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Abstract. The paper explores the relationships among comedy and landscape, as
suggested by Henri Bergson. Bergson argues that the landscape cannot be social, but
can be used as a metaphor to distinguish between mechanistic and social features in
the comedy of social life. In contrast to Bergson, the paper implies that the landscape is
valuable not only as a metaphor, but also has a social dimension that is not necessarily
representational. While Bergson focuses on social risks and drama as representations
of social types, this paper turns to the concepts of natural risk and vision. The first
part of the paper leads to the idea of risk as cultural, according to Jeffrey Alexander
and Scott Lash. Two approaches differ in their understanding of the source of cultural
risk, but both balance natural and social risks by introducing the division of past/pres-
ent events or visible/invisible objects. In the second section, to introduce a strategy
to overcome the divisions and representational character of Alexander’s and Lash’s
theories, their conceptualisations will be developed with reference to Eisenstein’s
three types of pathetic composition, as well as distinguishing the landscape’s figures
and background. In conclusion, the landscape is defined as an allegorical method of
testing social metaphors.
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LANDSCAPE AS A HIDDEN REPRESENTATION: THE SOCIOLOGY OF CULTURE AND ITS ALLEGORIES

MEW3AX YKACBIPBIH KOPIHIC PETIH/IE:
MO/JIEHUET 9JIEYMETTAHYbI 2KOHE OHBIH, AJIVZIETOPUAJIAPBI
*HaTaaua BOJIKOBA
aTayesci3 3epmmeyuwi, Mackey, Pecetl ®edepayusicol

MEN3AK KAK CKPBITASI PEITPE3EHTALIUA:
COIIN0JIOTUA KYJIBTYPHI U EE AJIJIETOPUU
2HaTasusa BOJIKOBA
Heszasucumblil uccaedosamens, Mocksa, Poccutickas Pedepayus

Anparna. Makanaga AHpu beprcoH ycelHFaH KoMe-
JAUs MeH Nei3axk apacblHaFbl KaTbIHAC 3€epPTTEJITEH.
BeprcoH neisax ajieyMeTTik 60J1a aaMaiabl, 6ipak,
9JIEyMEeTTiK eMip KOMeAUsAChIHAAaFbl MEeXaHUKAJbIK
»K9He 9JIEYMeTTIK OeJsirisiep/ii aXKpIpaTy yuIiH MmeTadopa
peTiHAe KOoJJaHbLIYybl MYMKIH el TYKbIPpbIMAAU/bI.
BeprconHaH alblpMallbl/IbIFb], MaKalaAa Nerl3ax TeK
MeTadopa peTiH/ie FaHa eMec, COHbIMeH KaTap OelHe-
JleyMeH MiHZEeTTi Typ/ie 6aliJlaHbICThI eMec 9J1eYMETTIK
eJIlIeMIe He eKeH/iri faenseHesi. beprcon aneyMmeTTik
GalylaHbICTAap/Abl OeliHesey PETiIHAE 9JIEYMETTIK Taye-
KeJIJlep MeH JipaMaFa Hasap ayjapca, 6y Makasiaja 6i3
TaOUFU TOyEKeiep MEeH Ko3Kapac TY>KbIpbIMJaMalapbiHa
KYriHeMi3. MaKaJsiaHblH, 6ipiHii 6esiMiHe Toyekeni
Md/IeHUEeTTiH 3JieMeHTi Zient caHalThIH Jpxkeddpu Anek-
canzep MeH CKoTT JIawTiH ujessapbl KapacTblpbliajbl.
AnexcaHfep MeH JIs1UTiH Tacinaepi MajeHU ToyeKeiH,
KaliHap Ke3i Typasbl TyciHiKTepiMeH epekiiesneHe i, 6ipak,
eKeyi Zie 6TKeH / Ka3ipri oKurasapblH HeMece KopiHeTiH
/ KepiH6elTiH 06 beKTiIepAiH 06JIiHYiH eHTi3y apKbLIbI
TaOUFU )KOHE dJIEYyMETTIiK TayeKeaJepai TeHecTipeai.
Ekinmmi 6enimMae Anekcanzep MeH JIam TeopusiJlapblH-
JlaFbl 66JIiHY MEH penpe3eHTAaTUBTIK CUMIATThI XKeHY
CTPATErUsIChIH YChIHY YIIiH 0J1apAblH TYKbIpbIM/jaMalaphl
JU3eHIITEeNHHIH NaTeTUKa/IbIK KOMIIO3ULUSChIHbIH, 1L
TYpiHe KoJIAaHblIabl, 0JIap/blH Heri3iHae nei3ax-
JbIH pUrypassapbl MeH QOHBIHBIH KapaMa-KalIlbLIbIFbI
*aTbIp. KOpBITBIHAbLIAN KeJle, Ted3aX 9/1eyMeTTiK MeTa-
dopanapabl TeKcepyZiH aleropUsIbIK d/ici peTiHze
aHbIKTaNa/bl.

TyitiH ce3gep: neitzax; Metadopa; GoH; YUBIMIIBLIABIK;
KOMeJIUsl; Ke3Kapac; ToyeKeJl.
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AHHOTanMs. B cTaTbe UcC/ieAyIOTCS OTHOLIEHUS MEXY
KoMeJiMel U nensaxeM, npeaJjioxkeHHble AHpU Beprco-
HOM. BeprcoH yTBep:kK/JaeT, UTO Nel3ax He MOXKET ObITh
COIIMAIbHBIM, HO MOKET HCI0JIb30BATLCSA Kak MeTadopa,
YTOOBI Pa3/IMYaTh MEXAaHUCTUYECKHUE U COLHAJIbHbIE
YyepThl B KOMeJUU COLUATbHOM KHU3HU. B oTin4yue oT
BeprcoHa, B cTaThbe [J0Ka3bIBAETCS, UTO NEH3aXK LEHEH He
TOJIBKO KakK MeTadopa, HO U UMeeT COLUAJIbHOE U3Mepe-
HUE, KOTOpOe He 06513aTe/IbHO CBSI3aHO C penpe3eHTalueil.
B To Bpems kak BeprcoH ¢pokycupyeTcs Ha cCOnMaIbHbIX
pUCKax U ApaMe KaK Ha peACTaBJIeHUU COLMaIbHbIX
CBsi3€ell, B 3TOM CTaThbe MbI 06paljaeMcsl K KOHLENI UM
€CTeCTBEHHBIX PUCKOB U BU/JIeHUs. B nepBoii yacTu cTaThu
cnenyeM 3a ugesamu kedpodpu Anekcangepa u Ckorra
JIauia, KOTOpble CYUTAIOT PUCK 3JIEMEHTOM KYJIBTYPHI.
[Moaxonbl Anekcanzepa u JIaia pa3aM4arTcs 10 CBOeMY
MOHMMAaHHIO0 UCTOYHHUKA KYJIbTYPHOTO PUCKA, HO 00a
YPaBHOBEUIUBAIOT IPUPOAHbIE U COL[UATbHbIE PUCKH,
BBO/IsSl pa3/ieJieHre MPOILIbIX/HACTOSIIUX COOBITHH UJIH
BUMMBbIX/HEBUAMUMBIX 06'beKTOB. Bo BTOpoM pa3zzeue,
YTOObI IPEJICTABUTh CTPATErUI0 NPeoj0JieHUs pase-
JIEHUSI ¥ peNnpe3eHTAaTUBHOrO XapaKTepa B TEOPUSIX
Anexcangepa u JIama, X KOHLENTYyaIU3aluu 6yayT
NpHYMeEHEHbBI K TpeM TUIIaM NaTeTUYeCKON KOMIO3UIUU
Jl3eHINTelHa, B OCHOBE KOTOPBIX JIEXUT IPOTUBONOCTAB-
JeHue ¢uryp u poHa neisaxka. B 3akioueHne nensax
onpejessieTcsl KaK aJlJIeroOpuuecKUil MeTo/, IPpOBEPKHU
coLMaJbHBIX MeTadop.

