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The SANART Association was founded by a group of friends from the art world: art his- 
torians, architects, critics, curators who simply wanted to live in an environment with 
more aesthetic and artistic experiences. They thought the solution was to create the pos- 
sibilities. The initiative was given by Benoit Junod, a Swiss diplomat who had developed 
the habit of enlivening where he liVed with art.The idea evolved to include the organi- 
sation of a symposium around which art events could have more impact. This grew into 
the concept of unifying art, discourse and text in a single international event. This had 
been the basis of SANART’S international symposia since 1992 bringing together 
“Identity, Marginality, Space,” “Art and Taboos,” “Art and Environment,” Art and 
Science” and “Art and Aesthetics.” I believe that the discipline that unites all artistic 
interests is aesthetics and it is therefore appropriate that SANART, which started as the _ 
association for the promotion of visual art in Turkey, grew into an association of 
Aesthetics and Visual Culture. It is also fitting that the first symposium following this 
change of identity should be on Aesthetics. ' 

Aesthetics as a philosophical and critical discipline is quite new and its adherents very 
few in Turkey.* There is a need for a conscious concern for aesthetics, and the problems 
that are related to it are overwhelmingly pressing and urgent. Notwithstanding the fact 
that Anatolian soil has been the home of many rich Civilisations with their aesthetic 
sophistication, the rapid changes brought by industrialisation and urbanisation have cre— 
ated a convolution in aesthetic sensibilities. The symposia that SANART has organised 
since 1992 on various subjects related to cultural interests that were relevant at that time, 
could all be considered as discourses and subjects related to aesthetics. However, 
because of the urgent need for implementation, as well as discourse and discussion, 
SANART’s method of combining art events and philosophical or critical inquiry seem 
to be very appropriate within this cultural context. 

We hope that organising a series of conferences that deal mainly with aesthetics will also 
bring another dimension to our interests, namely it will create a platform where people 
interested in aesthetics in Turkey can come together and meet their colleagues from all 
over the world. The proceedings of the first of these conferences contained in this book 
proves that aesthetics can cover a wide variety of topics even in such a small gathering. 
It also proves that when aesthetic discourse is interdisciplinary there can be no limits to 
its richness. 
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As. one of the most longstanding and loyal of SANART fans, I would like to thank all 
those who have made this conference and this publication possible. Many of them con- 

' tributed directly as speakers or authors, artists and editors, but there are also many who 
were the audience of students and members without whom our work Would not have 
much significance. 

The Middle East Technical University, The Rector’ s Office and the Faculty of 
Architecture have cooperated with SANART and supported the organisation of the con- 
ference and the ppblication of this book of proceedings. 

*- With all due respect to Professor Ķsmail Tunalē Who has done pioneering work on 
Aesthetics ēn Turkey. 



This book, Retrospective: Aesthetics and Art in the 20th Century is a compilation of the ' 
papers submitted and discussions held at the SANART symposium, of the same title, that 

. took place in June 2001 at Middle East Technical University. ' 

' Why this topic? Why now? SANART is the only association Of_aesthetics in Turkey. It 
has the mission of enthusing and building up a public for the raised awareness of issues 
related With aesthetics and art. For the pastten years now, it has carried this mission to 
the practical realmin Ankara, where it is based, through the organisation of symposia, 
exhibitions and publicatidris. To coincide with the closure of the twentieth century, on'its 
tenth year, SANART decided to re-evaluate the century in terms of various approaches 
to the ýeld of aesthetics and art. Twelve participants,- _Who were invited and whose texts 
are included in this book, Were asked to bring forth speciýc issues within the general 
problematic of the twentieth century. The objective was more to do with understanding 
our concerns 'With the new century, While reþecting upon the previous one, than provid- _ 
ing all encompassing accounts of historiography. ' ' 

Why the book? Publications are very important for SANA-RT because as an association 
it seeks to maintain permanence in the cultural sphere of'Turkey, and to achieve that per- - 
manence, although the continuity of'temporal events help, it is essential to accumulate 
written material. All of the symposia that SANART has organised have been published 
or are pending publiCation. Because of the significance and timely relevance of the topic, 
this book aims to disseminate the ideas discussed in the symposium to a wider public 
than that ofthe locality of Ankara, to a world audience, which is why it has been decid- 
ed to publish it in English. 

