alternative to preservation is nothing other than restoration. 
What is restoration? It is not the bringing back to life of that which is already 

passing away, quite to the contrary, it is the preemptive proclamation of death 
upon its subject; for the “First step to restoration is to dash the old work to pieces; 
the second is usually to put up the cheapest and basest imitation which can 
escape detection.” Granted, the whole of the building may be endowed with a 
new garment all while retaining its original shape and form; nevertheless, the 
physical material upon which this original form shall be impressed can never 
be the original one, for that has already begun to wither away. The renewal of 
the formal necessitates the destruction of the material which the hands of the 
edifice’s builder had originally molded – here the formal and the material are 
understood in their Aristotelean sense of hylomorphism. The reason for such 
an emphasis on the preservation of the material, at the cost perhaps of the 
preservation of the formal, takes its direction from Ruskin’s definition of the 
‘lamp of sacrifice,’ outlined above, where the worth of architecture lies in the 
labor that the builder impresses upon its physical matter. The original builder 
as such is understood to be the sole proprietor of the built edifice. In so far as 
the material betrays the laborious dedication of its maker, Ruskin exclaims: “We 
have no right whatever to touch them. They are not ours.”25 Restoration is for 
him nothing but a lie that purports to save the dying, while in reality propping 
up the corpse of the dead. 
 Furthermore, to the extent that it is the materiality of architecture which is 
regarded as most sacred by Ruskin, he makes reference to its ability to contain 
traces of the past within its impressionable surface not just of the original 
workmanship of the builder but also of time. As noted earlier, the building is 
for Ruskin not complete until a few centuries have passed over it, he therefore 
identifies time itself as a cocreator which adds to the laborious work of the 
builder, incessantly chipping away at the general mass in which the building 
is formed, refining it with minute peculiarities. To illustrate this ‘material 
production’ of time, Ruskin draws a comparison between the restored city of 
Milan, from which absolutely nothing of its past can be gleaned, and the ancient 
and dilapidated city of Nineveh, whose deep fissures and ruinous state tells more 
concerning its past and historical fortune. Resulting from such an emphasis on 
the material condition and the specificity of its age is almost a fetishization of the 
ruin; an aspect of preservation which Ruskin acknowledges and fully embraces – 
for after all, his first literary work deals with the picturesque painters. In order to 
define what is exactly valued in the materiality of architecture, Ruskin turns his 
attention to briefly discuss this picturesque within architecture, noting that it is 
wrongly associated with a state of “universal decay.” It is not this decay which he 
idealizes in the historical edifice, rather its degree of variance from the original 
work, whole in form, as it is worked by the hands of the builder. This variance 
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with which the picturesque is identified can be pursued thus in the accidental 
qualities that are farthest removed from the edifice’s essential characteristics, such 
that the artist “looks to the stem of the ivy instead of the shaft of the pillar.”26 
Herein, we may distinguish the creative role that both the builder and time 
enact upon the building; for the former is concerned with endowing the edifice 
with its essential qualities, ones identified as beautiful, whereas the latter goes 
about the edifice in the most accidental fashion, endowing it with qualities that 
are sublime in nature. Ruskin in this regard redresses the original distinction 
made a century earlier by Edmund Burke in his 1757 book A Philosophical 
Inquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful, providing 
his own definition instead of a ‘parasitical sublimity’: “A sublimity dependent 
on the accidents, or on the least essential characters, of the objects to which 
it belongs; And the picturesque is developed distinctively exactly in proportion 
to the distance from the center of thought of those points of character in which the 
sublimity is found. Two ideas, therefore, are essential to picturesqueness – the 
first, that of sublimity (for pure beauty is not picturesque at all, and becomes 
so only as a sublime element mixes with it), and the second, the subordinate 
or parasitical position of that sublimity.”27 It is such a picturesqueness that the 
project of preservation seeks to propagate.

Max Dvorak: The Preservation Catechism (1918)

Writing in the early 20th century, the Czech art historian, Max Dvorak, grappled 
similarly with questions surrounding the impact which the increasingly industrial 
and commercial mode of life enacted upon the built-environment. Dvorak’s 
work here presented, Katechismus der Denkmalpflege (The Preservation Catechism) 
was published in 1916 during a period of massive industrial mobilization 
supporting the efforts of WWI. His motivations were not only scholarly, as 
Ruskin’s may have been, for he served as president of the Austro-Hungarian Royal 
and Imperial Central Commission for the Study and Preservation of Monuments – a 
post which had previously been held by Alois Riegl, the Austrian art historian 
whose work we will briefly examine later in our chapter. Dvorak’s writings as 
such have an air of practicality about them, in comparison with Ruskin’s, which 
are composed in the form of an exhortative sermon.     
 Quite usefully, Dvorak begins where we had left Ruskin, addressing the 
notion of restoration. To the extent that restoration destroys, preservation is for 
Dvorak a measure to counter-act it. This reflexive property of preservation is even 
evident in the definition of the word itself, for to ‘preserve’ something means that 
there exists a danger against which it needs preservation, otherwise the thing can 
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be left alone and undisturbed. Admittedly, this connotative feature of the term 
is prominent in its English version, as the German counterpart ‘Denkmalpflege’ 
literally means to ‘care for the monument’ without the need for the presence of 
any destructive forces; nevertheless, the opposition between preservation and 
restoration is one that Dvorak clearly makes in his text. Furthermore, it is of 
note to consider that both activities, though polarly different in their treatment 
of the historical object, begin with the supposed premise of sustaining the past. 
Preservation as well as restoration are as such both prospective endeavors rather 
than purely retrospective one – a notion which shall be addressed in “Chapter 
Nine.” 
 To give his readers a sense of what restoration entails, Dvorak offers a 
panoramic survey of what restoration has been able to achieve in the 30 years 
prior to his publication. Taking the case of any little town and assessing its 
current state, a clear change in character can be observed. “The baroque onion 
dome [of the old central church] has been taken down and replaced with a false 
neo-gothic one …the magnificent [baroque] altar was thrown out on the pretext 
that it did not accord with the style of the church, and was replaced by crude, 
tasteless factory products which were allegedly gothic…Walls that were once 
simply whitewashed have been covered in loud colors and senseless ornaments…
the little old houses had been razed and replaced by a so-called park…the good 
old patrician houses had to give way to abominable rental blocks …executed 
according to pattern books …the town gates [and walls] were demolished on the 
pretext that they hindered – non-existent – traffic.”28 The old Gothic parish and 
its vicinity has been ‘restored’; as such, “it is the task of monument preservation 
to prevent such losses and devastation.”
 Having laid bare the mutilated aftermath, Dvorak outlines the supposed 
motivations for such restoration efforts, noting that they are a product of a 
modernization program rather than one of heritage management – the supposed 
pretense of sustaining the past alluded to above. The main impetus for the 
changes described in his hypothetical example of a ‘restored’ town is one of 
expediency, whereby a pressing necessity is resolved in the most efficient means 
possible. An apparent example of such a pursuit is evident, for him, in the 
construction of new roadways to connect the increasingly commercialized city 
centers – all done at the cost of the town’s existing intricate circulation network. 
He derides such logic as extremely myopic however; for in the expediency of 
its construction, a permanent solution is accorded to a temporary and ever-
changing problem, in much the same manner as isolated “outposts in the Wild 
West”29 are arranged. 
 Another principle guiding restoration efforts is the false pretenses of 

modernity, whereby everything old is abandoned in the name of progress, 
demolition serving as evidence of its blazing torch of development having passed 
through. Dvorak observes that “old heraldry, statues of the saints, and memorial 
stones are regularly broken up or got rid of for political or other partisan reasons, 
and old town walls, towers and gardens are destroyed just because this is thought 
to show that one is ‘moving with the times.’”30 We shall point out here that 
such reasoning, in fact, does not have the practical effects of progress for the 
foundation of its argument, rather bases its entire conception on the abstract 
notion of what the term must necessarily entail – its motivations are as such 
ideologically driven. This is a pivotal issue for Dvorak, as he fully acknowledges 
the commodious advantages that technical progress brings about, noting: “No 
one would deny that electric streetcars, broad roads for automobiles, lifts and 
telephones, banks and factory complexes are very useful things and deserve to 
be introduced everywhere.”31 The predicament however lies for him in making 
sufficient allowances for the benefits of modernization, all while curtailing 
the ruinous implications of its embrace. Thus, Dvorak understands the two 
notions, progress and destruction, to be opposed to one another rather than 
interdependent – as the actions of his contemporaries proclaim. To retaliate, he 
associates their destructiveness with the lack of the very progress they claim to 
uphold: “But in reality such acts of vandalism only attest to one’s uneducation 
and cultural backwardness.”32 
 One final rationale that pervades all modern developments is recognized 
by Dvorak to be the assumption of a top-down approach that, much like the 
ideological definition of the term ‘progress,’ imposes an otherwise abstract model 
on an existing reality whose internal logic is quite different. He points as such 
to the monotonous residential blocks which were “designed with nothing more 
than a ruler.”33 Such logic is deplored as being wholly unnecessary and unfit 
for the particularities of each specific condition; for, in its wholesale approach, 
the actual problems – if they actually existed – were not addressed. 
 In outlining all such claims of restorative modernization, Dvorak identifies 
a certain idolatry of technical innovations, a fetishizations of sorts, whereby 
anything that bears the mark of industrialization is fully adopted for its own 
sake, regardless of its disadvantageous repercussions. Much like Ruskin, Dvorak 
understands such an ailment to be one of excessive materialism, whose only 
resolution can be pursued in the reinstitution of the spiritual component within 
civic life. He notes as such that since “man is not a machine” the material 
endeavors “do not constitute all of the necessities of life…[such that] the longing 
for those pleasures and feelings that elevate man above the material struggle 
of existence becomes ever more powerful.”34 The paradox of industrialization’s 
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provision of the material, encountered in discussing Ruskin’s work, is here at 
play once more. For Dvorak, this dichotomy between the material and the 
spiritual is evident also in the opposition between restoration and preservation. 
Such a conjunction between restoration activity and the materialistically driven 
is perhaps best identified in its concern with tending to the isolated object 
rather than the holistic context. Though Dvorak doesn’t explicitly make such 
a distinction between the holistic and the isolated, he hints at the necessity 
of the holistic approach throughout his text, especially when he laments that 
the “the once so imposing church had a dull and sorry look about it” – its 
redressed onion-dome fitting in “with the townscape like a scarecrow in a rose 
garden.”35 A corollary definition follows from this association of preservation 
with the entire context, for it may very well be postulated if the pursuit of the 
entirety is not in fact the attempt to preserve, not the form, but the underlying 
cultural identity that generated such a form in the first place. To this extent, 
Dvorak is wary that no “artistic substitute” was provided to the now disfigured 
town; commenting that, by their very formative nature, the old capital and 
residence cities functioned as a cultural germ, such that “their external form was 
defined by gradual historical development and purposeful artistic expansion.”36 
Preservation, in this regard, would have an ideational subject-matter for its 
cause – in stark contrast to the incessantly material one emphasized in Ruskin’s 
Seven Lamps. 
 To the extent that it is a cultural preservation not just a material one, 
Dvorak concludes his text by offering a variety of provoking reasons as to 
why preservation should be rigorously pursued, for the cultural and spiritual 
ennoblement of the citizens, by the responsible governmental bodies. He begins, 
as such, by noting the most apparent value that such historical buildings possess; 
namely, that they serve as an irreplaceable resource of knowledge for art history 
students, for whom such buildings and historical artifacts are equivalent to study 
books. To prove the ability that such monuments possess to serve as educational 
material, he accompanied his book with a rich series of illustrations depicting an 
array of restored edifices in their current state and their original one, emphasizing 
the degree of loss incurred upon art-historical knowledge. It is not only the 
student of history and the scholar, who may benefit from these monuments, 
however, for Dvorak calls attention that, much more importantly, the whole 
range of societal classes can similarly find pleasure in these objects of the past, 
regardless of how meager their appearance may seem: “A simple village chapel, an 
ivy-clad ruin, or an old country village can afford us as much pleasure as a proud 
cathedral, a princely palace, or a richly endowed museum. And this pleasure is 
accessible to anyone who is at all capable of spiritual pleasures.” Dvorak’s most 

insightful contribution perhaps lies in his delineation of the accessibility of 
the art-works of the past. On the one hand, he is countering the effects mass 
industrialization with a mass culturalization, so to say, such that the pursuit of 
the historical is not limited to the nobleman embarking on his Grand Tour, but 
is similarly afforded to the commoner who possesses a spiritual need. On the 
other hand, and more importantly, all objects are rendered valuable by virtue 
of their age and historicity rather than their specific content, such that Dvorak 
notes, “every artistic creation of the past has become precious to us” whereby 
“the traces of age that ennoble them … awaken notions of becoming and passing 
away in the viewer.”37 Much like Ruskin, the age of the artifact, irrespective of 
its artistic value, comes to be acknowledged and idealized by Dvorak. 

Emmerich de Vattel: The Law of War with Respect to the Property of 
the Enemy (1758)

In so far as preservation counteracts the destruction of historical monuments, 
its program must not only affect the physical protection of the monument from 
falling into ruin, but also the prevention of these destructive forces in the first 
place. Granted, Ruskin and Dvorak’s arguments were sociologically motivated, 
but did not provide any means of enforcing their prescriptive framework; such 
a task is fulfilled by legal arbitration. Writing in the middle of the 18th century, 
Emmerich de Vattel’s seminal work of 1758, The Law of Nations of the Principles 
of Natural Law, laid the legal foundations for the protection of such monuments 
in its ninth chapter dealing with “the property of the enemy.” Therein, he 
outlines the responsibility of armies to protect cultural goods during the time 
of war as well as the procedures by which they must return them after the war 
has ended. It is perhaps also important to note that de Vattel’s ideas continued 
to serve as a resourceful reference well into the middle of the 20th century, as 
they were employed in 1949 by the “Geneva Conventions of International Law.”  
 Considering the ultimate peacemaking purposes for which de Vattel was 
writing, our interest lies in the elucidation of the worth ascribed to cultural 
heritage during times of conflict; for it is under such extreme circumstances 
that such cultural values are truly tested and ideal positions clearly defined. The 
fulcrum of de Vattel’s argument rests on the notion of possession and spatial 
occupation. If on the one hand, the invading forces need to occupy a certain 
region and establish a stronghold, then they must offer protection at their 
own expense of the historical monuments contained therein. Following the 
resolution of the war, such occupied property can be lawfully obtained in full 
by its rightful owners. If on the other hand, however, the invading army cannot 
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afford the upkeep of such monuments, but needs to eliminate their strategic 
position from the enemies arsenal, then the principle of weaking the enemy 
overtakes that of protecting the monument, rendering it dispensable. What 
is here of interest is that in the eyes of the advancing militaristic power, the 
monuments are understood first and foremost in terms of their potential to serve 
as embattlement. It is as such a rather utilitarian definition of the monument, 
one which Ruskin had identified as a criterion for a building rather than a 
monument. Following this militaristic logic, what offers buildings protection 
is not only their symbolic value, but much more importantly their lack of any 
utilitarian value, such that it becomes senseless to destroy them. Herein, Ruskin’s 
notion that architecture is the pursuit of that which is unnecessary is colored in 
a new light, such that the unnecessariness is not an addition to what is needed, 
but a subtraction thereof – it is ‘useless’ in this sense rather than ‘unnecessary.’ 
To this extent, de Vattel notes that “those who tear up vines and cut down fruit 
trees, unless their object be to punish the enemy for some offense against the 
Law of Nations, are to be regarded as savages.”38 Though the guiding principle 
outline in the work is that of necessity, whereby the end ultimately justifies 
the means, de Vattel nevertheless clearly states that “those buildings should be 
spared which are an honor to the human race and which do not add to the 
strength of the enemy, such as temples, tombs, public buildings, and all edifices 
of remarkable beauty.”39 An attack against such helpless and useless – in the 
narrow militaristic sense – buildings is as such not an attack against the enemy, 
but one against humanity itself.   

40. Rouen Cathedral, Jules Valecke
Stereogram print in a series on France’s ‘National Monuments.’

Carlo Fea: Legal Briefs Concerning Antiquities and Public Establishments 
– Brief no. 140 (1833)

Writing almost a century later, Carlo Fea, an Italian lawyer, took up a the 
legalities surrounding monument repatriation, albeit within the context of 
chance discoveries and lootings rather than times of conflict. Appointed as 
the Vatican Commissioner of Antiquities by Pope Pius VII, Fea authored 
miscellaneous legal briefs that established the legal grounds upon which the 
Papal States could argue for the reacquisition of their antiquities and their 
return to the Rome. 
 In the first of his briefs, drawn up in 1833, Fea raises the question: to whom 
do accidental archaeological finds of valuable monuments belong? He begins 
by making a distinction between the ‘emphyteuta,’ the temporary farmer of the 
land on whose grounds the artifact was found, and the actual owner of the land 
who offers the ‘emphyteuta’ residence on the condition of the land’s upkeep. 
The question at hand is one of ascertaining the rightful owner to these finds. 
This dynamic between the tenant and the landlord is presented only as a case 
study from which further derivative laws may be established. The existing legal 
precedents are unclear however, as Fea notes that in a law established first by 
emperor Justinian, “the possession of the property always rested with the grantor 
[i.e. landlord]”; where as in a more recent 1612 decision by the Roma Rota, the 
highest appeals court within the Catholic church, the common belief was that 
“the whole belongs to the emphyteuta.” Lacking sufficient clarity, Fea expands 
the model of the landlord and the tenant to denote the public state and the 
private citizens who ultimately occupy its land. The interest of the individuals, 
he observes, is pecuniary, whereas that of the state lies in the honorable gain of 
the universal public of Rome and of the entire world. On these two premises; 
namely that the state institutions are the grantors of its lands – financially 
invested in it, and that the cause of the state is cultural rather than mercantile, 
Fea concludes that all the finds belong to the state not the individual. The two 
parties involved in the original question as such both going empty-handed. 
What is here of importance is the metaphor between the landlord and the 
tenant, which Fea offers; for it can be understood to delineate the distinction 
between the originating culture of the past, responsible for the demarcation 
of the agricultural land, and the discovering culture of the present, who tend 
to that which they did not make. The issue being one of cultural ownership 
and appropriation, we can recall here Ruskin’s view that the cultural heritage 
of the past belongs to the past, such that we have no right to make it our own. 
In Fea’s argument however we are presented with a different understanding, 
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namely that the monument does not only belong to the Italian public, but the 
entire human race – the same notion that de Vattel presents.     

Alois Riegl: The Modern Cult of Monuments (1903)

Though his objectives were not legalistic in nature, Alois Riegl (1858-1905), 
under his role as the president of the aforementioned Austro-Hungarian 
Commission for the Study and Preservation of Monuments, set out to establish 
a similar set of criteria by which to evaluate which historical monuments 
were worthy of protection and which could be forgone, either to an act of 
destruction – as is the case for de Vattel – or private ownership – as Fea had 
contended against. A prominent figure within the Vienna School of Art History, 
Riegl brought their positivistic historical approach to bear on the work of the 
Commission, whereby the work of art was to be pursued in its capacity to serve 
as an empirical form of knowledge. The value of the historical monument, as 
such, was to be determined on such empirical grounds. 
 To begin his analysis, Riegl identifies the most apparent type of monument, 
which had been erected in the past and continues to be built in present times; 
namely, the memorial monument intended to record the deeds of man. Vital 
to understanding the logic of his text, it is important to note that Riegl 
constructs his argument in a fashion not too dissimilar from Plato’s in The 
Sophist (see note 113, “Chapter Three”); for as he dissects the meaning of the 
word ‘monument,’ the analysis comes across a series of distinctions, refining 
the hitherto achieved conclusion further and further. As such, the memorial 
monument is differentiated from the historical monument and the artistic one. 
The distinguishing condition here being one of intentionality, for the memorial 
edifice acquires its monumentality from the moment of its conception, whereas 
the other two types, are only designated as such by their perceivers rather than 
their creators. The former is, in this sense, a prospective type of monument and 
the latter belong to a retrospective type. 
 In what terms is a monument rendered historical or artistic however? Riegl 
defines the historical monument as one whose value is derived from its relative 
situation along a scale of historical development. Everything we encounter is in 
one way or another is historical, for it had to come into existence within a series 
of occurrences; if it can be placed within such a temporal, or eventful, scale, 
then by definition it is deemed historical. The monumentality of its historicity, 
however, is acquired either by its broader importance as a decisive turning point 
within the general development of event, or by the degree of its rarity, such 
that even if it is a relatively unimportant object, it is nevertheless recognized 

as one of a kind. In both evaluative criteria, decisiveness or rarity, the worth of 
the object is defined in a relative sense. The artistic monument, by comparison, 
is identified by virtue of the sense of beauty that it inspires in its observer. We 
value it based upon its own formal qualities  Its worth as a monument is in 
this sense not a relativistic one based on its comparison with other similar such 
objects, rather it is considered and evaluated on an individual basis. The key 
issue for Riegl, however, lies in the question of whether such an evaluation of 
worth betrays evidence of inherent qualities of beauty or culturally determined 
standards of taste. Herein lies the empirical motivations of his assessment, 
for in distinguishing between the cultural and the inherent (i.e. by nature), 
Riegl adopts the epistemological framework of the representational theory of 
knowledge, as it is perhaps best exhibited in Bacon’s distinction between the 
nature of the mind and the nature of the thing (see “Chapter Two”). He therefore 
skeptically asks: “is this ‘art-value’ merely a subjective one invented by and entirely 
dependent on the changing preferences of the modern viewer?”
 Beauty, as an inherently legitimizing quality, is deemed by him to be subjective 
in nature rather than objective, hence failing to serve as an empirical criterion of 
assessment. Are all monuments historical in this regard, with no room allotted 
for the artistic dimension? In attempting to mitigate this predicament, Riegl 
observes that all such art-objects are rendered historical, when they are considered 
as eventful occurrences within a trajectory of developments in the visual arts 
as opposed to being identified on an individual basis by virtue of a supposed 
innate beauty. Though the art-object acquires a means by which to become 
monumental, the original issue still stands however, for its monumentality is 
understood in terms of its historicity. That is to say that the emphasis lies not 
on artistic aspects of the object rather the eventful nature by which it came 
about, such that what is provided is for instance akin to a social history of 
art. A solution is offered however, for Riegl observes that “Conversely, every 
historical monument is also an art monument, because even a secondary literary 
monument like a scrap of paper with a brief and insignificant note contains 
a whole series of artistic elements – the form of the piece of paper, the letters, 
and their composition – which apart from their historical value are relevant to 
the development of paper, writing, writing instruments, etc.”41 There are for 
him as such no strictly historical monuments and certainly no monuments 
that are purely artistic, rather what emerges out of this tandem association are 
monuments that are art-historical. The ‘art’ in ‘art-historical’ now comes to 
signify the purely formal aspects of the event, rather its autonomous degree 
of beauty, whereby considering something artistically means considering it 
formally. By relation, the ‘historical’ is a designation of a monument’s content 
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rather than its form. In this regard, the criteria of designating a monument to 
be art-historical may, as such, be understood as being ‘formally-contentual’ 
in the rationale of their analysis – or mode of reasoning. For the sole sake of 
clarity of what is here intended, this analytical composite can be understood 
in Aristotelean terms as being hylomorphic in nature (see note 53, “Chapter 
One”). 
 Useful as this logical distinction between art and historical may be, Riegl 
finds that the composite term ‘art-historical’ is misleading when classifying 
monuments, for though a formal component is clearly intelligible within the 
object at hand, its evaluation is nevertheless pursued on account of its historicity. 
Riegl resolves as such to answer the question raised above in the negative, noting 
that “the differentiation of ‘artistic’ and ‘historical’ monuments is inappropriate 
because the latter at once contains and suspends the former.”42 As a result of 
this realization, the definition of monumentality, which he ends up with, is one 
based on the object’s ability to serve as a faithful referent – or signifier – of its 
originating past event. A monument’s worth is as such commemorative in nature. 
This condition is certainly satisfied by the intentionally erected ‘memorial’ 
monument, described at the outset, and also true for the ‘historical’ monument, 
whose commemorative value is recognized by the perceiver in the present, 
rather than its creator in the past. Even this distinction between memorial 
and historical – prospective and retrospective – is not an entirely mutually 
exclusive one; for, the ‘memorial’ monument may be rendered ‘historical’ when 
its commemorative value is identified in some aspect other than what its makers 
originally intended. The classification of the historical monument may, in this 
regard, encompass some memorial monuments, subsuming them unto itself as 
it did with the artistic ones. 
 Having identified the lowest common denominator, so to say, underlying 
the condition of monumentality to be its historically commemorative function, 
Riegl continues his investigation, pondering still if it is an all-inclusive criterion. 
He considers the case of a castle ruin, “which betrays little of the original form, 
structure, internal disposition of rooms” and asks if it is a monument worthy of 
preservation. Following from the definition of commemoration, its dilapidated 
condition is deemed too insufficient to relay its historical content. Nevertheless, 
Riegl argues that it has another kind of value, for it acts as an “indispensable 
catalyst which triggers in the beholder a sense of the life cycle, of the emergence 
of the particular from the general and its gradual but inevitable dissolution 
back into the general. This immediate emotional effect depends on neither 
scholarly knowledge nor historical education for its satisfaction, since it is evoked 
by mere sensory perception.”43 What Riegl identifies in the ruin is something 

inherent to them; namely their readily perceptible antiquity – or what he terms 
‘age-value’ (Alterswert). Unlike the artistic condition of beauty, which is deemed 
to belong to cultural tastes, the object’s age is recognized as something truly 
inherent. Age as such replaces beauty as the ultimate grounds for evaluating 
an art-monument’s worth; for, unlike beauty, age can be empirically measured 
and its effects undeniably acknowledged – it is a natural condition reclaiming 
the cultural one. Much like Ruskin’s lamp of memory, written half a century 
earlier, a monument’s age plays a fundamental role in Riegl’s thought. What 
is of note, however, is that unlike Ruskin for whom the emphasis on age is 
an outcome of the concern with the materiality of architecture, such that age 
comes to be recognized as a secondary efficient cause that continues upon the 
work of the builder, adding more specificity and character to his work, here age 
is appreciated for its universality to offer a readily accessible standard by which 
all monuments may be evaluated. Such is the nature of Riegl’s empirical pursuit, 
for it distills the monument down to its most basic and measurable features. It is 
also evident when compared with Dvorak’s similar recognition of the mass appeal 
of art-works, as he attributes their accessibility to man’s capability of savoring 
spiritual pleasures. By contrast, Riegl associates this universal accessibility with 
sensory experience, something in which all men and even animals share.    
 To the extent that Riegl’s pursuit forgoes specificities in search of the most 
general, he concludes “Just as intentional [‘memorial’] monuments are part 
and parcel of historical monuments, so all historical ones can be categorized as 
monuments having an age-value. Outwardly these three classes of monuments 
can be thought of as contained within one another, while the scope of their 
memory value widens.”44 Though the empirical approach is able to rightfully 
distinguish between the objective and the subjective, lucidly distinguishing 
between matters of fact and matters of opinion, its classificatory model comes 
with a price, since it deems all things within the subjective realm to be outside 
its scope of inquiry, and therefore not a matter for systematic study. 
  
Camillo Sitte: City Planning According to Artistic Principles (1889)

It is against these paralyzing effects of historical empiricism that the Austrian 
architect and urban theorist, Camillo Sitte (1843-1903) reacts. In his seminal 
work City Planning According to Artistic Principles, Sitte diagnoses the ailment 
of 19th century city planning to be a lack of intuitive ability to give physical 
expression to the built environment; this he argues is brought upon by the age’s 
pragmatic philosophy of life which possesses no “instinctive taste in art.” Instead 
what is being adopted in his city of Vienna is an urban expansion program that 
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replaced the 13th century delimiting fortifications with the new Ringstrasse, 
built in 1857, as well as an urban sprawl program based on the unbridled use 
of the gridiron to parcel the expanse of land surrounding the medieval city. 
Relying on his medical training on aspects of vision and spatial perception, Sitte 
countered the wholesale top-down planning approach – the same that Dvorak 
would later criticize in his text presented above – with a concern for the human 
perceptual experience of the city.   
 As the title suggests, his text is concerned with elucidating a series of 
principles that the modern city builder, void of his own artistic sensibilities, 
can nevertheless employ in building out the new parts of the city’s extension. 
These principles are based on the study of the urban works of the ancients, to 
which the first section of the work is dedicated. Before outlining what they entail 
however, he addresses an important question that the industrial mechanisms 
of the production pose; namely, why not simply copy the old urban forms, as 
manufactured reproductions, within the context of the new? In response, he 
observes that the model cities in question are a result of “a spontaneous gaiety” in 
which building proceeds “at apparent random from day to day.” Such an effect, 
he argues can never be propped-up through a contrived manner of conscious 
planning, rather the built effect must issue from the same cause. Of importance 
here is that it is in fact the cause which is sought to be preserved rather than its 
effect – a notion that we briefly encountered in analyzing Dvorak’s text above. 
Sitte notes therefor that “Modern living as well as modern building techniques 
no longer permit the faithful imitation of old townscapes, a fact which we cannot 
overlook without falling prey to barren fantasies. The exemplary creations of 
the old masters must remain alive with us in some other way than through 
slavish copying; only if we can determine in what the essentials of these creations 
consist, and if we can apply these meaningfully to modern conditions, will it 
be possible to harvest a new and flourishing crop from the apparently sterile 
soil.” 
 Furthermore, it is important to observe that Sitte’s remedy to this lack of 
ingeniousness further propagates the means by which it was brought about 
in the first place; for the heavy reliance on the science of the technician, that 
has thus far rid modern man of his personal identity, would itself serve as 
the vehicle to provide him with the necessary information to counteract this 
loss. For this reason, after observing in his introduction that “It is only in our 
mathematical century that the construction and extension of cities has become 
a purely technical matter,” Sitte outlines his systematic methodology in the 
following terms: “We wish to seek out, as technician and artist, the elements 
of composition which formerly produced such harmonious effects, and those 

which today produce only loose and dull results. Perhaps this study will permit 
us to find the means of satisfying the three principal requirements of practical city 
building: to rid the modern system of blocks and regularly aligned houses; to 
save as much as possible of that which remains from ancient cities; and in our 
creation to approach more closely the ideal of the ancient models.”45 
 Since it is the cause of the urban form that is in pursuit rather than its effect, 
Sitte’s first principle revolves around the identification of the function that the 
new parcel of developed land shall serve. The mathematical approach of the 
modern planner, he argues, substitutes the rectangular geometric form for the 
cause, supposing it to offer enough of a definition to the city’s form. To illustrate 
his point, he compares the city planner to a building patron, who refuses to 
tell his architect what the intended program of the building shall be: “Build 
something on this for me for about one hundred thousand florins: ‘You mean an 
apartment house?’ ‘No!’ ‘Or a villa?’ ‘No!’ ‘Perhaps a factory?’ ‘No!’ etc. – This 
would be simply ridiculous, indeed crazy, and could not really happen because 
nobody builds without a purpose, and nobody approaches a builder without 
very definite intentions or without a building program.”46 By contrast, the only 
situation where the gridiron may serve as a sufficient cause is in the parceling 
out of a new colony in the new world, one without any history and that is only 
understood in terms of the amount of money it will yield. Set against the colonial 
mindset, the designation of a program is, as such, tantamount to endowing 
the land with a cultural identity and preserving the past of the people, whose 
settlements are expanding into it. The second principle follows thereafter, as 
Sitte recommends that a competition be set-up to fulfill the requirements of the 
desired function. Much like the first principle, the competition is employed as a 
measure to mitigate the otherwise wholesale top-down planning approach and 
introduce a much-needed dimension of ingenuity to the urban design. Lastly, 
in so far as it is specificity which is desired, the third principle advocates that the 
irregularities of the site be fully embraced to serve as the most essential features 
of the design. Thus, the daily randomness, which produced the ancient cities 
of the past, is here identified in the peculiarities of the site itself, such that the 
intellect does not follow the rationale of an abstract geometrical form rather 
the topographical terrain.
 In Sitte’s work preservation is not presented in its concern for the buildings 
of the past, rather those of the future; such that what is preserved for posterity is 
not the physical monument per se, rather the character of a town, or the spirit of 
a place. This understanding of preservation as being a prospective act, introduced 
in Ruskin’s work and developed in Dvorak’s text, here acquires its full status 
as a creative act of production. Furthermore, of particular importance is Sitte’s 
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41. Contextual analysis of open squares, Camillo Sitte

aversion to blindly copying the past, associating this creative form of preservation 
with an imitation of it – a distinction whose philosophical implications we 
analyzed in “Chapter Three.” Lastly, much like Ruskin and Dvorak, Sitte seeks 
to preserve the form of the past through the industrial production means of 
his present age, arguing that the two are not mutually exclusive. Thus, in so far 
as preservation seeks to counter act a destructive force, it does not nevertheless 
operate from a state of denial, rather one of synthesis between the past and the 
present: “There is need for compromise, for if we are too exacting in what we 
demand for art, we will make little headway among those who are concerned 
with utilitarian requirements. Whoever is to succeed in upholding esthetic 
considerations in urban development must, first, realize that practical solutions 
to traffic problems are not necessarily rigid, unalterable remedies; and, secondly, 
he must be prepared to demonstrate that practical requirements of modern 
living need not necessarily obstruct artful development.”47

Conclusions: From the Hidden to Preservation

Much like the archaeologies of the hidden, where a certain distance is maintained 
from the object of the past, identifying it without ever divulging its aura. A 
similar stance of distant reverence is evident in the theories of preservation here 
discussed. It is not solely the architectural object of the past that is valued and 
protected, but also the character of its age and general context. This sentiment of 
maintaining an ancient edifice’s identity manifests itself through several guiding 
principles. Most importantly, it is a building’s general identification as historical 
that renders it worthy of protection, such that universal recognition is accorded 
to a building’s age, deeming it a monument of a universally human heritage. 
That is to say that the building is appreciated regardless of its association with a 
particular culture of style. Following from this, great emphasis is placed upon the 
building’s physical materiality, romanticizing its dilapidated state to an extent, 
for it is this patined surface which bears the marks of time. To that extent, no 
direct ownership of the edifice in question may be assumed by those preserving 
it in the present; rather, the building is to remain beholden to its past, thereby 
maintaining the very cause for which it is valued, i.e. its pastness. Such an 
attitude is not limited to the built condition however, rather also extends to 
its surrounding context and even to the ideational and cultural climate within 
which it originated. Herein, the project of preservation seeks to revive a general 
atmosphere, both cultural and urban, within which the building may continue 
to enjoy protection. Preservation, thus, aims at protecting the edifice’s general 
identity and character. 
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6
ArcHAeology of tHe visible

The notion that reality is hidden behind an object is not here in contention, 
rather it serves as a point of departure. To contrast the proverb given by Flusser 
to define the mystical, another belonging to Diogenes Laertius, the 3rd century 
biographer of Greek philosophers, may be provided: “In reality we know naught, 
for truth lies deep in a well.” The veil of the hidden is not recognized as an 
insightful threshold into the realm of the invisible, rather the very obstacle 
which renders that realm invisible. Here, the truth is pursued on account of 
the mystical. Thus, in contrast to the hidden, the objective is not to go where 
the truth lies, the dark and obscure pit of the well – the realm of the invisible, 
rather to draw the truth out from its hiding place and bring in into the realm 
of the visible, thereby loosening its veil. That is to say that Plato’s divided 
line is maintained, only the direction of knowledge is reversed (see note 76, 
“Chapter Two”). Our inquiry is concerned with the epistemological implications 
of excavating the truth out of its well and a consideration of what that means 
for time and its value. What follows are the various connotations of the ‘visible’ 
as they pertain to knowledge. 