KitroueBble c10Ba: neisax; Metadopa; ¢oH; opraHu-
3alus; KoMeIusl; BUJeHUe; PUCK.
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Introduction

In his early essay ‘Laughter’, Henri Bergson develops the notion of the landscape in two ways. First, he sees the
landscape as a natural, real thing, which ‘may be beautiful, charming and sublime, or insignificant and ugly; it will
never be laughable’ (Bergson 2003: 9). The last part of this definition is crucial. Bergson insists that the ability to
laugh and be laughed at is the defining feature of human intelligence and humans as social beings. The landscape
is different because it is not social; it is a lifeless object that is full of feelings, attitudes, and expressions, but they
are only mechanistic forces that drive its existence (Bergson 2014: 79). Regarding the second approach, Bergson
changes the perspective from a realistic to a metaphorical view of the landscape. For Bergson, the real landscape is
too serious, thus laughter turns it into a metaphor of the landscape or comedy. The comic landscape reveals the typical
features of social life, although it is non-representational and only gives the scheme of reality. According to Bergson,
comedy assumes the landscape’s main features: The comic effect is the result of the mechanistic movements that
allow us to see comic characters as things (Bergson 2003). Yet since the comedy is not material, Bergson opposes
the natural landscape contra the social landscape of comedy, or, if we put it more clearly, not only can comedy be a
metaphor for the landscape, but the social landscape is also a metaphor for comedy.

The difference between the natural and metaphorical landscapes lies in their attitude toward risk. Laughter
produces the fear of being comic and perceived not as a living being, but as a material thing. The fear and risk of a
comic situation are social because ‘comic effects...refer to the customs and ideas of a particular social group’ (Ibid.:
11) and laughter refuses to recognise a comic object’s individuality. When the landscape is natural or social, the risks
should not be reduced only to the social landscape. There are two ways to return the landscape’s social dimension
according to two main features that are common in Bergson’s natural landscape and comedy: the mechanical structure
of movement and the resemblance between live and material objects. In both ways, the landscape’s features, defined
by Bergson as material, are also social and establish a link between social and natural risks, which drive changes
in landscape. If the landscape’s structure is considered social, its material and territorial features are denied. Thus,
discussion of the landscape can follow different approaches of structuralism and post-structuralism, in which the
landscape is an ‘abstract machine’, a texture of rhythms or a ‘space of social events’. Nevertheless, these approaches
share the intention to introduce the universal structure that underlies the landscape’s material form, addressing
the different levels of abstraction and defining the landscape’s social morphology. In contrast, Bergson asserts that
only the landscape is universal because it is ruled by the mechanistic laws of nature (Bergson 2014), while the social
landscape is live and changeable (Bergson 2003). This paper draws a connection between the landscape’s social
and natural dimensions, which should overcome the universality suggested by structuralism.

The second way to return the sociality of a real landscape is to see the landscape as an organisation of risky
socio-material or cultural objects. In the first part of the paper, the difference between the drama and vision of
landscape is elaborated upon, with reference to the definitions of cultural objects and risk, according to the theo-
ries of culture by Jeffrey Alexander (Alexander 2006) and Scott Lash (Lash 2000). If the landscape is dramatic, it is
representational, but the vision can be non-representational. In the second half of the paper, the notion of the comic
vision of the landscape is in the focus of the discussion, opposing the sociological metaphors of the landscape, and
shifting toward the visual metaphors of pathetic composition developed by Sergei Eisenstein (Eisenstein 1987).
Being risky, the socio-material objects are multiple and incoherent. Hence, in the second section of the paper, the
landscape is defined as an organisation of the contradictory gathering of objects according to John Law (Law 2004).
If the landscape is non-representational and encompasses objects that produce natural risks, then the idea of the
landscape moves from the concept of drama (comedy) to the landscape of the imagination.

Drama and Vision

The show must go on: The radicalisation of social and natural risks

For Bergson, the landscape is social and human only; it is a metaphor that defines the logic of comic drama,
while the natural landscape of Beck, or the environment, is the permanent drama ‘after the narrative is over’ (Beck
1992: 12), which represents the ‘off-stage reality’ (Ibid.) of the post-industrial age. Despite the differences between
the on-stage and off-stage dramas, Bergson’s comedy and Beck’s drama share the same main point: Both dramas

180 2026 Jete — Journal of Philosophy, Religious and Cultural Studies
No2(155) ISSN: 3080-1281. eISSN: 3080-6895.



LANDSCAPE AS A HIDDEN REPRESENTATION: THE SOCIOLOGY OF CULTURE AND ITS ALLEGORIES

radicalise social life to detach typical features from individuals. However, the outcomes of such radicalisation differ
vastly. The radicalisation of human and live features in comedy removes individuality and rests only upon the image
of a typical social role (Bergson 2003). Unlike Bergson, Beck refers to dramatisation as a method of emphasising
individuality, not type. If the core of Bergson’s comedy is a comic situation, Beck’s drama seeks to introduce an
exceptional person or hero, so the drama'’s structure becomes tragic. Beck’s drama is not a classical tragedy because
the drama of the environment is not restricted to the time and space of theatre play; it turns to everyday life through
mass and digital media, inviting any individual to take part in it (Beck 1992). Since media tragedy has no temporal
or spatial constraints, the selection of an exceptional person becomes the primary purpose, which defines the lines
of drama and radicalisation. The exceptional person of Beck is not the utopian ideal, as s/he is in classical drama
(Nietzsche 2013). By contrast, s/he should represent hazards and risks, and is more like an anti-hero. Nevertheless,
the condition of the tragic hero’s appearance remains the same in the case of a tragedy or a comedy: The drama is
always a public action. Therefore, public perception is the chief force of radicalisation, whether it is comic or tragic.
If comic radicalisation reveals normal conditions, then tragic radicalisation sets risk against the norm of social life.
Beck states, ‘the exceptional condition threatens to become the norm’ (Beck 1992: 24).