The programme ofthe symposium was arranged so that the first half focused on art work 
and aesthetics followed by the “avant-garde” discussion and the second half concentrat— 
ed 'on issues of architecture, politics and aesthetics. In editing the book, the order of the 
sessions of the symposium was maintained so that the lines of thought that emerged dur—— 
ing the Symposium can be followed in the Discussion and Afterwords without much dif- _ 
fēculty. 

In an overview of the texts, it is possible to discern that one of the major shifts that 
occurred in art in the twentieth century was that with the advent of new technologies and 
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the possibility of wider dissemination, artists vocally assumed new roles to themselves 
while simultaneously critics and theoreticians assigned new tasks to the domain of art. 

Rana Nergis Öĵüt, arguing that twentieth century aesthetic discourse was widely domi- 
nated by the instrumental rationality of positivist modernism, which conceived aesthet— 
ics as an unreliable source of knowledge, poses phenomenological thinking and dialog- 
ical rationality as vehicles that are to be used in overcoming the alienation of the aes- 
thetic realm from everyday life. Ales Erhavec explains that the philosophy and aesthet— 
ics of Adorno and Heidegger, share the common preoccupation that art offered a privi— 
leged entry to truth. Hasan Ünal Nalbantoĵlu furthers the discussion on the contempo- 
rary understanding of aesthetics as a means of reaching truth, and expresses his concerns 
with the increasingly technolOgised world market of art objects/commodities that pres- 
ent a constant danger to the transformative power of the works of art on the individual 
perceiver. 

Alongside the question of truth, the autonomy of art and aesthetics have been of a pri— 
mary concern throughout the century, taking on different routes, in various ýelds. In aes- 
thetics, Richard Woodfēeld explöres how Max Dessoir’s early twentieth century project 
to create an integrated aesthetics discipline disintegrated by the end of the century. In 
architecture, Alan Colquhoun explains that the changing conception of aesthetics that 
have taken place since the beginning of the modern movement in the early twentieth cen- 
tury has evolved around the problem of autonomy versus social engagement. Regarding 
politics, Lev Kreft 'argues that art and politics were not separated, autonomous fields of 
human activity in the _twentieth century and that, on the contrary, political criteria for art 
has developed . 

In the practice of art, there have been various attitudes to subvert the conventional role 
of the artist and numerous reasons underlying the changes in aesthetics in the twentieth 

! century. S. M. Can Bilsel explores an alternative aesthetic that resists the totalising sub— 
ject-position prescribed by the museum through the specific case of the Pergamon-Hall. 
Dionysis A. Zivas, through an overview of the historical experience of modern archi— 
tecture in Greece, suggests that new materials and scales of construction in architecture 
have resulted in a shift in architectural aesthetics. Nina Danino emphasises the effects of 
feminist practice and new technology on the specific media of film and Video, artists of 
which sought to challenge established politics of representation. Deborah Semel com— 
ments upon the changing role of the artist through changing models of arts education. 

In addition to the other texts on the formation of the artist through shifting understand— 
ings of perception, infiltration of technology and the effects of education, in her provoca- 
tively titled essay “Ready-Made Avant—Garde,” identifying and examining ready-made 
objects of the Third World, Jale Erzen recognises and initiates discussion on the value 
ascribed to the deýnition and role of the art object, perhaps, in my opinion, also insinu- 
ating the redundancy of the artist, but not art. 

Although this book does not cover many of the twentieth century issues and concerns, it 
does reflect the variety of positions within the ýeld of aesthetics and art. Moreover, to 
reiterate, this book is born out of an apprehension at the dawn of the twentyfirst centu- 
ry. As a final word, on behalf of SANART, I would like to thank all the participators, the 
distinguished speakers and the audience, for their whole hearted participation in the 
symposium and the gathering of the ýnal material. I would also like to acknowledge 
thanks to Cânâ Bilsel, Elvan Altan Ergut, Namēk Erkal, Jale Nejdet Erzen, Güven Sargēn 
and Chris Taylor for their much valuable proofreading assistance. 