The Visible as Real and Critical

In contrast to his fellow countrymen, whose imagination in the present was 
captured by the Homeric myths of the past, Herodotus, the 4th century BC 
Greek historian and father of history, as a project, exhibits an interest in the 
particularities of the lived present as they really exist. His most notable work as 
such, The Histories, provides an account of both the Greeks and the Barbarians, 
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lest the memory of their “great and marvellous deeds” be “blotted out from 
among men by time.”1 Ironic as it may seem, the meed of the barbarians – a 
term which the Greeks reserved for all foreigners much like the Jews of the Torah 
viewed the gentiles – is to him still worthy of being recorded into posterity. 
Thus, unlike the selective accounts of the medieval chroniclers of Europe in 
whose work the narrative of the past was fashioned to fit the particular interests 
of the present, Herodotus evinces a certain ambivalence towards the ‘other,’ 
admitting of his own account alongside that of other peoples. His commitment 
to document what is visible thus necessitates that his approach to the things 
observed be a universal one. As it concerns the content of the book, the text itself 
sets out to document the war between the Greeks and the Persians and follows 
the conquest of the Persian king, Cyrus, into the lands which his intruding 
forces occupy. Where Herodotus’ achievement as a historian finds its claim, 
however, lies in the episodic footnotes – describing the normal lives of the 
peoples visited by the Persians – to the overarching narrative of a Persian war 
campaign; such that, whenever the opportunity presents itself, he is eager to 
share his personal observations from those lands in question, which he had also 
visited during his travels.2 A good example of his penchant for documenting 
such salient facts is offered in his description of the coastal lands of the Adriatic 
see, where such banal particularities of life such as the type of food that the 
people eat, their marriage customs, and the nature of their dwellings fascinated 
the Greek author.3 His interest may also be attributed to a peculiar strangeness 
that he identified in the lives of these foreigners, but what is here of importance 
is the manner with which he goes about such oddities; for it evinces a marked 
departure from the definition of the strange as fantastical and otherworldly, 
which we encountered in discussing the interest in ‘thunderbolts’ for instance. 
Here, room is allotted for the mundane aspects of life, coming as such to 
be valued as a more veritable representation of reality than their spectacular 
counterparts. In his desire to record and describe the various vicissitudes of life, 
we may also point to two fundamental points of distinction that set Herodotus’ 
project as a historian apart from that of the ancient Chinese and Mesopotamian 
scribes, whose framework of knowledge we discussed earlier in “Chapter Four.” 
Firstly, and most importantly, Herodotus only relays what his own eyes have 
seen, such that the condition of the historical account is one of witnessing 
the matter firsthand. This of course was not achieved throughout the entirety 
of his book, for he relies on textual evidence and secondhand accounts in 
describing the life and history of the ancient Egyptians, particularly those of 
upper Egypt.4 Nevertheless, he is keen on prefacing the content of such accounts 
by attributing them to the work of another, thereby securing the veracity of 

his own personal descriptions. Thus, unlike the scribes who associated great 
value and truth with their inscriptions that had been witness to things beyond 
their time, Herodotus’ condition for truth is that of immediate knowledge – a 
notion whose philosophical implications we dealt with in our discussion of the 
built versus the textual in “Chapter Two.” Secondly, by virtue of this criterion 
of a firsthand account, the type of content with which the historical narrative 
concerns itself is one of recent history rather than a more ancient and distant 
one. To that extent, the Greeks had distinguished between two forms of historical 
narratives: historia, which concerned itself with matters of the immediate past 
and understood its investigation as subservient to issues raised by the present 
life, its account seeking to provide relevant evidence; and archaiologia, which 
referred to the study of a more remote past relying on myths of origin and 
heroic legends – the kind of which is exhibited in Plutarch’s account of the Life 
of Theseus discussed in “Chapter Four.”5 
 Thucydides, a fellow Greek historian writing towards the end of the 4th 
century, follows in the historical tradition established by his more senior 
compatriot, Herodotus, and provides an account of yet another war, The 
Peloponnesian War, which had sparked between his native city of Athens and 
Sparta. Whereas Herodotus exhibited a concern for the peripheral, digressing 
into the banalities encountered along the course of an otherwise disruptive 
Persian conquests, Thucydides’ work demonstrates another vital component of 
the historian’s task of documenting the reality of things as they exist – i.e. the 
issue of the ‘visible’ in question; namely, a critical approach to establishing the 
veracity of his evidence and fundamental points upon which the account rests. 
His emphasis is thus not solely on actually seeing the reality of the present, 
accepting it as it is and providing in turn a vivid description of its particularities; 
rather, his account is also an argumentative one (as opposed to being descriptive), 
which evaluates what it sees and relates it to other things encountered. As 
such, Herodotus’ criterion for the universality of the narrative is still upheld, 
but its implications come to bear fully however in Thucydides’ work. These 
implications are perhaps best described by Collingwood’s aforementioned 
definition of history that “all history must be consistent with itself.” Such is 
the task which Thucydides understands his historical project to fulfill. This 
concern with establishing a stable ground from which to operate is readily 
apparent in “Book I,” where he provides background information relating 
to the parties involved in the war itself; it is a type of stage setting for the 
subsequent books. Firstly, in dealing with the fortitude of Mycenae, that ancient 
Spartan city whose prowess is attested-to by Homer’s account of the Trojan 
war, Thucydides remarks that though his contemporaneous Mycenae is small 
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– its buildings not wholly impressive – judgement should not be accorded to 
cities based on “their appearance rather than their power.”6 What he makes 
therefore is a fundamental distinction between reality and appearance; the ability 
to distinguish between the two is a core tenet of the visible, for it renders 
the semiophoric conflation between the two – the defining characteristic of 
the ‘hidden’s’ relation between visible and invisible – untenable. Secondly, in 
his account of the former inhabitants of the Aegean sea, the one which both 
sparring cities of Athens and Mycenae (Sparta) overlook, he notes that they 
were all pirates, referring to evidence observed in the island of Delos, whose 
tombs, when purified by the Athenians, revealed Carian soldiers “identified by 
the style of armour buried with them and the method of burial, which is still 
in use among them.”7 What is here of importance is the readiness to judge the 
past against the present, for unlike the monks of Glastonbury, who imposed the 
narrative of a fictious past onto the reality of their present, conflating between 
the two in their claim of having located the tomb of king Arthur, Thucydides 
applies what Collingwood identifies as the ‘critical way’ (see “Chapter Two”). 
Furthermore, it is of note that knowledge is associated with the opening of 
the tombs, a veritable revelation of the hidden – one which removes its veil of 
secrecy. Granted, the medieval Christian rulers had celebrated the exhumation 
of saints’ relics and the Pythian oracle had advocated the same concerning the 
bones of Theseus and Orestes, but in their case, despite the physical excavation 
undertaken, the buried object remained hidden – perhaps best attested by the 
fact that it was reburied. Thirdly, and lastly, the historical grounds, from which 
Thucydides argues, are not limited to textual or archaeological evidence, rather 
he constructs his own; for in assessing the naval might of the ancient Mycenean 
king, Agamemnon, he goes through an mathematical analysis, albeit conjectural, 
to determine how many soldiers had been aboard the naval ships whose number 
is given by Homer.8 Here an implication of a concern with the visible – one 
with which we shall deal in the subsequent section – presents itself; namely, the 
construction of ‘necessary conjunctions.’ What Thucydides achieves, thus, is 
nothing short of Collingwood’s method of historical reenactment, employing 
both ‘critical’ and ‘constructive ways.’ Such are the methodical tools which the 
‘visible’ has at its disposal.     
 The ancient Greek historians’ condition of constructing a speculative 
understanding of reality – ‘speculative’ here defined by an emphasis of the 
faculty of sight, the most precious of all sense as Aristotle notes, and in fact 
what the Greek term theoria designates; an activity, as such, not characterized 
by conjecture – serves as a guiding principle for the Italian humanists of the 
renaissance, who were working almost two millennia later towards a similar 

historical project of a speculative form of knowledge. Per the Greek definition of 
their inquiry however, theirs was concerned more with archaiologia as opposed to 
historia, for they understood their immediate past as an obstacle to be overcome 
(refer to Petrarch’s notion of medium tempus in note 1). An early figure of the 
renaissance, Cyriac of Ancona (Ciriaco de’ Pizzicolli, 1391-1454) is recognized 
for the extensive travels that he undertook into the sites of the ancient world, 
whose monuments serve as a setting for the historical narratives of the classical 
tradition – the breadth of which was slowly being retrieved from the scriptoriums 
of the monasteries (see “Chapter Four”). A wealthy merchant belonging to the 
bourgeoisie class, his historical inclinations were not as scholarly as his fellow 
humanists, who satisfied themselves with the study of Greek manuscripts.9 He 
elected therefore to investigate history where it had actually taken place thereby 
evincing the roots of a distinction that was only to be pronounced much later; 
namely, one between classical philology and archaeology. Cyriac’s endeavor 
thus inadvertently redefined the meaning of the Greek term archaiologia in the 
process – associating it with the speculative rather than the conjectural. For a 
period of twenty-five years, equipped with the classical literary tradition, he 
traveled around the vicinities of ancient Greece visiting sites and monuments 
and profusely documenting what he saw into compendiums of his own 
commentaries, the not insignificant six volumes of which would be burnt in 
1514 shortly after his death.10 In these volumes, we learn from his other surviving 
works, he had feverishly copied hundreds of inscriptions, made drawings of 
monuments, and provided commentary on books, coins and works of art which 
he had collected.11 His main interest, however, remained in the transcription 
of public inscriptions, a feat for which Casson describes him as the ‘father of 
epigraphy.’ To that extent, Cyriac’s endeavor finds a certain degree of reference 
in Mingcheng’s earlier exhortation to study the ancient inscriptions of the 
past (see “Chapter Two”). Where both differ however is on a major point of 
distinction; for according to Mingcheng the inscriptions can be “trusted without 
reservation,” Cyriac’s project on the other hand is one of a comparative analysis 
between the authority of the text and the reality of the physical evidence – our 
predicament of the ‘built’ and the ‘textual.’
 To the extent that the built environment was recognized as viable resource 
of knowledge comparable in wealth to its textual counterpart, the renaissance 
humanists exhibit a particular preoccupation with the ancient architecture 
of Rome. Giovanni Dondi (1318-1389), a physician by profession and a 
fellow Paduan of Petrarch, shared in the poet’s pursuit of recovering the past, 
expanding however what was deemed valuable under the heritage of the ancients 
from an interest in their literary works – with which Petrarch was obsessed, 
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addressing a series of personal letters to the bygone poet Cicero of the Roman 
era – to recognize the sphere of the arts as well.12 Even more so than Cyriac, 
whom he preceded, Dondi surveyed the ancient buildings of Rome and made 
accurate drawings of them relying on the use of such measurement devices as 
the astrolabes.13 It is perhaps first in his work that we may detect a rigorous 
emphasis on the accuracy of documenting the objects of the past, for he goes so 
far as to doubt his own measurements when comparing them with those that 
others had made, electing at times to copy their measurements and abandon his 
own.14 Such a keen desire to devise an accurate account of reality by means of 
instruments is no more evident than in his plans for the design and construction 
of an ‘astrarium,’ an astronomical clock relating the motion of the planets to 
the twenty-four hours of the day as well as the fixed feasts of the church.15 This 
project, to which he dedicated no less than sixteen years of research, typifies 
the correlation between the scientific tool of measurement and the inquiry into 
the past, one which his epitaph also relates: “On earth, here, he represented 
the mystical uppermost stars by seven heavenly stars. A doctor, he renews the 
shadow of past blood.”16 
 Such an intrusion of the instrument into the study of the past’s built 
environment finds clear expression in the topographical survey of Rome 
conducted by Leonardo Bufalini two centuries later in 1551, where he tells 
us that the plan “is of an accuracy attained not just by the square and the 
compass but also by the nautical compass, taking account of the positions of 
the sky and the sun as well as of distances”17 Schnapp notes that Bufalini’s map 
signals the progressive invasion of the engineers into antiquarian knowledge.18 
As it pertains to our discussion, however, this pursuit of mathematical accuracy 
indicates a shift in what the present seeks of its past; for unlike our analysis of 
the ‘hidden,’ where the impetus for the past is the establishment of a sense of 
identity, here the past is investigated for the knowledge that it contains and 
approached thereby in a rather scientific manner.  
 In so far as the hidden object of the past could be rendered intelligible, 
much like a book, the surface of the earth in whose layers all such artifacts were 
embedded had to be unraveled for its layers to be leafed through. Dissatisfied 
with the hitherto acceptable explanation of the conspicuous burial mounds in 
his land, Thomas Jefferson conducted what is acknowledged as the first scientific 
excavation, for he sought to disprove the theory that a mysterious race of mound 
builders, as observed in “Chapter Four,” had built them. Possessing a sensibility 
for deciphering the topography of the land, a quality that he acquired from his 
father, who was a land-surveyor by profession, Jefferson dug a trench in 1784 
across one such burial mound on his Appalachian property in Monticello. Upon 

inspection he noticed that as the stratified layers of the earth went deeper, the 
bone remains housed within them were much less preserved than those in the 
upper layers, concluding therefore that the mound was reused as a place of 
burial across many generations, but most likely by the same peoples.19 In this 
regard, Jefferson situates himself against Nabonidus, for if the latter is credited 
with the first excavation, Jefferson’s could not be more different in method, 
recognizing in his another first excavation, albeit of a different kind. Though 
Nabonidus removed the sands from atop the ancient temenos, the hidden 
object of the past remained hidden, shrouded in the mystical aura of the gods 
and his predecessor king Hammurabi. Jefferson by contrast loosens the hidden, 
literally cutting through it and exposing its innerworkings. Here the reality of 
excavation is fully grasped: the destruction enacted upon the once ‘visible,’ 
rendering it ‘hidden,’ is undone by yet another act of destruction, which renders 
the hidden visible once more and voids it of all its semiophoric reference to the 
otherworldly. Furthermore, it is perhaps due to the fact that Jefferson had no 
claim to any ancient ancestors of his still young nation, that he was free in the 
course of his investigation to see the thing for itself.    

42. The Monumental Grandeur of the Mississippi Valley, John Egan (close-up)
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Across the Atlantic, also working in the 18th century, Reverend William Stukeley 
(1687- 1765) had been conducting extensive field work at the sites of Avebury 
and Stonehenge in Wiltshire, England. Also a physician, having studied 
botany and chemistry at Cambridge, he exhibited the same affinity between 
antiquarianism and the natural sciences that had already been established by 
the Italian humanists of the renaissance. The scholarly empiricism with which 
he constructed his cabinet of curiosity at Corpus Christi college, extended to 
the archaeological site where he made such accurate plans of the monuments, 
that they are still of use today – especially the ones made in Avebury, for the 
great assembly of stones huddled in a circle was inundated and severely damaged 
by local farmers and peasants in a later period.20 Before proceeding to outline 
the advances that his method of inquiry contributed to the scientific project 
of antiquarianism – the London society of which he was to serve as the first 
secretary – it is important to note that the site of Avebury, though dilapidated, 
still survives in his precise documentation of it; such that the record he made 
comes to stand it for its ruined original, acquiring thereby an air of legitimacy 
despite the disappearance of its original subject of inquiry – an issue that we 
had raised earlier in discussing the distinction between copying and imitation 
as it relates to learning from the past (see “Chapter Three”). Concerning his 
method of analysis, Stukeley combines the critical approach of Thucydides with 
the systematic excavation of the earth encountered in Jefferson. For instance, 
he recognized that the geometrical crop marks in the area were caused by 
the presence of the foundations of demolished structures which had long 
been buried underneath them, thereby drawing a conjunction between the 
topography of the earth and what it conceals.21 Such was in fact a conjunction 
which the farmers since medieval times had already attempted to make, going 
in the other direction however, associating the surface of their fields with the 
heavens – in much the same fashion as the hidden object of the past related 
the invisible. Such a keen eye for evidence helped him identify the antiquity 
of the prehistoric monuments – the concept of prehistory not as yet having 
been established during his lifetime – realizing that the largest burial mound in 
Europe, Silbury Hill had been built prior to the Roman occupation of the land. 
Not only did he draw upon the fact that a nearby Roman road curved abruptly 
to avoid the hill, but he also observed the two sets of construction layers between 
the barrow and the road, conducting as such a cross-sectional analysis of the site. 
Following in her father’s footsteps, Anna Stukeley in 1758, employed similar 
empirical methods in dating the White Horse cut in the chalk at Uffington – 
hitherto identified as a site built by the Saxons – to a much earlier period, due 
to the stylistic similarity it exhibited to a horse portrayed on a pre-Roman coin.22 

As already anticipated in discussing Jefferson, though rather scantily, Stukeley 
demonstrates the variety of manners by which the hidden object of the past 
may be rendered intelligible, each conclusion of his evincing the early germs 
of necessary conjunctions between the artifact investigated and their artificer; 
conjunctions that would be first canonized into an archaeological method of 
inquiry more than a century later.
 Inasmuch as Stukeley’s work anticipated that of later archaeologists, his 
own was a consequence of two earlier British antiquarians of note. One such 
immediate predecessor is John Aubrey (1626-1697), who had also worked in the 
county of Wiltshire and made studies at the site of Avebury as well. A student 
of Baconian inductivism, having been acquainted with it during his studies at 
Oxford University in the 1650s, Aubrey’s method was more comparative than it 
was analytical, for there is no evidence of him having conducted any excavations. 
Following Bacon’s third rule of induction – namely, differentiating between 
similars – he compared the site of Avebury with other stone circles around 
the country. His emphasis, as such, was on classification, grouping the stones 
together with the goal of making “the stones give evidence for themselves”; a 
method which he termed ‘comparative antiquities.’23 Furthermore, he was most 
notably the first to recognize the antiquity of the lithic monuments attributing 
them to a Celtic civilization of ‘Druids,’ a theory which Stukeley would not 
only uphold, but attempt to theologically explicate, linking the work of the 
Christian Trinity with the ancient Druids.24  
 Preceding both Aubrey and Stukeley was William Camden (1551-1623), 
the figure to whom both owe the very interest in the regional history of Britain 
on account of the ancient monuments of Rome, which had been the subject of 
much scholarly work up until his time. Considered as such to be the ‘father of 
British archaeology,’ Camden’s seminal work, the Britannia, published in 1586 
was a historical survey of the whole of Britain compiled into a single work – it 
was modeled after the geographical accounts established by the Italians, of which 
Flavio Biondo’s three-volume work De Roma instaurata (Rome Restored) of 1444 
serves as an inaugural text.25 The idea of constructing such a work was not new, 
for it had been undertaken, though never fully realized, by John Leland, the first 
antiquary to the king of England, who had been appointed in 1533 by Henry 
VIII.26 Camden’s Britannia as such consists of a series of local histories, one for 
each city dealing with the history of its places and genealogy of their names. 
To this extent, Camden’s emphasis on studying the regional, i.e. that which lay 
directly before one’s eyes, extended from the sites he investigated to the very 
language in which he investigated them. Unlike his contemporary scholars, who 
could not conduct their research without first having learnt Latin, Camden 
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43. Plan of the Avebury Henge, John Aubrey

44. An inward view of Stonehenge, William Stukeley

dedicated himself to learning Welsh and Anglo-Saxon, recognizing them to 
be a better aid for the cause of his inquiry – one which he gradually took up 
in his leisure during the school holidays.27 What is here of importance is the 
potential for knowledge that Camden recognized in his own land, as opposed 
to the culturally established haven of ancient Rome, in whose ruins the whole 
wealth of western civilization was considered to be represented. Thus unlike 
Geoffrey of Monmouth who only recognized the value of Britain in so far as 
it had been established by a mythical king Brutus stemming from the Trojans, 
Camden does away with these mythical accounts of origin – to a certain extent 
at least – and begins with the hidden object of the past as it presents itself, 
drawing it back from obscurity into the present. 

The Visible as Necessitating Conjunctions

As observed in the excavation and documentation work of the early British 
antiquaries, Jefferson, and Thucydides for that matter, the confrontation with 
what had been hidden within the earth – its transformation from hidden to 
visible – was not only satisfied by the physical act of internment, but rather 
required that a relationship be drawn between the newly revealed object of inquiry 
and the rest of the perceptible world. That is to say that the object’s ‘visibility’ 
necessitated its incorporation within the concrete world of lived experiences, 
rather than its fictitious explanation away as a supernatural phenomenon – or 
its attribution to a mythical figure of antiquity – that needn’t conform to the 
reality of the present. A necessary conjunction had to be drawn between the 
reality of the hidden object and the reality of its observation.  
 An early example of such a conjunction being established is offered in the 
only surviving literary work of the Roman scholar Varro (116-27 BC), whom 
Cicero (106-43 BC) himself acknowledges to be “the most brilliant of his age 
and, undoubtedly the most learned.”28 Otherwise known as the Agronomy, 
Varro’s work De Re Rustica, is a philosophical dialogue consisting of three books, 
fashioned in the Socratic one of Plato, whose subject matter, on preliminary 
analysis, revolves around the science of farming and sets out to establish its 
methodology. Recognizing however that the very title of the work is a parody 
of Cicero’s earlier one, De Re Publica, it becomes apparent that Varro seeks to 
challenge hitherto established notions about Roman life, political and religious, 
through the trope of farming as an analytical model for reality. A persisting 
satirical undercurrent thus runs through the work, disguising itself with the 
air of positive affirmations while in reality offering pointed criticisms at various 
aspects of the Roman empire. We shall here suffice ourselves however with those 
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conjunctions between man’s conception of reality and reality itself, which Varro 
undermines while providing his own instead.  
 At the outset, the two main interlocutors in the dialogue, Stola (meaning 
‘plant shoot’) and Scrofa (meaning ‘to sow’), represent two different stages of 
farming practices which are pitted against each other. The former as such is 
a farmer, who only possess practical knowledge concerning the land and the 
haphazard mitigation of nature’s forces, whereas the latter is an intellectual, who 
has secured a rational form of knowledge concerning the land and thereby able to 
impose his will upon the capricious whims of the skies.29 What ensues, as such, is 
conversation between the two figures, where Scrofa attempts to demonstrate the 
superiority of his agricultural art and thereby render that of Stola’s as an outdated 
and primitive endeavor. In defining what this agronomic art constitutes, Scrofa 
thus identifies its structure as being tripartite in nature, comprising of the same 
three divisions which the Hellenistic tradition of philosophy has: physics, or the 
four elements of the universe; ethics, or the ennoblement that farming endows; 
and logic, or the categorical subdivision of agricultural practices.30 Herein, Varro 
identifies his first point of attack, so to say; namely the conjunction between the 
rationality of man and the order of the universe – characteristic of the ancient 
Greek philosophers, that by investigating the structure of one’s own mind and 
life, one apprehends the reality of the natural world as well. This position of 
Scrofa’s is soon undermined, however, as the experiential account of Stola, 
drawing upon his former days of labor in the field, dissolves this pristinely 
logical structure into an amalgam of various contradictory natural phenomena 
yielding to no distinct formal classification. The reality of the universe is as such 
not subservient to the rationalized imagination of man. 
 Furthermore, in his identification of agriculture with an ethical endeavor, 
Varro has Scrofa serve as the mouthpiece for an established Roman model of 
morality. Cato the Elder (234-149 BC), prefaces an earlier text of his, titled 
De Agri Cultura – dealing similarly with agriculture, by noting that when the 
Roman ancestors wanted to praise someone, they would designated him as 
a ‘good farmer and husbandman’ noting that farming is an ‘especially moral 
source of income.’31 This pursuit of a moral code in a lively engagement with 
the natural world is perhaps akin to the ancient Greek philosophers’ project 
to develop an ethical code out of their metaphysical analysis of the universe. 
Certainly the Roman model is a practical one, where morality is designated by a 
diligent dedication to an endeavor, whereas its Greek counterpart emphasized an 
intellectual correlation between the two, such that morality comes to be viewed 
as a law; nevertheless, there exists a conjunction in both between a moral life 
achieved by a close observation of the natural world. Wary of such a definition 

however, Varro introduces in the last book of his work, a character by the name 
of Axius (meaning ‘wealth’), who sheds light on the true value that the Roman 
elite recognize in farming practices; namely, that it is the most profitable of 
all the ancient enterprises, such that it serves as the foundation of the empire’s 
wealth.32 The project of morality is thus subverted to become the motivational 
tool that the aristocrat wields upon his workers and hired men.      
 In lieu of all his spitefully sardonic evaluations of the meaningful conjunctions 
that his Roman fellows see in their natural world, Varro offers his own view in 
“Book II” – wherein he enters the dialogue using his own persona – as a sort 
of recompense: “It is a necessity that from the remotest antiquity of human 
life they have come down, as Dicaearchus [(a student of Aristotle)] teaches, 
step by step to our age, and that the most distant stage was that state of nature 
in which man lived on those products which the virgin earth brought forth of 
her own accord; they descended from this stage into the second, the pastoral, 
in which they gathered for their use acorns, arbutus berries, mulberries, and 
other fruits by plucking them from wild and uncultivated trees and bushes, and 
likewise caught, shut up, and tamed such wild animals as they could for the 
like advantage. There is good reason to suppose that, of these, sheep were first 
taken, both because they are useful and because they are tractable; for these are 
naturally most placid and most adapted to the life of man. For to his food they 
brought milk and cheese, and to his body wool and skins for clothing. Then by 
a third stage man came from the pastoral life to that of the tiller of the soil; in this 
they retained much of the former two stages, and after reaching it they went far 
before reaching our stage.”33 The division of history into three stages is in fact a 
Greek model, where a dark age precedes an age of myth which in turn precedes 
an age of the polis.34 What Varro achieves however is to explicate the history 
of man through the history of nature itself – or its agricultural maintenance. 
As such, in the progression from a primitive state of nature, to a pastoral stage, 
before penultimately reaching one where the soil is tilled, the progression of 
man himself is rendered intelligible. Such is the necessary conjunction that 
Varro values in investigating nature: not a constellation of the rationality of man 
and universal order, neither a prescriptive ethic of morality, rather an image of 
mankind; such that the history of the soil – or the earth – is the history of man. 
The ‘art of agriculture’ as such comes to delineate the relationship between the 
two.
 Prior to presenting his natural account of origin, Varro had invoked the 
rustic Gods of agriculture addressing them in an opening hymn. These are not 
the typical muses invoked by the Greek poets, nor are they the Roman deities 
associated with the urban forum, rather it becomes clear that they are almost 
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called into existence in so far as they are to fulfill a particular agronomic function. 
Indeed Leah Kronenberg, whose synthesis of De Re Rustica has served as reference 
for our analysis, notes as such that Varro here disparages the veneration accorded 
to the Gods and provides instead an origin account describing their institution as 
deities within a religion.35 Scant as they might be, Varro’s religious attitudes are 
perhaps more pronounced in a lost work of his that only survives as fragmentary 
quotations within Augustine’s City of God. In Book VI of his work, Augustine 
informs us that Varro had written a great treatise, titled Antiquities, on the 
matters concerning man and things divine. Consisting of forty-one chapters, 
the work dedicates the opening twenty-five to dealing with human activities 
before turning to addressing the gods.36 The Christian saint is understandably 
incensed that the sacred is made to wait for the earthly and that the divine is 
only discussed inasmuch as it is an invented mirage that must be sustained in 
one’s memory. Varro, Augustine notes, recognized a great vice in the people’s 
indifference towards the gods. As such, to the extent that the gods are invented 
deities subservient to the expeditions of man, Varro notes, “As a painter comes 
before the painting and the builder before the building, so do cities come before 
the things which cities instituted [viz. the deities].”37 
 What Varro here disavows is nothing short of the most fundamental 
conjunction that the Greco-Roman tradition draws between man and his 
nature; namely, that the actions and fate of men are dictated by the gods. Such 
a conjunction is perhaps best evinced in Hesiod’s exhortation to his brother 
Perses, in the form of a poem titled Works and Days, wherein he recapitulates 
a story of “how the gods and mortal human beings came about from the same 
origin.”38 Hesiod’s degenerative account of a series of successive human races 
created by Zeus himself – passing from ‘golden’ to ‘silver’ to ‘bronze,’ before 
reaching a short stint as ‘demi-gods’ and culminating with an ‘iron’ race – is 
thereby undermined in Varro’s account of the ‘art of agriculture’; for not only 
does he present a progressive view, but more importantly, the gods are completely 
dissociated from the endeavors of man.39 Furthermore, Hesiod’s advice to his 
brother to strive towards a kind of virtue that is to be attained in the faithful 
laboring of the land is dismissed by Varro’s disjunction between the agricultural 
and the moral in Roman life.40 
 To the extent that Varro’s agronomic views had precedents, Diodorus of 
Sicily writing a quarter of a century earlier notes in his Library of Histories: 
“Indeed, speaking generally, in all things it was necessity itself that became 
man’s teacher, supplying in appropriate fashion instruction in every matter to 
a creature which was well endowed by nature and had, as its assistants for every 
purpose, hands and speech and sagacity of mind. And as regards the first origin of 

men in their earliest manner of life we shall be satisfied with what has been said, 
since we would keep due proportion in our account.”41 Though Diodorus does 
not provide a segmented account consisting of distinct developmental stages, 
he is nevertheless able to ascertain what the origins of man must have been 
simply by observing what the ever present conditions of nature have to offer. 
His starting point of analysis, thus, is one which lies in the present where two 
sets of conditions are presented and interrelated; on the one hand, there exists 
the natural world teeming with life, and on the other hand, there exists man’s 
physiology – to which he refers as hands and speech and rationality. Thinking 
through how these two separate entities may have first come into contact with 
one another, Diodorus develops an account of origin and is able thereby to read 
the history of man through the natural landscape before his eyes. Of note here 
is the notion that the condition of the past is inferred from that of the present; 
that is to say, that in much the same manner as nature teaches man by necessity 
in the course of time, there exists another kind of necessity, a logical one, by 
which the course of time might be retraced. It is such a temporal conjunction 
between man and the earth that serves as a pivotal condition of the ‘visible’ – 
i.e. the means by which the ‘hidden object of the past’ is rendered intelligible.
 The very same manner of correlating the past and the present is in fact 
employed by Thucydides, when he observes of the various practices of athletes, 
Athenian and barbarian: “There are many other resemblances one could point 
to between the old Greek and the present barbarian ways of life.”42 What he 
correlates however, are not two different types of realities, a human one and a 
natural one, rather the same reality bifurcated into two distinct ages.   
This, in fact, is the same rationale that the early antiquarians and scholars 
exercised in attempting to identify the proper nature of what had been for so 
long designated as ‘thunderbolts’ or ‘ceraunia’ – the pre historic flint stone tools 
mistaken for heavenly projectiles by many diverse peoples, most notable of 
whom was Pliny the Elder in his Natural History (see “Chapter Four”). As early 
as 1648, Ulisse Aldrovandi’s Museum Metallicum, the catalogue explaining the 
contents of his Wunderkammer, evinced the first glimpses of such a realization 
for he argued that the ‘thunderbolts’ were human fabrictaions.43 Almost fifty 
years later, in 1699, the celebrated Welsh naturalist and antiquary Edward 
Lhwyd, keeper of the University of Oxford’s Ashmolean museum, observed that 
the pointed stone projectiles – hitherto denoted as ‘glossopetrae’ – were “just 
the same chip’d flints of the natives of New England head their arrows with 
at this day.”44 Similarly, John Aubrey, the British antiquarian whose fieldwork 
on the ancient sites of Wiltshire we encountered above, maintained that life 
in prehistoric England might find many parallels to that of the indigenous 
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45. Flint weapon found at Hoxne, John Frere 
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inhabitants of the then colony of Virginia.45 Following Thucydides, each of 
these scholars drew a conjunction between a ‘hidden object of the past’ and 
a ‘visible’ one in the present. Insightful as their observations were, however, 
the indisputable recognition of these ‘thunderbolts’ as prehistoric stone tools 
required more conjunctions of the kind to be drawn in order for a concrete 
definition to be firmly established.
  During the first half of the 18th century, a Jesuit missionary by the name 
of Joseph-Francois Lafitau lived for five years among the Iroquoians of North 
America – present day Canada – and had concluded by the end of his stay 
in 1717 that the weapons used by the indigenous inhabitants of the land 
were essentially the same as those used by all peoples in the earliest ages.46 
What he had devised in effect was a comparative methodology of analysis; 
one upon which he expounded in a work by the indicative title Moeurs des 
sauvages amériquains comparées aux moeurs des premiers temps (Customs of the 
Savage American Compared to Customs of the Early Ages).47 The colonialist 
designation of the native Iroquoians as savages aside, Lafitau’s conclusions drew 
upon ethnographic research where the production of the stone flints could be 
observed. The collection of such ethnographic evidence similarly served as the 
foundation for the research of a fellow French scholar and botanist, Antoine 
de Jussieu, working around the same time, who upon examining such stone 
tools brought over to France from the Caribbean islands – such as an axe, a 
stone wedge, and some flint arrowheads – concluded: “the people of France, 
Germany, and other Northern countries who, but for the discovery of iron, 
would have much resemblance to the savages of today, had no less need than 
they – before using iron – to cut wood, to remove bark, to split branches, to 
kill wild animals, to hunt for their food and to defend themselves against their 
enemies”48 
 The argument that the stone ‘thunderbolts’ were in fact prehistoric flints, 
did not always rely on the establishment of such comparisons between past and 
present however. In 1734, the French antiquary, Nicolas Mahudel, read a paper 
before the Académie Royale des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres, wherein he noted 
that the materiality of stone lends itself for use as weapons and other tools, for it 
is readily available and easily formed into sharp edges.49 His analysis thus drew 
upon the physical properties of the stone itself, recognizing sufficient evidence 
in its lithic structure.  This approach of seeing the thing for itself and examining 
its material characteristics had in fact been pursued fourteen years earlier by 
the German scholar A. A. Rhode, who developed pioneering experiments 
in recreating such flint objects in an effort to determine the manufacturing 
techniques of the ancients.50 Rhodes was in effect one of the first experimental 

archaeologists, who tested their theories through recreating the conditions of the 
archaeological site being studied. A similar mode of analysis, albeit a negative 
one, was taken up by the British geologist John Woodward (1665-1728), whose 
experience of examining fossils led him to conclude that not only were the 
mysterious ‘thunderbolts’ not heavenly creations, but they also could not have 
possibly been the product of geologic sedimentation processes, thereby affirming 
their humanness. Woodward’s assessment in this sense employed a comparative 
approach akin to that of Lafitau, though one between two ‘unlikes,’ all while 
emphasizing the formal qualities of the flints. Furthermore, it is important to 
note here that the demystification of thunderbolts passed through two stages 
in fact; the first, where they were understood to be fossils and collected on such 
grounds as geologic evidence, and the second, where they had been recognized 
as ancient stone tools.51 
 The most infamous case of research on ‘thunderbolts’ however occurred due 
to a chance discovery in 1685 of a tomb, in the French town of Cocherel, where 
a large number of the stone axes had been buried alongside the remains of twelve 
skeletons. The priest Dom Bernard de Monfaucon, a renowned antiquarian and 
scholar with a broad knowledge of Roman antiquities, examined the finds that 
had been, favorably enough, excavated by his brother, Robert le Prévôt.52 His 
subsequent 1719 publication, L’Antiquité Expliquée et Représentée en Figures, 
dedicated a chapter to prehistoric ruins where he concluded that the tools of 
Cocherel had belonged to “some barbarous nation, that knew not yet the use 
either of iron or of any metal.”53 Of note is the manner by which Monfaucon 
arrived at his conclusion, for he drew upon both ethnographic and textual 
evidence dealing with such tools; furthermore, he noted that though the stones 
were of different kinds and colors they all shared in the same shape, having a 
perforation on one end so as to be hafted by a wooden handle.54 His account 
as such employed a mix of the various methodologies outlined above.
 What all these methodologies have in common, however, is their reliance 
on the analytical powers of association. The work of Michel Mercati, the 16th 
century Superintendent of the Vatican Botanical Garden and physician to Pope 
Clement VII, serves as a prime example; for he had access to the Vatican’s 
extensive natural history collection of geological specimen and ethnographical 
material from the New World – a sort of elaborate Wunderkammer.55 It is not 
clear whether Mercati conducted any travels himself, nevertheless despite the 
lack of such evidence, it can be safely concluded that the space of the collection 
itself served as his guide, affording him the possibility of finding the similarities 
between items that would have otherwise never had any contact. Aided by the 
expanding colonial campaign, wholly alien worlds were thus being put into 
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confrontation with one another – the Wunderkammer placing them side by side 
awaiting the necessary conjunctions to be drawn. Such in fact is a foundational 
principle of archaeological classification and typological dating (see below); 
namely that “like goes with like” – or, to employ Plato’s earlier definition of the 
matter, the ‘simile in multis’ (see “Chapter Three”). In his Metallotheca, the 
museum of minerals which was to be published posthumously, Mercati thus 
notes that the strange chipped stones were “beaten out of the hardest flints, to 
be used for the madness of war.”56

 The realization that ‘thunderbolts’ were man made tools had grave 
implications, however, which required explanation; for, on the one hand, a 
reason had to be given as to why the tools were fashioned out of stone instead of 
iron, seeing that the latter is a much more superior material, and, on the other 
hand, the historical account of these tools had to be resolved with that of the 
Bible, for since the creation of Adam in the book of Genesis, no mention of stone 
tools is made.57 In light of these two altercations, Mercati offered a degenerative 
view of mankind, where the knowledge of metallurgy was lost by nations who 
had migrated into areas where iron was not a readily available resource – a view 
in which Monfaucon of Cocherel also shares.58 This model in fact echoes the 
one held by Plato in his Timeaus and Laws, where after the deluge, only the 
pastoral communities living in the mountains survived and had to reinvent the 
art of metallurgy (see note 108, “Chapter Two”). More inventive explanations, 
involving the deluge, albeit the one described in the biblical account of Noah, 
were offered still. Woodward, the aforementioned British geologist, held that 
many people-groups had become barbarized after the great flood and lost the art 
on account of their feverish occupation with survival in the wild, writing, “In 
so calamitous a condition, iron might be perfectly forgot, and the knowledge of 
it quite worn out.”59 Similarly, Mahudel, whose paper emphasized the material 
properties of the stone, maintained that there were two extended periods of 
time where stone was used, one directly after the creation, and another after 
the deluge.60

 A more radical alternative presented itself nevertheless. Ceased upon by the 
Frenchman Isaac de La Peyrère, he challenged the whole of the biblical account 
in favor of a ‘pre-Adamite’ race with whom he associated the ‘thunderbolts.’ 
Such a view was presented in his aptly titled 1656 book, The Pre-Adamites, 
or an Essay on Verses Twelve, Thirteen and Fourteen of the Letters of Paul to the 
Romans.61 Though he was pressured by ecclesiastical authorities to retract his 
statements, La Peyrère’s hypothesis opened the door for the realization that 
man himself could be of a greater antiquity than the biblical figure of Adam. A 
corollary thesis developed out of this notion of a pre-Adamite race, namely one 

of ‘polygenesis,’ which sought not only to explain the lack of biblical mention of 
stone tools, but also, in the work of certain proponents, the existence of many 
human races – and potentially different species altogether. The theory itself was 
not new, for it had originally been posited by Gilluame de Conches in the 12th 
century and later adopted by Giordano Bruno in the 16th century, whose fate 
was the stake. La Peyrère’s evidentiary argument, however, gave the position a 
more solid ground upon which to stand.62      
 The case for the antiquity of mankind would not be definitively made 
until the early 19th century, when a French director of customs by the name 
of Jacques Boucher de Perthes (1788-1868), working at his post in the town 
of Abbeville in the Somme Valley, began investigating the gravel quarries and 
canal cuts which revealed the deposit structure of the nearby Somme river. 
Following the premature death in 1830 of a local doctor, Casimir Picard, who 
had reported the finding of ancient stone tools in the region, Boucher followed 
Picard’s lead when, in 1837, he came across what are now designated as lower 
Paleolithic hand axes deeply embedded in the ancient riverbed’s gravel deposits 
which also contained the bones of extinct mammals.63 The stratification of the 
gravel terraces was exposed to open air, affording Boucher a clear view of its 
various layers; furthermore, there were multiple sites where such a stratified 
cut could be examined, thus providing him the opportunity to interrelate the 
finds between two different formations.64 His findings were published four years 
later in an 1841 paper that argued conclusively for both the humanness of the 
stone tools as well as their great antiquity, since they could now be related to 
animal remains whose age was more certain. By relation, the age of man had 
now secured its possession of a great antiquity on par with that of the extinct 
wooly mammoths. Boucher’s argument for the antiquity of man attempted to 
operate within the biblical account of the flood nevertheless, for he argued that 
the figures of Adam and Eve had been the product of a second form of creation 
which occurred long after the flood, for the uncovered stone axes must have 
been deposited well before “the cataclysm that gave our country its present 
configuration.”65 To cleanse his hands of the implications his work bore on the 
events in the book of Genesis, he appropriately concludes: “Let us not bargain 
over the duration of ages; let us believe that the days of the creation, those days 
that began before our sun, were the days of God, the interminable days of the 
world. Let us remember, finally, that for this eternal God a thousand centuries 
are no more than one second.”66 His views would later be expounded upon in 
1847 with the publication of a more substantial work bearing the title Celtic 
and Antediluvian Antiquities.67 Despite his attempts to appease the generally 
accepted historical account, it was not until the spring of 1859, however, when 
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46. Coupes longitudinal et transversal, Jacques Boucher de Perthes
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a series of prominent English geologists and archaeologists visited the site at 
the Somme valley to observe Boucher’s findings first hand, that his theory of 
human antiquity was corroborated and came to be widely accepted. Among 
these visitors was most notably a man by the name of Charles Lyell, whose book 
dealing with the geology of the earth had offered a similarly revolutionary theory 
concerning the age of the Earth (see below where Lyell’s work is presented).  
 The proceedings of the visit were documented and read before the Royal 
Society in London, by another scholar, Joseph Prestwich, who had visited the site 
on a separate occasion in the accompaniment of the then-young John Evans – 
father of the British archaeologist, Arthur Evans, responsible for the postulation 
of the Linear B script and its subsequent finding in the site of Knossos on the 
island of Crete (see “Chapter Four”). Prestwich made reference to a much earlier 
and lesser known paper published in a 1797 issue of the periodical Archaeologia 
by an English antiquary John Frere, wherein he described a collection of 
Acheulean hand axes having been found together with the bones of unknown 
animals at a depth of four meters in a clay pit dug at Hoxne in Suffolk.68 
Though in fact Boucher’s findings were a corroboration of Frere’s earlier ones, 
it is the Frenchman who is acknowledged to be the ‘founder of prehistory.’ The 
reason for this is that Frere failed to draw a conjunction between the manmade 
tools and the antiquity of the ‘unknown’ animal remains; the findings were 
thereby admissible within the contemporary historical framework. Though 
he alluded to the idea, human antiquity was not necessitated in his analysis 
and demanded no further discussion.69 As such, the determining criterion, 
by which a statement acquires its veracity, lies in its ability to formulate a 
necessary conjunction, one between an established fact – the ‘visible’ – and a yet 
unintelligible piece of information – the ‘hidden.’ If in our discussion of Varro 
we recognized a conjunction between man and the earth, here in the work of 
the Enlightenment antiquaries, we recognize one between man and the tool – 
the apparatus by which man negotiates the earth.  