The rise of risks closely follows the process of radicalisation and depends on the ties between the social realm
and the individual. In the case of comedy, the fear of revealing a person’s mechanistic character produces risks
(Bergson 2003). The mechanisation of individuality is paid by laughter, and laughter is the uniting force for indi-
viduals, transforming them into the social type. Comic risk is considered to be dramatically constructed because it
is formed within public action. On the contrary, the natural risks of Beck exist per se and are not the result of drama
and radicalisation (Beck 1992). The drama is the path to distribute the power of risks and gives them a public form
and attention. The selection of one object of dramatisation can lead to the maximisation or minimisation of the
effect on adjacent or opposite objects (Ibid.: 31). When the only constructed risk of comedy is replaced by multiple,
existing environmental risks, the key goal of drama becomes to individualise them and stress the differences and
common features between the risks, not dramatic characters. If the sociality of comedy is manifested in the notion
of a typical role (Bergson 2003), then the sociality of tragedy is thickening in the concept of the social type of risk.
The change in the central social form from social role to risk makes sense of Beck’s idea that within the tragic drama
of the environment, risks become the norm of social life (Beck 1992). Beck’s risky normativity of the social realm
establishes the normative horizon, which is socially constructed by tragic drama and defines the area of a risky situ-
ation (Ibid.: 28). The natural risks of Beck and their forces are evaluated in terms of public perceptions, and are
specific to certain social groups that account for risks as dangerous. The relativity of the risks and their normative
horizon makes them multiply and clash with each other. Hence, the landscape, defined by the normative horizon of
risk, becomes ambivalent; its borders and view will depend on the viewer’s temporal location.

The shift from a comic role to risks in tragedy calls into question whether the public character of dramatic
action is not focused on anti-heroes of environmental drama. If publicity is the way to radicalise the goods and
bads of social life, then the unlimited radicalisation of a risky situation can lead to catastrophe (Ibid.). For Beck, a
catastrophic condition is contradictory because it shows ‘development (that) is not wanted’ (Ibid.), but publicity of
risks radicalises them, and this radicalisation increases side effects. Therefore, although a catastrophe is not wanted,
the radicalisation of risks brings it closer, and environmental drama is an image of catastrophe.

Dramatic radicalisation is the only possible device to introduce the invisible risks of social life (Ibid.), which
Beck underscores as well as comic drama, rendering the mechanical background of individual roles. The visibility
of risks is not equal to their public character; rather, public introduction offers the possibility to accept natural risks
and establish the horizon of a risky situation. Thus, visibility and invisibility are definitions of natural risks, and
social risks are constructed during the development of the drama. Thus, we should also correct Beck’s concept of
catastrophe. While the catastrophic or emergency condition is the outcome of social drama (which relies on media
publicity), the vision of risks does not make them automatically public. In contrast to Beck’s environment (Ibid.), the
vision of natural risks or the landscape includes visible and invisible risks and has catastrophic potential, but does
not represent a future catastrophe itself (Beck 2006). Regarding the landscape’s catastrophic potential, it is possible
to refuse the idea of exceptional conditions as norms (Beck 1992: 24), which turns the drama of the environment
into tragic. In contrast to the exceptional condition of drama, the horizon of vision is situational and creates the
situational norms defined by visible and invisible risks.
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The comic character of the vision and the landscape brings us back to the first question: ‘How is the social char-
acter of the natural landscape described?’ (though in a slightly different form). The sociality of drama is manifested
in the social type or social role, while the sociality of vision is defined by the horizon of normativity, which does not
represent anything but introduces the boundaries of action. If Bergson’s comedy speaks about the comic order of
social roles, Beck’s tragedy refers to public catastrophes. Accordingly, the social image of risks is the arrangement
of plural and contradictory relations where norms introduce the ordering and limit risks.

The vision of the landscape: Trauma and mess

Drama is the device of radicalisation, which divides the natural landscape along the lines of risk, and is defined
by the comic laugh or tragedy of the hero. The natural landscape becomes social (not thanks to dramatic radicalisa-
tion); it takes shape in the vision of risks and their gradual changes. According to Beck, the vision of risks is not a
single view of one risk; it is the perception of the multiplicity of risks from different angles (Beck 2006). Thus, the
vision is a complex organization that coordinates the mess of possible views. Beck introduces two mechanisms of
such coordination: tele-vision, which ‘isolates and standardizes’ (Beck 1992: 132) and produces individualisation,
and the cosmo(politan) vision, which is defined by belonging to intimate social relations (Beck 2006). This is in
contrast to physical distance and boundaries. Two definitions of vision by Beck are based on the distant relations
that avoid publicity, while the public drama represents the close ties of social interchange.

The radicalisation of drama relies on exceptional situations. Contrary to the drama, the vision applies to norma-
tivity, which is based on standardisation in the case of tele-vision and the balancing of relations in the case of the
cosmo-vision. Criticising and expanding on Beck’s theory of risks, Jeffrey Alexander and Scott Lash suggest that
risk normativity is social as well as cultural: Risk is a cultural norm (Alexander 1996; Lash 2000). The distinction
between the two types of Beck’s vision separates two definitions of culture. The first view on culture by Alexander
is grounded in stabilization, and is opposite to Beck’s idea of hidden risks (Alexander, Smith, 1996). The second
perspective, by Scott Lash, follows Beck’s theory and supposes that the visible order is not stable and depends on
the instability of risks (Lash 1999, 2000). The key question is how risks are normalised and become public for
Alexander, or visible for Lash.

Alexander and Smith claim that the distinction between visible/invisible risks is Beck’s general drawback because
it implies the concept of hidden risk (Alexander 1996, Alexander and Smith 1996). Here, Alexander makes a slight
shift because Beck does not speak of hiding risks. He considers the risks’ invisibility to be an inherent feature (Beck
1992). This shift allows Alexander and Smith to extend their criticism of Beck’s theory and highlight its transcen-
dental character, caused by the boundary between the mystery of hidden risks and public social order (Alexander
and Smith, 1996). In opposition to Beck, Alexander introduced the idea of trauma, which is a public form of social
risk, since, according to the late Durkheim, only public objects are social (Smelser, Alexander 1999; Alexander
2004). Following late Durkheim, Alexander calls such public social objects symbols, while non-public objects are
profane-like hidden risks of Beck. To describe risks, Alexander refers to Durkheim’s distinction between sacred and
evil symbols (Durkheim 1995, B.I1], Ch. 1, Ch. 5.IV). The sacred symbols are separated from the profane and are
of two types: pure and impure (i.e., evil). If pure sacred objects are dangerous, they establish order, while impure
objects lead to disorder, death, and sickness. Alexander suggests that trauma is a social representation of risks in
the Durkheimian sense because the hidden risks cannot be social or sacred (Alexander 2006). Alexander looks for
the possibility of avoiding the transcendental collapse of Beck’s theory, so he claims that risks and trauma are part
of the same domain, but puts them in different positions. While risks are ‘mysterious discourse’ that functions like
myths, trauma cannot be its other; insists Alexander (Ibid.); the trauma is the situational way of evaluating past
events as evil or dangerous.