When we speak of a retrospective, we usually refer to exhibitions, which offer an 
overview of the works of an artist over a long period of time. My reference to Theodor 
W. Adorno and Martin Heidegger in the sense of a retrospective may, therefore, be 
somewhat misleading, for it is not my aim to discuss their individual oeuvres per se but, 
instead, to discuss their mutual relation within the historical and cultural framework of 
the twentieth century. So, in a way, it is the twentieth century as such that is the theme 
of this sketchy retrospective, but regarded through the prism offered by a brief discus— 
sion of some of the aspects of Adorno’s and Heidegger’s philosophies of art. 

The reasons for choosing these two philosophers as somehow paradigmatic for certain 
aspects of twentieth century discussions within the realm of the philosophy of art are 
manifold. First, both Adorno and Heidegger represent not only two major but also two 
central philosophical ýgures of the previous century. Neither the work of J ean-Paul 
Sartre or Maurice Merleau—Ponty, nor of Jacques Derrida or Gianni Vattimo, to name but 
a few, would be possible as we know it without Heidegger's philosophy. This is equally 
true of the legacy Theodor Adorno exerted on critical thinking in the last half century. 
Again, without him our views concerning twentieth century culture, modernist art and 
music would seem insufficient, as would our methodology for it would not be possible 
to include his negative dialectics. Again & resemblance to Heidegger is obvious, for, 
especially in his late writings, Heidegger, too-, attempted to build into his proper dis— 
course the self-reþexive and anti—reductive mechanisms which would prevent his think- 
ing from being assimilated and instrumentalised. It is for this reason that in spite of exist—— 
ing on two different sides of the twentieth century, thesetwo sides today nonetheless 
appear to be more like the banks of the same river than simple views devoid of a com-— 
mon denominator. Similar to Heidegger, also Adorno exercised ' & broad influence, 
although it was more fragmentary and was not a cause of a “belonging” so typical for 
many adherents of Heidegger’s thought. 

Adorno and Heidegger represent two aspects of the culture of the twentieth century: the 
first is historical, critical and radical, and the second strives to be timeless, contempla- 
tive and anti—modem. As is true of much of twentieth century culture, there exists avant—- 
garde and modernist art which is cosmopolitan, urban and disregards all previous norms 
and values, only to be complemented by that other segment of twentieth century artistic 
and cultural creations that is traditionalist, classical and neoclassicist, tied to the nation, 
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tradition, the rural and to the ahistorical mythic and idealised past «Which appears today, 
it must he said, to be equally fēctitious as the causes for the zealous excitement over 'the 
future and the “now” of its cosmopolitan modernist counterpart. 

The hostility of Adorno toWards Heidegger ēs well—known and ēs Witnessed also by his _ 
Jargon of Authentēcēty from 1964, which forcefully reveals his denigr'ation of Heidegger 
and of what the latter stood for. In other aspects too the paths of Adorno and Heidegger 
did not cross; not so long ago even considering this would have seemed preposterous. 
Nonetheless, from our own contemporary perspective that I haVe briefly outlined, it may 
be possible and even necessary to linkthese two major figures of the past century, for 
there appears to exist 4—or, rather, there appears to have emerged--— a common denomi- 
nator of these ftwo thinkersl that to a large extent hinges on the theme of our common 

- interest as philosophers of art What I have ēn mind ēs the enormous importance both 
Adorno and Heidegger ascribed to art, which they both vieWed as the paramount extant 
form of creativity, which furthermore avoided the pitfalls of alienation and untruth. 
According to both of them, art, mcreover, offers a privileged entry into truth which, at 
the same time, does not refer to the good -—and in the case of Adorno explicitly not to 
the beautiful-- hence avoiding some of the mere traditionalist explanations and interpre— 
tations of art.” __Moreover, the proximity of the ideas of the two thinkers has already 

attained also more conorete forms. A close associate of Jürgen Habermas, Albrecht 
, Wellmer, took Heidegger’s writings as his main point of reference in a lecture on “Time, _ 
Language and Art”2 he recently gave in Ljubljana. This should of course not make us 
forget that even in his last work, Aesthetic Theory, Adorno did not fail to mention that 
“in Heidegger, poetic language is mythologically exalted. ”3 Wellmer's choice, therefore, 
perhaps symptomatically says more about those that today pursue the tradition of the 
Frankfurt School than about Adorno himself. 