The Visible and the Conjectural

In the hitherto presented accounts of excavation and archaeological analysis, the 
pursuit of the ‘visible’ has the framework of the ‘hidden’ for its starting point. 
That is to say that regardless of how empirical the motivations of the excavator 
may be, they are always based upon a conjectural theory as to what might be 
uncovered – such is the preliminary impetus driving the excavation efforts. It 
was in fact the 19th century German businessman, Heinrich Schliemann, who 
first sought to link the ‘hidden’ with the ‘visible,’ for up until his excavation 

work at Hissarlik in western Turkey, the Greek cities mentioned by Homer in 
his Iliad were considered by the learned scholars of the time to be mere works of 
fiction, successfully demonstrating their narrator’s oratory powers of invention. 
Schliemann however, lacking the sufficient academic background, proceeded to 
conduct an excavation campaign in search for the mythical city of Troy. By 1869 
he had located the city in Turkey before moving on, two years later, to dig at 
Mycenae in Greece, where no one had thought to inter the remains of the city 
from beneath the soil of the infamous lion-gate standing proud of the earth for 
all to witness. Schliemann’s archaeological investigations thus had the mythical 
as their foundation and sought to confirm their existence. Similarly, it was due 
to a question of whether the early Greeks inhabiting Schliemann’s cities had 
developed any form of literacy, that the British Archaeologist formulated a theory 
concerning the existence of two linear scripts, A and B, based on fragmentary and 
uncorroborated finds. Such was the impetus for the excavation program that he 
conducted alongside his father on the island of Crete, following its independence 
in 1898. There, engraved on the walls of the palace of Knossos they were greeted 
with the evidence of what they had pursued. To the extent that the narrational 
account of the textual prefigured the discovery of the built – a notion whose 
philosophical implications we thoroughly investigated in “Chapter Two,” it was 
also an ancient Greek traveler’s description combined with textual references 
found in Egyptian papyri, that guided the excavation work of Auguste Mariette 
(1821-1881) – who had been appointed as director general of the newly founded 
National Antiquities Service in Egypt – of the underground Serapeum at the 
Giza site of Saqqara, where the Sphynx had barely peered its head above the 
sand.70 Not only in the ancient lands of the Mediterranean basin was this the 
case, but also the medieval Viking sagas contained insightful clues that aided 
the duo team of Helge and Anne Stine Ingstad in their archaeological work 
at the Viking settlement of L’Anse aux Meadows in the Canadian province of 
Newfoundland.71 Furthermore, as early as the 15th century, German scholars 
like Philip Kluver found a useful reference in Cornelius Tacitus’ account of their 
land, the Germania, which in turn served as a guide to identify potential sites 
of otherwise precocious excavation activities.72 
 In such cases where the excavation work did not have the figure of myth for 
its origin, it was pursued by virtue of an inkling as to the presence of a hidden 
object of interest that necessitated uncovering. In 1710, when the Prince of 
Elboeuf received notice that worked marble artifacts of possible Roman antiquity 
had been found, he conducted excavations on the site by means of shafts and 
tunnels believing himself to have finally located the long lost city of Pompeii, 
he had instead unearthed the nearby site of Herculaneum.73 His motivations, 
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though mercantile –  seeking to collect works of art, were nevertheless informed 
by a preliminary definition of what lay beneath the earth. Still further, even 
when the object of excavation is partly visible, piercing the surface of its soil – 
and seemingly obviating the need for a hypothesis to be posed, a definition of 
the content of what is being excavated is nevertheless required. Such was in fact 
the case for Robert Le Prévôt, Monfaucon’s brother encountered earlier, who 
first began quarrying near the top of a south-facing slope overlooking the river 
in Cocherel, in search for stone building material to repair a lock gate. It was 
only after his workmen dug out the two protruding stones, that they chanced 
upon a third one covering the ancient tomb beneath its surface. Regardless of 
whether the intended object is found, a definition of its nature – by means 
of a descriptive hypothesis or an end instrumental cause – is always required. 
Here we may recall the aforementioned ‘criterion of falsification’ theorized by 
Karl Popper (see note 77, “Chapter Two”), for it is only following from such a 
condition of falsification that archaeology may begin its investigatory operations. 
Perhaps the example of Le Prévôt’s chance discovery is most apt at illustrating this 
criterion. To this extent, the two prominent authors, Willey and Sabloff, note 
in their 1974 work A History of American Archaeology that the nascent stages of 
archaeological excavations may be generally characterized as being ‘speculative’ 
in nature – speculative here intended of course in its modern connotation of 
‘conjectural’ unlike its ancient Greek counterpart emphasizing sight, as we had 
presented at the outset of this chapter.  
 This need for a preliminary conjecture is perhaps best established by the 
18th century Scottish enlightenment thinker Dugald Stewart, who in his 1793 
Account of the Life and Writings of Adam Smith, provides us with a lucid definition 
of the task at hand:
 

When, in such a period of society as that in which we live, we 
compare our intellectual acquirements, our opinions, manners, 
and institutions, with those which prevail among rude tribes, 
it cannot fail to occur to us as an interesting question, by what 
gradual steps that transition has been made from the first simple 
efforts of uncultivated nature, to a state of things so wonderfully 
artificial and complicated … On most of these subjects very 
little information is to be expected from history; for long before 
that stage of society when men began to think of recording their 
transactions, many of the most important steps of their progress 
have been made. A few insulated facts may perhaps be collected 

from the casual observations of travelers, who have viewed the 
arrangements of rude nations; but nothing, it is evident, can 
be obtained in this way, which approaches to a regular and 
connected detail of human improvement. 
In this want of direct evidence, we are under a necessity of 
supplying the place of fact by conjecture; and when we are unable 
to ascertain how men have actually conducted themselves upon 
particular occasions, of considering in what manner they are 
likely to have proceeded, from the principles of their nature, 
and the circumstances of their external situation. In such 
inquiries the detached facts which travels and voyages afford us, may 
frequently serve as land-marks to our speculations; and sometimes 
our conclusions a priori, may tend to confirm the credibility of 
facts, which, on a superficial point of view, appears to have be 
doubtful or incredible …
To this species of philosophical investigation, which has no 
appropriate name in our language, I shall take the liberty of 
giving the title of Theoretic or Conjectural History; An expression 
which coincides pretty nearly in its meaning with that of Natural 
History, as employed by Mr. Hume, and with what some French 
writers have called Histoire Raisonnée.74 

What Stewart has in mind is perhaps akin in its methodology to the conjectural 
account of Diodorus of Sicily, who rightly observed in the wilderness of nature 
that a progression from the primitive to the advanced needed to have taken 
place. Though Stewart and his fellow authors may have satisfied themselves 
with the postulation of such theories in place of empirical evidence – evidence, 
which as we noted in discussing Hume, had been voided of all its value, since 
the necessary connections between cause and effect were deemed to be nothing 
more that constant conjunctions spurred on by habitual custom (see note 17, 
“Chapter One”) – it is the task of archaeology, in turn, to provide such empirical 
evidence. As noted however, all pursuit of the empirical has the conjectural as 
its point of departure. In this regard, the mythological accounts of the ancient 
Greeks, which aided excavations around the Mediterranean basin, needed to be 
supplemented by a new series of hypothetical accounts that had the, otherwise 
unrecorded, activities of prehistoric peoples for their subject matter. For it is only 
by virtue of such postulations that the ever-growing research arm of archaeology 
could identify its hidden object of pursuit.    
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The Visible and the Origin

The realization that there exists an age that had not been recorded by man, but 
rather precedes any literary account of man’s activities, opened the horizon for 
the definition of a wholly different era in man’s existence – one, which man had 
seemingly forgotten and needed to reclaim. It was John Lubbock, writing in 
1865, shortly after Boucher de Perthes’ discovery of man’s antiquity had been 
acknowledged by the Royal Society in London, who describes the magnitude 
of what had been achieved: “While we have been straining our eyes to the East, 
and eagerly watching excavations in Egypt and Assyria, suddenly a new light 
has arisen in the midst of us; and the oldest relics of men yet discovered have 
occurred, not among the ruins of Nineveh or Heliopolis, not on the Sandy Plains 
of the Nile or the Euphrates, but in the pleasant valleys of England and France, 
along the banks of the Seine and the Somme, the Thames and Waveney.”75 Such 
was the opening statement in a chapter dealing with ‘the antiquity of man’; 
the book had the momentous title of Prehistoric Times. This was in fact the 
first time that the term was employed, but more important than its coinage is 
its transformation of what Boucher had hitherto designated as ‘antediluvian’; 
for it endowed the period with the status of an autonomous entity, whose 
characteristics are different from those of ‘historical times.’ 
 What existed as such were two periods standing at opposite ends of the 
temporal spectrum, modern and prehistoric, whose gaping parity had to be 
somehow reconciled. The obvious question had presented itself: how did man 
reach such a modern state from such meager origins? The same question that 
Dugald Stewart asked earlier (see above). Lubbock was a neighbor and close 
correspondent of Charles Darwin, whose On the Origin of Species of 1859 and 
The Descent of Man, published later in 1871, provided a biological account of 
an evolutionary process at play, one in which a clear progression in the form 
of a species – until its eventual transformation into a new one – could be 
apprehended. The notion of evolution was itself not Darwin’s contribution, 
what he offered however was the mechanism by which its processes operated; 
namely a principle of ‘natural selection’ marked by a struggle for life which 
“almost inevitably causes much extinction of the less improved forms of life.”76 
In their struggle for existence, the surviving individuals of a particular species 
would in turn pass on their advantageous traits – or ‘favorable variations’ as 
Darwin terms them – to their offspring; the process of selection thus follows a 
‘principle of inheritance’ and operates on the generational scale – a slow process 
by Darwin’s own admission.77 
 In Darwin’s biological account, Lubbock found an explanation for the 

difference in the material culture of both times, modern and prehistoric; he thus 
maintained that human groups had become different due to a biological process 
of natural selection, rather than a cultural one of variation. What this meant for 
him was that the technological inferiority of the ‘modern savages’ of the New 
World – as he termed them, betrayed a biologically primitive intellectual and 
emotional capacity to develop and utilize culture. Modern Europeans were thus, 
in his view, biologically superior to other peoples, who had, by virtue of their 
isolation, survived the process of natural selection, and whose contemporaneous 
existence only served as evidence of a much earlier evolutionary stage.78 That 
material culture could be explained in biological terms was afforded by the 
principle of ‘psychic unity’ – foundational to evolutionary thought, which 
posited that humans at the same stage of development, regardless of their age, 
generally respond to similar stimuli in much the same manner. It is important 
to note that the notion itself – as shall be demonstrated below – does not 
emphasize a biological evolution of species, rather an intellectual one that occurs 
across the lived existence of a single species. Lubbock, however, subverts the 
link that is established between biological definition and intellectual production 
to serve as evidence of biological evolution within the human species rather 
than an intellectual one. The principle of ‘psychic unity’ as such lends itself to 
misinterpretation that some scholars consider Lubbock to have rejected the 
principle.79 
 Nevertheless, notwithstanding its semantic peculiarities, the germs of such 
a notion are perhaps first evident in Auguste Comte’s writings a century earlier 
in France, where in his book Course of Positive Philosophy, a law concerning the 
progression of human thought is presented, whereby it passes through a series 
of three definitive stages: theological, metaphysical, and positive – each more 
advanced in degree than the previous.80 Comte’s evolutionary model may thus 
be described as epistemological in nature. Similarly, in the 18th century, the 
Scottish historian, William Robertson, had made a survey of various cultures in 
the Eastern hemisphere as well as the Americas where he emphasized a similarity 
in their ritualistic practices.81 It is in fact such a ‘theoretic’ or ‘conjectural’ model 
to which Stewart was referring at the time of writing his Account. The term itself 
would not find linguistic expression until its definition in the work of Adolf 
Bastian, who, after embarking upon a series of voyages in 1851, published a 
three volume historical account titled Man in History, wherein he emphasized 
the universal presence of a set of elementary ideas (‘Elementargedanken’) 
in which all of mankind shared, thus affording them such ‘psychic unity.’82 
Though Comte’s exposition is purely philosophical in contrast with Bastian’s 
ethnographic observations, implicit in both authors’ definitions of the matter is 
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that man’s developmental stage – intellectual not biological – predisposes him 
to hold certain ideas and beliefs. An analysis of such belief systems is offered 
in the work of Edward Burnett Tylor, whose 1871 book Primitive Culture, 
examined the origins of religious beliefs, attributing them to a primitive state of 
animism from which monotheistic faith later developed. Such an evolutionary 
scale of beliefs corresponds in turn to the progression from a state of savagery to 
civilization. Tylor’s American counterpart, Lewis Henry Morgan, would shortly 
thereafter espouse the same view in his 1877 publication, Ancient Society, where 
society evolves from savagery, to barbarism, before reaching its culmination in 
a civilized state.83 What both Tylor and Morgan achieved, in this regard, was a 
societal model of evolution analogous to the biological one of Darwin and the 
epistemological one of Comte. Notwithstanding their societal repercussions or 
colonialist implications, of note to our discussion is that it was such a newly 
theorized model of man’s historical existence that came to replace the ancient 
texts, which had hitherto served as references in defining and subsequently 
explaining the ‘hidden’ objects of archaeological investigation.   
 In so far as evolutionary thought sought to explain the conspicuous 
similarities within the material cultures of various prehistoric peoples by means 
of their supposed ‘psychic unity,’ a counter model – historically successive to 
the evolutionary one – sought to explain such congruencies by means of the 
mercantile interactions between those different people groups, emphasizing 
as such trade and migration. What is designated as ‘diffusionist’ thought 
maintained that a particular set of ideas along with its material culture can 
trace its roots back to a single origin, from which it subsequently spread – or 
‘diffused’ – into the various regions of the earth. For instance, according to such 
a position, the megaliths of Wiltshire are not to be understood as the product of 
the ancient Britons, rather the imitative transmission of much earlier megalithic 
structures found in the Near East – a ‘diffusionist’ explanation that was offered 
around the turn of the 20th century.84 Diffusionism, in this sense, equalized 
the societal – and at times racial – evolution, evident in the writings of Tylor, 
by being indifferent to man’s ‘psychic’ input. Man’s role is thus understood in 
terms of his capacity to transmit – or act as a carrier, rather than to create. 
To the extent that man is deemphasized on account of the material, any 
evolutionary explanations that were offered by diffusionist thinkers, operated 
on the typological and stylistic level, not the biological or societal one. Such 
was the case for the great synthesizer of European prehistory, Oscar Montelius 
(1843-1921), whose seminal 1903 work Die typologische Methode (The Typological 
Method) established an evolutionary sequence of stylistic traits that were evident 
across a series of material artifacts. Bronze brooches, for instance, are organized 

in terms of their form, having their origin as simple pins, before ‘growing’ two 
peripheral ear lobes, that become subsequently more pronounced, and assume 
their final form resembling a set of ‘wings.’ It is important to note that the 
typological sequence presented by Montelius is evolutionary only in terms 
of style however, as opposed to time; for, prior to organizing the excavated 
artifacts based on type, they were first organized chronologically.85 (The link 
between two, typological and temporal, shall be addressed in our subsequent 
discussion of dating methodologies). Though Montelius’ typological method of 
analysis operated on the scale of the regional – organizing bronze age artifacts 
collected from closed contexts such as burial sites – the diffusionist scheme was 
apprehended on the trans-regional scale, ordering them into a greater sequence, 
which, as Montelius incessantly maintains, has its origin in the Near East.86 
 This emphasis on the artifact, as opposed to its artificer, had also been 
afforded by the fact that the prehistoric artifacts in question belonged to a 
nameless people, ones whose only evidence and definition can be pursued 
in the material. If the Montelian method paid no regard to the culture to 
whom the artifacts may be attributed, it was in the subsequent work of the 
Australian archaeologist, Gordon Childe (1892-1957), that a culture was to be 
understood in terms of its material form. Childe upheld Montelius’ diffusionist 
model but introduced to it the concept of an archaeological culture, a term 
he borrowed from the German philologist Gustav Kossinna and defined as 
“certain types of remains – pots, implements, ornaments, burial sites, house 
forms – constantly recurring together. Such a complex of regularly associated 
traits we shall term a ‘cultural group’ or just a ‘culture.’ We assume that such a 
complex is the material expression of what today would be called a ‘people.’”87 
In much the same manner as Montelius was able to recognize a trans-regional 
diffusion of material forms through studying the regional, Childe’s emphasis 
on the particularities of each material culture, within the whole of the mosaic, 
allowed him to see the migrations of peoples, albeit unidentified ones, in the 
archaeological record.88 This emphasis on the peculiarities of each culture, 
evident in the work of the diffusionist thinkers, may also be understood against 
its definition by the evolutionist thinkers; for, in emphasizing the ‘psychic unity’ 
of mankind, the term culture was strictly used in its singular form, betraying 
the conception of an ultimate ideal.89 Adamantly opposed to such a broad set 
of universal definitions, the German anthropologist working in North America, 
Franz Boas (1858-1942), understood culture to be defined in accidental terms, 
its characteristic particularities brought about by chance diffusionary episodes.90 
 Implicit in the explanatory schemes of Childe and Montelius, perhaps more 
pronounced in Boas, is the identification of the origin as the primary cause for 
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47. Typological sequence, Oscar Montelius

all subsequent particularities and cultural definitions. Unlike the evolutionary 
model which identifies man as the active agent, or efficient cause – to employ 
Aristotle’s designation (see note 144, “Chapter Three”), the diffusionist one 
explains the formal determinacy of a particular culture by retracing its origin. 
In so far as this origin plays a role in evolutionary thought, it is a derogatory 
one which is derided as primitive. If it was in fact investigated, it was on the 
grounds of providing evidence of the primitive state of the savage, as is evident 
in Baldwin Spencer’s description of the Australian Aboriginals: “Australia is 
the present home and refuge of creatures often crude and quaint, that have 
elsewhere passed away and given place to higher forms. This applies equally to 
the Aboriginal as to the platypus and kangaroo. Just as the platypus, laying its 
eggs and feebly suckling its young, reveals a mammal in the making, so does the 
Aboriginal show us, at least in broad outline, what early man must have been 
like before he learned to read and write, domesticate animals, cultivate crops 
and use a metal tool. It has been possible to study in Australia human beings 
that still remain on the culture level of men of the Stone Age.”91 Such was also 
the strategy employed by fellow evolutionary scholars as Daniel Wilson and 
the aforementioned Lubbock, who investigated the origins of man in pursuit 
of evidentiary support for their arguments.92 What was truly idealized however 
was the end goal of evolution, its telos, as Lubbock notes in the concluding 
remarks of his work Prehistoric Times: “Even in our own time we may hope to 
see some improvement, but the unselfish mind will find its highest gratification 
in the belief that, whatever may be the case with ourselves, our descendants will 
understand many things which are hidden from us now, will better appreciate 
the beautiful world in which we live, avoid much of that suffering to which we 
are subject, enjoy many blessings of which we are not yet worthy, and escape 
many of those temptations which we deplore, but cannot wholly resist.”93

 By contrast, the diffusionist model lends itself to an idealization of the origin, 
such that in extreme cases of the theory, a devolution – or degeneration – occurs 
as the material form grows in distance from its emanating source of origin, 
becoming diluted as it were. Such a ‘hyper-diffusionist’ explanation was offered 
by Grafton Eliot Smith (1871-1937), the British physician teaching anatomy at 
the University of Cairo, who had studied ancient Egyptian embalming practices. 
He argued that all such practices were native to the land, reaching their most 
advanced form in Egypt before spreading to other parts of the world as far as 
South America and degenerating in the process. This understanding was not 
limited to rituals, but extended to the Egyptian pyramid, whose geometrically 
ideal form was understood as the predecessor of a much later and inferior stepped 
American ziggurat.94 In so far as the diffusionist model endowed the origin 
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with the capacity to represent an ideal past, it was employed polemically by 
racist scholars to identify the people of their choice as the original race. Gustav 
Kossinna thus claimed that civilization had in fact originated in prehistoric 
Germany and could thereby be attributed to a pure Nordic – or Aryan – race.95 
In both Smith and Kossinna’s theories, the pronounced distinctions between 
diffusionism and evolutionism certainly become blurred.        
 Nevertheless, the heavy emphasis placed on the origin, in the case of 
diffusionist thought, stems from the fact that it is the sole entity in which 
a cause may be identified. The origin is as such approached as the first-cause 
evident in Leibniz’s ‘law of sufficient reason’ (see note 41, “Chapter One”). 
Furthermore, the origin can only be singular in nature, such that all similar 
phenomena, regardless of their spatial disparity, must be somehow explained 
in its terms. A corollary implication of such an attitude is that man lacks the 
necessary inventive capacity and agency by which to affect any influence on 
his material culture, much to the contrary, he is understood as a passive actor 
within a larger process of gradual change. What arises out of this view however 
is the issue of accounting for sudden changes, for seismic shifts cannot be 
explained in terms of the gradually impending. Though the issue is avoided 
by most thinkers of the school, it is addressed head on by Childe in his 1936 
work Man Makes Himself, where he proposes that there had been a ‘Neolithic 
revolution’ that gave rise to the first agricultural practices, i.e. the development 
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of food production and its subsequent storage, along with the domestication of 
animals and livestock. Similarly, a subsequent ‘urban revolution’ soon followed 
thereafter, where complex societies inhabiting towns and cities had their first 
formation. To the extent that such phenomena were explained in revolutionary 
terms, Childe evinces the incorporation of yet another man’s theories; namely, 
Karl Marx.96 Despite the definitive postulation of these two causes, the best that 
diffusionist thought was able to put forth as a means of explaining transitions 
across particular material cultures come in the form of their classification, such 
that a supposed cause is hinted at but never clearly identified, it is only elicited 
inasmuch as change is discernable – the same logical position which Leibniz’s 
aforementioned law assumes. Montelius as such had, by 1903, subdivided the 
European Neolithic into four periods, the Bronze Age into six periods, and the 
Iron Age into ten periods. The importance of such a classificatory model is that it 
is trans-regional in scope and developed geographical ‘crossties’ to interrelate the 
specific regions, aiding thereby in loosely identifying a sequential – or ‘causative’ 
– chain of diffusion.97 Similarly Childe provided a similar classification, albeit 
functional, wherein he distinguished between domestic artifacts, which reflected 
regional tastes and were therefore more resistant to change, and utilitarian tools, 
whose use and technological modifications caused them to diffuse rapidly from 
one group to another. His distinction is thus between two rates of diffusionist 
synchronicities.98

49. Sequence of Danubian cultures, Gordon Childe
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 In so far as the diffusionist model makes use of typological analysis, it is 
important to differentiate between the two; for the former seeks to offers an 
explanatory scheme in terms of a cause and effect relationship – the origin 
and its emanating scope of influence – whereas the latter concerns itself 
with organizing the material culture along the framework of the diffusionist 
model. Granted, typology, in itself, qualifies as a mode of thought, much like 
diffusionism, in that it establishes a certain formal relationship between the 
artifacts under investigation – i.e. it observes them in such stylistic terms, but a 
crucial distinction between the two is that the typological method may disprove 
the diffusionist model. Typology is as such a tool of verification, notwithstanding 
its shortcomings, which the diffusionist account imposes upon itself. 
 What the diffusionist model reacted against in the evolutionary one, came 
to be championed once more in a subsequent model of archaeological thought 
identified as ‘processualism’ or simply the ‘New Archaeology’; for it sought to 
shift the focus anew on the artificer behind the artifact; thereby reclaiming 
man’s active agency in affecting his own culture. In contrast to the evolutionary 
model, however, it sought to define the particularities of various human cultures 
rather than their supposed ‘psychic unity.’ As such, its object of investigation, 
in contrast to the previous two models presented, operated on the level of the 
individual culture emphasizing its essence, rather than the shift between the 
two emphasizing a process of change. The main thesis of the New Archaeology 
is that the cultural definition of a particular people-group is manifested in the 
means by which they adapt to their environmental surroundings. Culture is 
thereby defined as the tool which man wields in mitigating his internal self 
with his external surroundings; the dialogue between the two occurs through 
material culture. What this means, in theory, is that a close investigation of 
an archaeological site’s material remains should reveal something about how 
its people conducted their lives and negotiated the forces of their surrounding 
environment. Furthermore, to arrive at its conclusions, the examined material 
artifacts had to be complimented by an understanding of the systematic processes 
which define this external environment in question. 
 The American archaeologist Kent Flannery, a proponent of the processual 
approach, defines this ‘New Archaeology’ in the following terms: “Members of 
the process school view human behavior as a point of overlap (or ‘articulation’) 
between a vast number of systems each of which encompasses both cultural and 
non-cultural phenomena – often much more of the latter. An Indian group, 
for example, may participate in a system in which maize is grown on a river 
floodplain that is slowly being eroded, causing the zone of the best farmland 
to move upstream. Simultaneously it may participate in a system involving 

a wild rabbit population whose density fluctuates in a 10-year cycle because 
of predators or disease. It may also participate in a system of exchange with 
an Indian group occupying a different kind of area from which it receives 
subsistence products at certain predetermined times of the year, and so on. 
All these systems compete for the time and energy of the individual Indian; 
the maintenance of his way of life depends on an equilibrium among systems. 
Culture change comes about through minor variations in one or more systems 
which grow, displace or reinforce others and reach equilibrium on a different 
plane. The strategy of the process school is therefore to isolate each system and 
study it as a separate variable. The ultimate goal of course is a reconstruction 
of the entire pattern of articulation, along with all related systems, but such 
complex analysis has so far proved beyond the powers of the process theorists.”99

 In effect, what the processual school constructed for itself was a model of 
a cultural system in whose framework they could interpret the artifacts. This 
methodology followed in fact what Carl Hempel identifies as the ‘deductive-
nomological method’ which maintains that a law – or ‘nomos’ – must be first 
established in order for phenomena to be deuced in light of its definition. Here, 
the nomos is the cultural system and the phenomena are the excavated artifacts. 
As it concerns our discussion of the visible, these three models of archaeological 
thought – evolutionary, diffusionist, and processual – present a profound 
epistemological problem; for on the one hand, their positing is necessary, as 
observed in the preceding section, but on the other hand they presuppose and 
anticipate the archaeological finds in their accounts thereof. The empirical 
pursuit becomes as such an apparatus for proving a theory rather than testing 
it as Popper ‘criterion of falsification’ maintains. Furthermore, it is important to 
note the pivotal role which the origin plays in all three models, for even if it is 
regarded as primitive, it is still pursued and offers a definitive point of reference. 
In this sense, the models may be understood as constructing a new narrative 
from their source of origin in much same manner as the role of tradition was 
challenged by Bacon’s pursuit of the source or the empirical origin. 

The Visible and the Surface

In so far as the conjectural theories presented above differ in their means of 
analysis, all assume the same logical framework of pursuing the ‘visible’ by 
presupposing an account of the ‘hidden’; the origin, as such, assumes a pivotal 
position in all of the theoretic models, whereby it is pursued either as an ultimate 
goal or serves as a point of departure. The shortcomings of such an anticipatory 
approach raise the question however of whether the ‘visible’ may be directly 



225224 Chapter 6: Archaeology of the Visiblepart III: empirical history

pursued without a presupposition of the ‘hidden’; such that it is not the deeply 
embedded origin – temporally embedded within the past, or spatially embedded 
within the earth – that serves as the foundational point, rather that which readily 
presents itself and appears on the surface.
 In the geological formation at Siccar point, the rocky precipice in Scotland’s 
Berwickshire overlooking the North Sea, the scholar and geologist James 
Hutton (1726-1797) identified such a surface, in whose investigation the a 
theoretical model could be elicited without the need to first posit one by means 
of conjecture. In fact, such a theory would be presented by Hutton in his 1785 
publication Theory of the Earth, to which he added two supplemental volumes 
prior to his death. In introducing the work, Hutton outlines the methodology 
of his research, remarking: “In what follows, therefore, we are to examine the 
construction of the present earth, in order to understand the natural operations 
of time past; to acquire principles, by which we may conclude with regard to 
the future course of things…” proceeding to note that his inquiry shall examine 
“strictly, upon scientific principles, what appears upon the surface, and [form 
in turn] conclusions concerning that which must have been transacted in 
some more central part.”100 Hutton’s emphasis on the present is perhaps already 
anticipated in our previous discussion of Thucydides, Varro, and Diodorus of 
Sicily, in whose work the past is elicited through observations concerning the 
conditions of the present. What the Scotsman emphasizes in his study of the 
present, however, is that the operations of the past are materially embedded 
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within it and are therefore readily intelligible – at least in the case of geological 
formations. The past, as such, need not be hypothetically inferred by any means 
of conjecture. Furthermore, in Hutton’s direct pursuit of the ‘surface of the 
earth’ as opposed to its ‘more central part,’ this inferential model of deriving 
the past from the present acquires a spatial metonym – as alluded to at the 
outset, whereby physically hidden tectonic operations occurring beneath the 
surface may nevertheless be elicited through an examination of that surface. 
This feature of Hutton’s methodology is decisive for the field of geology – and 
acknowledged as a momentous step in the development of its science; for, 
unlike its archaeological counterpart, the ‘hidden’ aspect of geological processes 
can never be excavated in the same manner as, perhaps, William Stukeley 
had undertaken in Wiltshire to understand the connect between the buried 
foundations and their superficial effect on crop formations (see above).  
 Before providing an account of his theory, there is yet another sense – pivotal 
to understanding Hutton’s work – with which he employs the term ‘origin.’ It 
appears in fact in a later historical synthesis, drawn up by his Scottish successor 
Charles Lyell – the same geologist who had visited Boucher’s site at the Somme 
valley (above) – where he notes, “Hutton was the first who endeavored to draw 
a strong line of demarcation between his favorite science and cosmogony, for he 
declared that geology was in nowise concerned ‘with questions as to the origin of 
things.’”101 The origin here in question is not a spatial one understood in relation 
to its surface, rather it is an origin understood as an instantaneous event, a 
historical moment, from which something emerged. Here it is the notion of an 
immutable origin as opposed to a continual process of emergence. The origin in 
question, against which Hutton stands, is the theory of ‘catastrophism’ which 
posits that the geological formations of the earth are the product of discrete 
catastrophic episodes followed by extended periods of calm stability, void of 
any change. Herein lies the crux of Hutton’s theory, for he maintains that 
“the operations of nature are equable and steady”: a theory that would later be 
identified as ‘uniformitarianism.’102 The model of which he conceives as such 
– one that is not only corroborated, but in fact derived from the geological 
‘angular unconformity’ found at Siccar point – is composed of three elements 
which are constantly in flux; these are: a solid body of earth, an aqueous body 
of sea, and an elastic fluid of air. Across the three of them a continuous process 
of generation, decay, and regeneration occurs. Hutton’s makes two observations 
in order to arrive at the innerworkings of this operation: firstly, he notes that “we 
find the marks of marine animals in the most solid parts of the earth” allowing 
us to safely assume that the solid parts of the earth had been formed after these 
animals had died and sank to the bottom of the sea; secondly, he notes that 
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the vegetable soil is constantly being removed from the surface of the earth its 
aqueous body, carried by that ‘elastic fluid of air’ which serves as “the proper 
means of circulation for the matter of this world.”103 What occurs as such are 
two process, one of generation whereby the once submerged marine animal has 
become fossilized and raised to the surface of the earth, and an opposite one of 
decay in which the solid body of the earth sinks into the sea. It is for this reason 
that he determined the constitution of the earth as that of an enlivened organism 
governed by “a reproductive operation, by which a ruined constitution may be 
again repaired” – a view that he had also developed in providing an account 
for the body’s vascular circulations, describing it accurately as a regenerative 
operation. As it relates to the origin in question, the spatially hidden one which 
can only be elicited from observing the superficial, Hutton states: “We are led, 
in this manner, to conclude, that all the strata of the earth…have had their origin 
at the bottom of the sea.”104

  The notion that the lithic mass of the earth had once been fluid in its 
composition is not the product of Hutton’s theory, rather it serves as the 
foundational principle for Nicolaus Steno’s investigation of the processes of 
stratigraphy. Much like Hutton, Steno (1638-1686), the ‘learned Dane’ whose 
researches were conducted a century earlier during his residence in Florence, 
evinced a dissatisfaction with the lack of empirical rigor that his contemporaries 
exhibited writing: “the very advocates of experiment have rarely had sufficient 
self-control to refrain either from casting aside even most certain fundamental 
facts of nature, or from considering the fundamental facts discovered by 
themselves as proved”105 – echoing the general sentiment of the scientific age 
that we had encountered earlier in discussing Bacon. It is in his dissertation 
on the formation of the earth, otherwise known as the Prodromus, that we are 
presented with three axioms that relate a sequence of how the strata of the 
earth have their origins at the bottom of the sea, as Hutton concludes. Firstly, 
Steno begins by observing a fundamental criterion; namely, that “at the time 
when any given stratum was being formed, all the matter resting upon it was 
fluid.”106 This means that when observing a set of strata, the lowest one is always 
the oldest for it had been deposited before the others were in existence. This 
axiom, identified as the ‘law of superposition’ is a simple yet crucial observation 
that would aid another Dane by the name of C.J. Thomsen in dating artifacts 
more than a century later (see below). Secondly, he observes that these strata 
which are being formed at the base of the water body are uniformly deposited 
and extend in all directions unless confined by other material: “At the time 
when any given stratum was being formed it was either encompassed on its 
sides by another solid substance, or it covered the entire spherical surface of the 

earth.”107 Though this axiom, known as the ‘principle of lateral continuity,’ may 
seem a bit conjectural in its supposition that a single homogeneous stratum can 
cover the earth’s entire sphere, the ‘universality’ of its coverage offers a rather 
helpful conceptual tool in relating otherwise separate sets of strata; i.e. the 
identification of a common stratum across both sets means that it was at one 
point in time continuous and can therefore be used in relatively dating both 
sets. This principle would in fact prove very useful for Charles Lyell, whose work 
we examine below. Lastly Steno notes, that in this composition of sequentially 
deposited strata, “the upper surface was parallel to the horizon, so far as possible; 
and that all strata, therefore, except the lowest, were bounded by two planes 
parallel to the horizon.”108 What is here described is known as the ‘principle of 
lateral continuity,’ which like its former counterpart proceeds from a common 
sense simulation of what occurs when matter sinks to the bottom of a sea. 
Unlike the two other principles, the third one presents a challenge, however, rather 
than a useful tool; for it invites the question concerning the non-horizontality of 
strata, which is to be observed in the geological formations surrounding us. What 
Steno offers in turn is akin to a catastrophist account, the one which Hutton and 
Lyell oppose; for he notes that such formations are either the product of a violent 
thrusting up of the strata brought about by a “sudden burning of subterranean 
gases,” or are alternatively caused by “the spontaneous slipping or downfall of 
the upper strata.”109 In this regard, Steno proceeds to identify three types of 
mountains, block or fault mountains, volcanic mountains, and mountains of 
erosion – asserting in the process that there is “no growing of mountains” in 
the same manner as an animal bone grows. What is here of interest is not the 
accuracy of his geological classification, rather a counter opinion that Hutton 
offers concerning the matter, for he writes, “It will now be allowed us to observe 
that the notion of primitive, secondary and tertiary mountains, which has of late 
so much prevailed among philosophers or naturalists, is not well founded.”110 It 
is unclear whether Hutton was aware of Steno’s text, nevertheless, the disjunction 
between the two views points to a problem with which ‘uniformitarianism’ 
has to contend. A similar question had already been posed in our discussion 
of diffusionism, whereby the predicament of accounting for sudden change 
within a uniform model was presented; for considered in its most absolute 
definition, Hutton’s uniformitarian principle of ‘equable and steady’ change 
would not only suggest that no mountains should be upturned, but much 
further, that in its continuous sedimentary deposition, the whole mass of the 
earth would be constituted of one big block – a giant stratum so to say. To that 
extent, Hutton finds an explanation in the immensely compressive force of the 
‘aqueous body of sea’ which in conjunction with subterraneous cycles of extreme 