Alexander returns to the problem of avoiding the border of representation by examining not risks ascribed
to past (or future) events, but rather the value attributed to them. The transcendence that Alexander excludes in
spatial terms returns through the back door: The trauma inserts the temporal division of a hidden, risky past and the
public, traumatic present (Alexander 2006). This division between past and present defines the normative horizon
of trauma, which Alexander deems to be rather moral (versus aesthetic) and which, using Beck’s terms, enters the
distance between past and present (Alexander 2008a). According to Alexander, the aim of representing traumatic
events is to overcome the painful past and to introduce a new collective identity (Alexander 2004, 2006). In seek-
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ing identity, vision transforms into drama: The horizon is closer and limited to the border of the arena of public
representation. The only way to remain distant is to assume that an image or representation does not portray one’s
identity, but rather captures various identities. Hence, the vision is not a collective representation, but instead a
gathering of representations arranged according to the normative horizon of trauma. The trauma works in the way
that Beck called tele-vision, establishing the standard for individual identities (Beck 1992).

Lash points out that the main problem of Alexander’s concept of trauma as a collective representation of risk is
the tendency to dramatise the vision and retrospectively construct identity (Lash 2000). Lash criticises the notion of
risk developed by Alexander with reference to Douglas and Wildawsky, because according to them, risk is perceived
and does not exist per se (Ibid.). Lash argues that the recognition of risk as public does not make sense. Following
Durkheim, Alexander tries to suggest the version of stabilised risk and cultural normativity that depends on the
temporal horizon of trauma. Setting the temporal dimension of norms, Alexander ignores the instability of collec-
tive representations or symbols, and tries to displace the evil symbolism and role of disorder in social organisation
(Alexander 2006). In contrast to Alexander, Lash moves from symbolic order to the instability of evil symbols, which
are sources of risks and risky normativity (Lash 1993, 1999). The transition of grounds for the cultural norm from
order to instability is possible because Lash moves from the late Durkheim’s idea of culture as order to the duality
of symbolic and allegoric drama, proposed by Walter Benjamin. While the Benjamin’s symbolic drama is close to
Alexander’s public drama, and is focused on the stable representation of social relations, the allegorical one suggests
the changeable, hidden, and situational meaning of the representations and relevant objects (Lash 1999, 2002;
Benjamin 2019). With reference to Benjamin’s allegory as unstable and invisible, Lash, Lury, and their colleagues
express that culture is not a limited arena of action, but is rather a space-time continuity of the topological surface,
where the hidden dramatic action can be guessed by its weakened projections and marks (Lash 2012; Lury, Parisi,
Terranova 2012).

While, for Alexander, public drama defines the normativity of trauma, Lash regards allegorical dramatisation as
invisible or even absent in public (Lash 1999). The representation of such a manifestation of absence is the fragmented
vision, and is not either totally visible or completely hidden. Lash explains that the fragmented representation is
similar to a newspaper story, which partly follows the story’s entire narrative and is partly exploded by allegori-
cal interventions of rumours and rehearsals (Lash 1998). Thus, the fragments of drama that are registered on the
visible surface cannot serve for purposes of radicalisation, because there are numerous gaps in the story. The gaps
in the representation of allegorical dramas are manifestations of the absence of order and is caused by hidden risks,
so they set the horizon or limit for visible dramatic action. When the surface has marks of risks and fragments of
drama, it organises and balances the relationships among these representations, so it can be called the cosmopolitan
vision of Beck (Beck 2006). The distance in the case of Lash’s allegorical surface appears in the absence of dramatic
or close relations. Therefore, the vision is the outcome of tension between drama and risks, distance and closeness,
the visible and the hidden.

In order to argue or develop Beck’s idea of risk as a cultural norm, Alexander and Lash go in opposite ways,
trying to overcome drama'’s representational character and introduce the landscape’s social dimension. In both
cases, the suggested approach does not achieve complete success: The traumatic vision of Alexander remains
dramatic(Alexander 2006), while the topological vision of Lash is only possible as a balance between close and
distance relations (Lash 1999). Despite the principal differences in two concepts of cultural normativity, they share
the same general fragmented structure, which organises a multiplicity of identities in the case of Alexander and the
fragmentation of drama of Lash. According to this fragmented structure, Beck’s vision is a specific way of ordering
diverse fragments along the horizon of normativity, which defines the method of rediscovering the landscape’s
social dimension.

Looking beyond the horizon: Perspective and spirals

The visions of the landscape by Alexander and Lash not only share the structural organisation of multiplicity
fragments or identities. In addition, both approaches proceed from social actors and their roles, which are central
for Bergson to material objects, whether artificial or natural. Turning from a social role to the object, Alexander and
Lash take one more step from drama to vision. The tragic or comic dramatic action is arranged with the subjects
participating in it, but in the case of Alexander and Lash, dramatic subjects are replaced by the social and material
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representations of trauma or changing and invisible allegorical objects. Following this step, visions of the land-
scape shift from dramatic radicalisation to the gradual accumulation of changes (Beck 2006). Yet the visions of the
landscape do not break away completely from the figurative representations, while the figure of the social subject
is substituted for a material object.

In contrast to figurative representations, the distant and non-representational dimensions of landscape visions
depend on the stabilisation of invisible risks and the visible horizon of normativity (Beck 2006). However, the notion
of the horizon needs some clarification due to its link with the landscape and its role in the normalisation of the
risk. The idea of the horizon differs based on perspective. According to Vitruvius and Serlio, linear perspective is a
function of dramatic space with a single optical focus (Panofsky 1991). If the line of the horizon is not reduced to the
level of optical focus, then it should arrange multiple perspective views. Thus, the horizon of non-representational
vision is close not to the dramatic Renaissance perspective, but to manifested and divided images of the late Gothic
(Panofsky 1968) and its revival in a fragmented capriccio of Mannerism views (Rosand 2002; Rowe 1950, Loktev
2004). The difference between the Renaissance and Mannerist horizons is expressed in the distinction of Leonardo
da Vinci, who separates the mathematical line from lines drawn by hand. The first one is abstract and, as such, pure
geometry, while the second ‘shows the shapes of surfaces of dense bodies (that) are called contours’(Da Vinci 1956
in Rosand 2013: 207).

