Theory of Restoration, |

CESARE BRANDI

81. The Concept of Restoration

Restoration is generally understood as any kinohtefvention that permits a product of

human activity to recover its function. . . . [L]es consider the variety of products of
human activity to which the particular interventive call restoration should be applied.
There will be restoration relevant to industriabgucts and restoration relevant to works of
art. ... Aslong as one is, in fact, dealing witkdustrial products, defined on the widest
scale starting from the smallest craft item, theppae of restoration will obviously be to

reestablish the functional properties of the prad@onsequently, the nature of the
restoration will be exclusively tied to the accorspiment of this goal.

Yet for works of art, even if there are some thatcurally possess a functional
purpose (such as architecture, and, in generadctsbpf the so-called applied arts), the
reestablishment of the functional properties wifintately represent only a secondary or
accompanying aspect of the restoration, never titaapy or fundamental aspect that
respects a work of art as a work of art.

... The human product that deserves this redognits there, before our eyes. But
it can be generically classified among the prodo€tsuman activity only so long as the
conscious appreciation of it as a work of art does definitely exclude it from the
community of other products.

-

Thus we have come to recognize the inseparablebliween restoration and the
work of art, in that the work of art conditions ttesstoration and not vice versa.

-/ -

Now that we have reestablished the direct relatigndetween restoration
and the appreciation of a work of art as such, ame a@efine restoratiorRestoration is
the methodol ogical moment in which the work of art is appreciated in its material formand
inits higtorical and aesthetic duality, with a view to transmitting it to the future.

Naturally, the principles that guide the restonatituring its operational phase
will have to derive from this fundamental structofehe work of art in the reception the
individual consciousness gives it.

-/ -
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The material form of the work must necessarily tagtecedence because it
represents the very realm of the image's manifestat ensures the transmission of the
image to the future, and thus guarantees its pgoceywithin human consciousness. . . .

[E]Jven though the imperatives of conservation aemegally directed at the
complex structure of a work of art, conservationtgies especially to the material
form in which the image is manifested. Every effontl all research should be directed at
ensuring that the material form lasts as long ssilfie.

-/ -

From this we clarify the first axion®Only the material form of the work of art is
restored.

But the physical medium to which the transmissibthe image is entrusted does
not accompany it; on the contrary, it is coexteasmith it. It is not a question of the
material form on the one hand, and the image onttier.

-/l -

Thus we can state the second principle of restwrafRestoration must aim to
reestablish the potential unity of the work of art, as long as this is possible without
producing an artistic or historical forgery and without erasing every trace of the passage
of time |eft on the work of art.

82. TheMaterial of theWork of Art

The first axiom, by which the material form of therk of art is the only object of
restoration, requires an in-depth examination efrdationship between matter and the
work of art. ... To begin with, and above all itateon to restoration, we must define
matter, in that it represents contemporaneousiy lo¢ “time” and the “place” of a
restoration. To do so, we can only make use ofempmenological approach by which
matter becomes ostensibly the “vehicle for the legiy of the image.” . . .

[This concept] provides the key to understandirgdhality, already hinted at, of
“structure” and “appearance.”

-

Let us take the most obvious example of a paindimg wooden panel where the
wood has become so porous that it no longer prewadiequate support. In this case, the
painting is the material appearance while the weodhe material structure. Such a
distinction might not always be so clear-cut: thetfthat the painting is on wood gives it
special characteristics that could, in fact, berelf if the panel were removed. It is
therefore important to keep in mind that the ddton between “structure” and
“appearance” is more subtle than it may seem at &nd, in practice, is not always
possible to determine. Let us consider another plana collapsed building, partially
destroyed by an earthquake, that lends itself¢onstruction or anastylosis. In this case,
appearance cannot be defined as being merely tiee surface of the building blocks;
they have to remain blocks, not only on the sutfadenetheless, the interior wall
structure can be altered to guarantee the buildipgjnst further earthquake damage.
Even the interior structure of columns, if there any, can be changed, assuming that
this will not alter the appearance of the matelidre also a delicate approach will be
necessary to ensure that the altered structurerdmdafluence appearance.

-



84. Timein Relation to the Work of Art and Restoration

We should recall at this point that so-called aedagical restoration, however
praiseworthy it may be for its respect of the wark art, does not achieve the
fundamental aspiration of human consciousness latioa to the work of art by
restoring its potential unity. It only represente tfirst phase of reconstruction, which
will necessarily end only when the surviving relafswhat used to be a work of art no
longer allow plausible integrations. . . .

It will not be necessary to press the point anyhier, then, in order to state that
the only legitimate moment for the act of restamatis the actual moment of the
consciousness contemplating the work of art. A4 thhe, the work of art exists in the
moment and is historically present; yet it is gbswt of the past and, at the cost of not
being part of human consciousness, is thus pattigibry. For restoration to be a
legitimate operation it cannot presume that timeegersible or that history can be
abolished. Furthermore, the act of restoratiomgraer to respect the complex historical
nature of the work of art, cannot develop secréyiva in a manner unrelated to
time. It must allow itself to be emphasized asug thistorical event—for it is a human
action—and to be made a part of the process byttthie work of art is transmitted
to the future. From a practical point of view, thisstorical requirement should
translate not only into a differentiation of theéegrated areas, something already made
explicit when the potential unity is reestablishbdt also into a respect for the patina,
which we can think of as the buildup of time on therk of art. Furthermore, it should
allow for saving sample areas that show the statieeonvork of art before restoration and
also of noncontemporaneous parts of the work #yatessent the same passage of time.
Naturally, for this last requirement, we can onhpyide a general guideline, for each
case has to be evaluated individually and nevethat expense of the aesthetic
requirement, which always takes precedence.