229228 Chapter 6: Archaeology of the Visiblepart III: empirical history

heat not only solidify the loose particulates into a set of individual strata, but 
dislodge them and move them about, albeit in a gradual fashion nevertheless. 
The veracity of his account notwithstanding, what is here of importance is the 
realization that the emphasis of all uniformly processual models –  geological, 
social, and even intellectual – lies on the formation process of the individual 
stratum; all subsequent forces of change and disruptive revolutions occur at 
the level of the interface between the strata rather than the stratum itself. Such 
unconformities however, according to these uniform models do not dictate the 
initial formation of the mass of the earth, or the material culture of a people, 
rather its subsequent transformation. 
 Similar to Hutton, Charles Lyell (1797-1875) in his 1833 encyclopedic work 
Principals of Geology, expresses the same views concerning uniformitarianism 
while allowing for episodic catastrophes arguing that the former constitutes the 
bulk of the earth’s geological formation: “The form of a coast, the configuration 
of the interior of a country, the existence and extent of lakes, valleys, and 
mountains, can often be traced to the former prevalence of earthquakes and 
volcanos in regions which have long been undisturbed…On the other hand, 
many distinguishing features of the surface may often be ascribed to the 
operation at a remote era of slow and tranquil causes – to the gradual deposition 
of sediment in a lake or in the ocean.”111 What we wish here to emphasize in Lyell’s 
work is its synthetical nature, for not only does he dedicate the first book of 
his work to outlining the history of geological theories up to his time, he offers 
a taxonomic classification of the different rock types in the fourth and final 
book – after having explored their various formations in the two intermediary 
books. The earth’s crust is in his account composed of three rock formations: 
granite rock, which is formed by crystallization; aqueous rock, which is formed 
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by sedimentation; and igneous rock, which is the ejecta matter of volcanic 
eruptions. Of interest however is the hierarchical sequence that he attributes to 
this classification, for the granite is identified as primary whereas the subsequent 
ones in the list bear the respective designations of secondary and tertiary. To this 
extent, Lyell even defines some transitionary rocks whose formations occurs in 
a shorter time span between the three main formations. As alluded to earlier 
in discussing Steno, what Lyell here achieves is the chronological definition 
of rock formations, such that in whatever context two of the three rock types 
may be found, an association of relative antiquity or novelty may be established 
between the strata in which these rock types appear. In short, Lyell’s geological 
classification offers a matrix of associations, one that can be established based on 
an inherent sort of timestamp with which the earth endows its ‘lithic offspring.’ 
In this regard, when Lyell discusses Steno’s law of superposition – which holds 
that the top layer is always more recent than the bottom one – he notes, “In 
regard to the age of volcanic formations, if we find a layer of tough ... Covering 
sedimentary strata, we may infer, with confidence, that the igneous rock is the 
more recent; But on the other hand, the superposition of aqueous deposits to a 
volcanic mass does not always prove that the superimposed beds to be of newer 
origin.”112 
 What allows Lyell to arrive at such insightful conclusions is a distinction 
that he makes, at the outset, between two types of evidence, ‘designed’ and 
‘undesigned’: “The analogy, however, of the monuments consulted in geology, 
and those available in history, extends no farther than to one class of historical 
monuments, –those which may be said to be undesignedly commemorative of 
former events…This class of memorials yields to no other in authenticity…But 
the testimony of geological monuments, if frequently imperfect, possesses at 
least the advantage of being free from all suspicions of misrepresentation.”113 
Herein, Lyell identifies a marked advantage which the geologist has over the 
historian. The qualms which Steno makes concerning his contemporary scholars 
not sufficiently forgoing their presuppositions, the aversion which Hutton 
evinced towards the discussion of the ‘genetic’ origin, as well as the issues 
posed in the sections prior dealing with the anticipatory distortions implicit 
in the construction of conjectural theories; all are disarmed in light of the 
geological formation’s undesigned ‘narrative.’ It is the geological method of 
analysis, perhaps of all the sciences, which affords such a clear illustration of 
the direct pursuit of the ‘visible’ as it presents itself on the surface.
 To the extent that geology offers a model of analysis, its methodology 
is adopted in archaeological stratigraphy, which seeks to understand the site 
through its stratigraphic stages of development, either ‘designed’ or ‘undesigned.’ 
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Developed by the British archaeologist Edward Harris in 1973, the ‘Harris 
Matrix’ devises a manner by which the nonuniformly deposited layers of an 
archaeological site under investigation may be properly excavated, documented, 
and studied. In his book, Principles of Archaeological Stratigraphy, after dealing 
with the geological definition of the matter, Harris offers his approach, wherein 
he compares it first to a systematic one, noting that in the 1930s “nearly all 
archaeologists excavated in ‘layers’ but most used arbitrary levels of 6 inches or 15 
centimeters.”114 In their effort of approaching their subject matter systematically, 
these archaeologists effectively destroyed their sites, for they imposed upon it a 
rigid geometric order that proved insensitive to the intricate form, with which 
the earth had covered their object of study and was thereby inattentive to its 
peculiar details. Harris argues in turn, that in much the same manner as the 
site’s stratigraphic formation had been accumulated in an undesigned fashion, its 
subsequent excavation and investigation should also be conducted is a similarly 
undesigned manner. What Harris advocates instead is a version of the grid-system 
developed by the British archaeologist Mortimer Wheeler towards the 1950s; 
for, in so far as it predefined the shape of its open-pit to be that of a grid, the 
actual process of excavation was laborious in that it entailed “peeling off [each] 
successive strata in conformity with the proper bed-lines and thus ensuring the 
accurate isolation of structural phases and relevant artifacts.”115 Evident in Harris’ 
distinction between the designed and undesigned, as it relates to excavation, is 
the notion of epoché which we had raised earlier in discussing the philosophy 
of Bacon (see note 103, “Chapter Two”). Here the archaeologist is tasked with 
suspending all his judgements and refrain from imposing any preorganized 
system or set of principles on his object of study; by contrast, the site offers up 
its own methodology as the archaeologist’s trowel taps its surface. 
 The same year that Harris had published his system of archaeological 
stratigraphy, an American archaeologist, by the name of Michael Schiffer, had 
been working on developing a methodology for ‘behavioral archaeology’, whose 
basic principles were set out in his 1973 dissertation, pursued at the University 
of Arizona, bearing the title Cultural Formation Processes of the Archaeological 
Record. Therein, he established a distinction between ‘C-transforms’ – cultural 
transformation processes and ‘N-transforms’ – natural transformation processes. 
The task of the archaeologist, according to Schiffer, is to elicit the specific 
behaviors of the peoples whose artifacts he is studying. Standing between him 
and that behavioral life are both sets of transformations. The critical moment 
for Schiffer occurs however when a site is abandoned by its peoples, it ceases 
becoming a ‘behavioral context’ and becomes an ‘archaeological context’ – a 
record waiting to be unraveled and relate its ‘behavioral account.’ The definitive 

52. Archaeological stratigraphy, Edward Harris
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characteristics of this record – immediately following its abandonment – are 
all C-transforms, i.e. “the discarding of worn-out tools and waste products, 
disposing of the dead, and abandoning unusable items.”116 In the span of 
time that it takes the archaeologist to uncover the site however, a series of 
N-transforms take their toll, burrowing on the record and eroding it. The task 
of the archaeologist, in Schiffer’s view as such, is to clearly distinguish between 
the two processes, and try to overcome the obstacle with which the natural 
distorts the cultural. Thus, though Schiffer draws the same distinction between 
designed and undesigned, which Lyell and Harris make, he understands the 
latter to be a hinderance.  

Dating the Visible

Despite their parities, underlying both the conjectural and geological models 
of analysis is an emphasis on a constant rate of developmental change, such 
that the subject matter in question is understood in relation to some ongoing 
process. By virtue of its relationship to its subject matter, if such an underlying 
process – evolutionary, diffusionist, uniformitarianist – is understood to be 
the actual cause of change and development, rather than merely an abstracted 
model that aids in analysis, then the classification of the process (cause) is 
tantamount to the categorical definition of the subject matter itself. Temporal 
by nature, the classification of any process involves the identification of a certain 
chronological sequence. 
 Such an implication of time has already been encountered in discussing 
Steno’s law of superposition as well as Lyell’s division of rock formations into 
distinctly successive periods. The interest of archaeology, however, lies in the 
cultural rather than the natural, such that it is the material culture which requires 
a chronological classification. In the work of the Danish scholar Christian 
Jürgensen Thomsen (1788-1865), such a union between the culturally material 
and the geologically stratified would take place. Entrusted with the task of 
devising a cataloguing system for the 1816 inaugural opening of the Danish 
Museum of Northern Antiquities – one that had been amassing a collection 
of prehistoric antiquities from all over Denmark for nine years – Thomsen 
organized the artifacts in the exhibition into a division of three classes: stone, 
bronze, and iron. Aided by the fact that many of the artifacts collected could 
be identified with their original grave, offering the assurance of untampered 
evidence, Thomsen established a putative sequence, based on the relative 
frequency with which each artifactual class could be detected within a grave 
– beginning, as such, with graves that evinced transition from one class to 

another. Thus a ‘closed find’ consisting of mostly iron tools buried alongside 
some bronze and stone ones (which had been produced contemporaneously 
with their iron counterpart) offered helpful evidence to not only identify the 
particular grave site as belonging to an iron age, but also to determine what 
the later bronze and stone tools had looked like. As such, in the case of an 
unidentifiable stone flint, it had a stylistic context – established by this later stage 
of stone tools – relative to which it may be classified: if stylistically similar, the 
flint belonged to that class; and if stylistically different, the flint belong to a class 
of its own to which other scant finds may be attributed. Given its comparative 
approach, this method, known as ‘occurrence sorting.’ helped Thomsen in 
turn identify five distinct groups of artifacts within the three classes: an early 
stone age, a late stone age, a full bronze age, an early iron age, and a late iron 
age. We encountered above similar subdivisions in the later work of Montelius 
and Childe, but Thomsen’s classification is recognized as the initial step. It 
was not until 1836 however, seventeen years after the museum had opened, 
that Thomsen’s methodology and classification system would be published in 
the form of a Guidebook to Scandinavian Antiquity. A year later however the 
classification system he had devised by shear means of deductive reasoning was 
complemented with concrete evidence; for, he published a report on a burial 
mound containing Bronze Age cremations that was constructed on top of a 
Stone Age burial mound. The link between the sequential layers of the earth and 
man’s cultural artifacts was beginning to take form. It would be firmly established 
however by Thomsen’s understudy, Jens Worsaae, who conducted extensive field 
excavations resulting in his 1843 publication of Danmarks Oltid (The Primeval 
Antiquities of Denmark).117 The importance of this stratigraphic association is 
fully grasped when compared to the one that Boucher de Perthes makes around 
the same time; for what the Frenchmen afforded was a relationship between the 
manmade and the natural, proving the former’s antiquity, Thomsen, by contrast, 
provides a means by which these manmade objects can be temporally related 
to themselves. Though his theory of a three-age system was not new – since a 
similar classification had been postulated by Nicolas Mahudel, whose paper we 
presented above, and the tripartite division itself finds its roots in such ancient 
Roman authors as Varro, Diodorus, or most notably Lucretius – Thomsen 
endowed the hypothetical with a solid foundation of empirical evidence.  
 Thomsen’s classification methodology laid the foundations for the 
subsequent canonization of three pivotal archaeological concepts fundamental 
to relative dating. The first is the establishment of a typological sequence, the 
same technique that Montelius, working in Thomsen’s Scandinavian tradition, 
adopts and develops (see above). Typology in itself, as noted earlier, is concerned 



235234 Chapter 6: Archaeology of the Visiblepart III: empirical history

primarily with the stylistic characteristics of its artifacts; its core principle is the 
assumption that “like goes with like” – the same notion that allowed Mercati to 
associate the ‘thunderstones’ with the stone flints being produced by tribes of 
the New World (see above). In contemporary archaeological practice, artifacts 
are typologically classified based on three kinds of attributes: surface attributes, 
which include decoration motifs and color; shape attributes, denoting size and 
form; and technological attributes, relating to the material of the artifact, not 
its use.118 It is important here to note that no linguistic classification is offered 
by typology, whereby a Mycenaean pot would not be typologically sorted by 
such a name, rather defined as an oblong vessel with two neck-handles, bearing 
alternating striations of light and dark earth tones, produced from terracotta. 
The implications of such a ‘non-linguistic’ approach shall be addressed further 
on, when the topic of ‘classification’ is discussed, nevertheless we may already 
point to an marked advantage that the three attributes offer; namely, that they 
are invariably successful in providing an otherwise unidentifiable object with 
a definition – albeit one emphasizing the material rather than the symbolic. 
We shall recall here that the condition of ‘unintelligibility’ is fundamental to 
the status of ‘hidden object of the past’; these attributes, as such, afford some 
‘visibility.’ 

53. Cultures, C. J. Thomsen

 The second concept that Thomsen’s method anticipated is that of seriation. 
Whereas the typological sequence is concerned with relating individual artifacts, 
the seriation deals with relating two or more collections of typologically sequenced 
artifacts. The most prominent example of such a seriation is offered in the work 
of Sir Flinders Petrie (1853-1942), the 19th century British archaeologist, who 
used seriation dating to bring a chronological order to the 2200 pit graves 
of the Naqada cemetery in Upper Egypt.119 Each grave was designated by a 
slip of paper onto which its artifactual contents were listed. The 2200 slips of 
paper were subsequently placed in a vertical series one above the other, and 
their positions were arranged in such a manner that the greatest number of 
individual artifact types had the shortest distance across the column of slips.120 
Here, much like Thomsen’s serial arrangement, it is the frequency of the finds 
that determines their age. Seriation offers another means of establishing temporal 
relationships, namely through the evidence of cross-ties. In yet another ancient 
Egyptian site, Tell el Amarna, Petrie excavated pottery of Mycenean origin, 
such that the seriation of pre-dynastic Egyptian artifacts from that site, could 
be related to yet another seriation belonging to the ancient Greek pottery.121 
Such a cross-referential relationship has in fact already been encountered in 
our earlier discussion of Steno’s ‘principle of lateral continuity,’ whereby the 
supposition that a stratum had once been continuous renders it presence in 
two separate sets of strata as a means of analogy (see above). Furthermore, 
in so far as the geological method of analysis provides a conceptual model 
for archaeological dating, the distinction between typological sequencing and 
seriation may be described respectively as the distinction between the particulates 
within a stratum and the shift in interface across strata.    
 Lastly, crucial to Thomsen’s organization of the artifacts into three ages 
was his grouping of the artifacts into assemblages. The term itself has multiple 
synonyms, for it denotes the same thing that Childe intends with his usage of the 
word ‘culture’ that he had borrowed from Kossinna. What associates the artifacts 
into an ‘assemblage’ is not their stylistic similarity, rather their common origin; 
for example, a single burial site that is in turn associated with a distinct group 
of people. As assemblage as such relates the artifact to its maker. Furthermore, 
by virtue of this relationship, the typologically distinct artifacts are brought 
together under the heading of one linguistic notion, i.e. they are signified by 
a term that does not strictly relate to their material characteristics – as is the 
case with typological sorting. This attribution of a term to a group of objects 
is the crux of classification. Point being: the typological and serial ordering of 
artifacts does not, on its own, constitute a classification, rather mere sorting; 
classification, as such, is the activity that occurs on account of what is sorted, 
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grouping them together and endowing them with a linguistic referent. 
 This shift from sorting to classification perhaps finds its earliest reference in 
the excavation work of William Smith (1769-1839), an English canal builder, 
who spent twenty years surveying and collecting the stratified fossils within the 
region of southern England. The cabinet, wherein he collected the finds, was 
stratigraphically ordered, maintaining the original spatial relationship which 
the fossils originally had in the field. Of note however are the three marks 
which he gave to each fossil; in addition to recording its locality, he ascribed it 
with a genus as well as a species.122 What Smith had achieved in his little cabinet 
was a taxonomic classification, one whose methods had been devised half a 
century earlier by the Swedish botanist Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778) in his 
Systema Naturae. Published in a series of twelve editions, between 1735 and 
1768 – growing from 11 to 3200 pages in the process, the Systema put forth a 
hierarchical classification structure subdividing the whole of the natural world 
into three kingdoms: mineral, vegetative, and animal. The final divisions of 
genera and species, which came at the end of Linnaeus’ tree, were in themselves 
not new; for it was Aristotle himself who instituted their usage in his Categories. 
Aristotle’s system was additive however, such that a species was composed of 
a genus and a modifier of that genus – what Aristotle termed differentia (see 
note 86, “Chapter Two”). The shortcomings of Aristotle’s additive system were 
rather polemically pointed out by Linnaeus: “this roadside weed is Achillea foliis 
duplicatopinnatis glabris, laciniis linearibus acute laciniatis; over there in that 
damp hollow is Galium joliis quaternis obverse ovatis inaequalibus; in this dry 
place we have Dianthus floribus solitariis, squamis calycinis lanceolatis, corollis 
crenatis; look sharp and list them!”123 The plethora of new botanical specimen 
being identified in the New World could do nothing, but keep adding-on a list 
of modifiers to the Genus in question. Before detailing Linnaeus’ solution, it is 
interesting to compare this descriptive method to that of typological sorting, 
mentioned above, for it similarly does not bring together a set of characteristics 
under one heading, rather provides a list thereof. In the 10th edition of his 
Systema, Linnaeus devised a binomial nomenclature to signify all specimen – the 
same one currently in use. Man, as such, was no longer animal rational rather 
homo sapien.  
 This taxonomic system used by Linnaeus and Smith identifies the specimen 
or artifact in question on account of its properties. In so far as the ‘assemblage’ 
of artifacts or particular material ‘culture’ serves as a definition of a group of 
people – as noted above, the archaeological designation of this assemblage may 
adopt another classification system however; one that signifies the underlying 
artificer in question rather than the artifact itself. Such a system was in fact 

devised by William McKern and his colleagues when conducting archaeological 
excavation in the Great Plains of Wisconsin in America during the first half of the 
20th century. The Midwestern Taxonomic Method defines five hierarchical levels of 
such an ‘assemblage’ or material ‘culture’, branching out from ‘base’ to ‘pattern’ 
to ‘phase’ to ‘aspect’ to ‘focus.’ Modeled upon the classification parameters of the 
Linnaean system – as one of its co-authors notes, the Midwestern Taxonomic 
Method deems a set of artifacts – or specimen – to constitute a particular ‘focus,’ 
for instance, based on their formal attributes.124 What is of note, however, is 
what the title given to this particular ‘focus-type’ comes to designate; for, it does 
not refer to the set of artifacts themselves, rather it is used as a metonym for 
the people-group responsible for those artifacts. As such, this aforementioned 
‘linguistic heading,’ under which the group of select artifacts are brought, does 
not therefore signify a material characteristic, rather an ideational or a societal 
phenomenon. That is to say that the classification of the material objects into 
specific ‘foci’ is a tool used by the Midwestern Taxonomic Method for the 
ultimate goal of defining the various peoples responsible for these artifacts. 
It is for this reason that McKern offers the following definition of the lowest 
level of the system, the ‘focus’: “If the complex of trait units so determined…is 
found to recur in characteristic purity and practical completeness at other sites, 
to an extent suggestive of cultural identity, this recurring complex establishes 
the first of our class types, the focus.”125 This cultural identity in pursuit evinces 
in fact this metonymic relationship, in question, between the artifacts and 
their artificer; for the term ‘culture’ itself, ceases to solely denote a material 
assemblage – as described above – and takes on its secondary meaning, denoting 
a people’s identity. It is in this regard that the materially cultural stands-in for 
the ideationally cultural. Furthermore, it is due to this fluidity of definition, 
between the material and the ideational, that the five levels devised by McKern’s 
taxonomic method remain broad in their definitions; for their goal is to prescribe 
a means of establishing relationships between the two. 
 To further illustrate the cultural definition which an archaeological 
classification system affords, we may point to a more modern model devised 
by the American archaeologist James Deetz in the 1960’s, where he presents 
a artifactual classification model that is concerned primarily with cultural 
behavioral patterns. In his 1967 work, Invitation to Archaeology, Deetz 
dedicates the final chapter to discussing behavior, observing that the culture 
which archaeology investigates amounts to a complex of particular behaviors: 
“Afterall what is culture if not that patterned behavior characteristic of the 
human animal? … The behavioral aspect of archaeological data is concerned 
with the way in which man’s behavior is reflected in the objects he makes … 
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54. Cultural assemblages, James Deetz

We now place the stress on the nature of the articulation between the patterning 
observed in archaeological materials and the patterning of the culture of their 
makers.”126 To achieve this correlation between the material culture of a particular 
people-group and their corresponding behavioral tendencies, Deetz devises a 
hierarchical system consisting of four levels of behavioral groupings: at its base 
belongs the single individual; then comes a particular group within the overall 
cultural community to which an individual belongs ; all these groups, often 
overlapping, belong to a single community; and at the highest level comes 
the entire culture, spanning many generational communities. Parallel to this 
series of behavioral definitions belongs a class of material culture, beginning 
on the individual level with a single ‘artifact,’ a grouping of which constitutes a 
‘subassemblage,’ which in turn form a community’s entire ‘assemblage,’ at which 
point a series of assemblages make up an ‘archaeological culture.’127 In Deetz’s 
model, unlike that of McKern, the definition and subsequent classification of 
artifacts is conducted in terms of what can be behaviorally grouped together 
rather than formally associated. In this regard it is in fact the artificer who serves 
as the determinant for the artifact, rather than the inverse relationship where 
the artifact serves as the identifier of the artificer. Thus it is not the culture 
which is understood in terms of the material forms that it produces, rather the 
material forms which are understood in terms of underlying behavioral and 
societal structures. 
 Returning to Thomsen’s tripartite classification of stone, bronze, metal, 
we shall recall that it does not only correspond to an artifactual classification 
relating to the objects that archaeology excavates, rather also a temporal division 
of history into three ages. In light of the classification models of Linnaeus, 
McKern, and Deetz, the following question presents itself: at what stage does 
the classification cease to be artifactual and become concerned with providing 
a chronology? Both archaeological models presented above allow for a certain 
scale of analysis beyond which the objects included within the classification 
may no longer be interrelated, for McKern the highest level is that of the 
‘base’ whereas for Deetz it’s the ‘archaeological culture.’ That is to say that it 
is only such objects which belong under the overarching heading of a ‘base’ 
– or ‘culture’ – that may find correspondence with one another in terms of 
their objective properties – formal or behavioral. It is only when various such 
‘cultures’ are compared against each other, that a different model of analysis, 
one superseding the immediate objective properties, becomes necessary. It is 
at this juncture that the need for a chronology presents itself. On the one 
hand, temporal associations serve as a universal mode of analysis, whereby all 
archaeological objects can be interrelated along a singular scale. On the other 
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hand, temporal associations serve as the most basic mode of analysis, whereby 
the only relevant information required of any two objects lies in determining 
which of the two is older. The archaeological chronology as such evinces a 
pursuit of the most universal as well as the most basic. This distinction loosely 
correlates to one between absolute dating, whereby any archaeological object is 
situated along an independent temporal scale, and relative dating, whereby a 
series of objects are situated temporally only relative to each other. Beginning 
with relative dating, what it provides is a readily accessible manner of according 
an object with a definition, such that making a statement concerning its age 
serves as the first step to rendering the artifact intelligible – it exists within a 
framework of knowledge. Before proceeding to deal with absolute dating, it is 
of importance to outline the historical context within which the motivation to 
date objects first appeared, for dating did not only serve to provide a chronology 
rather had much deeper implications. What was at stake, as we shall recall from 
our previous discussion of Boucher de Perthes (see above) was nothing short of 
opening the horizon for the antiquity of man and of the earth, rendering the 
hitherto biblical account of creation to constitute a segment of man’s history 
rather than its totality. The pursuit to date objects must also be seen in light 
of these grave implications. Whereas in the approach of relative dating the 
temporal definition is dependent on its artifacts of study, in the case of absolute 
dating this definition concerns itself with an independent temporal framework, 
namely a calendar system. Two things are here of importance to our discussion: 
firstly, the manner of dating – or locating – the artifact in question within the 
calendar’s framework; and secondly, the dating structure of the calendar system 
itself. 
 It was only recently, with Willard Libby’s development of C-14 radio-carbon 
dating in 1949, that a definitive age could be assigned to the excavated artifact 
in question – provided that it is made up of organic matter or can be associated 
with one – by means of detecting the traces of C-14 atoms in its chemical 
composition. Once an organism – plant or animal – dies, it is no longer able 
to sustain its internal reserve of the highly unstable C-14 atom, which exists 
in the atmosphere due to cosmic rays. This internal reserve begins a process of 
steady decay, halving its amount every 5730 years. Sampling the artifact’s C-14 
content and measuring its proportion against that which exists in the atmosphere 
thus yields an age of when the animal died, the bones were buried, or the tree 
was cut down. Aside from being limited to dating organic matter, this method 
is also only to provide dates going as far back as 50,000 years.128 Before Libby 
developed radio-carbon dating, archaeologists relied primarily on the calendars 
and dynastic chronologies of ancient civilizations to determine an artifact’s 

absolute date. Needless to say, this method of examining historical records and 
dated inscriptions only provides a framework going as far back as 3,000 BC with 
the evidence of the earliest records. What is of importance however is that this 
approach requires a calibration process in order to align the dates mentioned 
by the ancient record with the current Gregorian calendar in use. In order to 
achieve such a calibration, the integrity of the chronological system must be 
first be reconstructed into a complete state, before attempting to independently 
identify major occurrences - such as astronomical events or military battles – that 
are also mentioned by the historical record. Knowledge that Alexander the Great 
conquered Egypt in 332 BC, for instance, allows for the calibration of both the 
Greek account of events and the Egyptian chronology of 31 dynasties within 
the calendar system currently in use. Once the calibration is established, such 
that one can easily move across multiple dating systems, the task becomes one 
of associating the artifacts found within the ancient chronology, often dating 
the site wherein they are found either through identifying relevant inscriptions 
or narrational representations.129 Thus, whereas for the method of radio-carbon 
dating, the age of the artifact is extrapolated from its material composition, 
without the need to understand it within its historical context, the process of 
using ancient calendar systems relies heavily on establishing cross-references 
and piecing together a fragmentary account to formulate a complete picture. 
This distinction between the two methodologies – the one relying on natural 
sciences, the other on cultural studies – presents itself in the calendar system that 
each assumes as well. With carbon dating, time is calculated backwards from the 
present, such that it is offered in terms of BP (back from the present) with the 
“present” fixed at the date of 1950, one year after Libby’s discovery.130 A date 
of 1000 BP corresponds thus to the year 950 AD. What is here of importance 
is the issue of the point of origin which a calendar system must adopt as its 
guiding reference. The starting point of a calendar is often associated with a 
defining historical event from which time proceeds, measuring the lives of those 
in the present against their ancestors – the current Gregorian calendar’s system 
of Anno Domini established by saint Dionysius Exiguus setting the origin with 
the birth of Christ. The carbon dating system is rather self-referential in nature 
by contrast, not only measuring time in terms of the object it investigates, but 
also measuring the past against the present, setting the latter as its meaningful 
‘point of origin.’

Conclusions

In contrast to the archaeologies of the hidden, here in the archaeologies of 
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the visible, reality is pursued externally. Man understands himself as such in 
terms of the external world, perhaps evinced best in the critical conjunction 
made between the antiquity of the earth (all that is external to man) and the 
antiquity of the self (all that is internal to man). The archaeology of the visible 
thus constructs a history of man through a history of the hidden objects of the 
past, which it has rendered visible. In this regard, it is not the internal reality 
that defines the external one, i.e. man determining how a particular object fits 
within an established worldview; rather, the external that defines the internal, 
the reality of the object necessitating a modification in one’s worldview. Such 
an emphasis on the objective as it exists externally is the one against which 
Collingwood was writing, noting that the history of the natural sciences was a 
false attempt at the history of man (see note 14). As such, man follows Socrates’ 
exhortation to “know thyself ” in a rather empirical fashion, proceeding from 
the outside in, closely examining his perceived reality. Considered in terms of 
the interaction between the past and the present, this emphasis on the external 
means that the present lives out its existence on account of its past, constantly 
situating itself relative to what its past, never dismissing it for the sake of its 
own proceedings. In a certain sense, the past imposes itself upon the present. 
The mystical aura of the past is here abandoned for a clear and unrestricted 
view of its objects. As a result, the favored status enjoyed by those strange and 
mysterious objects is opened up to the mundane and the banal, their worth 
lying in what they reveal rather than conceal. 
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7
tHe visible And conservAtion

Karl Friedrich Schinkel: Memorandum zur Denkmalpflege (1815)

Though the German architect Karl Schinkel (1781-1841) was writing earlier 
than Ruskin and Sitte, he shared their view that the destruction of monuments 
was tantamount to rendering the native land into a new colony, barren and 
without any history. It is against this nomadism that he writes his text, noting: 
“In this way our fatherland lost an endless number of its finest ornaments, which 
is most regrettable, and unless quite universal and thoroughgoing measures are 
now taken to stem this course of things we shall soon find ourselves standing 
uncannily naked and barren, like a new colony in a formerly uninhabited 
country.”1 In so far as he alludes to the identity of a fatherland, his motivations 
are rather nationalistic; a sentiment, which is also faintly evident in the two 
aforementioned authors, comes to serve as the main guiding rationale for his 
program of conservation. Such an association between the built monuments 
and the identity of the people must be seen in light of the formation of a 
new German Confederation in 1815 upon the defeat of Napoleon and the 
expulsion of his forces from Prussia; for it was under the banner of a national 
architecture that the otherwise disparate thirty-nine German states would find 
a common-rootedness. 
 His ‘memorandum’ as such sets out to outline three fundamental endeavors 
through which the monuments native to the German peoples may be kept 
for posterity, each building upon the achievements of what precedes it. In 
order to protect what exists, one must first know what to protect; the first 
objective outlined by Schinkel thus concerns itself with the inventorying of the 
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monuments of the land, cataloguing them that they may designated as protected 
edifices and objects. What is important for Schinkel however is the demographic 
of the force undertaking such an effort, advocating that it should be a communal 
effort where all fields of expertise are represented. On the one hand, he argues 
that thus far all such monuments have been under the protection of the clergy 
members, who exercised such control over them that they understood themselves 
as the sole proprietors of all their contents, selling them at will for financial 
gains. The ‘seizure’ of the monuments by the general folk would thereby upend 
these practices and transform the value of these monuments from a pecuniary 
one to a cultural one. On the other hand, the involvement of all segments of a 
particular community within the inventorying efforts would afford them with a 
direct contact to the objects of the past, such that they encounter them first hand 
and develop an intimate reconnaissance of them. Furthermore, in so far as the 
field-work and research is to be conducted by the locals of the municipalities, the 
ancient relics and artifacts housed within these old edifices must be kept within 
their original context, for their relocation within a national museum – as he notes 
is the model of the Frenchman (see Lenoir’s Musée in “Chapter Eight”) – deprives 
them of their original significance and diminishes their effects when they are 
placed next to such other items like in kind. Schinkel notes therefore that, “This 
sort of approach means the degradation of whole regions, towns and villages 
that had formerly enjoyed possession of venerable reminders of their history, the 
mere sight of which evokes so many grand sentiments, and particularly in the 
minds of the young.”2 Lastly, an important requisite for drawing up a inventory 
is the preliminary identification of its limits and the nature of the objects of 
interest – a sort of deductive anticipation as we encountered in “Chapter Two” 
(see note 102). Aside from the extensive list of objects that Schinkel provides – 
churches, chapels, cloisters and monasteries, castles gates, city-walls, memorial 
pillars, public fountains, gravestones, townhalls, sculptures and paintings of 
all sorts on the interior and exterior of the building – what is of importance 
are the criteria for what he deems worthy of cataloguing; for he provides a 
temporal cut-off point deeming all objects exhibiting a novelty greater than 
the second half of the seventeenth century to be unworthy of tabulation. The 
reason he provides for this is that either the new objects are themselves not of 
and cultural value or interest, or conversely, if they so possess such value, their 
novelty and use serve as their protection against any disrepair or dilapidation, 
for they form a vital component in the collective consciousness of their parent 
communities. Herein, we come across a fundamental aspect of the program 
of conservation – at least within the context of our discussion – that is to be 
understood in contrast with that of preservation; namely, that to conserve means 

to revive the usability of the object in question, rather than merely preserve 
it against physical destruction. ‘Conservation,’ in this regard, protects against 
disuse and ignorance, whereas ‘preservation’ protects against dilapidation – a 
making ‘visible’ of the ‘invisible’ rather than the maintenance of its state of 
‘invisibility.’ The issue of ownership which was so pivotal to Ruskin’s definition 
of this preservationist sentiment is inverted by Schinkel, as shall be further 
demonstrated, for the objects of the past come to belong to the present and 
are subjugated to its ‘livelihood’; Ruskin’s exclamation that “they are not ours” 
is as such inverted to confirm their belonging to ‘us.’ Furthermore, inasmuch 
as the present exercises a certain control over the objects of the past, the very 
act of inventorying its objects does not only deem which objects are worthy of 
conservation, but also by relation which ones may be completely abandoned 
and forgone, for if the totality of the past needed to be protected, it would not 
be necessary to provide any criteria for what to catalogue. Conservation is in 
this regard to be seen as a program of modernization, for it takes stock of what 
exists before carrying on with its own building program.  
 Following from the points outlined above, the second objective that Schinkel 
identifies under this program of conservation is the development of the means by 
which “an interest in them [(the forgotten monuments)] might be aroused in the 
general public.” Aside from affording the members of a particular municipality 
direct access to these monuments of the past through the inventorying process, 
this interest for things ancient is also to be stimulated by their revival, whereby 
“these lost treasures [are brought] back to the light of day, by seeing to it that 
they are returned to their former glory in a competent manner.”3 What Schinkel 
is here describing may be understood as the precursor to a restoration effort, but 
his text only concerns itself with the intended value that such a revitalization 
of the monument may induce, for it the goal is to “please, edify, and instruct 
the people.”4 To the extent that the objects of the past may edify, the project 
is of conservation is an educational one, whereby the conservation does not 
limit itself with the object but also extends to conserving the very knowledge 
concerning that object. The desired effect this tandem relationship would have, 
according to Schinkel, is that the impetus for the conservation of the past would 
be self-propelled by the collective consciousness of the peoples to whom these 
objects belong. Furthermore, to compliment such revitalization efforts, Schinkel 
also recommends that a collection of such miscellaneous objects belonging to 
a particular era, whose use is no longer viable, may be brought together within 
the side room of an old church or an abbey to reconstitute the edifice with its 
original historical spirit. 
 This sentimental relationship which is to be established with the artifacts 
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of the past must also be supplemented by a scientific knowledge of them, such 
that the third and final component of Schinkel’s conservation program revolves 
around education. The objects of the past are for him to serve as the primary 
learning material of art-schools, whereby the students of art would make copies 
and casts of the principle art works of history. This practice of measuring the 
objects of the past – a notion whose implications we discussed in chapter three 
– would have the two-fold effect of protecting the conserved objects as well 
as the very institution of conservation itself. Concerning the first advantage, 
Schinkel points to “the famous reliquary box of the three kings at Cologne” 
which had “lost the larger part of its huge hoard of old and beautifully carved 
stones.”5 Had a copy been made of the original, then its contents would not 
have been lost to eternity but may have been able to be ‘restored.’ It is unclear 
whether he here intends a physical restoration, of the kind that Ruskin rejects, 
or an ideational restoration of knowing what had existed. The second and more 
important advantage of this careful study of the past within art-schools is that 
it will form a formal basis for the subsequent artistic creations of the present 
generation, such that the endeavor of conservation perpetuates the production of 
its subject-matter. Of note here is the contrast that this creative aspect described 
by Schinkel has with the one encountered in discussing preservation; for, whereas 
preservation may seek to sustain the cultural cause by which an art-object of 
the past came about – studying its underlying principles, here it is the effect – 
the end-form, which is studied and propagated. Lastly, the third advantage of 
such a historically informed course of studies is that it would generate a class 
of experts who are able to in turn serve as a guide for the conservation efforts 
of the future; such that, the constitution of knowledge is the institution of 
knowledge – as we noted previously in “Chapter Three.” That is to say that such 
an educational program would result in the institutionalizing of ‘conservation’ 
as a practice and the development of its methodologies. The term ‘conservation’ 
is therefore understood in our discussion to be a primarily epistemological 
program concerned with the knowledge of the past. 