David Rosand, who cites Leonardo, describes the drawn line of a contour as the organising principle of the
Mannerism painting, which is based on the changing dynamics of the serpentine shape or spiral (Rosand 1999,
2002: 278 - 98). If the horizon is not a Renaissance mathematical line of linear perspective, then it is non-stable and
drawn. However, the idea of the serpentine or spiral horizon may seem confusing because the horizon is replaced
by the ‘spiral’ skyline of the city or the contour of the mountains; it is totally hidden. The other form of the spiral
stresses that instability and fragmentation are the main features of Leonardo’s drawn line. Hence, the ‘drawn’ line
of the horizon combines differently oriented perspective views, creating the illusion of the straight line, although
it has different intensities at some points and can even be hidden or absent in some fragments (Rosand 2013).
The drawn line, which is straight in form, is spirally changing according to the dynamic of line strength. When the
horizon is not set by mathematical rules, but is rather drawn, it becomes unstable and risky. The drawn horizon
leads to unstable, fragmented normativity for vision, and cannot guarantee the complete elimination of risks (Lash
1999, 2003). Therefore, the non-representational (‘drawn’) order of the landscape vision rests at the halfway point
between radicality and normativity.

When Rosand refers to the idea of drawing, the drawing is not a plain graphical representation; it is the technique
of recalling the memories of the artist and dense (or ‘thick’ in terms of Clifford Geertz) visual conceptualisations
of social interactions (Rosand 1999). According to Rosand, the artist is a theoretician when he draws and invents
its own graphical language, since drawing is the process, which includes imitation, classification, and recapitalisa-
tion of the visual experience (Rosand 1974, 1999). Considering drawing as a thick conceptualisation, visibility and
dramatisation serve to accumulate changes and instability, although they remain the source of normativity for both
Alexander and Lash. Shifting from the visible order of symbols to the invisibility of an allegorical gathering, Lash
insists that the traditionally considered bad (which continuously changes) and disorder are not radical evil (Lash
1999, 2002). In contrast, invisible allegorical relations are an adequate answer to the on-going risky situation,
because the changing risks can only be balanced in a non-strict, gradual way:.

Whether the horizon is perspective or drawn, it is usually a visible line, which sets clear limits for visible space.
When the horizon of normativity becomes invisible, or non-linear, or exploded, it stops guaranteeing order and
does not define the vision. Beck’s vision of normativity and culture, to which Alexander and Lash refer, turns to
be situational and multiplied. The vision returns its force as the organisational concept for social interactions, but
only if its definition goes beyond the visibility of the horizon (the way Rosand and Lash claim), and is open to more
diverse interactions (Rosand 1999, Lash 2003). The turn to invisibility raises the complicated, risky question of
the possibility of the social landscape: What is absent in the landscape vision? Lash’s answer is an ‘allegory’ (Lash
2012) while Alexander refers to past events (Alexander 2006), but both try to explain invisible things through visible
representations, although the goal should be to look behind them. Rosand explains that looking behind visible
things is only possible by rebuilding the internal process, revealing the work of the imagination (Rosand 1999). The
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transition from visibility to the invisibility of the imagination overturns the relationship between normativity and
radicalisation. The drama radicalises visible relations to shed light on invisible risks, and the imagination radicalises
the invisible or absent fragments of the horizon to establish visible norms.

Sequences of the Imagination

Image and organisation: Three types of landscape

When Bergson refers to the landscape as a social metaphor, he reduces the real landscape to its mere figure or
scheme that he applies to social relations. Even if the natural landscape is social, it cannot be viewed in terms of
figures or representations, because it is not stable or still. However, Lash and Lynch argue that the figure is part
of the image whenever the background is visible (or not), or, strictly speaking, the image is the figure arranged
according to the background order (Lynch 1985, Law, Lynch 1988). The figure can only be understood based on
the background ordering from which it is separated by a metaphor. When the metaphor makes the figure distinct,
the difference between the image and the background is clear. In the case of a photo of a landscape (Law, Lynch
1988) or an astronomical image of the sky (Lynch 1985), the image is continuous and does not have clear figures.
Special devices, such as metaphors, are needed to introduce distinctions between the figure and the background.
Still, only the landscape offers the chance to look behind the metaphors, while the background organises different
figures and coordinates their metaphors.

Following Rosand, we can select two types of metaphors: social and visual, which can also be called organiza-
tional (Rosand 1974). The social metaphor is used by Bergson when he defines comedy as the landscape, reducing
the landscape to several concepts, and finds similarities between these notions and the structure of comedy. This
definition of social metaphor lies at the heart of social research. Rosand shows that a metaphor can also be visual
and defined under the drawing and analytical material structure of the view (Ibid.). According to Rosand, a visual
metaphor is assembled from ‘remembered’ or ‘drawn’ lines, which are not a simple imitation of nature, and pass the
process of an artist’s re-evaluation of field analysis (Rosand 1999). The remembered lines construct (i.e. organise)
the drawing and its metaphors. Thus, visual metaphors work similarly to organisational metaphors. For Cooper
and Law, the organisation is an alternative, non-reductionist way of representation of different modes of ordering
(Cooper, Law 2015). Referring to the analysis of paintings, Law and Benschop maintain that the spatial organisation
of paintings is a visual—and even rhetorical—reasoning of the view they represent (Law, Benschop 1998). Thus, if
the natural (and material) landscape is a social object, then the landscape’s socio-material background should be
discussed according to two perspectives: social and visual-organisational.

In the second part, the paper discusses the social and organisational metaphors, with reference to Sergei Eisen-
stein’s three types of landscape spatial composition (Eisenstein 1987). Eisenstein examines methods that make
the composition of landscape paintings expressive or pathetic. In describing the visible or pathetic organisation
of paintings by Piranesi, English sentimentalists, and Chinese landscapes, Eisenstein distinguishes between two
types of organisation: dramatic and non-dramatic. The first type is based on the dramatic effect of spatial isolation
and the opposition of elements (Fig. 1, Type I) (Ibid.: 149-150). The second type refers to the absence of dramatic
effect and follows the temporal sequence, organized by the elements of the image that resemble each other with
some variations (Fig.1, Type II). These two types of organisation are linked to the two types of Mannerism paintings
highlighted by Rosand: the capriccio, which shows the interior urban landscape (Rosand 2002), and hard pastoral
landscapes, which hint at the intimate view of the moral order (Rosand 1992). The first type of landscape, capric-
cio, comes close to Alexander’s notion of a monument or icon, which characterises the collective symbol of trauma
and replaces trauma with a new identity. The second, natural or hard pastoral landscape, is viewed as described by
Lash and Urry, and is created by the gaze of the tourist, who seeks visual pleasure in it.

Aside from the dramatic and non-dramatic organisation of the image, Eisenstein mentions a special type of
organisation of Chinese landscape paintings (Fig.1, Type III) (Eisenstein 1987: 233-234). Eisenstein does not mark
it as a separate type, but it differs radically from the other two: It is composed of several independent sequences
divided into views that cut the sequences and assemble new arrangements organised in stills. This last type is unlike
the two others due to the indifference to the dramatic effect and balance of the spatial and temporal organisation.
It comes close to the metaphor of social organisation by John Law because it tries to arrange sequences-narratives
and works with complex representations. Law and Benchop apply their organisational concept to Paolo Uccelo’s
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painting Battle of San Romano (Law, Benschop 1998), so we will follow their analysis with Eisenstein’s references
to Uccelo’s work in the film Alexander Nevsky (1938) (Faietti, Nardoni, Schmidt 2017). While the two (non)dramatic
types refer to things that are hidden behind visible and metaphorical figures, the last one takes a step toward the
non-representational idea of the landscape, and paves the path for the imaginary and comic vision.