Seen from this perspective the two thinkers appear uncannily close «which, of course, 
is only partly true, for enormous differences and antagonisms exist and remain between 
them and their writings. As already noted, they represent -—or belong to-- two main cur- 
rents in the continental European philosophy of the twentieth century. What appears to 

- unite them is not so much their work but their historical and cultural framework. This 
framework is that of modernism. I must be precise: the framework of modernism is not 
meant in the sense which would imply that both Adorno and Heidegger relate to mod- 
ernist art, at least not in the traditional sense: it has long been argued that the authentic 
modernism is that of Schoenberg, Kandinsky, Beckett was Adorno himself claims—- 
while“ the poetry of Rilke and the earlier Hölderlin as exalted by Heidegger certainly 
does not fēt into this framework. 

There is something enigmatic in this evaluation of modernism and its cultural and artis- 
tic context and its voids, for there is a substantial segment of twentieth century art which 
falls outside of the constraints set by modernism and its theory. This applies not only to 
surrealism, denigrated both by Adorno and Habermas and only recently resuscitated by, 
for example, Rosalind Krauss4 and Hal Fosterf'with the aim of re-evaluating and hence 
to normatively reconýgure the modernist artistic paradigm as set by Clement Greenberg 
and Michael F ried,6 but also to a series of twentieth century cultural and artistic phe— 
nomena ranging from the International Style architecture to the later classical paintings 
by Giorgio de Chirico. Perhaps the situation with modernism can in. this respect be 

' summed up well by quoting a statement from the eighties by Wolfgang Welsch con- 
cerning the relation between modernity and postmodemity: “Postmodernity is traversed 
by the knowledge that totality cannot arrive except by placing in the position of an 
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absolute a certain particularity and that it is thus inevitably tied to an elimination of other 
particularities. ...Postmodernity begins where totality ends.”7 ' 

In other words, modernism in this discussion is but a historical framework within which 
non—modernist tendencies, as exempliýed by Rilke, Gaudi, the Slovenian architect J oze 
Plecnik, or Ezra Pound exist, which remain on the fringes of modernism or extrinsic to 
it; of modernism that is, as that particularity which achieved totality by placing itself into 
the position of an absolute and accomplished this by effectively sidelining other partic- 
ularities. 

Perhaps this statement may appear excessive and not suffēciently supported by historical 
facts. Some attempts to re-evaluate the history of art of the twentieth century have 
already been made: two of these I have already mentioned, with another one —-but start— 
ing from a different philosophical framework—— being that of Paul Crowther, in his book 
The Languageof T wentieth—Century Art.8 

But is a radical re-evaluation of tWentieth century modernism really possible? Doesn't 
such a revision itself become a Victim of its own historical and epistemological context 
or’ framework? Isn’t 'it questionable whether today a totalising view that would encom- 
pass the totality of modern art -——as_ diagnosed and described already in 1863 by Charles 
Baudelaire--, and hence also of twentieth century art, is really possible? Isn’t it closer to 
the truth to claim that the rte-evaluation today is not happening from a radical and total— 
ising modernist perspective but from a postmodern and a fragmentary one? Adorno and 
Heidegger appear to be unwilling accomplices of this process, the reason being already 
noted: they stand for the two dominant philosophical options offered in the time of mod- 
ernism, re-enacting in this way a peculiar and interchangeable “master—slave” relation-— 
ship as offered by Hegel in his Phenomenology of Spirit. 