Abbé Henri Grégoire: Report on the Destruction Brought About by 
Vandalism, and on the Means to Suppress it (1793)6

Schinkel’s concern for protecting national monuments against destruction 
had perhaps found its earliest full expression in the writings of Abbé Henri 
Grégoire (1750-1831), the French priest whose work gained notoriety after 
having published his Essay on the Regeneration of the Jews in 1788. In the years 
following the revolution of 1789, Grégoire used his penmanship to argue against 

the damages incurred by the ensuing ‘reign of terror.’ With the storming of 
the Bastille, the 14th century fortress used as a prison, a demolition program 
began under the auspices of the new Committee occupying the Hôtel de Ville, 
wherein the building was dismantled and its pieces sent across the world as a 
sign of the definitive end of the Ancien régime – the key to the Bastille housed 
in George Washington’s home, Mount Vernon. 
 It is to Grégoire’s text that we owe our current usage of the word ‘vandalism’ 
for he associated the looting activities of the so-called revolutionaries with 
those barbaric actions of the vandals, who had sacked Rome twelve centuries 
earlier. Much like Schinkel, Grégoire’s argument against acts of destruction is 
that they disturb the national identity of the land and rid it of its wealth; the 
difficulty, however, lay in the fact that these acts were carried out in the name 
of national pride – an iconoclastic program of threshing out the monarchist 
from that which belongs to the third-estate. On what grounds were these 
monuments to be protected, seeing that they had belonged to a ruling class 
that had been overthrown, whose manner of life is delegitimized? The task 
confronting Grégoire, as such, was to argue for the value of these objects, 
all while denouncing the avarice of their owners – to redirect the zeal of the 
revolutionary campaign, rather than to offer a rebuttal of it altogether.   
 Efforts to curtail such acts of vandalism had already been undertaken by 
the Commission des Monuments in 1790 and the Commission temporaire des arts 
in 1793, a collective of artists and scholars who endeavored to inventory the 
artistic and historic objects that had once belonged to the crown of France. 
Grégoire’s text, read before the French National Convention – of which he 
was deputy, begins as such with providing an assessment of the shortcomings 
of their inventorying program before proceeding to provide his own polemical 
argument, one consisting of a two-pronged approach; firstly, the activities of the 
‘revolutionaries’ are undermined as having ulterior motivations, and secondly, 
the objects of destruction are valued as works of art regardless of their ‘absolutist’ 
designation. 
 As it concerns the first line of attack, Grégoire notes that many of the ‘zealous 
reformers,’ conducting these looting campaigns, have not been so successful 
at concealing the wealth incurred in the process, for after having scarcely had 
the means to live, they now live in such an abundance that obviates them 
from having to work any longer. Much like Schinkel’s denouncement of the 
clergymen, whom he deplores for tending only to their financial gains, here 
too they are culpable for the majority of the thefts, selling of the contents of 
their libraries. As such, in observing that the revolutionaries carry themselves in 
much the same manner as the clergymen, whose motivations they supposedly 
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oppose, Grégoire undoes the disguise of their revolutionary attire and proceeds 
to designate their activities as being rather ‘counter-revolutionary.’ Going further, 
he notes that it is not only the extant members of the First Estate, who are 
benefitting from such activities, but also foreign foes, exclaiming as such: “You 
can be sure that this new genre of fanaticism appeals strongly to the taste of 
the British. They will pay high prices for all your beautiful editions ad usum 
delphini [in their censored state], and, if they cannot have them, they will gladly 
pay for their destruction.” At work, as such, is a conspiracy brought on by those 
who wish to undermine the revolution, and it is Grégoire’s project to expose 
it, for as he notes, “To unmask this conspiracy is to defeat it.” By virtue of this 
association between the ancien régime and the intensifying looting campaign, 
the true revolutionary ideals, the ones propagated by the enlightenment, are ones 
of ‘conservation’ – that is to say that for Grégoire the protection of the past is a 
fundamental tenet of the new age of reason. To the extent that such conservation 
efforts should be undertaken, it is not a task which any law can fulfill, rather 
one which must be pursued by the very people on whose account the revolution 
occurred. The good citizens are called upon as such to remain vigilant and 
“keep a watchful eye over monuments of art so as to conserve them…” Herein, 
Grégoire introduces a shared responsibility towards the monuments of the past, 
much like what is discussed in Schinkel’s text above. This involvement of the 
community and the instigation of its shared sense of ownership is a core idea 
upon which conservation rests (for a further discussion of this notion refer to 
Morris’s text below). To emphasize this right of ownership that the citizens of 
France have over the cultural heritage supposedly belonging to the monarchical 
power, Grégoire notes that the very works of art in question would not have 
been made possible were it not for the labor of the people, writing: “The sweat 
of the people has transformed into books, statues, and pictures; the people have 
recovered their property.” Taken quite literally, the primary economy – namely 
the agricultural one – has to first exist in order for the secondary and tertiary 
economies, as it were, to flourish; furthermore, metaphorically considered, the 
subject matter of these works of art concerns itself with the life that is spurred 
on by the work and the sweat of the common folk. With such a correlation, 
Grégoire is thus able to declare the people of France as the rightful owners of 
these artworks, whose task it is to maintain and protect them for posterity. 
Similar to Schinkel, ownership of a nation’s cultural heritage is passed-on, so 
to say, from one class to another, rather than residing with its original creators 
as Ruskin argues (see “Chapter Five”). Furthermore, this sense of ownership is 
one that must be exercised, whereby the endeavor to conserve is distinguished 
from the mere offering of protection to these venerable cultural objects. Grégoire 

as such derides those who ‘satisfied’ the decrees of the National Convention to 
prevent damages by storing the old books within a neglected room for papers or 
even barrels! The inventorying endeavor by contrast maintains the contents of 
these objects within the collective memory and conserves not only their physical 
state from falling into disrepair, but also their intellectual life from becoming 
disused. The criterion for conservation, as already observed in Schinkel, thus 
involves the sustained ‘practicality’ of its objects.
 The second approach, which Grégoire’s argument assumes, is one which 
may be understood as a rather early precursor to the notion of the autonomy 
of art, for in dissociating the artwork from its patron, he endows the former 
with its own value independent of the conditions by which it came about. He 
notes, in this regard, that the very patrons, in whose libraries a vast number 
of works are found, did not have any knowledge of the actual value of what 
they had obtained for themselves, since all such purchases had been made 
on grounds of opulence rather than scholarship. This was so much the case, 
Grégoire notes rather sardonically, that the books were bought based on their 
price “by the foot.” It is in fact left to the rightful owners of such a vast cultural 
heritage to determine its true value, the one which the very patrons of the 
works could not recognize. To achieve such a proper valuation, Grégoire argues 
that the external appearance of an object must not serve as a pretext for its 
dismissal or destruction. He begins as such by noting that certain books were 
discarded on account of the poorly bound spines. This is in fact not an act 
of destruction conducted as a form of reprisal against the régime, rather one 
whose motivations are perhaps solely pecuniary, seeking financial gain. The 
argument provided for the conservation of books in such a meager state is that 
it was in fact “those works precious for their purity of principle, and containing 
also some revolutionary powder, [that] were condemned to the obscurity of 
attics.” Even other works exhibiting such poor quality of execution, such as 
misshapen miniatures, ill-deigned lamp stands, and illustrations of formless 
figures, may nevertheless fulfill the purpose of providing an historical context 
of their era and possibly aiding in fixing dates of certain events. Herein, the 
worth of the object of the past does not lie solely in its immediate use but 
also in the potentiality of its use, such that a case may always be made for its 
conservation. In contrast to the notion encountered above in Schinkel’s text, 
where the task of inventorying the monuments of the past included an element 
of selectiveness, whereby certain objects where inevitable deemed unworthy of 
conservation, Grégoire argues for the indefinite conservation of all such objects, 
ones exhibiting quality and poorness in execution alike. Furthermore, insofar 
as the superficial appearance should under no circumstances provide sufficient 
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grounds for the destruction of an object, he comments that dedications and 
imprints evincing monarchical inclinations are not synonymous to the works 
that they preface. If the revolutionary zeal is so averse to the presence of such 
insignia and coats of arms, these may be easily scratched off without affecting 
the work; for, in reality the work itself is independent from that which ‘covers’ 
it. Thus concerning the case of “two bas-reliefs representing winged women 
raising the weapons of Montmorency” where their heads were disfigured in place 
of the monarchical crest that the statue bore, Grégoire observes that such is an 
act of hypocrisy, one which betrays a barbaric tendency. The cultural heritage 
of France thus freed from its ‘absolutist’ pretexts, he concludes his text with a 
maxim: “Barbarians and slaves hate science and destroy monuments of art. Free 
men love and conserve them.”
 

55. Inventories, Société française pour la conservation et la description des 
moniments historiques
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Raphael Sanzio: Letter to Pope Leo X (1519)

In so far as it concerns architectural monuments, the methodology of 
documenting valuable edifices as part of a large-scale governmental program, 
was perhaps first developed by Raphael Sanzio (1483-1520), the Renaissance 
painter. In a letter to Pope Leo X – coauthored with his friend and prominent 
political figure, Baldassare Castiglione (1478-1529), for diplomatic cover – 
Raphael echoes the same nationalistic sentiments exhibited in Schinkel and 
Grégoire’s texts, as he laments the ruinous state of the city of Rome, noting that 
it is not only the homeland for Italians rather “in fact, the universal homeland of 
all Christians.”7 At the time of writing, most of the ancient Roman edifices were 
valued for their spolia and were mined for their building materials. Such was for 
instance the fate of the Colosseum in Rome, as it was owned and managed by 
a conglomerate of guilds who used it as a quarry for new construction projects. 
In order to rectify the situation, Raphael notes that these monuments are not 
the private property of any single entity rather a public good, for this reason, it 
is not the guilds he admonishes rather the Vatican Pontiffs and clergymen who 
oversee the city, asking, “How many Pontiffs, Holy Father…allowed ancient 
temples, statues, arches and other buildings – the glory of their founders – to 
fall prey to ruin and spoliation? How many of them allowed the excavation 
of the foundations to get at some pozzolana, such that in a very short time 
those buildings collapsed? How much mortar was made from the statues and 
other ornaments of the ancients?”8 At play here, once more, is the central issue 
of ownership, for rather than blame any of the parties responsible for such 
destructive activities – he alludes to the Goths and the Vandals, it is the true 
victim of these losses, the Italian peoples, that must first be reproached for having 
idly observed as their cultural heritage was being dismantled. 
 The value of the monuments, as such, does not lie in their potential to serve 
as a product to be sold for short-term monetary gains, rather – as observed 
in both texts above – in their role to serve as a perpetual model of study and 
emulation. Raphael elaborates on this notion observing that “by preserving the 
example of the ancients, may Your Holiness seek to equal and better them.”9 The 
monuments are thus not to be solely preserved in themselves as isolated objects 
of admiration, much rather they are to find an eternal form of ‘preservation’ – or 
conservation to employ our terminology – in their referential use. The specifics 
of this form of conservation are outlined by Raphael in the latter part of his 
text as he describes the means by which a drawing of the ancient city of Rome 
can be made. This was in fact a request that the Pope had made of Raphael, 
but what Raphael argues in his letter is the motivating reason for which these 

drawings are made; namely one of a cultural revival of the arts therein present, 
and not only their mere legal documentation.   
 Before outlining the types of drawing to be made and the tools employed, 
Raphael begins by identifying what should be documented in the first place – 
offering a set of criteria as Schinkel does in his Memorandum. He notes that there 
are three styles of buildings in Rome “the first is that built by the worthy ancients, 
who lasted from the first emperors up until the time when Rome was destroyed 
and ruined by the Goths and other barbarians; the second lasted for the period 
that Rome was dominated by the Goths and one hundred years thereafter; 
the third, from that time up until our time.”10 It is the first category which is 
of interest and its identification is rather simple as its quality of construction 
supersedes the other two. Herein, the selectivity with which the endeavor of 
conservation efforts proceeds is exhibited, for the purpose of conservation 
is not one of a sentimental acknowledgement of all values  Furthermore, he 
comments that though some buildings have lost all their ornamentation, such 
that they are “as the bones of a body without the flesh,” the missing portions 
may nevertheless be safely reconstructed as “they all derive from the five orders 
used by the ancients, namely Doric, Ionic, Corinthian, Tuscan, and Attic.”11 

56. Topographical survey of Rome, Leonardo Bufalini
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What Raphael offers, as such, is an ideational model – not too dissimilar from 
the nomological-inductive one encountered in “Chapter Seven” – along whose 
framework the fragmentary artifact may be reconstituted as a whole. Following 
Raphael’s prescriptions, one would therefore understand the ruins of Rome in 
terms of these divisions offered.   
 Raphael proceeds to provide the general methodology by which the ancient 
buildings of Rome may be conserved, commenting that the documentation 
should be conducted using an astrolabe, “a magnetic compass…invented by 
the moderns”12 and that the representation of what is documented should be 
‘architectural’ in nature consisting of a plan, an exterior elevation showing the 
ornamentation, and a complimentary interior elevation. These three drawings 
he contrasts with the painters perspectival drawing, which allows the architect 
to “better imagine the whole building furnished with its ornaments.”13 The 
fragmentary specifics are therefore to be precisely measured architecturally, 
whereas the imaginative reconstruction of the whole, according to the principles 
of the order above mentioned, is to be achieved through the perspectival 
representation. Herein, the role of the ancient monuments to serve as a model 
dictates the very manner of representation, for on the one hand, the technical 
measurements and architectural plans serve the builders and stone masons in 
creating modern works of similar proportions and ornamentation, and on the 
other hand, the perspective drawing itself functions as a preliminary form of 
this ‘ideational conservation’ of the past – drawing upon its principles within 
a creative act. 

Leo von Klenze: Memorandum on the Acropolis (1834)

If the city of Rome serves as the epitome of ancient Roman architecture, it is 
Athens where the ideal of Greek architecture was to be found. Such was the 
program of Leo von Klenze (1784-1864), the German architect, who under 
the direction of the newly crowned Bavarian prince, Otto von Wittelsbach, 
as king of Greece, oversaw the excavation of the monuments of the Acropolis 
from beneath their rubble. Though the study of the ancient Greek structures 
was motivated by a larger Bavarian program of instating its capital of Munich as 
an icon of classical architecture rivalling that of the ancient city of Athens – in 
much the same manner as Raphael had exhorted the Pope to equal and rival 
that of Rome, the monuments being investigated did not themselves belong, 
in the nationalistic sense, to those studying them. In this regard, concerning 
the notion of ownership, which has been evident in the texts examined thus 
far, in Klenze’s study of the Acropolis, the adoption of the past as one’s own 

does not depend on the identity of its artificer, as may have especially been the 
case in Grégoire’s text, rather evinces a predilection for the artistic quality of 
the artifact itself. 
 That this issue of ownership involves a selective exercise of singling out a 
particular aspect of the past, to be upheld by its adopting present, is perhaps 
best evinced in the 19th century state of the Acropolis upon which Klenze and 
his team of workers set their eyes, for the site had been occupied by the Turks, 
who built a tightly knit neighborhood of houses amongst the Greek temples 
as well as a minaret to transform the Parthenon into a mosque, as well as 
the Franks preceding them, who constructed for themselves a church along 
with some battlements on the grounds. Klenze understood his role to rid the 
Acropolis of its “traces of a barbaric age, its rubble and formless debris” such 
that, as he notes in his Inaugural Address to king Otto concerning the work on 
the Acropolis, “the remnants of a glorious past will arise in new splendor as the 
surest stanchion of a glorious present and future.”14 This approach of reviving 
a ruin and returning it to its original state – righting the wrong that had been 
transgressed against it, so to say – guides the directions that he outlines in his 
Memorandum to the workers conducting the work on the site of the ancient 
ceremonial complex. 
 The first item of importance, prior to any piecing together of the extant 
remains of the Greek monuments, is the thorough removal of the fortifications 
surrounding the site, which are of no importance. The ‘mosque’ however is to 
be kept intact since its location is central and can be used to temporarily house 
any uncovered fragments of antique sculpture, which do not particularly belong 
to the site, for the conservator to work in them. These works of art are to be 
subsequently brought to the nearby temple of Hephaestus (the Theseion) in 
the ancient Agora of Athens to be stored – forming as such the beginnings of a 
museum collection. Having cleared the site of its main obstacles, the selective 
excavation work may begin with the purview of identifying two main types 
of stone work: ones, whose original location within the temple structures can 
readily be identified, and must thus be brought and set in their original place; and 
ones, which are not easily identifiable, but whose architectural form maintains 
the character of Greek workmanship. The latter are advised to be grouped in 
an around the temples to add to their ‘picturesque quality’ as objects of great 
antiquity. Here, Klenze echoes Schinkel’s attitude that the artistic objects shall be 
kept within their context transforming it into an in-situ museum of sorts. Lastly, 
any other stones that are deemed to be of value but do not fall under one of 
those categories are to be collected and sold either as spolia or building material 
to the highest bidder. In Klenze’s approach, both the conservation principles of 
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Raphael as well as the deplorable activities of the guilds owning the Colosseum 
are upheld. The issue for him is, as such, not the universal acknowledgement 
of the monuments of the past, rather their categorization as either works 
worthy of protection or ones whose value serves only financial interests not 
cultural motivations. His selective program, though not politically motivated, 
can be cast in the same light as the iconoclastic destruction which the French 
‘revolutionaries’ enacted upon the artistic works of the First Estate. Of interest 
in our discussion surrounding the notion of ‘conservation’ is the emphasis on its 
task of perpetuating a single category of artistic works – regardless of whether 
the grouping is made on stylistic grounds or nationalistic ones – on account 
of other such categories. Unlike our previous discussion of ‘preservation’ the 
concern is not primarily with the prevention of acts of destruction, rather it is 
with the identification and subsequent propagation of a singular quality.  
 In so far as the interest lies in the establishment of a cohesive unity, Klenze’s 
direction to reposition those identifiable stones to their original locations is 
complimented by his order that concerning the missing portions of a column’s 
shaft “replacements are to be made from the available marble, though without any 
pretensions to concealing the restoration or making it unrecognizable.”15 Herein, 
the inclination to restore, encountered earlier in Schinkel’s text, is clearly defined. 
Both German architects received their architectural training under the direction 
of David Gilly (1748-1808) in Berlin, thus their shared interest in reviving 
the classical antiquity of ancient Greece. A main of point difference however 
revolved around the revival of the ancient monuments themselves, rather than 
the manifestation of such an attitude solely within the erection new works; 
for, unlike Klenze, who advocated that the Acropolis be restored to its original 
state in which Pericles commissioned it, Schinkel, whose apprentices supervised 
the excavation work directed by Klenze at the Acropolis, recommended that 
it should be left in its dilapidated condition and be encompassed by a new 
building in the form of the royal palace. Nevertheless, despite his inclination to 
undertake such a great restoration, Klenze placed importance on the historical 
life of the building, noting that the pieces restored should be clearly intelligible 
as modern works and distinguished from their ancient counterparts whose 
form was graced by the picturesqueness of age. (This notion of legibility shall 
be discussed below in Camillo Boito’s text on restoration).
 Furthermore, this pursuit of unifying elements around a certain principle 
is also evident in Klenze’s recommendation that the unidentifiable stone works 
be housed in a context similar to their formal qualities. This aspect of his 
thought is perhaps best evinced in his Glyptothek, the museum of antiquities 
in Munich housing the Greek and Roman sculptures belonging to King Ludwig 

I – Otto’s father, wherein the ancient works were displayed in rooms evocative 
of their period. The selectiveness with which Klenze operated thus recognized 
an advantage in maintaining a certain stylistic unity to the work at hand. 

Johann Joachim Winckelmann: History of Ancient Art (1764)

That Klenze and Schinkel idealized the art of the Greeks rather than the Romans 
owes itself to the art-historical analysis of Johann Joachim Winckelmann (1717-
1768), whose writing served as a sort of apologetic argument for the superiority 
of the Greeks over the Romans. In one of his most notable texts, titled On the 
Imitation of the Painting and Sculpture of the Greeks, Winckelmann identifies 
the essence of Greek art to be their ability to accurately imitate the works of 
nature, all while endowing them with an idealized form, following a Theban 
principle that the artists are “To do, under a penalty, their best in imitating 
Nature.”16 Such an observation of nature’s forms, Winckelmann argues, was 
afforded within the Greek gymnasiums, where the painters and sculptors could 
study the naked human figure in its most ideal state. The Roman counterpart 
pales in comparison as Winckelmann snidely comments in the same text that 
“those offspring of Greece, were despised there to such a degree, that the most 
valuable pieces of Correggio served only for blinds to the windows of the royal 
stables at Stockholm.”17 His preference of the Greek to the Roman had the effect 
of a seismic shift in modern thought concerning classical antiquity, for ever since 
the Renaissance, antiquarian scholarship valued the Roman at the cost of the 
Greek, as is evinced by the text of Raphael above. This Greco-Roman distinction 
even developed into a heated debate as the Italian artist Giovanni Battista 
Piranesi (1720-1778) took the side of the Romans in a series of polemic texts 
rejecting Winckelmann’s ideas. Nevertheless, of interest here is the consequence 
which such a preconceived definition of the ‘ideal’ in art has on conservation 
practices and decisions, as clearly outlined above in Klenze’s work.     
 It was only due to his position as the commissioner of antiquities to Pope 
Clement XIII, the very same role that Raphael once held and which the German 
subsequently assumed in 1763, that Winckelmann was afforded access to the 
papal collection of ancient sculptures and works of art and thereby able to form 
a comparative analysis between the Greek and Roman works of art. Of interest 
to our discussion is the publication resulting form his attentive studies at the 
Vatican; namely, the History of Ancient Art. In the work, Winckelmann provides 
for the first time in the historiography of art history, a chronological model of 
artistic development, for up until his text, works of art had been categorized 
thematically. He thus provides the all too familiar tripartite framework of 
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Egyptian-Greek-Roman wherein he attempts to trace and identify the impetus 
behind such a development. He observes, as such, that “The arts which are 
dependent on drawing have, like all inventions, commenced with the necessary; 
the next object of research was beauty; and, finally, the superfluous followed: these 
are the three principal stages in art.”18 Herein, much like Raphael, Winckelmann 
provides a systematic framework for the categorization of the monuments of 
the past. This was in fact the model followed by Klenze in his Glyptothek, 
wherein the works exhibited were arranged in such a chronological order as 
Winckelmann prescribes. 

Camillo Boito: Restoration in Architecture – First Dialogue (1893)

Such complete restoration projects, as the one that Klenze had advocated to be 
conducted on the Acropolis – albeit while divulging the novelty of its execution, 
serves as the main point of contention for the Italian architect, Camillo Boito 
(1836-1914), who sought to maintain the integrity of an ancient edifice as a 
readily identifiable work of an age past.  
His text here presented – written in the manner of a Socratic dialogue between 
two interlocutors – begins, as such, with an anecdote of one preservationist who 
begins to sketch a bizarre corbel that has the look of something ancient. Its 
style even too exotic for something of a bygone time, the preservationist gets a 
ladder and climbs to inspect what he has been sketching. His soul is troubled, 
upon touching it, scraping it, and hitting it, he realizes that “it was modern 
stuff.”19 At once, he resolved to descend from the ladder and stop sketching the 
building altogether, for the reality of its form was disguised by the skillful hand 
of the restorer to have the appearance of an original.  
 Much like Ruskin, Boito deems the restorer to be “a liar, a cheat, a forger”20 
for he subverts the admirable developments of science to render the new as 
ancient. Contrasting Boito’s concern with that of Ruskin’s, the former is not 
concerned so much with the destruction of the old – in contrast to the latter 
– as he is with its intelligibility. To this extent, Boito favors a poor restoration 
to a supposedly ‘good’ one, for it does not conceal the identity of what has 
been added to the original; the interface between the old and the new is made 
apparent, such that the observer may be able to delineate the built matter that 
the hands of the ancient builder formed out of the newly established whole. 
In this regard, even if the restoration efforts do not destroy what has already 
been there, as Ruskin maintains, but only complete what is dilapidated with 
an anachronistic modern addition that reconstitutes the whole as never having 
changed, the act of creation is tantamount to an act of destruction for both 

alter the original and deprive it of the life which it has led. To illustrate what 
is here meant we can consider two examples: Even if a new addition to the 
building does not physically destroy the built substance of the existing edifice, 
it nevertheless injures its character by subsuming it within a larger entity; shall 
this very same addition be characteristically different from the original however, 
such that the both characters – old and new – are not mixed together beyond 
recognition, then the addition is admissible. What Boito opposes therefore 
is the indefatigable pursuit of maintaining the absolute stylistic unity of the 
building – as Dvorak had similarly remarked concerning the baroque altar that 
had been removed from the gothic church in order to maintain its accuracy (see 
“Chapter Five”). In Dvorak’s employment of the term ‘restore’ it is intended in 
its literal sense, which returns something to its original state, in Boito’s sense of 
the word however, the emphasis lies more on reconstruction, which is a wholly 
creative rather than destructive activity – it is to the creative aspect of restoration 
that we dedicate the concluding chapter of our discussion.  
In so far as the original character of the whole building is to be preserved, 
Boito upholds the extreme example of the baroque builders, who “would 
cover everything with an indigestible jumble of volutes, curls, cartouches, and 
contrivances pompous like the frills of their dresses, and with a multitude of 
statues so boisterous and heavy that one trembles in passing next to them: all 
things in cement and stucco; and of the old basilica not even a scrap of a cornice 
is visible.” Paradoxically, in covering the old edifice, they offered it the best 
protection it could afford, that of being hidden. What Boito strives for however 
is complete visibility, such that the building is for him analogous to the book, 
one which he wants “to read without reductions, additions, or revisions.”21 The 
only difference between the book and the edifice is that any alterations to the 
former may be readily detected and undone, whereas with the latter, the whole 
is reconstituted into something different. Boito therefore exclaims his dictum 
to be: “conserve, not restore.”22   
 This principle is to be exercised judiciously however, taking into consideration 
the specific needs of the particular building. For if, for instance, the absolute 
adherence to the requisite of legibility prevents a severely dilapidated building 
from impressing its of beauty observer, then the essence of the edifice as a work 
of art in injured and cannot be forgone for the sake of archaeological sincerity. 
Herein, Boito distinguishes between the essential and non-essential elements of 
a building. He remarks therefore that it would be unreasonable if “in order to 
save the truthfulness of archaeology I forget the rights of art.”23 A compromise 
is offered in permitting the restorative addition to be made – on the grounds of 
maintaining the beauty of the building, all while clearly demarcating its points 
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57. Porta Ticinese, Camillo Boito

of connection to the existing remains of the old, so as to reveal – upon close 
inspection – that the addition belongs to a more contemporary workmanship. 
Thus the restoration for Boito is deceptive on the large scale, but transparent on 
the minute one: “In the additions, the mass, the contour, the overall appearance 
should not clash with the monument; the differences will be in the details.”24 
 In considering Boito’s appraisal of the endeavor of restoration, it is important 
to contrast it with that of Ruskin, as had been done at the outset; for unlike 
the Victorian author who does not permit a single scalpel to scratch the surface 
of an architectural edifice, Boito accounts for the use – both utilitarian and 
aesthetic – of the building in prescribing his views on the matter. Herein, lies 
the fundamental distinction between preservation and conservation, the one 
freezes a building in time, not affording its life with a purpose different than that 
which its creators endowed it with, whereas the other assimilates the building 
within the necessities of the present age all while revering its value as an object 
of the past. This attitude is evident in Boito’s concluding remarks, where he 
offers a list of eight principles that are to be considered when embarking upon 
a work of restoration – the last five of which, here offered, focus on situating 
the edifice within its historical context: 

4. exhibition of removed old pieces, installed next to the 
monument; 
5. incision in each restored piece of the date of restoration or 
of a conventional sign; 
6. descriptive epigraph carved on the monument; 
7. description and photographs of the different phases of the 
work, placed within the building or in a place close to it, or 
description printed in a publication; 
8. notoriety [or that the building is so famous that any addition is 
readily recognizable as such without the need for any additional 
signage].25

William Morris: Manifesto for the Protection of Ancient Buildings 
(1877)26

Writing a decade earlier, William Morris (1834-1896), the English designer and 
author, expresses many of the concerns outlined in Boito’s text above. A close 
colleague of Ruskin, both figures playing a major role in the development of the 
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‘arts and crafts movement’ in Victorian England, Morris similarly denounced 
the destruction wrought upon a monument by restoration activities, arguing 
that it misled the modern observer into thinking that the “partly-perished work 
of the ancient craftmaster” had never perished in the first place. Thus, though 
both advocate against restoration, Morris bases his argument upon the pursuit 
of knowledge concerning the past, as opposed to assuming Ruskin’s rather 
spiritual approach to the past’s worth as an object of veneration. 
 To the extent that restoration deceives, as observed in Boito’s misgivings, 
Morris equates it to the art of forgery; an art, he notes, whose tendencies have 
been spurred on by virtue of the advanced technical abilities of the modern 
industrial age. That is to say, that in the past, even when former builders sought 
to renew a building, they had no alternative but to make the modifications 
in the style of their own age, as they only had recourse to their own building 
practices – ones markedly indicative of their authorship and “alive with the 
spirit of the deed done midst its fashioning.” What Morris idealizes as such is 
a certain honesty in construction – one perhaps comparable to Ruskin’s ‘lamp 
of truth’ – which does not attempt to recreate the old using the methods of the 
new, rather recognizes a close correspondence between the manner of building 
and its resulting form. The industrial age’s technical apparatus is certainly not 
the sole cause to which such restoration activities may be attributed, nevertheless 
it enabled their underlying motivations. In this regard, following the same 
course of the authors discussed above, Morris associates the motivation to 
restore with the heightened historical sensibility of the 19th century, writing 
“For Architecture, long decaying, died out, as a popular art at least, just as 
the knowledge of mediaeval art was born. So that the civilized world of the 
nineteenth century has no style of its own amidst its wide knowledge of the 
styles of other centuries. From this lack and this gain arose in men’s minds the 
strange idea of the Restoration of ancient buildings.”
 The creative component of architectural production directs its efforts thus 
towards restoration activities, substituting the building of the new for the 
restoration of the old. In order to protect buildings, Morris argues that the 
management of ancient edifices should not be under the supervision of architects 
for they are men of great talent and are worthy of better of employment. It 
is to the general layman that responsibility of these edifices falls, for they are 
much more attentive than the architect to the claims of poetry and history – the 
architect concerning himself with creation (this distinction between the architect 
and the poet is further explored in Dehio’s text in “Chapter Nine”). In order 
to curtail the detrimental activity of restoration, Morris recommends that an 
oversight committee, comprised of laymen rather than professional architects, 

be established for the management of historical buildings. 
 To secure his argument for the conservation of buildings, Morris outlines 
two manners in which restoration is deemed deceptive, the first material and the 
second spiritual. Firstly, he notes that in every restoration activity, the restorer 
must exercise his individual judgement in selecting which elements to restore 
and which adjacent elements must be destroyed in the process of reconstruction, 
resulting in the emphasis on certain periods of the building’s history while 
suppressing other construction developments in the building’s lived history. 
We had noted earlier in this chapter that the project of conserving buildings 
necessitated by virtue of its program a selective approach to determining which 
building’s are deemed worthy of protection; here, Morris, attributes this feature 
of selection to the program of restoration rather than the one of conservation, 
aligning himself with Ruskin in maintaining that concerning all historical 
buildings they must be left to their fate. This attitude of abstaining from further 
enacting the building’s history stems from Ruskin’s position that we moderns 
have no right to assume ownership of the ancient edifice. Morris by contrast, 
does not argue from the same grounds, rather he observes that much like there 
exists a close correspondence between the building practice and the resulting 
architectural form – as noted above – there exists a similar causative relationship 
between a particular historical form and the cultural psyche of its age; namely, 
that the latter is responsible for the development of the former. Herein lies the 
second manner in which restoration is deceptive, the spiritual one, for Morris 
astutely observes that the restoration can only recreate the material existence of 
the architectural edifice, never its underlying spiritual motivations and beliefs 
responsible for its erection in the first place. He questions therefore “whether 
it be possible to Restore [to] those buildings, the living spirit of which … was 
an inseparable part of that religion and thought, and those past manners.” In 
our previous discussion of Dvorak’s text in chapter seven, we noted a pursuit of 
preserving not only the material but its spiritual context as well, such that the 
program of preservation seeks to revive not only the building but the cultural 
world-view out of which the building originated. Morris, by contrast, argues 
here that since such a spiritual revival could never conceivably occur, the revival 
of its material production needn’t take place as well, for it would not honestly 
represent the cultural tendencies of modern man. 
 As such, what is of prime importance to Morris, as it is with Boito and the 
rest of authors encountered in this chapter, is the accuracy with which a built 
edifice represents its identity. In his text however, he expands this pursuit of 
accuracy from the intelligibility of the building’s historical developments to 
one of its underlying construction techniques as well as cultural set of beliefs. 
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Consequentially, his criterion for determining which buildings are to be 
protected under the project of conservation broadens the minimum threshold 
of historicity – the building’s age-value as Riegl defines it – to include many 
other aspects: “If, for the rest, it be asked us to specify what kind of amount of 
art, style, or other interest in a building makes it worth protecting, we answer, 
anything which can be looked on as artistic, picturesque, historical, antique, or 
substantial: any work, in short, over which educated, artistic people would think 
it worthwhile to argue at all.” Whereas for Riegel the criterion of determining 
an historical object’s value is pursued in what finds the greatest consensus – 
the object’s historicity; for Morris it lies in where the historical object finds 
its greatest dissensus – its variable artistic value. In this regard, Morris’ call to 
conservation is a wholesale one, which emphasizes the artistically subjective 
over the intellectually objective.

Conclusions: From the Visible to Conservation

In contrast to the archaeology of the hidden, the archaeology of the visible seeks 
to eliminate any distance that exists between it and the object of the past, such 
that the latter is demystified and rendered accessible through close inspection. 
In much the same manner, the operations of architectural conservation proceed 
by establishing firstly for themselves the framework through which to see the 
objects of the past and evaluate them. Here, unlike the project of preservation, 
no universal recognition is accorded to an edifice by virtue of its age alone, rather 
the built object is classified and situated relatively amongst its counterparts. 
Such an emphasis on conducting surveys and establishing an inventory of 
what remains of the past means that a certain selectivity must be exercised. 
It is not only an object’s age which is recognized, but also its formal qualities 
such that the criteria for conservation betray underlying stylistic predilections. 
Furthermore, by virtue of the secure knowledge which taxonomic classifications 
afford, a particular sense of ownership pervades the activities of conservation, 
where by the fate of the building is not left per chance to time, rather adopted 
and its existence into posterity is ensured. Such an insurance is not only offered 
by means of physical protection, for ultimately all material remains shall at one 
point in time perish, but it is also secured through studiously documenting 
of all its details and aspects, allowing it to be reproduced in the event of the 
original being damaged. In this regard, what conservation seeks to protect in a 
building is as much its structure as its knowledge.
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8
ArcHAeology of tHe creAtive

That the hidden may be rendered visible stems from the fact that it had once 
been visible; for, otherwise, the shift from hidden to visible, outlined in the 
preceding parts of our text, would be nothing short of a creation ex nihilo. Of 
concern here is the shift from the hidden to the visible, as well as from the visible 
to the hidden, both understood however as creative endeavors. 