Figure 1

Eisenstein’s schematic analysis of the three types of pathetic composition by Sergei Eisenstein based on the analysis
of classical Chinese landscapes

Type Il Type Il Type 111

Note. Type I - a vertical landscape in Chinese art (Eisenstein 1987: 150, Fig. 12). Type II - a landscape with repeated
motif variations (Ibid.: 233). Type III - a landscape that is a combination of sound and spatial aspects (Ibid.: 234).

Type 1. Piranesi and Icon

The three types of compositional organisation, which Eisenstein discusses, illustrate his theory of pathos.
Eisenstein defines pathos as the felling that makes you ‘go outside yourself’ (Eisenstein 1987: 27) in ex-stasis and
changes the perception of things dramatically. Ecstasy is the effect of pathos in comic and tragic dramas (Eisenstein
1987; Podoroga 2017). Eisenstein’s definition of pathos comes very close to Alexander’s idea of aesthetic things as
icons or, citing Freud, ‘symbolic condensations’, which depend on the immersion of the sensible experience and the
subjectivity of mundane objects (Alexander 2008b). Not only are mundane objects icons; Alexander argues that
public representations of trauma transform into monuments, which engage people in experiencing evil and pain-
ful past events (Alexander 2006). Yet Alexander speaks very little of how iconic immersion and influence can be
achieved and expressed; his main interest is in seeing how people can interact with icons (Alexander 2008b). By
contrast, Eisenstein’s chief goal is to reveal the mechanisms of organisation in a pathetic situation. Following this
goal, Eisenstein seeks an example of pathetic organisation and sheds light on the background’s mundane devices;
this makes pathetic organisation possible (Eisenstein 1987).

For Eisenstein, the pathetic drama opposes two radically different elements (Wolfflin calls it contraposti), which
are juxtaposed in terms of their form, appearance, or position in space. The question is: How is such a pathetic drama
presented in a landscape painting, and how does this affect the horizon, twisting it into a spiral? Eisenstein receives
the answer in the works of Piranesi, especially in his series on Dungeons or Imaginary Prisons (Fig.2) (Eisenstein
1987). Eisenstein believes that Imaginary Prisons demonstrates the principle of the exploded perspective and hori-
zon. Eisenstein studied different perspective directions and concluded that in Piranesi’s drawings, all views are cut
or intersected by other elements. Following Eisenstein, Manfredo Tafuri compares the composition of Dungeons
with labyrinths, which breaks the perspective view and confuses the observer about the direction (Tafuri 1987).
Although the horizon of view in the labyrinth is broken into pieces, they can be arranged to replace the patchwork
of diverse volumes and spaces with coordinated composition.

The labyrinth of the horizon does not reveal the ecstasy of the drawing or mechanism that drives pathos. Still,
the metaphor of the labyrinth describes the type of composition and its way of establishing the difference between
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a figure and a background (Fig. 3). For Eisenstein, the labyrinth’s structure is defined not only by broken views, but
also by the complex structure of its elements. In the breaks of arches and bridges in Dungeons (Eisenstein 1987:
123-154), the front structure does not develop continuously; instead, in the depth of breaks, there are new structures,
unnaturally reduced in comparison with the usual perspective. According to Eisenstein, Piranesi makes a mess of
views that are placed within each other, but if the sequence of views is unwound and straightened, the composi-
tion of Piranesi looks like a ‘vertical’ Chinese landscape, where different views are adjacent and at the same scale.
Eisenstein’s interpretation loses one point: The Piranesi composition is organised in several layers that are placed
at different distances and, thus, their elements have different scales. The organisational principle of the ‘vertical’
Chinese landscape is the level between views (Eisenstein 1987: 150). For Piranesi, the composition is gathered
by the tension between layers, which differ in distance and scale. The movement between these layers creates the
labyrinth’s lines and turns the perspective view into the surface, which assembles broken pieces. The figures from
the front layer (the major and closer elements) may serve as the background for the figures on the distant layer,
which are reduced in size; vice versa, the distant figure can be considered as the background for the closer element.
Hence, each element has a double background and figure at the same time.

Piranesi’s scheme of pathetic composition provides a more detailed understanding of Alexander’s iconography
of objects (Alexander 2008a,b). For Alexander, the monuments that symbolise trauma are clear and close, while
the icons refer to the condensation and compression of the meaning (Alexander 2008b). Hence, the monuments
and icons correlate, respectively, with the close and distant figures of Piranesi’s drawing. If any object of Piranesi
is the figure and the background at the same time, then Alexander’s objects combine features of monuments and
icons. The duality of objects is the ground for immersion, as the object turns to the viewer in a contrasting way: If
the viewer is the monumental or heroic person, this dissolves him in the background. If the viewer is typical, this
reveals his/her heroic features (Alexander 2008a, Eisenstein 1987: 69-123). The image of Piranesi or the vision of
Alexander is not pure tragic or comic, but tends to include the heroic objects as visible or as hidden. Since heroism
is not a feature of one object, the vision underscores the heroic experience in different forms, so the hero explodes
in many visible iconic or monumental pieces.

Figure 2 Figure 3
Giovanni Batista Piranesi (1763). Le Carceri Sergei Eisenstein. The four analytical drawings by Eisenstein of
d’Invenzione (Dungeon), plate XIV: The Gothic Piranesi’s detail: The left is the ‘ordinary’ way of drawing, while
Arch. Princeton University Art Museum the right is ‘pathetic’ and used by Piranesi (Eisenstein 1987: 148,
Fig. 11)

Type II. Straight lines and curves

In Type I, the perspective of the view is interpreted in spatial terms. As such, it is broken by turning depth into
the labyrinth’s immersive surface. In Type II, Eisenstein turns to the temporal dimension. In contrast to the dramatic
composition of Type I, he develops the idea of non-dramatic composition, which is defined by the sequence of events.
Non-dramatic composition, according to Eisenstein, is a ‘potential knot’ of narrative (Eisenstein 1987: 270-271):
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The arrangement of the cord allows one to transform it into a knot when the ends are pulled, but if the rope lies
freely, the knot is only guessed at. Eisenstein introduces the metaphor of the potential knot to illustrate the effect
of a non-sequential story that does not follow for the order of events, and shows how the dramatic knot is tied.

If we use the metaphor of the potential knot as a starting point in the description of a non-dramatic composition,
the metaphor defines the non-dramatic organisation. (Eisenstein 1987: 270-271). First, the concept of non-dramatic
composition suggests that there is the possibility of drama, but this drama is risky and is avoided. The potential
knot and the danger of potential dramatisation set the main effect of the composition, which is waiting for—and
resists—the risk. Second, the knot depends on two different systems defined by the ends of the rope. These systems
are organised using different logic, and their conflict can lead to dramatisation and tying the rope. If the potential
knot maintains an unstable balance of the two systems, the conflict would not start. Third, the organisation of the
potential knot needs to be hidden, so the knot cannot be easily tied.