—J -
85. Restoration According to Historicism
—J -

[1]f a work of art is the result of human activignd, as such, its appreciation does not
depend on fluctuations in taste or fashion, it$dnisal significance has priority over its
aesthetic value. Since the work of art is a hissrmonument, we must consider it as
such from the extreme point when the formal arramg® that shaped matter into a
work of art has almost vanished, and the monume&meduced to little more than a
residue of the material that made it up. We must ttexamine the ways we can conserve a
ruin.

-

A ruin is anything that is a withess to human higtdts appearance, however, is so
different from the one it originally had that it dmenes almost unrecognizable. . . .
Consequently, the preservation of a work of art ihaeduced to a state of ruin depends to
a great extent on the historical significance thassigned to it. ... When dealing with
ruins, restoration can only be a consolidation gmdservation of the status quo.
Otherwise, the ruin was not a ruin, but a work dfthat still maintained an implicit
vitality that would allow the reestablishment o&tbriginal potential unity. The identi-
fication of a ruin therefore goes hand in hand tfitht initial phase of restoration know
as preventive restoration, meaning merely conservaind protection of the status quo.
This recognizes that any direct intervention is liekty excluded if it goes beyond
conservation monitoring and consolidation of maisri
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Therefore, with the concept of ruin, the analydissovork of art in terms of its
restoration begins from the very first stage, beyahich the materials that constituted the
work of art reverted back to raw materials. Thiscamsequently the very first level of
restoration. Having to present the work of artimats transition from internal creation to
extrinsic form but as already having a worldly éxige, restoration must start from
precisely where the work of art ends, that ishat timiting moment (a limit in both time
and space) when the work of art, reduced to a fawes of itself, is about to fall back
into an amorphous state.

-/l -

If we continue the analysis in terms of the hist@arpoint of view, we are faced with a
double problem regarding works of art: the congemaor removal of additions, and the
conservation or removal of reconstructions. In gofrom a work of art that has been
reduced to a ruin to a work of art that has undeegadditions and reconstructions, it might
seem impossible to approach the problem from etlgthistorical point of view. Yet we
want to emphasize that we do not wish to solve sime problem using two distinct
approaches. We only want to examine if conservationremoval of additions and
reconstructions is, in fact, legitimate from theatbwical point of view. We also want to
determine the limitations of both historical andthetic requirements, and to try to find at
least a way of reconciling any discrepancies.

By presenting the problem of the legitimacy of @waation or removal, we have
already overcome the obstacle posed by those wiievéethat the legitimacy of
conservation is based exclusively on the historighificance of the work of art. If this
were so, we should have to respect unconditiormiiyr the barbaric vandalisms and the
integrations carried out on artistic, not restargtgrounds that a work of art may have been
subjected to over the centuries. Nor should weuebeclthe possibility that both can be
respected together. Yet, since a work of art isoesed with both historical and aesthetic
requirements, conservation and removal cannot aactiie expense of the one and the
disregard of the other.

. .. From a historical point of view, an additimna work of art is nothing more than
new testimony to human activity and, thus, is gétistory. In this context, an addition
is not different from the original stock and has $ame right to conservation. On the
other hand, removal, although also the result afiduaction and thus also part of history,
in reality destroys a document and does not docuritesif. It would thus lead to the
negation and destruction of a historical processveould falsify evidence. Therefore, from
a historical point of view, only the conservatidrao addition is unconditionally legitimate,
while its removal always needs justification, ool at least be done in a manner that
will leave a trace both of itself and on the woflad.

Consequently, the conservation of an addition ésribrm, removal the exception.
This is the exact opposite of what nineteenth-ggntmpiricism recommended for
restorations.

-

One might think that the problem is not very diéfiet as far as reconstructions are
concerned. Even reconstruction is evidence of huawion and represents a historical
moment, but it is not the same as an addition. dditimn cancomplete a work or can
function, particularly in architecture, differentthan was originally intended. With an
addition there is no imitation; there is, rather,davelopment or an insertion. A
reconstruction, on the other hand, seeks to restepwork, intervening in the creative
process in a manner that is similar to how theimaigcreative process developed. It
merges the old and the new so that they cannotdt@glished, abolishing or reducing
to a minimum the time interval between the two tweamoments. The difference is
therefore striking.
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If we thus come back to the alternatives of corstgon or removal from a visual,
historical perspective, we will consider it apprafg, whenever possible, to return a
monument to that state of imperfection in whichatd been left by the historical process,
and which ill-considered restorations have inste@dpleted. However, we should always
respect theew unity that, independently of the foolishness ofaestions, was established
within the work of art through a new fusion; thermthis fusion affects the work of art, the
more it is also a real source of historical matexnal testimony.

Thus an addition will be worse, the closer it corttebeing a reconstruction; while
the reconstruction will be all the more acceptatiie, more it differs from an addition and
tries to form a new unity in place of the old one.

One can point out, nonetheless, that even the wecsinstruction does, in fact,
document human activity, albeit an erroneous omel, that it is still part of human
history. Thus it should not be removed—at the mibsan be isolated. This position
would seem to be historically unassailable if d diot, in fact, lead to a conviction of
nonauthenticity or falsification for the entire Wwasf art. Such a conviction would lead us
to question the very veracity of the monument dssgorical monument: this cannot be
allowed at the level of philological critique. Hugrmore, a similar requirement to
completely conserve all phases through which thekwad art has passed must not
contradict the aesthetic requirement.