The interpretations of modernism in this epoch“ after modernism are acquiring different 
and contradictory forms. One of these is offered by a proclaimed modernist such as 
Charles Harrison in his anthology Art in Theory 1900-1990. An Anthology of Changing 
Ideas from 1992.9 In the anthology, which became one of the standard references on 
twentieth century art theory, Charles Harrison and co-editor Paul Wood included a piece 
by Theodor Adorno, while Martin Heidegger appear only because of Frederic J ameson’s 
famous discussion of Van Gogh’s painting Peasant Shoes in his 1984 essay on post— 
modernism wherein Heidegger’s discussion of this painting is also noted.10 It is symp- 
tomatic that Harrison considers Adorno only in his relation to Walter Benjamin’s dis- 
cussion of mechanical reproduction and altogether disregards Heidegger within the 
framework of twentieth century modernism, while Jameson, a- critical postmodern 
writer, uses Heidegger’s analysis from the 1935 lecture “The Origin of the Work of Art” 
of this painting by Van Gogh to illustrate the distinction between Andy Warhol’s pre- 
sumably postmodern work and that of the modernist Van Gogh work. Hence, we may 
assume that for Jameson today Heidegger represents a modernist writer, which certain- 
ly could not be said of Harrison’s view. In other words, for a modernist like Harrison, 
Heidegger is a non-modernist, while for a postmodernist like Jameson, Heidegger is 
obviously an example of a modernist philosopher. 

It may, of course, be true that Harrison and Wood were simply not interested in these 
intricate details and it is certainly true that-their aim was not an anthology of twentieth 
century philosophy and philosophy of art, but of art theory. Yet, this cannot be altogeth- 
er true, for the anthology also contains pieces by Georg Simmel, Henri Bergson and even 
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Lenin. In this regard --no matter for what reasons Heidegger is omitted-— the anthology 
simply follows the twentieth century tradition of considering Heidegger a non—mod— 
ernist. 

Let us now see how Jameson regards Heidegger's philosophy of art. It is well-known that 
it was the essay “Postmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Modernism” published 
in the New Left Review in 1984 that catapulted Jameson onto the centre stage of discus— 
sions about postmodernism. Contrary to his other Marxist, radical and leftist contempo— 
raries --such as Nicos Calinicos or other thinkers critical of postmodernism (Jürgen 
Habermas and mainly the majority of German philosophers and social thinkers)—-—, 
Jameson embraced postmodernism. Although he regarded it from a critical and almost 
weary position, he nonetheless took it as a fact. In this respect this was a replay of a sim- 
ilar parting of ways in the late sixties and early seventies between the humanist thought 
of, say, Adam Schaff or Mikel Dufrenne on one hand, and the Althusserian circle, on the 
other. In other words, While in early eighties most of the other radical thinkers strove 
very hard either to minimise postmodernism and postmodernity as an irreverent fash- 
ionable trend and notions attemptirēg to compromise the purity of modernism and moder- 
nity, Jameson took postmodernism seriously and thus developed what was to be one of 
the most persuasive and far—reaching theories of postmodern culture. (The fact that we 
are all a bit tired of the notion of postmodernism doesn’t change this view.) 

In the beginning of his essay on postmodernism «I shall be referring to the later version 
which was published in 1991 in the book with the same title» Jameson compares two 
works: that of Van Gogh’s A Pair of Boots (also translated into English as Peasant 
Shoes) and Andy Warhol’s Diamond Dust Shoes. In the former, he sees a case of mod— 
ernist painting, while the latter, in his view, represents a case of postmodern art for, as 
he writes, 

“Andy Warhol’s Diamond Dust Shoes evidently no longer speaks to us with any of the immediacy of 
Van Gogh’s footgear; indeed, I am tempted to say that it does not really speak to us at all. Nothing in 
this painting organises even a minimal place for the viewer, Who confronts it at the turning of & 
museum corridor or gallery with all the contingency of some inexplicable natural object. On the 
level of the content, we have to do with What are now far more clearly fetishes, in both the Freudian 
and the Marxian sense (Derrida remarks, somewhere, about the Heideggerian Paar Bauernschuhe, 
that the Van Gogh footgear are a heterosexual pair, which allows neither for perversion nor for 
fetishisation). Here, however, we have a random collection of dead objects hanging together on the 
canvas like so many turnips, as shorn of their earlier life world as the pile of shoes left over 
from Auschwitz or the remainders and tokens of some incomprehensible and tragic ýre in a packed 
dance hall. There is therefore in Warhol no way to complete the hermeneutic gesture and restore to 
these oddments that whole larger lived context of the dance hall or the ball, the world of jetset 
fashion or glamour magazines.”“ ' 