The Creative as Abstraction

Alain Schnapp calls attention to this dynamic between the making of the hidden 
and its subsequent uncovering, noting that the awareness of the past of another 
invites us to consider our own pastness, whose traces a future generation will 
inevitably investigate in much the same manner as we are investigating those of 
our ancestors. That is to say that the mere notion that our own livelihood shall 
one day serve as material for future study, necessitates that we lead it in such a 
way as we would like it to be later perceived, whereby – taken to an extreme – we 
live for our own documentary, so to say. What is of importance, however, is that 
this trace in question, uncovered in the future, is not some haphazard facet of our 
present life found by some chance discovery, but rather one which is produced 
for the sole purpose of memorializing and recording our activities. Herein, the 
distinction raised earlier in chapter six when discussing Charles Lyell’s definition 
of both the designed and an undesigned form of the earth (see “Chapter Six”) 
comes into play. For Lyell, it is a question of whether the geological form being 
analyzed is the product of natural processes or cultural ones; relating to our 
discussion of the hidden cultural trace, however, the question becomes one of 
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intentionality, namely whether the hidden was rendered as such by means of 
destructive forces – natural or otherwise falling into neglect – or rather through 
a set of orchestrated means that intentionally hid it from view. In short, the 
interest of our current discussion surrounds the production of the hidden; it 
is as such an inquiry into what came before the hidden, as it is discussed in 
chapter four, or an inverse of the transition analyzed in chapter six, one from 
visible to hidden. 
 Returning to Schnapp, he writes in his introductory chapter that, “We have 
to engage with the idea that other human beings, maybe tomorrow, maybe in a 
few hours’ time, maybe a few years or centuries from now, will look upon our 
traces. Understood in this way, the archaeological consciousness is born more of 
confrontation with the future than with the past.”1 Though archaeology concerns 
itself with the study of the past, Schnapp understands its operations to arise 
from endeavors which are rather prospective in nature rather than retrospective, 
whereby the very archaeological framework of investigating the traces of the 
past stems from the present’s ability to leave its own traces. It is in this sense 
a knowledge of the past by means of analogy with the present as had been 
demonstrated early on in our discussion of St. Augustine. What we are interested 
in however is a particular kind of trace left by behind by the present; namely 
an intentional trace which is not the product of an unconscious operation. It 
is in this regard a trace that is decidedly made for the sole purpose of being a 
trace, as opposed to being made into a trace by virtue of its representation of 
something otherwise bygone or no longer intact. That is to say that it is not 
merely the resulting impression of an activity of the present, rather is itself made 
for the purpose of serving as an expression of the present. Consider the fossil for 
instance, it is not originally made or conceived of as a fossil, but refers rather to 
a living thing, an entity whose life did not anticipate, or deal with its eventual 
fossilization; here, by contrast, the intentional trace to which we are alluding 
is akin to a fossil that is made for the sake of being a fossil, rather that coming 
to be a fossil as a result of forces external to itself which transform it into one. 
Returning to our distinction between the visible and the hidden, the transition 
from the former to the latter is as such not a functional one, whereby there is a 
shift in the value of the object as it becomes hidden – in the case of the fossil, 
a shift from a living organism to a petrified record of its anatomy; much to 
the contrary, it is only a spatial transition, where the ‘trace’ in question does 
not change its function but only its location – a distinction already outlined 
in “Chapter Four.” To that extent, the visible object made for the purpose of 
serving as a trace is simultaneously visible and hidden, or, to state the matter in 
Pomian’s terms, it is a constructed semiophore; namely, an object that is made 

in order to exist outside the mercantile circuit, rather than acquiring such a 
status by virtue of its exclusion from its economic mode of existence. 
 The intended trace clearly defined, the question comes to be: who did 
the ancients leave traces for? And why did man begin to leave traces in the 
first place? Schnapp argues that such a tendency, to leave traces behind, stems 
from man’s origins as a hunter-gatherer, noting that “Perhaps the cynegetic 
beginnings of humanity might explain man’s deep-rooted attention to the traces 
left by the other individuals of his species. For to move around, to find food, to 
shelter with in nature, one must identify the fleeting signs without which life 
is not possible.”2 Certainly, if the criterion for the trace of interest is only the 
intentionality with which it is left behind, then a valid cygenetic analogy can be 
made to ant-colonies who leave behind a pheromone network to retrace their 
food source, or even Physarum, which leaves behind a trail of slime to identify 
where it had searched before for its food source. This link however between 
the natural impulse to snuff one’s environmental surroundings and the cultural 
program of conducting archaeological research and erecting monumental edifices 
is a weak one, easily disproven by the lack of those other cynegetic species 
who have developed their own archaeological practices. What we are after as 
such is the creation of a different type of trace, one that supersedes the purely 
biological dimension of our existence. We may perhaps find a ready reference 
in the case of the Babylonians, who intentionally left traces for the succeeding 
generation of scribes to transcribe onto a new object before hiding it anew for a 
subsequent transcription (see “Chapter Four”). Here, the hidden trace is meant 
to be eventually uncovered by a successor. This is not always the case, however, 
as certain ‘traces’ were never made to be seen but were conceived of as being 
perpetually hidden, visible only to the Gods or the otherworldly, such as those 
objects contained within funerary temples never intended to be accessible. 
Regardless of its ultimate audience, of importance however is what this trace 
achieves; for, beyond fulfilling any utilitarian function – as the biological trace 
might – here the trace serves as a cultural marker monumentalizing a particular 
aspect of the present life. This monumental capacity stems not only from the 
trace’s ability to serve as a record of the present, but also from its role as a symbol 
– or a semiophore, whereby it denotes a particular cultural identity. Even a rather 
utilitarian record, which is not originally conceived of as being an intentional 
trace, may come to serve such a monumentalizing purpose; the early cuneiform 
tablets, for instance, which functioned as a record of the land division, fulfill 
such a criterion. For the economic value that they originally ascribe to a land, 
comes later to serve as an access point as to how the Mesopotamians led their 
lives. This is an unintentional trace. An example of an intentional trace that 
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similarly demarcates the land may be found in the large geoglyphs of the Nazca 
peoples in modern day southern Peru. Unlike their cuneiform counterpart, 
these geoglyphs serve no economic or otherwise utilitarian function, rather they 
are inscribed into the surface of the earth for the sole purpose of endowing an 
expansive desert with symbolic meaning, transforming it from a ground into a 
land as it were. What is here of note is that this type of cultural trace possesses 
a self-fulfilling value, such that it need not exist on account of some ongoing 
daily activity, rather is autonomous and separated from the vicissitudes of life. 
 One such example of a self-fulfilling monument was commissioned in the 
3rd century BC by emperor Qin Shi Huangdi (259-210 BC), founder of the 
Qin dynasty and unifier of China, whose reign inaugurated the dynastic lineage 
of all subsequent Chinese emperors. In an effort to memorialize the extent of 
his power and the dominion his throne enjoyed over the entirety of the land, 
the emperor fashioned his tomb with nothing less than a representation of all 
that constituted his empire. The 2nd century BC Chinese historian Sima Qian 
narrates what the emperor ordered be done:

In the ninth month the First Emperor was interred at Mt. Li. 
When the emperor first came to the throne he began digging 
and shaping Mt. Li. Later, when he unified the empire, he 
had over 700,000 men from all over the empire transported 
to the spot. They dug down to the third layer of underground 
springs and poured in bronze to make the outer coffin. Replicas 
of palaces, scenic towers, and the hundred officials, as well as 
rare utensils and wonderful objects, were brought to fill up 
the tomb. Craftsmen were ordered to set up crossbows and 
arrows, rigged so they would immediately shoot down anyone 
attempting to break in. Mercury was used to fashion imitations 
of the hundred rivers, the Yellow River and the Yangtze, and 
the seas, constructed in such a way that they seemed to flow. 
Above were representations of all the heavenly bodies, below, the 
features of the earth. ‘Man-fish’ oil was used for lamps, which 
were calculated to burn for a long time without going out. The 
Second Emperor said, ‘Of the women in the harem of the former 
ruler, it would be unfitting to have those who bore no sons sent 
elsewhere.’ All were accordingly ordered to accompany the dead 
man, which resulted in the death of many women. After the 
interment had been completed, someone pointed out that the 

artisans and craftsmen who had built the tomb knew what was 
buried there, and if they should leak word of the treasures, it 
would be a serious affair. Therefore, after the articles had been 
placed in the tomb, the inner gate was dosed off and the outer 
gate lowered, so that all the artisans and craftsmen were shut 
in the tomb and were unable to get out. Trees and bushes were 
planted to give the appearance of a mountain.3 

Of interest to our discussion is what the furnishing of emperor Qin’s tomb 
entailed; for, in order to contain within itself a miniature representation of 
the lands of the empire along with its peoples, a geographical analysis of the 
Chinese territory had to take place such that it may be further reproduced, 
albeit it in an abstracted manner, within the funerary mound. Concerning this 
process of abstraction, Schnapp draws attention to the fact that the monument 
itself, though seeks to preserve a memory to posterity is rather retrospective in 
nature, whereas the means by which the monument’s form came about – what 
he denotes as an archaeological investigation of the landscape – are prospective 
in their endeavors. Herein, Schnapp’s broad definition of the archaeological 
method of analysis associates it with the concept of imitation in art, whereby 
the task of archaeology is to imitate the material existence that it encounters, 
as a means of studying its properties. In the case of the emperor’s tomb, the 
association between the archaeologically analytical and the artistically imitative 
may be an inadvertent confoundedness; nevertheless, the similarity between 
the two endeavors – in that both involve a certain documentation and record-
making of their subject matter – is of interest. If art imitates what is presently 
available before its eyes, archaeology can be understood as imitating the distant 
past, which is hidden from view. Archaeology, as has been maintained in the 
preceding chapters, involves the making visible of what is hidden. In this 
regard, what is of importance is not the relative age of the subject matter 
of archaeology, for it may be just as ancient as what art imitates; rather a 
hidden aspect of that subject matter which the archaeological investigation – or 
imitation – elicits. It is this sort of archaeological investigation of the hidden 
past which informs the monument being created in the present as to what 
exactly should be memorialized. That is to say that the content of the historically 
commemorative monument is archaeological in nature, or dependent upon 
its investigations. Stated inversely, the archaeological investigation of the past 
stands at the beginning of every monumental act of creation in the present. 
Such is the meaning intended in Schnapp’s designation of archaeology as being 
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58. Emperor Qin’s Tomb

prospective in nature. 
 Furthermore, this archaeological investigation was not limited to the 
contents of the tomb, but extended to its very form as well, for the structure of 
the funerary mound synthesizes the forms of two earlier models employed in the 
eastern Zhou dynasty: the ‘tumulus tomb,’ which consisted of an underground 
burial shaft subsequently covered by an earthen mound on which trees would 
be planted; and the ‘shrine tomb,’ which similarly had an underground shaft 
but covered it instead with a stepped rammed-earth structure on top of which a 
series of open galleries, consisting of wooden posts and a clay tiled roof, would be 
erected. Contemporary archaeological investigations on the site of Qin’s tomb, 
conducted using remote sensing technologies rather than physical excavations 
which the Chinese government prohibits, reveal that the emperor’s mausoleum 
consists of an above ground burial shaft enclosed by four walls, each having nine 
steppes, as well as an earthen mound that covers the whole structure. Though 
modern reconstructions still debate the exact external form of the funerary 
structure, it is generally acknowledged that Qin’s tomb incorporated both earlier 
manners of tomb construction, allowing the middle tiers to be exposed and 
adorned by galleries, while covering the top with a heap of earth for trees to 
grow on top of it.4   
 What is here of importance to our discussion is the relationship between 
the resulting form of the tomb and the ‘archaeological’ process which precedes 
it – whether it studies the natural Chinese landscape or the cultural building 
practices of mortuary edifices. In both regards, the transition from the 
archaeologically investigative to the monumentally commemorative involves 
a degree of abstraction, whereby what is represented is not an exact replica of 
the material existence being studied rather a model image of its characteristic 
properties. That is to say that the resulting form of the tomb structure, along 
with its artifactual contents, do not mimic the object of study as it externally 
exists, offering nothing more than a copy of it; rather, the tomb’s form evinces 
an internal analytical process having taken place, reproducing in turn a whole 
image of what constituted the Chinese empire at that point in time. Herein, the 
creative dimension of archaeology manifests itself as operating on the ideational, 
or intellectual, level, producing in fact a sort of knowledge as opposed to a 
particular material thing per se. The external form produced is thus wholly 
distinguishable from the external form archaeologically investigated. 
But is this the only manner in which archaeology can be creative; namely, in 
a rather indirect manner that is intellectual in nature? We shall recall here the 
distinction, raised earlier in chapter six, that the ancient Greeks make between 
archaiologia and historia, whereby the former constitutes a study of the ancient 
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past, whereas the latter focuses on studying the contemporary past (see “Chapter 
Four”). Concerning the case of Qin’s tomb, the distinction does not offer much 
guidance, for on the one hand, the incorporation of the more ancient Zhou 
dynasty’s temple models may be understood as an exercise of archaiologia, 
whereas the study of the ever-present Chinese landscape may be classified under 
the category of historia. It is in fact in the historical development of these two 
terms, that the definition of archaiologia acquires a new meaning that offers a 
different manner in which the activity of archaeology can be creative. 

The Creative as Accumulation

 In his 1950 essay, “Ancient History and the Antiquarian,” the Italian 
historiographer Arnaldo Momigliano outlines such a development, noting at 
the outset that from its Greek beginnings the distinction between the two 
terms corresponded not only to the relative age of the subject matter being 
studied, but implied a particular manner of study whereby “(1) historians write 
in a chronological order; antiquaries write in a systematic order: (2) historians 
produce those facts which serve to illustrate or explain a certain situation; 
antiquaries collect all the items that are connected with a certain subject, 
whether they help to solve a problem or not.”5 Thus, the historian is more 
concerned with constructing a specific narrative, in whose process a particular 
cause may be elicited, whereas the antiquarian satisfies himself with simply 
gathering all information possible concerning a subject and organizing these 
finds. The methodological cleft between the two modes of investigating the 
past did not become apparent however until the 17th century when both began 
dealing with the same subject matter albeit assuming different approaches. 
Up until that point, historians were preoccupied with the topic of political 
history, all other areas of knowledge concerning the past falling to the realm 
of antiquarian research. As a result of the latter’s emphasis on non-literary 
resources, it became clear that new histories of all various aspects of life, not just 
the political ones needed to be assembled.6 As a result, the historian’s mode of 
textual investigation expanded to admit non-textual evidence in order to study 
other histories: “Up to the end of the seventeenth century the antiquaries had 
been left undisturbed in two activities. They had cared for that type of evidence 
which the ordinary political historian was apt to leave aside; and they had 
studied those subjects-customs, institutions, art, religion-which were outside the 
province of the political historian and could be best examined on non-literary 
evidence. In the early eighteenth century they lost the control of non-literary 
evidence. The more the ‘learned’ historians accepted the antiquarian’s method 

of checking literary by non-literary evidence, the less the antiquarians could 
claim numismatics, diplomatics, and epigraphy as their own subjects.”7 In a 
sense, the field of history grew to encompass that which had hitherto been 
designated as antiquarian in its tendencies. But what became of the antiquarian, 
did he disappear altogether? Much to the contrary, the efforts of the antiquarian 
acquired an intellectual rigor, that the historian possessed; but in the process, 
the antiquarian’s activities came to be subservient to the newly formulated 
historical questions posed by the historian. The historian, as such, was tasked 
with the theoretical formulation of the historical question to be investigated – 
here Momigliano points to the conjectural histories of which Dugald Stewart 
wrote (see “Chapter Six”) – whereas the antiquarian was asked with collecting 
that evidence required in answering these questions posed. Considered as a 
whole, the resulting historical project is an amalgam of the Greek archaiologia 
and historia: “The combination of philosophic history with the antiquarian’s 
method of research became the aim which many of the best historians of the 
nineteenth century proposed to themselves. It is still the aim that many of us 
propose to ourselves. It means two difficult things: the constant repression of 
the a priori attitude inherent in the generalizing approach of the philosophic 
historian and, on the other hand, the avoidance of the antiquarian mentality 
with its fondness for classification and for irrelevant detail.”8 
 Of interest to our discussion is that the distinction between the two 
endeavors, history and archaeology, does not refer to a difference in content, 
rather one in methodology, whereby archaeology is understood as the research 
arm of history, the two informing one another. To that extent, what archaeology 
produces, in the strictest of senses, is a collection of artifacts, which are primarily 
material in nature – their ideational constitution informed historically rather 
than archaeologically. Herein, the creative dimension of archaeology is thus 
not ideational as observed above, producing a certain form of knowledge, 
rather it is material in form, constituted by the objects that it gathers together, 
either textually in its field journal or physically in its collection boxes. What 
archaeology creates in this regard is the collection, one which can be understood 
in much similar terms to the renaissance Wunderkammer with its diverse array 
of objects and published catalogue. 
 To illustrate this creative aspect of archaeology in architectural terms, we may 
tentatively refer to the notion of spolia in building construction. As observed in 
the preceding chapters, ancient buildings were often systematically quarried for 
the appropriation of building materials, such that either finished architectural 
elements where transported to a new building site or monolithic stone elements 
were cut up and sold to the highest bidder. In a sense, this activity of collecting 
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built spolia and reconstituting them with a newly erected edifice may satisfy the 
conditions of a collection, for otherwise disparate entities are brought together 
and incorporated with a single structure. This manner of repurposing spolia 
is however not what we understand by the collection that an archaeological 
investigation produces, for the spolia only concerns itself with the quarried 
element’s usability as a building material, depriving it from any additional 
value that the part may have once held within the whole. The archaeological 
collection, by comparison, though it removes artifacts from their originating 
context, is careful to understand them in such terms, never severing the tie 
between an element and its source. What results as such is on the one hand a 
singular consortium of diverse objects – the collection itself, but on the other 
hand, a compositional motley of individually distinct objects – the contents of 
the collection each retaining its character.
 The most clear example of such a created collection, where the diversity of 
contents was indistinguishable from the singularity of the collection, is perhaps 
most evident in Alexander Lenoir’s Musée des antiquités et monuments français, 
which was established in 1790 following the French revolution in order to save 
the monuments of France from the overly zealous destructive hands of the self-
proclaimed revolutionaries encountered earlier in discussing Grégoire’s text (see 
“Chapter Seven”). Before proceeding to describe the origins of the museum, 
it is important comment on the two possible meanings of this ‘collection’ that 
an archaeological investigation creates. Firstly, the collection itself may amount 
to nothing more than a grouping or a classification, such that what results is 
in fact a concept rather than an actual thing. Even if the objects ‘collected’ are 
physically transported to be housed within a shared space, the collection itself 
is not a physical object that can be understood as a whole, rather only as the 
sum of its parts. This type of collection, conceptual in nature, is the very same 
one that is exhibited within a museum. Secondly, and more importantly, the 
collection may itself be a physically constructed object whose building blocks 
are the very diverse fragments that the collection houses. Here the collection 
and its contents are not two separate entities, but a rather unified into a newly 
constituted whole. Thus, in the first condition, the collected artifacts are brought 
together into a conceptual conjunction, whereas in the second, they assume a 
physical relationship. 
 Following the aftermath of the revolution, Lenoir, an undistinguished painter 
and student of Pierre-Gabriel Doyen, thought it a good idea to collect in one 
depot, within the space of the former convent of the Petits-Augustins, the works 
of art targeted by the revolutionaries, preemptively removing them from their 
monuments lest they be vandalized.9 It was under this pretense of preservation 

that Lenoir began to appropriate the artistic possessions of Paris in an effort to 
establish one of the first collections of art that was chronologically organized. 
In its formative years, from 1790 to 1796, the collection consisted mostly of 
religious sculptures amassed from churches and sacred edifices. The depot was 
in this sense a collection of the first kind described above, housing disparate 
elements within its unified space. With the approval of the French Convention in 
the spring of 1796, however, the depot was officially recognized as the Musée des 
antiquités with Lenoir appointed as the ‘conservateur des monuments français’ 
– a role which he exercised under the direction of the ministry of interior.10 
Having secured the backing of the Convention, Lenoir proceeded to transport 
whole fragments of buildings, extending the scope of the Musée’s collection from 
artworks to entire architectural objects. These licentious acquisitions were not 
only aided by his political position, but also by the increasing notoriety that 
his Musée enjoyed, welcoming visitors on an almost daily basis beginning in 
1793.11 As such, by 1815, the collection had two courts which were dominated 
by architectural remains: the main court served as the entrance to the Musée 
and was enclosed by the façade that Philibert de Lorme had designed in the 16th 
century for the chateau of Anet, such that the door of the chateau became the 
entrance of the Musée; the second court was enclosed within the building and 
consisted of the three bays of the château of Gaillon.12 Furthermore, surrounding 
these courts were a series of galleries dedicated to the artworks of specific eras. 
As Lenoir notes in his catalogue, these collections were not to be observed as 
individual objects rather as a holistic assembly inseparable from their exhibition 
space:

When one enters the room which contains the monuments of 
this century, one sees flattened groin vaults, sprinkled with stars 
upon a blue back- ground and supported by simple, crudely 
decorated pillars. These vaults terminate in rose windows of the 
period [only three were really original]. Sepulchral lamps hang 
from the vaults. The doors and windows of pointed form … 
were designed by the celebrated Montereau according to the 
taste of the architecture revived by the Arabs. The window glass 
also bears the stamp of that style … The somber light which 
pervades this hall is also an imitation of the time; [it symbolizes] 
the magic by which men maintained in a perpetual state of 
weakness human beings whom superstition had struck with 
fear … I have observed that the farther one goes toward the 
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centuries which approach our own, the more the light increases 
in public monuments, as if the sight of sunlight could only suit 
educated men.13     

Though Lenoir’s museum did possess the sort of conceptual collections outlined 
above, which displayed paintings and sculptures, it strove to become itself the 
collection. This is readily surmised in his description above where the observer 
does not know where the exhibited artifactual object ceases and the exhibition 
space itself begins. If this creative aspect of the collection is not completely 
fulfilled in the case of the galleries which assume the stylistic character of the 
objects on display, in the case of the architectural courtyards, by contrast, the 
exhibition space is indistinguishable from the exhibited objects; for, rather than 
simply being arranged as an assembly of individual objects within the larger 
space of a room, the collected building fragments ‘housed’ within the museum 
actually make up portions of the museum, serving as primary elements within its 
structure and defining its spaces. In this regard, Lenoir’s museum was not erected 
for the collection, rather on account of it. In this newly constituted architectural 
collage, the archaeological act of collecting assumes its most creative dimension.

59. La Salle du XIIIe siècle, Jean-Lubin Vauzelle

Conclusions

In both the archaeology of the hidden and that of the visible there is a creative 
element at play, each relating to the object of the past in a distinctive manner. 
In the case of the visible, the object of the past becomes itself part of the 
present’s creative endeavors, either through its reformulation within a collection 
or through its reproduction as a copy through studious analysis. By contrast, 
in the case of the hidden, the mere possession of – or association with – the 
object of the past serves as a means of legitimacy for the creative operations of 
the present, such that what is of importance is not that the past itself materially 
makes up what the present produces, rather that it serves as a guiding reference. 
To these two archaeologies, we may add a type that is wholly creative in its 
endeavors; namely, one that seeks to monumentalize a past event by means of 
an intentional trace. In all three archaeologies however, the creative is identified 
by its positing of something externalized. As it concerns the archaeology of 
the hidden, which we observed in “Chapter Four” to place emphasis on the 
internal reality, its creative aspect proceeds by externalizing what had once 
been internalized; the creative operations of the archaeology of the visible, by 
contrast, are ones where the external reality it investigates remains external as 
it is reconstituted within a new whole.  

60. Première salle du musée, Hubert Clerget
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9
tHe creAtive And restorAtion

Viollet-le-Duc: On Restoration (1854)

The issue of ownership, which guided Morris’ thought concerning the endeavor 
of conservation – namely to protect the cultural identity of an historical 
building’s creators, serves as the entry point for Eugène Viollet-le-Duc’s cause 
of restoration practices. The French architect and theoretician (1814-1879), 
trained as architect under the supervision of practicing professionals – as opposed 
to receiving a more formal and academic training at the École des Beaux Arts, 
acquired a practical knowledge of the art of architecture, which came to define 
his rather hands-on approach to dealing with the built remains of the past. 
This experience was also coupled with an almost encyclopedic knowledge of 
the Gothic structures of his land, which he accumulated through his work with 
François-René Leclère, who headed the Conseil des Bâtiments Civils – responsible 
for overseeing major restoration projects, as well as Prosper Mérimée, who 
headed the Commission des Monuments Historiques – responsible for inventorying 
the monuments of France as a counter-measure to the post-revolution looting 
activities, as outlined in Grégoire’s text (see “Chapter Seven”). The result of 
this direct contact with the scattered historical monuments of France was the 
1854 publication of Dictionnaire raisonné de l’architecture française du XIe au 
XVIe siècle, in which the essay on restoration, here discussed, was published.
 Though Le-Duc agrees with Morris that the heightened historical awareness 
of the modern age has rid the 19th century man from developing his own formal 
expression, he maintains that the answer to such a predicament lies in the full 
ownership of those historical edifices belonging to a bygone age, such that 
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the culture of the present finds its harbor in the works of the past and further 
develops them into its own. In this regard, the creative activities of building 
construction are not to be understood as an enterprise distinct from that of 
preserving what already exists, rather the two are brought together under the 
same cause of a life that vitally draws all that surrounds it unto itself – to employ 
Nietzsche’s metaphor of the ahistorical life (see “Chapter One”). Le-Duc begins 
his essay on restoration, as such, be defining what its endeavor entails, stating 
that “To Restore a building is not to preserve it, to repair, or rebuild it; it is 
to reinstate it in a condition of completeness which could never have existed at 
any given time.”1 He acknowledges that such an attitude towards the past is 
peculiar to the modern psyche, stating that in the building practices of ancient 
civilizations, existing buildings were not considered for their historical value 
and were therefore either left to lie in ruin in the shadow of an abutting newly 
erected structure, or were themselves rebuilt in the style then prevailing. The 
term ‘restoration’ is itself, Le-Duc notes, a modern development. Confronted 
with this sudden awareness that the object at hand belongs to an age other 
than one’s own, as Ruskin and all the fellow authors – writing on the topic of 
preservation examined thus far –realized, Le-Duc proceeds rather judiciously 
noting that one of two alternatives readily present themselves concerning the 
present treatment of a delipidated historical edifice. Either a facsimile of an 
existing part will be reproduced and placed where a part is missing – a broken 
capital for instance; or, conversely, an existing element added at a later stage 
will be substituted for one whose form corresponds to that which must have 
existed originally. Both strategies fall short however of fulfilling the historical 
demands which the modern sensibility makes of its object of investigation. 
 Concerning the first option, of reproducing a copy of another existing part 
of the building supposing it to have been repeated throughout the building, 
Le-Duc raises doubts concerning such an assumption, stating that one can never 
be certain of what had in fact existed before and is now missing. Furthermore, 
the part reproduced for the facsimile may itself not even be an original but a 
previous ‘interpolation’ within the building. This skepticism towards the true 
nature of the missing part in question is very much akin to the philosophical 
dilemma presented in discussing Collingwood’s text, whereby the gap between a 
visible present and an invisible past must somehow be bridged. In much similar 
fashion to Collingwood – as he resolves that it is only the present which may be 
fully perceptible and that by association any knowledge of the past is constituted 
by its existence within the framework of the present – Le-Duc acknowledges 
the ‘present-ness’ of any intervention within an historical built-substance and 
embraces the fact that it will always be a creative endeavor of building as opposed 

to a restoration of the damage that has been affected. It is in this regard that 
the restoration ‘reinstates a new condition of completeness.’
 Concerning the second option, of undoing the subsequent reparations 
conducted upon the building – with the pretense of reconstituting its original 
whole, Le-Duc notes that such an approach would erase all traces of historical 
development enacted upon the built edifice. Herein, he elaborates on the 
innerworkings of our modern historical sensibility, referring to the taxonomic 
mode of analysis which all other fields of human inquiry have assumed: The 
anatomists like Georges Cuvier (1769-1832), Le-Duc notes, organized the 
sequence of biological life and revealed what the world looked like before the 
reign of man; similarly the philologists classify the European languages in order 
to discover their originating source; and the archaeologists, following in the 
same manner, conducts a comparative analysis of the material productions of 
various civilizations unmasking their origins and affiliations. In all three cases, 
the scholar “has undertaken to analyze the past, to compare and classify its 
phenomena, and to construct its veritable history, by following step by step the 
march, the progress, the successive phases of humanity.”2 The historical methodology 
seeks, as such, to ascertain the cause underlying the trajectory of development; 
any omission of evidence – as is here proposed by the second alternative – is 
thus detrimental to the overall mode of knowledge that the modern age seeks 
in its subject-matter. Moreover, by virtue of this knowledge of the cause, one 
accedes to the right, so to say, to further enact its effects, such that Le-Duc 
affirms that “synthesis follows in the wake of analysis.”3 That is to say that the 
historical insight into the nature of the cause afforded by the comprehensive 
analysis conducted upon the works of history makes a further demand upon its 
student to synthesize what has been learnt into a newly generated form – such is 
the very same correlation between knowledge of the cause and invention which 
Aristotle makes in his Metaphysics (see note 155, “Chapter Three”).
 Following from this conception, Le-Duc proceeds to outline his thesis 
concerning the task of restoration. Three major underlying themes are of 
interest to our discussion. Firstly, by virtue of this association between the 
identification of the cause and the further procedural outworking of its effects, 
Le-Duc recognizes a conjunction between the program of restoration and the 
pursuit of knowledge, such that former grows out of the latter. This is indeed 
evident, as Le-Duc notes, in the work of Ludovic Vitet, who preceded Merimée 
as the inspector general of historical monuments, wherein concerning the repairs 
required in the Château de Coucy, Vitet notes that “It is indeed a restoration 
which will require neither stones nor cement, but only a few sheets of paper.”4 
This ‘paper-restoration’ will thus serve as “The reconstruction, or rather the 



289288 Chapter 9: The Creative and Restorationpart IV: instrumental history

reinstating in its entirety and its minutest details, of a fortress of the middle 
ages, the reproduction of its interior decoration, even to its furniture; in a word 
giving back its form, its color, and – if I may venture to say so – its former life.”5 
The activity of restoration is, in this regard, to be understood as an epistemic 
endeavor of reappropriating the knowledge concerning an object of the past. 
To this extent, the revival is not only concerned with the built object at hand, 
but also the means and process by which this built object came about. To 
illustrate this, Le-Duc notes that it is due to the restoration efforts of Vitet and 
Merimée that a nucleus of artists “desirous of gaining an intimate knowledge of 
these forgotten arts”6 was formed in order to reclaim the construction practices 
responsible for the Gothic edifices of the land. Whether the actual restoration of 
the building is nothing more than a means to an ultimate end of reviving these 
arts, or if the latter is only revived for the achievement of the former, is beyond 
the issue; of importance as such is that a tandem relationship exists between 
the project of restoration and that of knowledge. Furthermore, in so far as the 
restoration seeks to revive a particular form of knowledge it can be understood 
in terms of the reenactment of the past of which Collingwood conceives.
 Serving as the second theme of interest, this knowledge in question, 
of which the project of restoration is in pursuit, is the identification of the 
underlying cause or rationale of the built edifice at hand. The most immediate 
cause for any edifice is certainly its efficient cause, or its builders – a notion 
that has already been raised in discussing Ruskin (see “Chapter Five”). For this 
reason, Le-Duc states that “The architect entrusted with the restoration should 
therefore be exactly acquainted, not only with the style of appertaining to each 
period of art, but also the style is belonging to each school”7; proceeding to 
elaborate that the schools in question are none other than itinerant guilds: “He 
should be acquainted with the methods of construction employed at different 
periods of our art and in the various schools.”8 There exists however a more 
fundamental cause – a formal one to maintain Aristotle’s terminology – that 
defines the internal logic of gothic structure. Here Le-Duc draws a distinction 
between the gothic and the classical system of construction; for, concerning the 
latter, they “which were constructed on the plane of opposing inert resistance 
to active forces” Whereas in the former, “every member is in action. If the 
vaulting thrusts the flying buttress or the buttress counter-thrusts. If a springer 
is crushed, it is not enough to stay it vertically; provision must be made for 
the various pressures which act upon it in contrary directions…In a word, you 
have to maintain forces which all act in a contrary direction, to establish an 
equilibrium”9 What Le-Duc presents as such is an understanding of the building 
in terms of an organic model that is constantly in a state of flux, or tension, 

yet maintains its state of equilibrium. These ‘organic’ systems are not only 
structural but also material, such that Le-Duc concludes that “Buildings, like 
individuals, acquire idiosyncrasies, which must be taken into account. They have 
a temperament peculiar to themselves, if we may so term it; and which must be 
studied and intimately known before a regular course of treatment. The nature 
of the materials, the quality of the mortars, the ground, the general structural 
system, whether by vertical points of support or by horizontal buildings, the 
weight and greater or less correctness of the vaultings, and the comparative 
elasticity of the structure – constitute different temperaments.”10 The task of 
the restorer, as Le-Duc defines it, is the acquisition of a thorough understanding 
of the building’s forces, becoming acquainted with its DNA so to say, such 
that any modification of the edifice proceeds from such a knowledge of the 
first-principles of the building, rather than its formal manifestation. In other 
words, the dominance over a building’s underlying nature affords the liberty 
of reconstituting its elements as is determined to be fit. 

61.Hybrid restorations, Viollet-le-Duc
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 This acquisition of the cause is not regarded by Le-Duc as an unrestricted 
license to make changes upon the building, however; rather the essential 
nature of the gothic edifice as an organic system requires that any restoration 
activity – irrespective of its minuteness – must take the whole into account and 
reconstitute its aforementioned state of equilibrium, for “If you change one of 
the conditions of the organism, you alter all the rest.”11 The changes incumbent 
upon an historical building need not only be due to its dilapidated state however, 
for when the building falls into disuse, its spirit must be reinstated and its 
program altered. Herein, in the scenario of rehabilitation, lies the crux of what 
the notion of ownership entails for Le-Duc, as he argues that the architect in 
charge of the restoration – having “mastered every detail of that structure”12 at 
hand and getting in touch with its temperaments, so to say – should proceed 
“just as if he himself had directed the original building… he should have at 
command means of more than one order for undertaking the work of renewal.”13 
He continues further on to note that the architect in charge must “imagine 
what [the original architect] would do if he came back to the world and had 
the program with which we have to deal laid before him.”14 Thus, according 
to Le-Duc, the culture of the present, designated by its modern architect, may 
assume full ownership of the work of the past, recognizing itself to be in the very 
same position as the ancient culture that originally made the object. Important 
to note here is the manner by which such a position is to be assumed, for it is 
the result of a rather studious analysis; a requisite of internalization thus affords 
a subsequent externalization – as noted in “Chapter Three”. The activity of 
restoration, as such, is nothing short of the vital exercise of the necessities of 
present life, for it is the sustained usability of the buildings which serves as the 
entry point for the restoration project. This may certainly be set against the 
type of intellectual sustenance, as opposed to performative sustenance, that the 
activity of conservation – as outlined in “Chapter Seven” – seeks to endow its 
edifices of investigation.
 Here, we may recall the aforementioned distinction between Le-Duc’s 
approach and that of Morris, as the former maintains that the present age’s 
lack of formal intuition concerning the erection of new edifices is supplanted 
by the study and further development of those already existing – such is the 
logical outcome of the modern historical sensibility. Furthermore, this role that 
the present age plays with respect to the objects of the past is understood by 
Le-Duc to be a mandate; for, the best way to secure the fate of what has been 
inherited – to preserve it – “is to find the use for it, and to satisfy its requirements 
so completely that there shall be no occasion to make any changes.”15 For this 
reason, in so far as the development of the works of the past is to be approached 62.Hybrid restorations, Viollet-le-Duc
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as a mandate and not a licentious freedom to make alterations, “This freedom 
is bridled by sense of responsibility and done only in extreme cases.”16      
 The third issue of concern to our discussion lies in the general guiding 
principles that Le-Duc recommends be observed when conducting any work 
of restoration. Regardless of the particular temperaments of the structure in 
question, Le-Duc notes that “In restorations there is an essential condition 
which must always be kept in mind. It is, that every portion removed should be 
replaced with better materials, and in a stronger and more perfect way. As a result 
of the operation to which it has been subjected, the restore edifice should have a 
renewed lease of existence, longer than that which has already elapsed.”17 Following 
from the notion of ownership outlined above, the activity of restoration – though 
it deals with an already existing building matter – evaluates the results of its 
operations according to the same standards which are applied to the erection 
of a new building. This of course is not to say that the restoration begins by 
destroying the old and beginning anew with something completely different, as 
Ruskin’s position maintains, rather that the endeavor of restoration is a creative 
one not solely a preservative one. The key question for Le-Duc however comes 
into play when considering an edifice that has undergone modifications over 
the centuries: What should its fate be? “If both the original and the altered 
parts are to be restored, should the latter be disregarded, and the unity of style, 
which has been disturbed, be reestablished; Or, should the whole with the later 
modifications be exactly reproduced?”18 Such are, in fact, the very same set of 
alternatives with which we began our discussion of Le-Duc – the creation of a 
facsimile or the removal of a foreign element added at a later period. Through 
a series of hypothetical case studies, a principle begins to emerge for Le-Duc; 
namely, “that of restoring every building in its own style.”19 Two exceptions are 
offered to the rule however; firstly, the stylistic unity achieved should not be to 
the detriment of the building’s performativity, and, secondly, traces of previous 
alterations should not be hidden but rather brought into relief. Concerning the 
first point, he offers the example of a 12th century to which much needed gutters 
had to be added in the 13th century. The stylistic difference of the gutters must 
be kept for it offers an improvement upon a defective system – i.e. it follows 
the basic principle of restoration that the building is to be completed in such a 
manner that had never existed before. To this extent, Le-Duc values the technical 
superiority of the moderns all while upholding the stylistic integrity of the 
ancients. Another example is offered in the case of a dilapidated roof structure 
that should favor the iron truss work instead of the wooden one, due to the 
advantageousness of the former. What Le-Duc opposes thus is an anachronistic 
handling of the works of the past. It is a specific type of anachronism however, 

for it is does not concern itself with the appropriation of old forms rather with 
the ancient means of their execution; the anachronistic disjunction does not lie 
as such in stylistic matters rather technical ones. The general sentiment guiding 
these three themes evident in Le-Duc’s thesis may be summed up through one 
of his concluding remarks: “We should proceed as a master of the middle ages 
would have done if he had been obliged to contrive them; and above all, not 
try to hide this novel feature; since the ancient masters, so far from dissembling 
a necessity, sought on the contrary to invest it with a becoming form, even 
making decorative features of such material requirements.”20 

George Gilbert Scott: On the Conservation of Ancient Architectural 
Monuments and Remains (1862)21

Le-Duc’s approach towards restoration, though prescribing a certain degree 
of restraint in its operations, is undertaken as a wholly creative endeavor 
nevertheless, such that the finished work represents a new state in the built 
edifice’s historical development. A more conservative view of what the exercise 
of restoration should achieve was advocated in the writings of George Gilbert 
Scott (1811-1878), wherein he opposed all unnecessary acts of intervention and 
advocated for the maintenance of dilapidated elements. A compatriot of both 
Ruskin and Morris, Scott’s seemingly benign stance was nevertheless considered 
by them to be too liberal in its motivations, for it allowed that the historical built 
substance be meddled with and encroached upon – even if under a narrow set of 
particular circumstances. The debate between both camps, Scott’s and Morris’, 
came to be known as ‘scrape and anti-scrape’ though in the broad view, Scott’s 
position is more closely aligned with that of his Victorian contemporaries as 
his French counterpart.
 In his text, “On the Conservation of Ancient Architectural Monuments 
and Remains,” Scott begins with a very similar problematic that faced Le-Duc; 
namely the question of how to deal with an ailing historical edifice whose 
material substance has already undergone previous reparations and restorations. 
He considers therefore the case of an architectural composition noting that, 
“Where a part is wholly or in any great degree wanting, it is questionable 
whether it would be supplied beyond the extent of existing evidence; [and] when 
later features have been interpolated, it is yet more questionable whether they 
would be removed; such questions must depend upon circumstances, such as the 
merits of the original, and of the interpolation, whether the latter is in a state to 
demand thorough reparation, and whether the original features preponderate 
and give their character to the building.” In response to these two alternatives, 
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i.e. the removal of additions or the reparation of the original members, Scott 
puts forth a general rule that should generally be followed with respect to any 
historical edifice: one should strive to preserve as much as possible and renew 
as little as possible. What he is against, as such, is Le-Duc’s holistic approach of 
renewal, which maintained that since the gothic structure is in an organic state 
of equilibrium, therefore any minute intervention in one member necessitates 
the readjustment of all other members to maintain this stasis. Scott derides 
such an approach as wanting to meddle with everything, “the seating all taken 
up, floors removed, plastering stripped from the walls…indeed the whole thing 
radically re-formed from top to toe.” To prevent such a wholesale renewal from 
taking place, he proposes, much like Morris, that a Vigilance Committee be 
established for the supervision of on-site work and the prompt halting of any 
activities which destroy the existing structure to make way for the provision 
of new materials. The key factor for Scott is that this committee should be 
composed of architects, who would in a sense self-monitor the activities of their 
own profession. The exclusion of laity from such a committee was a point of 
contention for Morris, as he maintained that the architects by definition want 
to build not to preserve; Scott’s argument, on the other hand, was that the laity 
did not possess enough architectural knowledge to know what to protect and 
what to restore. In recognition of Morris’ reservations however, Scott explains 
that the role of the architect within an historical edifice is never to restore it, 
for this word should be “expunged from our architectural vocabulary,” rather 
to repair it.
 What he proposes in this regard is much more measured and punctual 
approach that assesses the condition of the building and proceeds to repair 
the severely damaged elements before addressing less pressing issues. He notes 
therefore that the process is a rather tentative one of “feeling one’s way and 
trying how little will do that going on nay bold system.” To that extent, Scott 
is opposed to the drafting of a single contract between the building owners – 
most often in the form of clergymen – and the architect, for the procedures 
of the reparation cannot be ascertained beforehand, rather it is only through 
a rigorously studious process that the building will slowly reveal to the hands 
of the workman what needs it requires of him. The outcome of this approach 
is not a holistic renewal as Le-Duc proposes – whereby the edifice is endowed 
with a new lease on life, rather a motely of patchwork that is continuously being 
maintained and supplemented with new reparations. In a sense, Scott’s model 
of the life of the building is also organic in its conception as it recognizes a 
continuous process of decay and generation, such that at a certain point in time 
the whole of the original will have decayed and replaced by a mosaic of patched 

repairs – a model not too dissimilar from the geologically uniformitarian one 
of Hutton (see “Chapter Six”). Furthermore, in stark contrast to Le-Duc, Scott 
posits that all the reparations should be constructed in the ancient manner 
of construction with which the element was originally made. This he argues 
would maintain the ancient character of the building for even in the tooling of 
the stonework an quality of antiquity may be apperceived. To further sustain 
the apparent age of the building, the cleaning process of its surface should be 
conducted with great restraint so as to preserve its old coloring as much as 
possible. To conclude, Scott compares the work of the architect repairing the 
ancient edifice to the paleontologist who painstakingly seeks to reconstruct the 
whole form the extant fragments at his disposal, noting that “Where an ancient 
feature has been destroyed, [one should] never attempt its restoration till the 
parts round where the original existed have been thoroughly opened out and 
explored.” This sort of reconstruction, where the building is approached as 
possessing enough information to guide its architect on how to repair it, certainly 
stands in contrast with Le-Duc’s position of an imaginative reconstruction that 
fully updates the building to fit the needs of the contemporary age, preserving 
only its stylistic character.  
   