The concept of the potential knot is close to Lash and Urry’s discussion on landscape perception in Chinese and
English traditions. While Lash stresses the idea of the hidden contradiction of the natural forces in Chinese drawings
(Lash 2012), Urry pays attention to rural walking tours when the walker follows socially approved ways formed by
others (Urry 2012). Lash and Urry introduce two faces of landscape perception that are important for the potential
knot of the landscape: The walker traces nature, and nature’s forces are the source of potential conflict.

When Eisenstein refers to the idea of a non-dramatic composition, he likewise points to the organisation of
musical sequences, which are based on the development of a main theme via variations and stylisations (Eisenstein
1987: 200-202). The line of a musical melody is similar to the trace of Urry’s walker. For Eisenstein, the music it
produces is close to that of a landscape drawing. The question is: How can one connect the walker and the landscape,
and how does the tension of the walker and the view lead to the organisation of the potential knot? The answer is
rooted in the works of John Ruskin, who establishes the link between the landscape and music, just like Eisenstein,
and carefully works out a method of revealing the ties between the artist-walker and the view-painting (Ruskin
2009). According to Ruskin, the landscape should not be dramatised as pathetic music with principal tone, but is
guided by a hidden dominant. Thus, a music passage works like the landscape of Urry, which gives the walker the
space to have a free, unfocused view.

In describing the approach to the compositional organisation of a drawing, Ruskin refers to two different kinds
of ordering (Ruskin 2009). One is a mathematically exact perspective with a strictly defined horizon and lines of
view, while the other is the result of artistic perception, organising the storyline of the landscape drawing. The
perspective view is defined by straight lines, according to which Ruskin builds the drawing of the architecture and
natural objects, like clouds (Fig. 4) (Ruskin 2010, 2013). Yet Ruskin insists that the perspective is not the only way to
see the landscape. Another technique is organised by repetitions and variations in the details of the painted forms.
Following the gradual changes, one can see the arrangement of gradual curves that link the changes in a series, and
which reveals the alternative to the perspective optical focus of the landscape (Fig. 5) (Ruskin 2009).

The alternative arrangement of gradual curves, or a ‘tree’, in terms of Ruskin, is hidden in the view and creates
the potential knot of dramatisation from a straight perspective (Ruskin 2013). The only way to discover the ‘tree’ of
the drawing is to study the similarities and variations in the background, which link essential details like the boats
in Ruskin’s example. Thus, the potential knot reveals itself in the shifts between background arrangements: from
straight to curved. These details and the arrangement of trees result from the artistic interpretation of natural forms
by the viewer or walker, and indicate their presence in the landscape view. As the potentiality of the knot creates
the risk of radicalisation, the hidden arrangement of the viewer is also a source of radicalisation, because the artist
turns reality into pieces, and recombines it according to his/her idea (Fig. 6) (Eisenstein 1949: 23). The conflict,
which Lash sees in the landscape, is the result of walking in socially agreed upon ways, which create limits for the
risky recombination, and weaken the drama to the mere potentiality of drama.
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Figure 5
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Type I11. The Mess of objects

Eisenstein strictly opposes the composition of Type I and Type Il as dramatic and non-dramatic (Eisenstein 1987:
233). Type l is supported by the object’s duality, which is simultaneously a figure and a background. Type Il is defined
by the potential drama hidden in the duality of background arrangements, whether straight or curved. The visible
or hidden dramatic character of both types does not allow them to overcome the tendency toward representation.
In the dramatic composition, the object is visible and clear; in the non-dramatic one, it is hidden behind the frame
of the view. In both cases, the drama of an object or hero should be expected. As we have discussed in the first part,
the object’s drama is tragic, and in the case of Eisenstein’s dramatic composition, there is the realisation of a drama.
One can see the outcome of dramatic transformations in Type I or the potential of drama in Type II. Thus, these two
types of composition are not the drama itself, but refer to drama. Types I-II illustrate the two versions of tragic vision,
which were developed by Alexander and Lash. If the tragic vision is possible, how can it shift to the comic one, and
what role will there be for the distinction between the figure and the background in this shift?

Eisenstein does not clearly define Type III. As an extension of Type II, Type Il includes more diverse variations and
combinations of different themes and their arrangements. There is a linear development of several different themes,
which are divided into motifs and organised in the sequence of separate stills. Eisenstein uses this approach in the
film Alexander Nevsky (Fig. 8), where are motifs from Paolo Uccello’s work ‘Battle of San Romano’ (Fig. 7) (Faietti,
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Nardoni, Schmidt 2017). Referring to Uccello’s painting, Eisenstein does not use it literally; instead, he transcribes
it into motifs and recombines them in a new order according to the concept of story (Fig. 9) (Eisenstein 1991). The
transcription of the landscape of a battle shows the transformation of Uccello’s picture in a different way, versus
the analysis of Piranesi or Ruskin, because Eisenstein spots motifs and makes them into independent views. By
selecting the motifs, which can differ from the single gesture regarding the view of the crowd, Eisenstein provides
a distinction between the figure of the motif and the background, introducing the rules of transcription. The figure
in the image is usually organised according to the composition of the background or its frame. When the figure is
cut, there is no need in the context. The figure without a background resembles the icon-monuments of Alexander,
which are simultaneously a figure and a background. Eisenstein describes the way in which he organises transcripts
of the figure-views on the scroll through mapping, where the simplest map is the scroll that swings around one point,
gathering all the motifs in one time and space (Eisenstein 1987: 243-252). Thus, the map is a reverse transcription,
and the mess of figures lacks context. If we return to the motifs selected by Eisenstein from Uccello’s work, there
will be a map with overlapping, conflicting, and contradictory figures or framings (the same operation in Fig. 5).
The map produced by the method of the reversed transcription map is not tragic, because the tragic hero should
have the background of the choir. It is organised by the mess of figures, which lost their unique context and links,
and so are mechanistic and comic in terms of Bergson (Kozintzev 2011; Podoroga 2017). The figures, returned to
the original position, are not equal to the original; their cut reduces their meaning to the line of their border. Since
the comic type of Bergson is dramatic, it makes plain the copying of the live movement, but the contradictions in the
reconstructed version of the map do not allow the observer to see it as pure drama or as a non-dramatic landscape.

The contradictory mapping of Uccello overturns the classical art historian reading of this work and makes it look
strange: It is no longer the linear perspective manifesto, as it is traditionally considered by art historians. Discussing
Uccello’s painting, John Law and Ruth Benschop place it against Vermeer’s View of Delft with reference to Svetlana
Alpers, who likens Vermeer’s work to the maps of the 17" century (Law, Benschop 1998; Alpers 1983). Law and
Benschop insist that the space of Vermeer is not simple; it is not a ‘coherent cartographic view’ because it follows
the path of a moving person, and collects different views as in the case of Lash and Urry’s walker. If the moving
person/object is risky, it is not only an observer but also part of the view, introducing an alternative approach to
arranging it. Hence, a risky moving object causes the incoherency of the views.

