oo e From
Anticipating pmgtter to
Rationalism: Eorm

The npenncss to CONEMpOrary achievements in

and art—invited by Vikhute owed the Ratd
ahsorb theories practices found in art history 2
thetic theary, hoanalysis and applied psychology e
ophy of physics and mathematics. The notion of ,upalk\S;
(Einfithlung), which cmerged as an operative framework 07
aesthetic theory in the latc ninereenth contury, Wa i

1o formulating the pavchoanatytical method of archi

form and space. The Newtor :

energy” builtupon the phenomennlogical view

was adopred to help rationalize the perocption o ial fe
while the professional application of Kationalist principles
appropriated practices of industrial efficiency; alon e
“new field® of psy E

These ideas were the subject of active discussion in var
ions academic circles s, such as the Institute
of Artistic Culture, the Russian Acade stic Sciences
(RAKhN). and at Vihutemas itsclf, Russian intellecruals were
uniguely positioned with regards t German artistic science
{Kumstwissensciafr) in particular, as the important Germar
texts on the subject had been rranslated almost instanta-
neously into Russlan— most before 1919 Afterthe Revolution
this connection was enabled by many intellectuals, in
ing Wassily Kandinsky, Alexander Galy dimir
Favorsky, and orhers. ™ In essence. Kandind nkhik pro-
pram. as well as his mission at RAKREN, was in part a trans-
lation of the principles of formal anaiysis in art history into
wisual arts.

These personal and schalarly netwarks allowed progres-
sive Russian architects to draw on the scholarship of Western
European thearlsts and scientlsts bn formularing their own
positions.” The Kationalists used this scholarship nor so
much for its content, but rather appropriated its principles 1o
develop analugous models in architecture. While there were
traceahle influences, there was also a larpe. dcglrc of indepen-
dence and invention. At the same time, the avant-garde lead-
ers were quite free in their interpretation and application of
various philosophical and scientific doctrines - aslongasthey
firwithin the larger ideological framework of the Soviet state,
History and theory were treated as raw material, 2 meaans oo
create new knowledge structures and cultural connections
asanything could he utilized for the higher purpase.

Tewards Dynamic Form
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an Fmtent of the. tien. Jusy ay the hat, al
parts—a tringle—is the hest exprossion of the Renaissance, the
hest expesslon af our spirit is @ spiral. The Ineraction afpﬁm .
amsd support is the purest (classical) form of statics; the c{mﬁ
form of dynamics is the spival % i

Ladowvsky's Rationalist doctrine was grounded in o number
c‘_f en pts that d the field of art history
thraughout th d half of the ni h century, D}.“;
mism emerged as one of the most essential s m ndem-
form, alung with ”dynami:ﬁlmiunalimg:ﬁfnﬁl d by
the German architect Erich Mendelsohn How 1o e
dynamic effect—this visual trope o[mudtmism—tang:zr: .

il
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hanced.
Lissitzkys
Javer Bt &5

e user’s movernent is el
USSR Pavillon, or i Fl
a strucrural canti

in projects whene 1
srantin Melnikovs :
Tribune, which exploits e i
natahly dynamic mevement was expressed ln mfl“‘\‘_“{{:‘;“?‘-,
1l af the Monument to the Third Tnterationd’ 2 £ 0o
Tatlin Rt 153, Art critic-and historian Nikolay kL
this phenomenon in 19201

o =
The whole form oscillates, lie @ steel serpent, 17 ’::";‘f? ‘:_’,.\'q
organized hy one commaon movensenl of all rh_ _,I’ e
above the ground, To evercome maticl £ '“(5".‘;). fur
power of resistance is great and heay; '!fl':g he
the form is looking for a way ol along the MosT (1 et
lines, which the world only finds i spirals. They are i aff st
ment, striving, flawing and they are fight, tike a creaiive Wit
likee @ messcle tense widh @ hammer®

Yet, the notion of move-
ment—as 2 codified. embo-
died sequence—was also
important historically, for
cxample In Classical archi-
tecture; while the expres
sion of dynamism as a force
finds irself manifested in
the Barogue. Tt became
critical, therefore, 1o define
and deconstruct dymamics
as inherently modern—
whether it is about emulat-
ing movement in a building,
about percepiual experi-
ence caused by spatial con-
figuration, or about dealing

—

2.1 B Lissiteky, “Lenin's Tribers.
Li: Puiished petizmen /-
Las frmies o [ Xepd
ot dr, (9141924 (Zurich/
Marich,/Lepaie, 1923)

 Petragrad, 1915,
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Archituklur i der

with gravity and clevation,

While the immediate
inspiration for dynamic
form for the Rationalists comes from Cubists and Futurists,
who were exploring similar ideas in painting and sculp-
ture, the th ical underpinnings of this ph lay
in aesthetic theory and modern science. In 1893, Adolf von
Hildebrand published one of the more popolar discussions
about pure form in the visual and plastic ants, The Problem of
Form in Fainting and Sculpture, which would become a model
for a whole generation of artists and ar historfans. The hook
was translated into Russian in 1914 by the fusure Vit

it 2 et
‘Soretunion [Raveis: Archituctors bor Workd Revoution] [Vierre, 1930,

5l Panin 1920, Authors
cranslatice.
&1 Adolf vwon Hildebrand,
=irel man

dean Viadimir Favorsky, who was an enthusiast of the German
sculptor wwﬂ hw!'asweil known among the Russian intel-
lectual elite, including Nikolay Punin and fvan Zholtovsky

e Archi D 1

tingand
Stuchert . Ca, 1907),
&1

Senkirviczh {174, 1983)