Georg Dehio: Monument Protection and Monument Preservation in the 
Nineteenth Century (1905)

In the writings of both Le-Duc and Scott, there is an implied awareness of what 
the activity of restoration constitutes for the otherwise purely creative works 
of the present; namely, that there exists a lack of a present formal expression 
which must in turn be supplanted by an historical form of the past. This implied 
relationship serves as the entry point for Georg Dehio’s analysis of the modern 
sensibility to restore ancient works of art and built edifices. The German art- 
historian (1850-1932), born in the Baltic region of Reval and educated at the 
University of Munich, recognized that there were two competing motivations 
for the study of the objects of the past: the first stemming from a vigorous 
historical consciousness, which sought to systematically categorize all the objects 
of external reality within its framework; and the second stemming from a 
deficiency in the internal will to create, which pursues a substitute in something 
external to itself. His argued as such for the superiority of the historical apparatus 
of investigating the objects of the past, such that it may reclaim the dominion 
over the historical artifacts and assume responsibility over them at the cost of the 
creative operations of the restoration architect and artist. To this extent, Dehio 
authored, from 1905 to 1912, a comprehensive Handbook of German Monuments 
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which divided the land of Germany into five regions – each contained in a 
volume – and tabulated their extant historical edifices.
 In an inaugural speech held at the University of Strasbourg in honor of 
celebrating Kaiser Wilhelm II’s birthday, Dehio comments on the state of the arts 
and begins by noting that the origin of monument preservation lies in the new 
historical spirit of the nineteenth century which “experienced the wonderous 
joys of discovery” and was spurred on by the “poets of Romanticism,” who 
valued the object of the past above all for its historicity and apparent age rather 
than its aesthetic particularities. In differentiating between the artistic value 
and historical value of the monument of the past, Dehio establishes a series of 
distinctions fundamental to his argument. 
 Firstly, much like Alois Riegl, who is also writing at the turn of 20th century, 
albeit in Austria, Dehio maintains that the value of the object lies in its age 
– its ‘Alterswert’ according to Riegl. This he notes is an objective standard of 
judgement particular to the scientific observer of the 19th century and stands in 
opposition to that of the antiquarian collectors of the 16th and 17th centuries, 
who privileged some historical objects and disdained others on the sole account 
of fluctuating and rather subjective aesthetic criteria. Thus, he notes that “Its 
ultimate motivation is the respect for historical being as such. We do not 
conserve a monument because we think it is beautiful but, rather, because it is 
a part of our national life. Protecting monuments does not mean looking for 
pleasure, but exercising piety.”22   
 Secondly, in associating the historical sentiment with a nationalistic pride, 
he expands this distinction between subjective and objective to denote a much 
larger dynamic between two entities, the individual and the societal. There 
exist for him two modes of ownership to which the historical monument may 
be subjected: the first is an individual ownership, wherein the thing owned is 
understood, or delineated, in materialistic terms; whereas the societal form of 
ownership, by contrast, lays claim to a spiritual sort of belonging – for after all the 
collective cannot equally partake of the material. Furthermore, in exercising an 
individual ownership, one makes judgements based on purely subjective grounds 
that need not be brought into agreement with other conflicting subjective views, 
ones which can only be mitigated by assuming the objective point of view. 
The collective manner of ownership however cannot operate on the subjective 
level, for it will always be confronted with insurmountable oppositions; rather, 
it goes about its dealings and decisions on an objective level – one which is, 
at least putatively, accessible to all. In so far as the individualistic view need 
not answer to the wishes of the collective, Dehio associates it with liberalism 
and sets it against socialism. The implications that such a distinction have on 

the maintenance of historical edifices are rather grave, for he notes, “From the 
moment when a serious will to protect monuments came into being, one also 
had to be clear of the following: it would not be feasible without limitations 
on private property, limitations on the interests of traffic and industry, and on 
utilitarian motives in general. This is why I have called it socialist.”23

 Thirdly, and most importantly, the nature of what is being distinguished – 
the artistic and the historical – corresponds to two separate professional entities; 
namely, the architect and the historian. As it concerns the guardianship of the 
historical monuments of the land, Dehio notes consequently that the decisions 
regarding their maintenance and restoration cannot be left up the whims of 
the architect, whose motivations are ever subjective and based on aesthetic 
taste – i.e. they represent the views of an individual. Such an approach he 
deems to be untenable, advocating instead for the primacy of the historian, 
who should be placed in charge of managing all such historical edifices. The 
historian’s motivations, Dehio argues, are empirical in nature and serve as a 
more secure route for the protection of society’s collective heritage. By virtue 
of this association the value of the monument lies not so much in its artistic 
content or the picturesque degree with which it inspires awe in its observers, 
rather in its ability to serve as an historical document. On these grounds, Dehio 
declares that the historian is favored as the more responsible custodian of the 
monuments and shall be the one entrusted with their protection.
 To support his argument, Dehio proceeds to compare the work of the 
architect to that of the historian, making an analogy between the dilapidated 
built monument and the literary fragments of an old text – the same analogy that 
Boito makes in his dialogue on restoration (see “Chapter Seven”). The architect 
much like the literary author laments that the object of the past is in such an 
incomplete condition and endeavors to make it whole again, proceeding by 
conjecture to add to the work at hand the various elements which are otherwise 
missing. Since the value of the work – inasmuch as it is collectively owned by 
society – lies primarily in its historical accuracy, rather than its artistic content, 
Dehio notes that such reparations are permissible in the case of literary works, 
for they can always be undone. As it concerns a built object however, “a botched 
monument remains botched.”24 To the extent that the architect and the artist 
wish to expand upon the knowledge of their field and explore the content of 
their historical object of study by means of imaginative reconstructions, Dehio 
notes that “Restorations on paper are instructive; carried over into reality they 
bring an end to debate forever.”25 Here, in the aversion to actual restorations as 
opposed to ideational ones, two types of knowledge and interests are delineated. 
Though both the architect and the historian share the same subject-matter, the 
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former goes about studying it in a rather ahistorical manner, seeking to ascertain 
from it certain first-principles that are universal to the art of architecture and 
not limited by the historical context within which a particular monument came 
into being. The temporal definition of the work of art in question comes to be, 
in this regard, of secondary importance. As it concerns the latter, however, i.e. 
the historian, the interest in the historical work of art does not lie necessarily in 
its underlying artistic principles, rather in its temporal specificity and relative 
historical situation to other such objects of the same kind – i.e. its value lies in 
the accuracy with which it relays an image of the age that created it as opposed 
to its artistic content irrespective of its origins. 
 Following from this analysis, Dehio notes that the role of the artist and 
the architect is always creative one, whereby any seemingly historical study 
undertaken by a member of their profession is always done with a purview to 
create another work of art, employing the historical object of investigation as 
a reference for the production of the new. The historian by contrast assumes 
a critical approach of purely retrospective analysis, whose only production is 
a form of knowledge and not an artistic object from which knowledge may 
be derived. The activity of the artist is a noble one, its creative powers should 
not however be unleashed on the monuments of the past, for the two are 
incompatible: “Between the task of monument preservation and the natural 
disposition of the artist there is clearly a tension that can never be entirely 
relieved.”26 Dehio notes that much like a museum is not left under the guidance 
of an artist but an art-historian, so should the public monuments of Germany 
be managed by historians rather than architects. Thus, unlike Scott, who argued 
that the protection of these historical edifices should be entrusted to the experts 
of its art, Dehio aligns himself with Morris in relieves the architects of any such 
responsibility, according it however to another class of experts rather than the 
public laity. The motivation to confound the two, the creative work of the 
architect and the preservative work of the historian, stems for him from the 
fact that architects could not yet emerge as their own independent selves from 
underneath the breadth of historically artistic content with which the researches 
of the 19th century confronted them. Unable to produce their own artistic 
form on account of this broad and all-encompassing knowledge of the past, 
their creative powers sought haven in the very historical objects that deprived 
them of their free intuition – one that had formerly been ignorant of all the 
other masters who preceded them. As such, Dehio concludes that the only 
mitigation to the imaginative restoration efforts of the architects of the time lies 
in the development of their own artistic language, one which need not have an 
immediate recourse to the historical monuments. “From the moment when we 

again have a clear and consistent architectural conviction, from that moment 
on, the subsidiary that erred from the mainstream of our creative arts, which 
threatens our historic monuments in the name of reconstruction, will return 
to its natural resting place.”27        
       
Sigurd Curman: Principles of Restoration (1906)

The ability to clearly differentiate between the historical objects of the past as 
monuments to be preserved and the building projects of the present as artistic 
productions serves as main thesis around which Sigurd Curman’s text on the 
“Principles of Restoration” revolves. The Swedish architectural historian (1879-
1966) acquired his architectural training in a rather unconventional manner 
working as an apprentice in the preservation departments in France, Italy and 
Germany, and supplementing his practical experience with a two year period 
of travel around Europe, in which he most notable visited major historical sites 
with Paul Clemen, the Provincial Conservator of the German Empire’s Rhine 
Province. Much like Le-Duc, his immediate contact with the building site 
manifests itself in his rather pragmatic approach to dealing with the cultural 
monuments of the past, wherein the present need to build is not curtailed by 
the endeavor to preserve. Unlike Le-Duc, as shall be demonstrated, the two 
practices – preservation and building – are to exist simultaneously rather than 
being confounded within a singular practice of restoration. 
 Upon returning from one his travels, Curman shares in a short text titled 
“Principles of Restoration,” the observations he made concerning various 
restoration practices around Europe, and derives from them a few lessons which 
may be adopted in his home country of Sweden. He begins by recounting the 
series of restoration efforts that have been undertaken at the Metz Cathedral. 
Before the 1860’s, when reparations began on the cathedral, the edifice had 
been surrounded by a complex of smaller buildings, whose facades were 
refaced with a continuous and uniformly horizontal design made by Blondel 
to emphasize the verticality of his newly planned westwork, which King Louis 
XV commissioned upon a visit to the building in 1744. Prior to Blondel’s 
design, which was unmistakably classical in its ordination, the church only had 
an entrance in its south end as the western one had abutted against adjacent 
buildings. The first objective of the restoration, Curman observes, was the 
removal of the surrounding buildings, for they had been considered to be 
anachronistic appendages whose style detracted from the great Gothic structure. 
With a clearance having been made around the building, much needed structural 
reparations could take place, especially upon the buttresses of its south side; of 
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these some had to be built entirely anew, but were made as a facsimile of the 
existing. Lastly, after a devastating fire in 1877 destroyed the roof, the westwork 
that Blondel had designed with its gently curved pediment, made way for a 
stylistically ‘accurate’ gothic entrance with a proper gabled end of sixty degrees. 
The abandonment of Blondel’s arrangement wasn’t only done on grounds of 
stylistic purity, but also in an attempt to restore the exaggerated verticality of 
the church building, with which the smaller surrounding buildings had once 
endowed it. 
 The fate of the Metz cathedral serves as a cautionary tale for Curman – one 
from which he derives many principles. Of interest to our discussion are three 
such important lessons. Firstly, he notes that the changes which a restoration 
brings about are always gradual, such that it is never deemed to be a great 
departure from the original state of the edifice: “We see here the consequences 
that can follow in the wake of such a stylistically correct enterprise. If you start 
in one place and then one thing leads to another, in the end little remains of the 
building’s ancient character.”28 What Curman is here denouncing must be seen 
in light of Le-Duc’s recommendation that renovating a gothic building always 
involves a readjustment of its equilibrium, whereby a change to one member 
necessitates by virtue of this organic model a change to all other members of 
the whole unity. This is in fact what happened to the westwork of the Metz, for 
little be little an equilibrium of verticality was introduced to the building, as 
noted above, by means of completely new elements: “The building has lost its 
accent, so to speak. This does not escape the architect. ‘We must make a new 
accent,’ he says. ‘We’ll build up the lower tower on the north side and make it 
much taller and lovelier than the south one.’”29   
 Secondly, the reason why such substantive changes are denounced is that they 
alter the original so much that it can loses all traces of its historical development. 
Much like Dehio, Curman understands the value of the monument to lie 
primarily in its ability to serve as an accurate historical document, rather than 
its artistic beauty. He writes therefore that “We are duty bound to try and 
preserve the historical documents that have come down to us.”30 To this extent, 
he distinguishes the essential elements critical to a monument’s historicity 
from non-essential ones. This is a distinction which we already encountered in 
discussing Boito’s first dialogue on restoration in “Chapter Seven,” here however, 
elements are essential on account of their structural role rather than the aesthetic 
quality that they affect within the edifice, as Boito maintains. In this regard, 
dilapidated elements that do not pose a threat to the stability of the structure, 
i.e. its persistence as an historical document, should be left untouched, even 
if they affect the overall aesthetic quality of the building. It is only when such 

structural members are repaired, like the newly rebuilt buttresses in the Metz, 
that the restorer must strive towards stylistic unity with the original, such that 
what it produced is nothing short of a facsimile, the only trace of its novelty 
lying in a carved inscription – again a recommendation which Boito makes. 
Restorations are thus to be understood as a last resort to saving a building from 
falling into rubble, otherwise Curman advises us to: “Maintain and repair 
carefully, bring out what may peradventure be hidden, but otherwise leave the 
building alone.”31   
 Thirdly, in the removal of the various structures abutting the Metz cathedral, 
Curman observes that the rationale of restoration proceeds from a will to 
isolate the monument in question and “put it onto a presentation salver.” The 
motivation to isolate does not only operate on the contextual level of singling 
out the edifice as a marked historical occurrence amongst otherwise accidental 
developments, rather the spatiality of the isolation renders the monument as 
an object, in the artistic sense, for a mode of aesthetic analysis. The isolation 
musealizes the historical monument, so to say, and rids it of the vitality with 
which it exists among the vicissitudes of daily life. In a sense, it is taken out of 
the mercantile circuit – its value no longer materialistic, to employ Pomian’s 
definition of the matter (see “Chapter Four”) – and turned into an object for the 
disinterested manner of observation of which Kant speaks (see note 45, “Chapter 
One”) – a similar association has in fact already been made in discussing Ruskin’s 
understanding of the unnecessariness of ‘architecture’ (see “Chapter Five”). 
Curman strongly opposes such a view, for it does not accept the everchanging 
needs of life and the demands which they make of the built environment. As 
alluded to at the outset, Curman’s approach opposes that of Le-Duc, who 
recognizes an answer to such needs in the constant renewal of the historical 
monument. Curman, by contrast, though sharing in Le-Duc’s diagnosis of 
the problem, remarks that these stylistic restorations are nothing short of 
wholly creative formal experimentations that are modern in nature. The formal 
expression that they produce is not one that has existed before but is actually 
invented; it only disguises the contemporaneity of its operations by hiding 
behind the façade of the historical to seemingly perpetuate its cause. What 
these stylistic experiments betray, as such, is an artistic desire to explore the 
formal potential of various architectural arrangements – to employ Dehio’s 
distinction, it is the sort of ahistorical knowledge that the architect pursues, 
oblivious to the historical value of the monument. Curman’s rather pragmatic 
approach towards construction activities, characteristic of his practical training, 
manifests itself as he notes that this desire to create should be fully embraced 
without any reservations; when there is a need to make an addition or necessity 
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requires that something be expanded, its should be done unapologetically and 
built in the fashion the times as many past generations had expanded their 
ancient edifices using the building methods and forms available to them. Thus 
the “architect should then have a completely free hand and be intent solely on 
accomplishing his task as practically and artistically as possible, quite unhampered 
by any bonds of stylistic catechism… that we should not prevent the vocabulary 
of a more recent age from mingling its voice with that of the old styles.”32 The 
only consideration that Curman bids the moderns to make however, is that, 
unlike their ancient counterparts, they must approach the historical edifice 
with an avowed reverence, such that their addition does not injure what already 
exists, but clearly distinguishes itself from it. In much the same manner as the 
historical edifice is valued for its authenticity and the degree with which it 
expresses a vital cultural identity, so should our modern edifices strive to achieve 
a similar state of authenticity without depriving the former of its identity. This 
attitude of reverence, which the ancients did not possess, is an outgrowth of 
the 19th century’s ‘sense of history’ – it endows modern man with the capacity 
for “esteeming the different arts of past ages, one after the other.”33 Herein, 
Curman makes sees no disjunction between the preservation of the monuments 
of the past and the need to create new edifices that arise out of contemporary 
conditions. The work of the artist and that of the historian, which Dehio 
similarly seeks to separate, is here afforded such an allowance to simultaneously 
coexist without the one intruding upon the activities of the other. Of note 
however is the recognition of what such a separation entails, for its excludes 
the architect and the artist from the sphere of historical investigation, relieving 
them of such duties and allocating them instead to the historian, whose interest 
is never creative or practical but always theoretical removed from the ultimate 
cause of building anew. That the work of the historian is fundamentally opposed 
to the work of the artist is noted by Curman as he concludes: “For a long time 
it looked as though this capacity would have to be bought at the price of losing 
faith in our own stylistic development and in our own innovative creativity – at 
least in the field of architecture – for what followed was an age of servile, abject 
imitation. But the reaction – the breakthrough – has come, and now once more 
we have a belief in our own art and in our own possibilities of development, 
just like in ages past.”34

De Quincy: The Historical Dictionary of Architecture (1832)

The logical discrepancy, which both Dehio and Curman recognize, between the 
present’s need to generate its own forms and the necessity to come to terms with, 

study, and preserve the forms of the past, is perhaps addressed most clearly by the 
French theoretician Antoine-Chrysostome Quatremère de Quincy (1755-1849). 
Unlike, both Curman and Le-Duc, who acquired their knowledge of architecture 
through practical experience, de Quincy was a consummate academician, who 
initially trained to practice law before turning to the study of art and classical 
architecture, apprenticing with sculptors Guillaume Coustou and Pierre Julien 
and travelling to ancient sites with the painter Jacques-Louis David. 
 As early as 1788, de Quincy had published the first volume of his Encyclopédie 
Méthodique dealing specifically with architecture in an effort to rectify what 
Diderot and d’Alembert had neglected in their 1751 Encyclopédie. Three decades 
later he published a similarly encyclopedic work in the form of his Historical 
Dictionary of Architecture, however; the earlier concerned itself with defining 
architectural elements and notions, the latter dealt exclusively with theoretical 
notions. Here we are concerned with de Quincy’s treatment of three such 
notions: Imitation, Restitution, and Restoration.
 The distinction between creation and preservation, which is blurred in the 
practice of restoration, is directly addressed by de Quincy in his definition of 
what constitutes the activity of imitation. Whereas many of the author’s we 
discuss above deride restoration facsimiles as ‘imitations’ of the original work, 
never achieving their level of authenticity, de Quincy defines such reproductions 
as ‘copies’ distinguishing them from the much more studious process yielding 
an ‘imitation.’ In describing what it thereby meant, he notes that imitation 
involves the inference of the cause underlying an ancient work of art and its 
further reenactment within the conditions of the present to produce a wholly 
new effect – a notion not too dissimilar from the view held by Le-Duc. What 
is the underlying cause of ancient architecture as such? De Quincy determines 
it to be nothing other than the necessities of life itself, writing “The necessary 
and the useful form the first requirement of works of architecture…Utility, or 
need, was the basis and the principal generator…of the Greek or the splendid 
antique architecture. It is in following the precious thread—in the study of 
monuments—that once guided the inventors of this art, that the moderns could 
learn to be the continuators of the Greeks…imitating the antique is [thus] not 
repeating what the ancients built, but rather as the ancients themselves would 
have built, were they to answer to the same exigencies of other needs and new 
conditions, as they themselves did.”35 Herein, imitation is closely associated with 
the creative design of wholly new edifices, such that one assumes the position 
of the ancient architects – as Le-Duc proposes above – and proceeds to build 
anew as they would have built. By relation, copying constitutes a reproduction 
of the effect, rather than a reenactment of its cause. Though both activities 
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involve a form of creation, an imitation is creative on both the ideational and 
the material levels, whereas a copy is only materially creative – it is this material 
creation at the cost of the existing material condition that Ruskin opposes (see 
“Chapter Five”).  
 What this means, as such, is all restoration produces are nothing more than 
copies of the original, never an imitation. In his entry dealing with the term, de 
Quincy notes that “Architecture, in fact, is necessarily composed of similar parts 
that can be identically copied or reproduced by means of an exact observation 
of measures.”36 It is the task of restoration, as such, to reconstitute what has 
been missing by means of reproduction. Following from this definition of 
architecture, the dangers that a restoration implies for an historical monument 
are here limited and mitigated, for they do not add to the original character 
of the work. In effect, what other authors describe as restoration, in fact for de 
Quincy an act of creative imitation – the confounding between the two perhaps 
occurring most clearly in the writing of Le-Duc. Furthermore, in making an 
allowance for restoration endeavors, the value of the ancient object comes to be 
recognized in its completeness rather than its historicity or its apparent age, such 
that de Quincy notes that “any project of restoring a ruined antique monument 
was subject to the disapproval of the followers of the picturesque.”37 What such 
a state of completeness affords is a holistic model of knowledge from which 
principles of architecture may be derived – it aids as such in identifying the 
cause of the edifice which is to be subsequently imitated by an act of creation 
in the present. Though it is beyond our current discussion, it is of importance 
here to note that for de Quincy, architecture issues from the imitation of a 
typological model – the notion of ‘type’ in architecture first clearly defined by 
him. The model he conceives of is rather Platonic in nature, whereby the type is 
akin to the Platonic Form or Idea, and the production of architecture proceeds 
by imitating that type. What restoration achieves as such is the reconstitution 
of this model of imitation. 
 De Quincy recognizes however that a model need not necessarily be built 
in order to be imitated. The process of identifying an unbuilt work as a model 
he defines as ‘restitution.’ Unlike a restoration, which has a built ruin as its 
source of knowledge, restitution begins with a descriptive text and develops an 
architectural image – either drawn or built as a miniature – deriving from its 
literary research. To an extent, restitution for de Quincy may be likened to the 
paper restoration described in discussing Curman above. In this regard, it is 
not purely reproductive in nature, constituted by mere copying, but involves a 
degree of analysis and intuition that align it more closely with imitation. The 
necessity for such a creative imitation, de Quincy notes, arises from the fact 

65. Restitution of the Statue and Temple of Jupiter, Quatremère de Quincy
Published as the frontispiece for a work arguing for the polychromatic exterior of Greek 
temples, this restitution was also heavily criticized for its false portrayal of a vaulted roof 
structure.
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that the whole ensemble of an architectural work always eludes all forms of 
language; no matter how pedantically descriptive a text may be, it can never 
fully capture the totality of a built edifice. Restitutions thus supplement the 
existing framework of architectural knowledge with additional content. To 
that extent, de Quincy notes that these restitutions, much like Curman’s paper 
restorations, are useful in furthering the artistic objective of architecture even 
if they make no contribution to its historical one. They provide parallels for 
comparison, functioning in a sense like the stylistic experimentation described 
by Curman. Their value as such lies in their artistic inventiveness rather than 
their historical faithfulness; a fact attested to by de Quincy’s own restitution 
of Zeus sitting on his throne in his temple at Olympia – though the temple 
is incorrectly represented with barrel vaulting, it properly indicates that it was 
covered in polychrome colors.            

Wilhelm Lübke: The Restoration Fever (1861)38

De Quincy’s distinction between a creative restitution, imitative in its operations, 
and a reproductive restoration, proceeding by copying, is seized upon by Wilhelm 
Lübke (1826-1893), the German art historian, in his short text bearing the title 
of “The Restoration Fever” published in the Allgemeine Zeitung, where leading 
German thinkers voiced their political opinions. Much like the authors we have 
thus far examined, Lübke determines the motivations to restore to have arisen 
out of a newly acquired historical consciousness, which renders the objects of 
the past valuable. Unlike Curman and Dehio, who emphasize the negative 
impacts such an awareness has on the artistic productions of the present, namely 
that it is lacking in confidence, Lübke identifies restorations with a spiritual 
sensibility that counteracts the materialism of the industrial age – a sentiment 
already encountered in discussing Ruskin and Dvorak in “Chapter Five.” The 
issue for him is when this spiritual reverence towards the past turns into an 
overly zealous desire by the present to reclaim the works of the past, resulting 
in a kind of amalgam never wholly contemporary or ancient. 
 In order to limit the endeavors of restoration to their proper cause of 
exercising historical reverence, Lübke notes that “The most obvious and 
justifiable purpose of any restoration is this: to repair that which has been 
damaged by the influence of time and the neglect or destructive impulses of 
man; to remedy any deficiencies that might arise due to construction; and to 
obviate further injuries wherever possible.” The problem with restoration arises 
however when those preservation endeavors that are wholly retrospective in 
nature are supplemented by prospective ones. Concerning the execution of any 

changes, only such modifications are permitted, in Lübke’s view, when they 
pertain to “the important and reasonable interests of the present.” Aside from 
these pressing necessities, which may endow the historical edifice with a new 
element, it should not be divested of that “characteristic expression that centuries 
have impressed upon [it].” To an extent, his view of valuing a building for its 
age recalls Ruskin and Riegl’s definition of an age-value, whereas his allowance 
for necessary changes to be made upon a building are in line with Curman’s 
approach. Lübke, as such, seeks to retain as much as possible of the existing 
building, but does not nevertheless refrain from claiming a certain sense of 
ownership towards the work of the past. 
 The prospective aspect of restoration activities exhibits itself in one of two 
ways according to Lübke: the first is additive in nature, whereby it seeks to 
complete an unfinished work of the past or elaborate upon it – in much the 
same manner as Le-Duc prescribes; whereas the second involves removing all the 
elements that do not belong to the original form of the building, resulting in a 
sort of stylistic purification. Though restoration by means of addition is clearly a 
creative endeavor, the subtractive approach is not an entirely destructive one, for 
it reconstitutes the character of the edifice, creating it anew in the process. As it 
concerns this practice of restoration by omission, Lübke notes that all it is able 
to achieve is reducing the built edifice – having the gothic in mind – to its bare 
structure, leaving only what is essential to its stability intact while removing all 
the decorative elements that are considered Baroque periwig. Stated in Ruskin’s 
terms, restoration divests an edifice of its unnecessary architecture, leaving 
it only with what is necessary for its designation as a building.  Concerning 
the additive restoration, by comparison, he notes that the result is a new-old 
composite, one where “Neither the spirit of the present nor of the past speaks 
to us from within these rooms; it is at best their specters that inhabit them, 
floating around aimlessly and wringing their hands.” Herein, his view opposes 
that of Curman’s, which maintained that modern additions should adjoin the 
existing edifice of the past and be confident in the style of their own age. Against 
such amalgams however, Lübke concludes that they are not only a transgression 
against the works of the past only, but also towards the endeavors of life in the 
present. Though he does not address the latter, as Curman does, advocating 
for the realization of a new contemporary form, Lübke observes regarding the 
former, that no preservation of the past is better that its being hidden in a state 
of neglect and ignorance; the knowledge of the thing – its rendering as visible 
or intelligible – confronts us in the present with its reality and makes certain 
demands upon our life, posing the question of how to deal with it once it has 
entered our frame of reference. 
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Conclusions: From the Creative to Restoration

Though the project of restoration purports to be retrospective in its operations, 
endeavoring to return a building to a certain past state which it had formerly 
enjoyed, it is rather prospective in its orientation involving a degree of creativity 
throughout its proceedings. These creative aspects vary from the idiosyncratically 
material, where the creative is achieved by virtue of reproducing the ancient 
form using new material molded in the present, to the intuitively ideational, 
where the restoration serves as an opportunity for an entirely novel stylistic 
arrangement or formal composition. Here the distinction between copying 
and imitation is at play; both creative endeavors nonetheless. What restoration 
in fact pursues is a state of renewal, whereby full ownership of the edifice in 
question is assumed and a new stage of its historical life and development may be 
enacted. It assumes a rather pragmatic and historically realistic position towards 
the object of the past in this sense, for it argues that a building had always been 
historically preserved buy it sustained functioning and continuous renovation 
when necessary. On account of this evidentiary and matter-of-fact approach, 
of evaluating a building in terms of its physical presence and instrumental 
value, what restoration seeks to ‘protect’ is in fact the very life and vivacity of 
the ancient edifice.   
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conclusion

After such a long-winded investigation concerning the present’s relationship 
with the past as it relates to architectural production – especially one where the 
emphasis has been placed on framing the appropriate questions and viewpoints, 
rather than offering any concrete answers – it is a difficult task to bring this 
work to a culminating point. It is my aim to address the issues here raised in 
a subsequent addendum work focusing primarily on the development of such 
themes within architectural thought: an intellectual history of architectural 
production – as opposed to strict preservation. Nevertheless, I wish here to 
recapitulate some of the major themes governing the thesis and offer a few 
concluding remarks. 
 The main fulcrum of the work rests upon the issue of content as outlined 
in “Chapter One,” whereby the key issue for me lies in the designation of an 
architectural object as belonging to the past or to the present. On the one hand, 
considered materially, everything has a past existence and is only ‘recycled’ in 
the present, so to say; whereas, on the other hand, the idea of a thing – the way 
in which its matter is ‘informed,’ i.e. its Platonic Idea or Aristotelian ‘formal 
cause’ – may be considered to be either of the past or of the present. From these 
realizations two things are of importance.   
 Firstly, the reality of the present, i.e. its epistemological awareness, has 
the past as its content, or at least as its point of departure. This statement, 
though perhaps self-evident, must be read against the architectural notion of a 
‘tabula-rasa.’ In fact, philosophically considered, the notion of the ‘tabula-rasa’ 
maintains that it is only the past which has content, rendering the present as 
an empty clean slate. The emphasis of course lay on the mind, the internal self 
of the present, as being empty, whereas the external reality of the world, this 
perceived past, as possessing all content. This formula was inverted in early 
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20th century architectural modernist thought, however, whereby it was in fact 
this external reality of the past that was razed to the ground – made to be void 
of all content – deeming it, in turn, the task of the mind, the former ‘tabula-
rasa,’ to make its own external reality. Here, the inventive capacity of the mind, 
exercised through architectural drawing within the empty space of the paper, is 
not denied; rather, it is supplemented by a need for content, akin to Chomsky’s 
identification of the corporeal elements of language, through which invention 
may proceed.
 Secondly, it is around the definition of the ideational content of architecture 
– as opposed to its material content, or Aristotelian ‘prime matter’ – that the 
whole of architectural knowledge and production within the present revolves. 
This ideational definition is what constitutes a mas of bricks to be an architectural 
element and arrangement of voids and spaces to be a particular type, etc. This 
shift from the purely material to the ideationally-material (or hylomorphic) 
involves an added layer of complexity, different in kind to a merely more evolved 
degree of complexity, as Chomsky outlines in note 65. That is to say that the 
question of what constitutes the ideational definition of architectural content 
as belonging to either the past or the present – i.e. to be pursued by means of 
either an historically empirical investigation, or the deductive reasoning of pure 
thought in the present – centers upon this threshold of ideational or formal 
complexity. This is a question that is admittedly only posed and analyzed in this 
work, but whose answer shall require further research on my end. To faintly 
illustrate this threshold of ideational complexity, here in question, I may point to 
what is otherwise designated as ‘historicist’ architecture, where in the case of the 
Karlskirche in Vienna, for instance, the ideational definition of its architectural 
elements, as well as its individual spatial components, may be understood as 
the ideational content of the past, whereas the entirety of its composition can 
be regarded as the ideational content of the present. The emphasis here lying 
on these conceptual definitions of architectural elements, spatial components, 
or typological arrangements, rather than the particularity of the church itself. 
It is for this reason that much of the cause of philosophical inquiry occupies 
itself with the designation of ‘genera’ and ‘species,’ or the categories of perceived 
reality, as observed in note 3. 
 It is in light of these two points here mentioned, surrounding the nature 
of architectural content, that the issues of the material source of such content, 
as well as the manner of learning from it, are taken up in chapters “Two” 
and “Three,” respectively. As it concerns the former, the distinction between 
the ‘textual’ and the ‘built’ does not only serve to differentiate between the 
ideational narrative, associated with a tradition’s account, and the bare and 

non-symbolically charged artifact, but also whether the ideational definition 
of architectural content is solely symbolic and conceptual in nature or can 
acquire its definition through a spatial – or non-linguistically conceptual – 
logic. As it concerns the latter point, however, the activity of architectural 
drawing is understood as an act of learning, with the drawing itself defined 
as an ‘artifact of learning,’ i.e. the production of this artifact is a byproduct of 
learning. Here, the conjunction between learning and architectural creation 
is established, wherein the latter proceeds from the former in a continuously 
open dialectic. Within the space of the drawing, learning is approached with a 
purview to creation, such that the nature of the architectural content, addressed 
in the preceding chapters, is framed within the cause of a present endeavor, 
thereby becoming instrumentalized in the process. It is this instrumentalization 
of architectural knowledge, i.e. its capacity to create through learning, that 
mitigates between the content of the past and the activities of the present. Here, 
again, I admit that I have satisfied myself with properly framing the questions 
surrounding the notion of identifying architectural content through creation, 
rather than providing a conclusive answer for it. To this extent, I am able 
to lucidly identify three manners of architectural creation or externalization: 
the first is the externalization of what has been internalized, this I identify as 
imitation; the second is the externalization of what has always been internal, 
this I associate with Bachelard’s notion of a poetic image or epistemological break 
(see point no. 23); and the third is the reconstitution of what is already external 
without its internalization, this I identify as copying or collage-making, as is 
perhaps best illustrated in Lenoire’s Musée des antiquités et monuments français 
(see “Chapter Eight”). 
 The three subsequent parts of the work investigate such historical instances, 
or archaeologies, of the present negotiating its past. Sparing myself here the 
details of these six chapters, the fundamental issue for me lies in this distinction 
between a mystical approach to the past and an empirical one. Coming to terms 
with the fact that the epistemological constitution of our reality is empirical 
in nature, as opposed to being mystical – an observation made in many of the 
texts discussed in chapters “Five,” Seven,” and “Nine,” most explicitly perhaps in 
Sigurd Curman’s essay – means that the constitution of architectural knowledge 
must be rigorously empirical in its operations. Herein lies the decisive point 
concerning knowledge, however; for, it is not some theoretical endeavor of 
the academic historian, rather – by virtue of the open dialectic of learning 
outlined above – is instrumental in nature. To state it more clearly: architectural 
knowledge is identified and constituted through architectural creation – a 
creation whose proceedings can thus not but be empirical in its orientation. 