Law assumes that the incoherent, cartographic view is possible when the view is not a mere social construction
of the world, but rather a performance driven by ‘epistemic imagination’ (Law 2004; Law, Benschop 1998), a term
Law borrows from (Verran 1998). This statement becomes clear when we return to the comparison of Eisenstein’s
Uccello and Law’s Vermeer. In both cases, there is a map, which is not literal; it includes views that contradict each
other. These views are not fully presented in the picture, so we can only see fragments of it. If we try to use these
fragments and interpret them in the way that Eisenstein does in his transcriptions, we manipulate and transform
the fragments as objects. The incoherent map of Uccello’s Battle or Vermeer’s View is the mess of objects that the
observer discovers, and reconstructs to imagine his/her own view. The reversed transcription or mapping is the
contradictory vision, which reveals risks and makes them visible, but these risks are typical for a particular kind
of transcription. Due to mapping, the map is a comic vision of Beck, while transcription sets the rules (or norms),
limiting the imagination.
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Figure 7 Figure 8

Niccolo Mauruzi da Tolentino at the Battle of San
Romano (probably c. 1438-1440), National Gallery,
London Still from Alexander Nevsky (1938) Dir: Sergei

Eisenstein DP: Eduard Tisse

Figure 9

Alexander Nevsky (1938) Dir: Sergei Eisenstein
DP: Eduard Tisse. The sequence of the shots, music,
composition, and intensity. (Eisenstein 1991)

Conclusion

Imagination and Allegory: The Art of Doubt

Eisenstein’s pathetic theory helps us to understand the comic vision of Beck’s risk and normativity, and to
respond to the landscape comedy of Bergson. The landscape, according to Eisenstein and Law, is the dense view
of the mess of contradictory, changeable sets of objects for which the observer cannot even strictly define their
borders. These undefined borders of objects are similar to the undefined status of ruin in Georg Simmel’s essay: The
column should not be razed to its base, but it is only considered ruined if it is remarkably destroyed (Simmel 1958).
Simmel’s notice is more cautious and accurate than Bergson’s. Where Bergson makes a strict distinction between
the natural landscape and the social landscape of drama (Bergson 2003), Simmel sees the ruin as both natural and
social object. If the ruin is the natural object, the collapse of the ruin can occur naturally and ‘destroy the work of
man’ (Ibid.: 380). If the ruin is only social object, the slight crack of it distorts the ‘unity of form’ (Ibid.: 375). The
ruin of Simmel balances these extremes, normalising them through the judgement of column’s beauty. Eisenstein
and Law also balance extremes in their theories, applied to the landscape, where mapping, as a form of judgement,
organises the changes and sets the spiral, dynamic line for the horizon of normalisation.
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Lash develops the concept of judgement as a kind of risk regulation, and refers to Benjamin’s distinction between
symbol and allegory (Lash 1998, 1999). While Lash focuses on risky situations, which are ordered by allegorical
object or assemblage, Alexander shifts toward the duality of symbolism and stress on sacred symbols, which are
grounded in the acceptance and immersion of evil symbols (Alexander 2008 a, b). The analysis of landscapes of
architecture (Type I) and natural landscapes (Type II) implies that the source of the duality of Alexander’s sacred/
evil symbols and Lash’s symbol/allegory is the cultural object, whether visible or invisible. In the case of Alexander’s
object, the monument-icon is visible and fragmented; in the case of the Lash and Urry’s object-observer is invisible
and influences the organisation of the landscape. However, until the landscape depends on objects, it remains tragic
because the object acts like a hero, where comedy should transform the landscape’s background (Nietzsche 2013).
At once, Lash’s allegorical object is closer to the background than the symbol, since it is supported not by dramatic
composition, but by the organisation of vision. Following Verran’s concept of the ‘epistemic imaginary’ (Verran
1998) and the link between imagination and allegory, suggested by Francois Jullien (Jullien 2004), Law introduces
a different notion of allegory, which deals with the background (Law 2004). Jullien opposes the heroic allegory,
represented by an object in the landscape, and the strategic allegory that defines and comes after the background
(Jullien 2004). If the allegoric hero is close to the allegorical object of Benjamin, Jullien, and after him, Law describes
the strategic allegory as the method of gatherings, which explore and test reality (Law 2004). The comic should not
focus on objects, because they are tragic, but on the allegorical way of distinguishing objects, and gathering them in
the background as a new set (Type III). By contrast, the symbolic method is the technique of the dramatic reading
of the landscape, like Bergson’s landscape metaphor of comedy (Bergson 2003).

If the comic vision is a method of translating the background into the object, then the background defines the
horizon of normalisation and introduces rules that connect social and organisational-visual metaphors. Jullien (2004)
and Verran (1998) in different ways insist that the background'’s epistemology is rooted in the imagination, and has
nothing in common with the idea of theoretical truth or objectivity. The ‘epistemic imaginary’ of Verran is multiplied
and contradictory (Verran 1998), while the strategic allegory of Jullien is based on the careful seeing and ability to
recognise the tiniest deviations in background processes (Jullien 2004). Both approaches address the imagination
as a way to treat the uncertainty of risks, appreciate and use them, where imagination is not a sensual or expressive
feature (like Eisenstein’s pathos). In contrast, for Verran and Jullien, the imagination is the ability to doubt and raise
questions; it needs an unfocused view and must follow the background orderings. According to Jullien, the allegory-
object is the strategic result of using an allegorical method, which can materialise and hold out temporal stability
(Ibid.). The same is Simmel’s ruin, which is the result of time passing, but should not stay completely destroyed.

For Law, the allegorical method is the technique of mapping, which allows coordinating contradictory situations
and objects (Law 2004). When the landscape is defined at the beginning of the second part of the paper, the landscape
is the result of interactions between social and organisational-visual metaphors. The allegorical method, grounded
in the theories of Law and Jullien, reveals the way of translating social metaphors into organisational-visual and
vice versa. The landscape, which is due to reverse transcription or mapping, consists of fragmented objects that are
selected from the mess, and are organised according to norms of transcription. Thus, the transcription distinguishes
figures or objects that are allegorical heroes, and transforms the organisational patterns of the image into the social
patterns of the relationships between objects. In contrast, mapping gathers the exploded fragments of the landscape
and returns them to the original position, translating the social relations between objects into spatial organisation.
According to Law and Jullien, mapping is based on the allegorical method of the temporal arrangement of objects.
It temporarily gets rid of the risks and suggests a coherent view (Law 2004; Jullien 2004). These temporal and
organisational arrangements serve as material tests for the social metaphor, and provide a chance to explore it, but
they do not represent it. The non-representational and comic vision of the landscape turns into a form of allegorical
exploration of social situations, not as a metaphor, but as an analogy and testing model.
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