(1867-1959), o i of th a
Vkhutemas—both a mentor and an apponent of Lad,
Ladovsky’s colleague Nikolay Dokuchaey even |lu:md:irﬁt'.(hy¢
hook in the reading list for his course on the Theory of
tial Composition at Vil 3 [Hildel § A u_Spa-
berween what be calls aciual and perceprual form: iy
words, form a5 such, and form as compared Mmt;m[

m{&nghhn:ian perception. an,

“abstract and unchangeable” phenomenon, wher

inal form is a result of external conditions, wd:?:illmm'
shadow.™ As Hildebrand writes: Ealpr

Form is that facier in aur perception, which d
the }b}m 1t buined elther hrough monen Lnds "‘%M
. L o

On Pt '“_:. ot _fﬂpvfmw aid e term L;,e actial f.“’"lr

iomal
40 Construrziylss: e b
+ome by Mikala
Dolkuchacy and the othec by Wiieey
4 Hillvbrand 1907, 36,
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form, Hildehrand

a result of kin

o1 10 changing environm,
: of form or rather
is pedagogy. For lim,
appearance of form
Perception or the tra-
2 relating the parts® of 2
ion. 2 In his Space course assi, E

g

he differentiation between can,
as cither the continuous ether or as 2
Although "total space,” he maintained, Was omnidirecign
and continuous, bounded spaz ssuinied the form of e =,
sd"p_l.'w.edMIni[.chmaglnedthimpcn Spaceas”
water," therehy suggesting that it had phy
Was not mere emptiness, Furthermor, . beca
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“|ndividaal volumes
ritieal £

sunken intu it were capable of defining
jtassumed

of this substance, he treated space A5 ?olid. Tt_|r|‘s L‘
ceptual leap rendered space o lieable inasmuch as
the form of Its container. As Hildehrand wWrites.

By total spece e mEQH SPACE @y
s

dimensions, or i all divecrions.
atal space #s @ Boay o) r
and thus e able 10 1
T . destraping i

contimwiny. Let ws inragine
which we map sink corialn vessels,
imatividual wolumes ofthe water witho Ficr
fideat of @ contindous wass of
representation Nature mist e expresied o5
u'kn.'rrjﬁmmmr.-.'.-xiun\'.ur.'mrera.'.un!J'u;,r'l'ncr:ﬂ

mulees upon 455

the Ratonalis

od mass. Years lateh,
er chan Hildebrand by

This line of thinking underlies
conception of space as differentiat
Ladovsky, for example, was 10 50 farth 1
declaring that space, rather than slonc. was “the material o
architecture.”™ The notion of space as marier redefined the
fing post-Enligh paradigm of architecty

long
shifting it from a classically ordered asscmd
of sparial form. Space was no lon o regarded simply in terms
of stylistic conventions, but w: stead recast as a medium.
1o be shaped ar formed.

While Hildchrand eonsidered hoth sculpture and paint-
ingtohe rep: jomal and traditionallyimitating exsernal

Ret. 2.7 Auolf wen Hidebrand. C
=2 tha Russicn e
Jama formy v i7oEe
Jskaastve [The Problem of
Toem i Painting and Scpbre],
jrens, v, & Favarsky and N, .
Raperisld {Moscow, 19141
Triginaty published =
Gerrnan ox Dos Prables der
Farmi b lar Biidenclers Kunst

conditions. architecture. in hisview, wasaself g
with it pwn inezrnal, “architectomic” Ingic. ln order tu infra-
duce autonomy te the “imit; ™ of scul prure and paint-
ing, Hildebrand advocated for an “architectonic method”
based on the idea of “unity of form.” He waites,

Sculpture and painting in conrast with architeciyre are usi-
ally loaked upon as imitasive arts, This dlassification, kow-
ever, expresses merel) thelr differences and does not fake into
consideration their resenblances. Sculplure and painting are,
indced, imvirative Inasmuch as they are hased on a kind .'Jf'::ud_':‘
of Nature. T :

According to Hildebrand's logic, form neis

! L. ther Tepresents
nor Jm_!l:an:s anything, but rather organizes physlﬂ mater
according 104 code of inherent laws, Classical order presum-
ably taps into such 2 code, a8 do more general proportional
systems and positional principles. This “archi i
method” wa tn Ladovsky'sconception of auton-
QmOus agency of dready in hisdi:
at Zhivskulptarkh propesed that archi

rchitecture as

dent art form contalns and organizes mh:r‘j;::Jn:nﬂer-
as squlpture and painting. LA

Laboratory: Architectune as Sclence
Anticipating Hadonalism: From Matrer to Farm.