317316

bibliogrAPHy
For ease of navigation, the bibliography is divided by discipline and reference 
type into the following sections: 
1. References in philosophy
2. References in archaeology and cultural history
3. References in architecture
4. Webpages (pertaining to all three subjects)

1. References in Philosophy

Books
Anselm. Proslogium. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham, 2nd ed., 

edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by Sydney Norton Deane, 
522-3. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

Aristotle. Categories. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham, 2nd 
ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by J. L. Ackrill, 282-287. 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

———. De Interpretatione. In The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised 
Oxford Translation, vol. 1, edited by Jonathan Barnes and translated by J. 
L. Ackrill, 25-38. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995.

———. Metaphysics. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham., 2nd 
ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by W. D. Ross, 297-380. 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

———. Nicomachean Ethics. Translated by H. Rackham. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1956.

———. On the Soul. In Loeb Classical Library. vol. 288, translated by Walter 
Stanley Hett, 2-203. Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1935.

———. Parts of Animals. In The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised 
Oxford Translation, vol. 1, edited by Jonathan Barnes and translated by 

Hence, the necessity of “Part IV” of this work (‘instrumental history’) since it 
serves as the reappropriation of the present motivations of the ‘mystical’ within 
the historical motivations of the ‘empirical.’ That is to say, that the survival of the 
internal can only be achieved through a thorough assimilation of the external. 
Nothing short of Bacon’s cultural mandate of exercising intellectual dominion 
over nature: the original cause of the empirical sciences.       

conclusion



319318 bibliography Bibliography

W. Ogle, 994-1086. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995. 
———. Physics. In The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford 

Translation, vol. 1, edited by Jonathan Barnes and translated by R. P. 
Hardie and R. K. Gaye, 315-446. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1995.

———. Poetics. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham., 2nd ed., 
edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by S. H. Butcher, 437-448. 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

———. Posterior Analytics. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham., 
2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by G. R. G. Mure, 
287-296. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

Aquinas, Thomas. On the Principles of Nature. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, 
Thales to Ockham, 2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by 
Vernon J. Bourke, 542-551. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

Augustine. St. Augustine’s Confessions: With an English Translation by William 
Watts. Vol. 2, Book IX – Book XIII. Edited by W.H.D. Rouse. New York: 
The Macmillan Co., 1912.

———. The City of God: Books I-VII. Translated by Demetrius B. Zema 
and Gerald G. Walsh. Fathers of the Church, vol. 8.  Washington, D.C.: 
Catholic University of America Press, 1962.  

———. The City of God: Books VIII-XVI. Translated by Gerald G. Walsh 
and Grace Monahan. Fathers of the Church, vol. 14. Washington, D.C.: 
Catholic University of America Press, 1963.

Bachelard, Gaston. The Poetics of Space: The Classic Look at How we Experience 
Intimate Places. Translated by Maria Jolas. Boston: Beacon Press, 1994. 

Bacon, Francis. On the Advancement of Learning. Edited by G. W. Kitchin. 
New York: J. M. Dent and Sons, 1930.

———. The New Organon. Edited by Lisa Jardine and Michael Silverthorne. 
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000. 

Carnap, Rudolf. “The Logical Foundations of the Unity of Science.” In The 
Philosophy of Science, edited by Richard Boys, Philip Gasper, and J. D. 
Trout, 393-404. Cambridge: MIT Press, 1991.

Cassirer. Ernst. An Essay on Man: An Introduction to a Philosophy of Human 
Culture. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1944. 

Chomsky, Noam. Language and Mind. 3rd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2006.

———. Syntactic Structures. The Hague: Mouton Publishers, 1957. 
Collingwood, Robin George. The Idea of History. Oxford: The Clarendon 

Press, 1946.

Copleston, Frederick. A History of Philosophy. Vol. 7, Modern Philosophy: 
From the Post-Kantian Idealists to Marx, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche. 
London: Image Books, 1963.

———. A History of Philosophy. Vol. 8, Modern Philosophy: Empiricism, 
Idealism, and Pragmatism in Britain and America. London: Image Books, 
1966.

Crick, Francis. The Astonishing Hypothesis: The Scientific Search for the Soul. 
New York: Touchstone, 1995.

Curd, Patricia. A Presocratics Reader: Selected Fragments and Testimonia. 2nd 
ed. Translated by Richard D. McKirahan and Patricia Curd. Indianapolis: 
Hackett Publishing, 2011.

Descartes, René. Discourse on the Method. In The Philosophical Writings of 
Descartes, vol. 1, translated by John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and 
Dugald Murdogh, 111-151. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1985.

———. Meditations on First Philosophy. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 2, Bacon 
to Kant, 2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by John 
Veitch, 22-62. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

Empiricus, Sextus. Outlines of Pyrrhonism. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, 
Thales to Ockham, 2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by 
R. G. Bury, 491-496. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

Epicurus. “Letter to Herodotus.” In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to 
Ockham, 2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by R. D. 
Hicks, 453-463. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968. 

Foucault, Michel. The Archaeology of Knowledge and the Discourse on 
Language. Translated by A. M. Sheridan Smith. New York: Pantheon 
Books, 1972.

Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Truth and Method. 2nd ed. Translated by Joel 
Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall. New York, Continuum, 2006. 

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. Outlines of the Philosophy of Right. Edited 
by Stephen Houlgate and translated by T. M. Knox. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2008.

Heidegger, Martin. Potery, Language, Thought. Translated by Albert 
Hofstader. New York: Harper Perennial, 2001.

Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 2, Bacon to Kant, 
2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann, 82-107. Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1968. 

Hume, David. An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding. In Philosophic 
Classics, vol. 2, Bacon to Kant, 2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann, 



321320

282-362. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.
Husserl, Edmund. Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a 

Phenomenological Philosophy. In Edmund Husserl: Collected Works, vol. 2, 
translated by F. Kersten. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1983.

———. 
Kant, Immanuel. Critique of Judgement, Including the First Introduction. 

Translated by Werner S. Pluhar. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1987.
———. Critique of Pure Reason. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 2, Bacon to Kant, 

2nd ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by Max Müller, 
366-488. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

Kenny, Anthony. A New History of Western Philosophy. Vol. 1, Ancient 
Philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004.

———. A New History of Western Philosophy. Vol. 2, Medieval Philosophy. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005.

———. A New History of Western Philosophy. Vol. 4, Philosophy in the 
Modern World. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Kierkegaard, Søren. Fear and Trembling: Repetition. Edited and translated by 
Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1983.  

Kuhn, Thomas. The Structure of Revolutionary Science. 2nd ed. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1970.

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm. “Primary Truths.” In G. W. Leibniz: 
Philosophical Essays, edited and translated by Roger Ariew and Daniel 
Garber, 30-34. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1989. 

Locke, John. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. In The Works of 
John Locke, vol. 1, 12th ed., 1-510. London: C. and J. Rivington, 1824.

Lucretius. On the Nature of Things. Translated by Cyril Bailey. Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1921. 

Matherne, Samantha. “Kant’s Theory of the Imagination.” In The Routledge 
Handbook of the Philosophy of Imagination, edited by Amy Kind, 55-68. 
London: Routledge Taylor and Francis Group, 2016.

Nietzsche, Friedrich. On the Advantage and Disadvantage of History for Life. 
Translated by Peter Preuss. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1980.

———. The Birth of Tragedy and Other Writings. Edited and translated by 
Ronald Speirs, 1-116. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

———. The Gay Science: With a Prelude in German Rhymes and an Appendix 
of Songs. Edited by Bernard William and translated by Josephine Nauchoff 
and Adrian del Caro. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001. 

———. The Will to Power. Edited and translated by Walter Kaufmann and 

R. J. Hollingdale. New York: Vintage Books, 1967. 
Parmenides. “Poem.” In A Presocratics Reader: Selected Fragments and 

Testimonia, 2nd ed., translated by Richard D. McKirahan and Patricia 
Curd, 55-65. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 2011.

Plato, Meno. In The Dialogues of Plato, vol. 2, 3rd ed., translated by Benjamin 
Jowett, 1-63. London: Oxford University Press, 1892.

———. Parmenides. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham, 2nd 
ed., edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by F. M. Cornford, 
199-206. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.

———. Theaetetus. In Plato’s Theory of Knowledge: The Theaetetus and the 
Sophist of Plato, translated by Francis Macdonald Cornford, 15-163. 
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1915.

———. Theaetetus. In The Dialogues of Plato, vol. 4, 3rd ed., translated by 
Benjamin Jowett, 107-280. London: Oxford University Press, 1892. 

———. The Republic of Plato. Translated by Benjamin Jowett. Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1888.

———. The Republic of Plato. Translated by Francis Macdonald Cornford. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1944.

———. The Sophist. In Plato’s Theory of Knowledge: The Theaetetus and the 
Sophist of Plato, translated by Francis Macdonald Cornford, 165-331. 
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1915. 

———. Timaeus. In Plato’s Cosmology: The Timaeus of Plato Translated with 
a Running Commentary, translated by Francis Macdonald Cornford. 
London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trunber, 1937.

Plotinus. Enneads. In Philosophic Classics, vol. 1, Thales to Ockham, 2nd ed., 
edited by Walter Kaufmann and translated by Thomas Taylor, 497-500. 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968.  

Popper, Karl. The Logic of Scientific Discovery. Translated by Karl Popper, 
Julius Freed, and Lan Freed. London: Routledge, 2002.

Porphyry. Isagoge. In Five Texts on the Medieaval Problem of Universals, 
translated and edited by Paul Spade, 1-19. Indianapolis: Hackett 
Publishing, 1994.

Quine, Willard Van Orman. “Two Dogmas of Empiricism.” In Philosophy in 
the Twentieth Century: An Anthology, vol. 3, Positivism, edited by William 
Barrett and Henry D. Aiken, 102-121. New York: Random House, 
1962.

Russell, Bertrand. Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy. 2nd ed. New 
York: The Macmillan, 1920.

———. “Mysticism and Logic.” In Mysticism and Logic and Other Essays, 

bibliography Bibliography



323322

1-32. London: George Allen and Unwin, 1959.   
Schlick, Moritz. “Meaning and Verification.” In Philosophy in the Twentieth 

Century: An Anthology, vol. 3, Positivism, edited by William Barrett and 
Henry D. Aiken, 28-51. New York: Random House, 1962.

Schopenhauer, Arthur. The World as Will and Representation. Translated 
by Judith Norman, Alistair Welchman, and Christopher Janaway. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010.

Stumpf, Enoch Samuel. Socrates to Sartre: A History of Philosophy. 6th ed. 
Boston: McGraw-Hill, 1999.

Whitehead, Alfred North. Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology. Edited 
by David Ray Griffin and Donald W. Sherburne. New York: The Free 
Press, 1978.   

Wittgenstein, Ludwig. “Lecture on Ethics.” In From Modernism to 
Postmodernism: An Anthology, edited by Lawrence E. Cahoone, 191-199. 
Malden: Blackwell Publishers, 1996.

———. Philosophical Investigations. Translated by G. E. M. Anscombe. 
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1958.

———. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Translated and edited by C. K. 
Ogden. London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1922

Journal Articles
Mommsen, Theodore E. “Petrarch’s Conception of the ‘Dark Ages.’” 

Speculum 17 no. 2 (April 1942): 226-242
Gallese, Vittorio. “Embodied simulation: From neurons to phenomenal 

experience.” Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences 4 no. 1 (March 
2015): 23-48.

2. References in Archaeology and Cultural History

Books
Augustijn, Cornelis. Erasmus: His Life, Works, and Influence. Translated by J. 

C. Grayson. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1995.
Bahn, Paul, ed. The History of Archaeology: An Introduction. London: 

Routledge, 2014.
Barnes, Gina L. China, Korea, and Japan: The Rise of Civilization in East Asia. 

London: Thames and Hudson, 1993.
Cassiodorus. An Introduction to Divine and Human Readings. Edited by W. 

T. H. Jackson and translated by Leslie Webber Jones. New York: W. W. 
Norton and Company, 1969.

Casson, Lionel. Libraries in the Ancient World. New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 2002.

Casson, Stanley. The Discovery of Man: The Story of the Inquiry into Human 
Origins. New York: Harpers and Brothers, 1940. 

Darwin, Charles. On the Origin of Species: By Means of Natural Selection. 
London: W. Clowes and Sons, 1859.

Deetz, James. Invitation to Archaeology. New York: The Natural History 
Press, 1967.

Diodorus of Sicily. Library of History. Vol. 1, Books I and II. Translated by C. 
H. Oldfather. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1933.

Dooley, Eugene. “Church Law on Sacred Relics” (PhD diss., The Catholic 
University of America, 1931).

du Bourguet, Pierre M. The Art of the Copts. Translated by Caryll Hay-Shaw. 
New York: Greystone Press, 1971.

Gosden, Chris, Barry Cunliffe, Rosemary A. Joyce, eds. The Oxford 
Handbook of Archaeology. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. 

Greene, Kevin. Archaeology: An Introduction: The History, Principles, and 
Methods of Modern Archaeology. 3rd ed. London: Routledge, 1995.

Gregory of Tours. Glory of the Martyrs. Translated by Raymond van Dam. 
Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1988.

Harris, Edward. Principles of Archaeological Stratigraphy. 2nd ed. London: 
Academic Press, 1989.

Herodotus. The Histories. Vol. 1, Books I and II. Translated by A. D. Godley. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975.

Hesiod. Theogony, Works and Days, Testimonia. Translated by Glenn W. Most. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2006.

Homer. The Odyssey. Vol. 1, Books I to XII. Translated by A. T. Murray. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1945.

Ikawa-Smith, Fukimo. “Japan.” In Tim Murray, Encyclopedia of Archaeology: 
History and Discoveries, vol. 2, edited by Tim Murray, 735-741. Santa 
Barbara: ABC-CLIO, 2001.

Johnson, Elmer D. and Michael H. Harris, History of Libraries in the Western 
World. 3rd ed. New Jersey: The Scarecrow Press, 1976.

Kronenberg, Leah. Allegories of Farming from Greece and Rome: Philosophical 
Satire in Xenophon, Varro and Virgil. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2009.

Loud, Graham A. Roger II and the Creation of the Kingdom of Sicily. 
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2012.

Lucas, Gavin. The Archaeology of Time. London: Routledge, 2005.

bibliography Bibliography



325324

Lubbock, John. Prehistoric Times: As Illustrated by Ancient Remains and the 
Manners and Customs of Modern Savages. London: Williams and Norgate, 
1865.

Lyell, Charles. Principles of Geology: An Attempt to Explain the Former Changes 
of the Earth’s Surface, by Reference to Causes now in Operation. Vols. 1-3. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009.

Mayor, Adrienne. Fossil Legends of the First Americans. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 2005.

McGrath, Alister. The Intellectual Origins of the European Reformation. 2nd 
ed. Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2004.

Nichols, Francis Morgan. The Marvels of Rome or a Picture of the Golden City: 
An English Version of the Medieval Guidebook. London: Ellis and Elvey, 
1889.

Petrarca, Francesco. Epistula Metricae, Briefe in Versen. Translated by Otto 
and Eva Schönberger. Würzburg: Verlag Königshausen und Neumann, 
2004.

Pliny the Elder. Natural History. Vol. 1, Books I and II. Translated by H. 
Rackham. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967.

———. Vol. 10, Books XXXVI and XXXVII. Translated by D. E. Eichholz. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971.

Pliny the Younger. Complete Letters. Translated by P. G. Walsh. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2006.

Poirier, Sylvie. A World of Relationships: Itineraries, Dreams, and Events in the 
Australian Western Desert. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005.

Pomian, Krzysztof. Collectors and Curiosities: Paris and Venice, 1500-1800. 
Translated by Elizabet Wiles-Portier. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1990.

Plutarch, Moralia. Vol. 7, On Love of Wealth, On Compliancy, On Envy 
and Hate, On Praising Oneself Inoffensively, On the Delays of the Divine 
Vengeance, On Fate, On the Sign of Socrates, On Exile, Consolation to His 
Wife. Translated by Phillip H. De Lacy. Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1959.

———. Plutarch’s Lives. Vol. 1, Thesues and Romulus, Lycurgus and Numa, 
Solon and Publicola. Translated by Bernadotte Perrin. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1967.

Putnam, George Haven. Books and their Makers during the Middle Ages. 
Vol 1, A Study of the Conditions of the Production and Distribution of 
Literature from the Fall of the Roman Empire to the Close of the Seventeenth 
Century. 2nd ed. New Rochelle: The Knickerbocker Press, 1898.

Renfrew, Colin, and Paul Bahn. Archaeology: Theories, Methods, and Practice. 

3rd ed. London: Thames and Hudson, 2000. 
Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church. Vol. 6, Modern Christianity: 

The German Reformation. 2nd ed. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 
1904.

Schnapp, Alain. The Discovery of the Past: The Origins of Archaeology. 
Translated by Ian Kinnes and Gillian Varndell. London: British Museum 
Press, 1996.

———. “The Art of Ruins in Ancient China.” In Transforming Knowledge 
Orders: Museums, Collections, and Exhibitions, edited by Larissa Förster 
and translated by Mark Weir, 21-45. Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2014.

Slotkin, James. Readings in Early Anthropology. London: Routledge, 1965.
Smith, Julia M. H. “Relics: An Evolving Tradition in Latin Christianity.” In 

Saints and Sacred Matter: The Cult of Relics in Byzantium and Beyond, 
edited by Cynthia Hahn and Holger A. Klein, 41-60. Washington, D.C.: 
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 2015.

Steno, Nicolaus. The Prodromus of Nicolaus Steno’s Dissertation Concerning a 
Solid Body Enclosed by Process of Nature within a Solid. Translated by John 
Garrett Winter. New York: The Macmillan, 1916.

Stone-Miller, Rebecca. Art of the Andes: From Chavin to Inca. 2nd ed. 
London: Thames and Hudson, 2002.

Thucydides. The Peloponnesian War. Translated by Martin Hammond. 
Oxford: University of Oxford Press, 2009.

Trigger, Bruce. A History of Archaeological Thought. 2nd ed. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1996. 

———. A History of Archaeological Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1989.

von Schlosser, Julius. Die Kunst- und Wunderkammern der Spätrenaissance: 
Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des Sammelwesens. Leipzig: Verlag von 
Klinkhardt und Biermann, 1908.

Weiss, Roberto. The Renaissance Discovery of Classical Antiquity. 2nd ed. 
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988.

Wickham, Chris. The Inheritance of Rome: A History of Europe from 400 to 
1000. London: Penguin Books, 2009.

Willinsky, John. The Intellectual Properties of Learning: A Prehistory from Saint 
Jerome to John Locke. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2017.

Wylie, Alison. Thinking from Things: Essays in the Philosophy of Archaeology. 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002.

bibliography Bibliography



327326

Journal Articles
Bassett, Sarah Guberti. “‘Excellent Offerings’: The Lausos Collection in 

Constantinople,” The Art Bulletin 82, no. 1 (March, 2000): 6-25.
Bedini, Silvio A., and Francis R. Maddison. “Mechanical Universe: The 

Astrarium of Giovanni de’ Dondi.” Transactions of the American 
Philosophical Society 56, no. 5 (1966): 1-69.

Binford, Lewis. “Archaeology as Anthropology.” American Antiquity 28, no. 2 
(October, 1962): 217-225.

Clarke, David. “Archaeology: The Loss of Innocence.” Antiquity 47, no. 185 
(March, 1973): 6-18.

Eckerman, Christopher C. “Pindar’s Pythian 6: On the place of performance 
and an interpretive crux.” Rheinisches Museum für Philologie 154, no. 1 
(2011): 1-8.

Fisher, Alton K. “Origins of the Midwestern Taxonomic Method.” 
Midcontinental Journal of Archaeology 22, no. 1 (Spring, 1997): 117-122.

Freller, Thomas. “‘Lingue di serpi’, ‘Natternzungen’ und ‘Glossopetrae.’” 
Sudhoffs Archiv 81, no. 1 (1997): 62-83.

Lai, Gualong, and Q. Edward Wand, “Manuscript culture in early China.” 
Chinese Studies in History 50, no. 3 (October, 2017): 167-171.

Goodrum, Mark. “The Meaning of Ceraunia: archaeology, natural history 
and the interpretation of prehistoric stone artefacts in the eighteenth 
century.” The British Journal for the History of Science 35, no. 3 
(September, 2002): 255-269.

Greene, Christopher M. “Alexandre Lenoir and the Musée des monuments 
français during the French Revolution.” French Historical Studies 12, no. 
2 (Autumn, 1981): 200-222.

Leone, Mark P. “Some Opinions about Recovering Mind.” American 
Antiquity 47, no. 4 (October, 1982): 742-760.

McCullough, John. “The Cult of Relics in the Letters and Dialogues of 
Pope Gregory the Great: A Lexicographical Study.” Traditio 32 (1976): 
145-184.

McKern, William. “The Midwestern Taxonomic Method as an Aid to 
Archaeological Culture Study.” American Antiquity 4, no. 4 (April, 1939): 
301-313.

McNeill, William H. “Mythhistory, or Truth, Myth, History, and 
Historians.” The American Historical Review 91, no. 1 (February, 1986): 
1-10.

Momigliano, Arnaldo. “Ancient History and the Antiquarian.” Journal of the 
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 13, no. 3/4 (1950): 285-315.

Mommsen, Theodore. “Petrarch’s Conception of the ‘Dark Ages.’” Speculum 
17, no. 2 (April, 1942): 226-242.

Nora, Pierre. “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Memoire.” 
Translated by Marc Roudebush. Representations, no. 26 (Spring, 1989): 
7-24.

Sackett, James. “Boucher de Perthes and the Discovery of Human Antiquity.” 
Bulletin of the History of Archaeology 24, no. 2 (January, 2014): 1-11.

Segall, Berta. “The Arts and King Nabonidus.” American Journal of 
Archaeology 59, no. 4 (October, 1955): 315-318.

Schiffer, Michael. “Archaeology as Behavioral Science.” American 
Anthropologist 77, no. 4 (December, 1975): 836-848.

Shi, Jie. “Incorporating all for One: The First Emperor’s Tomb Mound.” 
Early China 37, no. 1 (December, 2014): 359-391.

Stearn, W. T. “The Background of Linnaeus is Contribution to the 
Nomenclature and Methods of Systematic Biology.” Systematic Zoology 8, 
no. 1 (March, 1959): 4-22.

Trigger, Bruce. “Alternative Archaeologies: Nationalist, Colonialist, 
Imperialist.” Man 19, no. 3 (September, 1984): 355-370.

Wright, Thomas. “On Antiquarian Excavations and Researches in the Middle 
Ages.” Archaeologia 30 (1844): 438-457.

Ikawa-Smith, Fumiko. “Co-traditions in Japanese Archaeology.” World 
Archaeology 13, no. 3 (February, 1982): 297-309.

3. References in Architecture

Books
Alberti, Leon Battista. On the Art of Building in Ten Books. Translated by 

Joseph Rykwert, Neil Leach, Robert Tavernor. Cambridge: MIT Press, 
1988.

de Vattel, Emmerich. The Law of Nations; Or Principles of the Law of Nature 
Applied to the Conduct and Affairs of Nations and Sovereigns. 7th ed. 
Translated by Joseph Chitty. Philadelphia: T. and J. W. Johnson, 1844.

Dehio, Georg Gottfried. Denkmalschutz und Denkmalpflege im Neunzehten 
Jahrhundert: Reder zur Feier des Geburtstages sr. Majestät des Kaisers 
gehalten in der Aula der Kaier-Wihelms-Üniversität. Strassburg: Heitz und 
Mündel, 1905.

Dvorak, Max. Katechismus der Denkmalpflege. 2nd ed. Vienna: Verlag von 
Julius Bard, 1918.

Fea, Carlo. Memorie legali riguardanti antichità e pubblici stabilimenti (Roma: 

bibliography Bibliography



329328

Nella Stamperia della Rev. Cam. Apost., 1833). Columbia University. 
Last modified, September 12, 2016. https://bit.ly/36clRfR/. 

Hart, Vaughan and Peter Hicks, Palladio’s Rome. New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 2006.

Klenze, Leo von. Aphoristische Bemerkungen gesammelt auf seiner Reise nach 
Griechenland. Berlin: G. Reimer, 1838.

Pérez-Gómez, Alberto. Architecture and the Crisis of Modern Science. 
Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1983.

Scolari, Massimo. Oblique Drawing: A History of Anti-Perspective. Cambridge: 
The MIT Press, 2012.

Riegl, Alois. The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Essence and Development. In 
Historical and Philosophical Issues in the Conservation of Cultural Heritage, 
edited by Nicholas Stanley Price, M. Kirby Talley Jr., Alessandra Melucco 
Vaccaro, 69-83. Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, 1996.

Ruskin, John. The Seven Lamps of Architecture. New York: John Wiley, 1844.
Sanzio, Raphael. “The Letter to Leo X by Raphael and Baldassare Castiglione.” 

In Palladio’s Rome, edited by Vaughan Hart and Peter Hicks, 179-192. New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 2006.

Schinkel, Karl Friedrich. “Memorandum zur Denkmalpflege.” In 
Denkmalpflege: Deutsche Texte aus drei Jahrhunderten, 3rd ed, edited by 
Norbert Huse, 70-73. Munich: Verlag C. H. Beck, 2006.

Sitte, Camillo. The Art of Building Cities: City Building According to Artistic 
Fundamentals. Translated by Charles T. Stewart. New York: Reinhold 
Publishing, 1945.

Viollet-le-Duc, Eugène Emmanuel. Entretiens sur l’Architecture. Vol. 2. Paris: 
A. Morel et C., 1872.

———. On Restoration. Translated by Charles Wethered. London: Sampson 
Low, Marston, Low, and Searle, 1875.

Winckelmann, Johann Joachim. History of Ancient Art. In Winckelmann 
Writings on Art, edited by David Irwin, 104-144. London: Phaidon 
Press, 1972.

———. “On the Imitation of the Painting and the Sculpture of the Greeks.” 
In Winckelmann Writings on Art, edited by David Irwin, 61-85. London: 
Phaidon Press, 1972.

Journal Articles
Boito, Camilo. “Restoration in Architecture: First Dialogue.” Future Anterior: 

Journal of Historic Preservation, History, Theory, and Criticism 6, no. 1 
(Summer, 2009): 68-83.

Grégoire, Abbé Henri. “Rapport sur destructions opérées par le Vandalisme, 
et sure les moyens de le réprimer.” Paris: Convention Nationale, Séance 
du 14 Fructidor, l’an second de la République une et indivisible. BNF 
Gallica. Last modified, October 15, 2007. https://bit.ly/32icqdL/.

Lübke, Wilhelm. “Das Restaurierungsfieber.” Allgemeine Zeitung, no. 335 
(December, 1861): 5845-5847.

Curman, Sigurd. “Principles of Restoration: Examples and Desiderata.” 
Future Anterior: Journal of Historic Preservation, History, Theory, and 
Criticism 7, no. 2 (Winter, 2010): 64-85.

Morris, William. “Restoration,” The Atheneum, no. 2591 (June, 1877): 807.
Scott, George Gilbert. “On the Conservation of Ancient Architectural 

Monuments and Remains.” Proceedings of the Ordinary General Meeting 
of the Royal Institute of British Architects (January, 1862): 65-82.

4. Webpages

Hutton, James. Theory of the Earth. The Project Gutenberg. Accessed, 
January, 2018. http://www.gutenberg.org/files/12861/12861-h/12861-h.
htm/.

Encyclopædia Britannica. “Anicius Manlius Severinus Boethius.” 
Accessed August, 31,2020. https://www.britannica.com/biography/
Anicius-Manlius-Severinus-Boethius/.

———.  “Ash-Sharīf al-Idrīsī.” Accessed August, 31,2020. https://www.
britannica.com/biography/al-Sharif-al-Idrisi/.

———. “Cassiodorus.” Accessed August, 31,2020. https://www.britannica.
com/biography/Cassiodorus/.

SEP I
Markosian, Ned. “Time.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Fall 

2016. Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/
fall2016/entries/time/.

SEP II
Dainton, Barry. “Temporal Consciousness.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy, ed. Winter 2018. Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.
stanford.edu/archives/win2018/entries/consciousness-temporal/.

bibliography Bibliography



331330

SEP III
Beyer, Christian. “Edmund Husserl.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 

ed. Summer 2018. Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.stanford.
edu/archives/sum2018/entries/husserl/.

SEP IV
Corrigan, Kevin and Michael L. Harrington. “Pseudo-Dionysius the 

Areopagite.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Winter 2019. 
Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2019/
entries/pseudo-dionysius-areopagite/.

SEP V
Friedman, Michael. “Ernst Cassirer.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 

ed. Fall 2018. Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.stanford.edu/
archives/fall2018/entries/cassirer/.

SEP VI
Fantl, Jeremy. “Knowledge How.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 

ed. Fall 2017. Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.stanford.edu/
archives/fall2017/entries/knowledge-how/.

SEP VII
Bourdeau, Michel. “Auguste Comte.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 

ed. Fall 2020. Edited by Edward N. Zalta. https://plato.stanford.edu/
archives/fall2020/entries/comte/.

bibliography

illustrAtions

 1. Francesco Petrarca, Raphael Morghen (ca. 1800)
https://www.nationalgalleries.org/art-and-artists/42926/
francesco-petrarca-1304-1374-petrarch-florentine-poet/.
 2. The Arnolfini Portrait, Jan van Eyck (1434)
https://www.nationalgallery.org.uk/paintings/
jan-van-eyck-the-arnolfini-portrait/.
 3. Ernst Hodel, Diorama Eismeer (1895-1900)
http://www.wikiwand.com/en/Alpineum/.
 4. Pandora, John Gibson (1856)
http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/O66216/pandora-statue-gibson-john/.
 5. Tower of Babel, Anton Koberger (1493)
Hartmann Schedel, Nuremberg Chronicle, Folio XVII. 
 6. Ship of Theseus, Francois Krater (ca. 6th century BC)
https://bit.ly/38MXkkc/.
 7. Angelus Novus, Paul Klee (1920)
https://bit.ly/38MXnMU/. 
 8. The Primitive Hut, Charles-Dominique-Joseph Eisen (1753) 
Marc-Antoine Laugier, Essay on Architecture, Frontispiece.
 9. The Vision of Saint Peter, Stradanus (1582)
https://bit.ly/38KYoFj/.
 10. Plato’s Divided Line
Francis Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 217.
 11. Récréations Mathématique, Jacques Ozanam (1696)
Alberto Pérez-Gómez, Architecture and the Crisis of Modern Science, 43.
 12. Allegory of the Cave, Michiel Coxie (16th century)
https://bit.ly/2Us8WRw/.



333332 illustrations Illustrations

 13. arbor sapientia, Ramon Lull (1515)
https://bit.ly/2IKK8kQ/.
 14. Nova Reperta, Stradanus (1600)
https://bit.ly/3lAUKS9/.
 15. Theatre de Besançon, Claude-Nicolas Ledoux (ca. 1800)
https://bit.ly/3npCCeo/.
 16. Stadtkrone, Bruno Taut (1919)
http://hiddenarchitecture.net/alpine-architecture/.
 17. Measured drawings of ruins, Andrea Palladio (16th century)
https://bit.ly/38QaBZp/.
 18. Scena per Angolo, Ferdinando Galli-Bibiena (1703)
http://www.unav.es/ha/007-TEAT/bibiena/bibiena-giovanni-2-050.jpg/.
 19. The Origin of Painting, David Allan (1775)
https://www.nationalgalleries.org/art-and-artists/152413/origin-painting/.
 20. The Sophist
Francis Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 324.
 21/22. The Gothic Arch, James Hall (1797)
https://act.art.queensu.ca/details_dual.php?i=4232&j=4233/.
 23. Moby Dick, Andy Thomas
https://bit.ly/38Q8i8H/.
 24. Cornice, 10th century copy of Vitruvius’ de architettura, folio 37
Massimo Scolari, Oblique Drawing, 282.
 25. John the Apostle at Patmos, J. F. Niceron (1646)
https://bit.ly/36CzKnD/.
 26. Gherardi Dome, Givanni di Gherardo Gherardi (15th century)
Massimo Scolari, Oblique Drawing, 199.
 27. Stereotomic Tracings, Guarino Guarini (17th century)
Architettura Civile, 1737, Folio 189.
 28. Restoration of the Sun Temple Memorial Tablet
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/56667/56667-h/56667-h.htm#Page_260/.
 29. Coyolxauhqui, Goddess of the Moon
https://www.martesdecuento.com/wp-content/uploads/mex4-carvingx.jpg/.
 30. Merlin the Great at Stonehenge, Geoffrey of Monmouth, History 
of the Kings of Britain (1136)
https://bit.ly/3pu96WK/.
 31. Lion Gate at Mycenae
https://bit.ly/32QaNUJ/.
 32. Christianized Menhir of St. Uzec 
https://bit.ly/2H5Hd67/.

 33. Portable Altar of Countess Gertrude (1045)
Julia Smith, Saints and Sacred Matter, 56. 
 34. The Thunderstone of Einsisheim, Johann Bergmann von Olpe 
(15th century)
Alain Schnapp, The Discovery of the Past, 34.
 35. Thunderstone Ideograms, Li-Shi-Tshin (1596)
Alain Schnapp, The Discovery of the Past, 145.
 36. 9,000 year old polished stone axe found in Ireland
https://bit.ly/35xiJvJ/.
 37. Tripod Cauldron, Middle Eastern Zhou Dynasty
https://bit.ly/2IvZ4E4/.
 38. St. Jerome in his Study, Sir John Fastolf (ca. 1435)
https://bit.ly/2UxFd9U/.
 39. Rievaulx Abbey, John Sell Cotman (1803)
https://www.metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/373905/.
 40. Rouen Cathedral, Jules Valecke (ca. 1860)
https://bit.ly/32J5pTp/.
 41. Contextual analysis of open squares, Camillo Sitte (1889)
The Art of Building Cities, 8-9.
 42. The Monumental Grandeur of the Mississippi, John Egan (1850)
https://www.slam.org/collection/objects/841/.
 43. Plan of the Avebury Henge, John Aubrey (1675)
http://www.avebury-web.co.uk/aubrey_plan.html/.
 44. Stonehenge, William Stukeley (1740)
https://www.lindahall.org/william-stukeley/.
 45. Flint Weapon Found at Hoxne, John Frere (1797)
https://bit.ly/36xtmOo/.
 46. Coupes longitudinal et transversal (1857)
Antiquités Celtiques et Antédiluviennes, 253-254.
 47. Typological sequence, Oscar Montelius (1886)
https://bit.ly/32GBGu7/.
 48. Aboriginal Weapons Sequence, Augustus Pitt-Rivers (1875)
https://bit.ly/38DqjXD/.
 49. Sequence of Danubian Cultures, Gordon Childe (1929)
https://bit.ly/35rTyek/.
 50. Hutton Unconformity, John Clerk of Eldin (1787)
https://mshanks.com/2014/08/08/a-pilgrimage-in-search-of-deep-time/.
 51. Strata Deformation, Nicolaus Steno (1669)
https://bit.ly/3f2RKeC/.



334

 52. Archaeological stratigraphy, Edward Harris (1973)
Principles of Archaeological Stratigraphy, 49.
 53.Successive Styles of Ornamentation, C. J. Thomsen (1836)
Bruce Trigger, A History of Archaeological Thought, 126.
 54. Assemblages, James Deetz (1967)
Invitation to Archaeology, 107.
 55. Inventories, Société française pour la conservation et la 
description des moniments historiques (1836)
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k31020f?rk=21459;2/.
 56. Topographical Survey of Rome, Leonardo Bufalini (1551)
http://www.studiumurbis.org/rome-maps/.
 57. Porta Ticinese, Camillo Boito (1858)
Boito, “First Dialogue”, 76.
 58. Emperor Qin’s Tomb
Jie Shi, “Incorporating all for One: The First Emperor’s Tomb Mound,” 4.
 59. La Salle du XIIIe siècle, Jean-Lubin Vauzelle (ca. 1830)
https://www.louvre.fr/expositions/un-musee-revolutionnairele-musee-des-
monuments-francais-d-alexandre-lenoir/.
 60. Première salle du musée, Hubert Clerget (1882)
https://bit.ly/2Iyc38e/.
 61/62. Hybrid restorations, Viollet le Duc (1872)
Entretiens sue L’Architecture, vol. 2, 72, 95.
 63/64. Metz Cathedral Westworks
https://bit.ly/3f5a7zy/.
 65. Restitution of the Jupiter Statue and Temple, de Quincy (1815)
http://expositions.bnf.fr/homere/grand/221.htm/.

illustrations