Jameson offers Warhol’s picture as a clear example of a postmodern work. However, 
When it comes to the interpretation of an earlier, i.e. a pre-postmodern ("high modernist") 
work, he not only chooses a work by Van Gogh, but furthermore bases his arguments on 
Heidegger's interpretation of this painting from his lecture/essay “The Origin of the 
Work of Art.” Jameson finds Heidegger’s analysis to be “organised around the idea that 
the work of art emerges within the gap between Earth and World, or what I would pre— 
fer to translate as the meaningless materiality of the body and nature and the meaning 
endowment of history and of the social.”12 A little further on, Jameson offers another 
description of Heidegger's reading of Van Gogh’s picture: “It is hermeneutical, in the 
sense in which the work in its inert, objectal form is taken as a clue or a symptom for 
some vaster reality which replaces it as its ultimate truth.”13 
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_ A similar idea is advanced by Adorno in his Aesthetic Theory: 

“Artworks are understood only when their experience is brought to the level of distinguishing 
between true and not true or, as a preliminary stage, between correct and incorrect. ..The 
comprehension of an artwork as a complexion of truth brings the work into relation with-its untruth, 
for there is no artwork that does not participate in the untruth external to it, that of the historical 
moment. Aesthetics that does not move within the perspective of truth fails its task; usually it is 
culinary.”14 

We could, of course, ask ourselves why Jameson uses Heidegger to support his analysis 
of a modernist work of ait and not that of a well—known advocate of modernism such as 
Adorno, since he has written a whole book on him.15 Furthermore, it has to be noted that 
in the same volume from 1991, Jameson, when referring to Adorno, at least in relation 
to art, points, critically and condescendingly, to the latter’s erroneous interpretation of 
the place of Schoenberg and Stravinsky within the history of the music of the previous 
century.16 Does this imply that Heidegger is closer to the “authentic” spirit of twentieth 
century art than Adorno? The difference between the two has perhaps less to do with 
their affinity to art or theoretical veracity, than with the kind of art they were preoccu- 
pied with. In Adorno’s case this was modernist elitist music and elite art in general, the 
very nature of which is to offer resistance to the simple and pleasurable artistic experi- 
ence. “The archaic (argued Adorno) is appropriated as the experience of what is not 
experiential. The boundary of experientiality, however, requires that the starting point of 
any such appropriation be the modern,”17 for “the light should be cast on all art from the 
vantage point of the most recent artworks, rather than the reverse, following the custom 
of historicism and philology, which, bourgeois at heart, prefers that nothing ever 
change.”18 According to Adorno, it is the vantage point of our contemporaneity which 
determines our relation to the past and its works, not vice versa. Heidegger’s view is 
exactly the opposite: the past is the truth of our contemporaneity for it authentically 
offers what has, in our modern times, become forgotten, instrumentalised and become 
devoid of its authenticity. A revisionist stance has already been taken by critical thinkers. 
Hence, Peter Bürger in his T heory of the Avani—Garde from 1973 already criticizes 
Adorno for this view, “For Adorno tends to-make the historically unique break with tra— 
dition that is defined by the historical avant-garde movements the developmental prin- 
ciple of modern art as such.”19 This authenticity is the truth which Heidegger interprets 
as “unconcealedness”, alethea: 

“Truth happens in Van Gogh’s painting. This does not mean that something which is at hand is 
correctly portrayed, but rather that in the revelation of the equipmental being of the shoes beings 
as a whole ——world and earth in their counterplay-— to unconcealedness. (...) The more simply and 
essentially the shoes are engrossed in their essence, the more directly and engagingly do all beings 
attain a greater degree of being along with them. This is how self—concealing Being is illuminated. 
Light of this kind joins its shining to and into the work. This shining, joined in the work, is the 
beautiful. Beauty is one way in which truth essentially occurs as unconcealedness.”2“ 

Let us now take another look at Adorno’s position on this question. According to 
Adorno, a modern work offers “artistic experience (which) accordingly demands a corn- 
prehending rather than an emotional relation to the works.”21 It is for this reason, argues 
Adorno, that “the truth content of an artwork requires philosophy.”22 An artwork requires 
comprehension and therefore it is the interpretation which is the precondition for the 
authentic artistic experience. The artist's work requires theory, requires a philosopher, to 
explain to the artist and to the world the importance of his work, which only through this 
interpretation acquires the status of an artwork. Nonetheless, this interpretation does not _ 
form a “message”: this would be possible only in the case of committed art and not in 
what Adorno sees as authentic art, that is, autonomous art. Adorno quotes Schoenberg 
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saying that, “one paints a painting, not what it represents?” The kind of art that Adorno 
exalts is art that offers resistance, that opposes the acquired aesthetic taste and which by 
its disruptive nature reveals the untruth of the society in which it has been created. 

The question of art is the question of truth. It is thus that we could summarize the basic 
argument of modernist art as developed in the twentieth century. Art not only offers a 
privileged access to truth, but it is truth in its highest form --whether as an ex—pression 
of the human self, of the subj eetive truth or as the creative artistic and materialized im— 
pression of the truth of the world and its depicted fragments, each of which, be it in the 

- form of a novel, a composition, a sculpture or a painting, represents a fragment as that 
romanticist miniature of the universe as a whole. Art is at least the penultimate form _of 
creativity as opposed to industrial repetitive and serial production. It exists because of 
its relation to truth, which is inextricably linked to the modern society and its untruth and 
inauthenticity. This critique of the extant society of the previous century is yet another 
common feature of Adorno and Heidegger. Nonetheless, art does not criticize this soci- 
ety in a direct way; similar to culture it offers instead an alternative. As a contemporary 
Russian philosopher said: “Culture is not a product of society, but a challenge and alter— 
native to society.”24 If art criticizes society, it submits to the same rules that govem this 
very society; instead art purportedly offers one of the few gateways to the universe of ' 
truth, of unconcealedness, which Heidegger later on complemented with a philosophical 
discourse that emulated the semantic indeterminacy of poetry. (As did Maurice Merleau— 
Ponty in his late writings.) Again, in this respect, Adorno's theory is different, for his 
negative dialectics have nothing to do with poetry but with the internal dynamic and 
dialectics of our thinking. His intent is to retain within his discourse the tension which 

_ prevents us from assimilating his thought in a facile and practical way. His aim comple— 
ments the one he sets for authentic art, for this one, too, is intended to becomplex and 
internally conflicting in that the truth they both reveal are not the “mythical” truths 
Adomo ascribes to Heidegger but intellectual truths which also cause art to be in con-— 

__ stant need of a philosophical interpretation. Within this modernist universe, art appears 
to be the rare instance of authenticity. But why is this authenticity so important? 

I could venture an answer that much of the twentieth century is in fact still the epoch of 
industrial society. Even where and when it is not, its mental image persists as the domi— 
nant one. It is within this framework that the notions of creativity and art carry such 
weight for they both represent an activity the lack of which is incessantly revealed at 
every moment of that suffering century of master narratives. It may be that modernism, 
instead of being viewed as the apogee of art, will instead be interpreted as an aberration 
within the development of the art and culture of our distant and recent past. 

In the renaissance or baroque eras, art was integrated into the fabric of society; in roman-— 
ticism, it was limited to small aristocratic and bourgeois circles and reached broader seg- 
ments of society due to its simultaneous national aspirations; it was only in modernism 
that it was proclaimed to be the highest norm of human existence. This view, the roots 
of which are usually found both in romanticism and in the bourgeois culture of the nine- 
teenth century, attains its highest point in twentieth century modernism within the frame— 
work of which both Adorno and Heidegger exist and which determines both of them. If 
the former represents the intellectual and elitist radical wing of this modernism, the lat—- 
ter represents its negation but nonetheless within the same broader framework. It is 
against this background that we can find the answer to the question 'of why it is that 
Jameson uses Heidegger and not Adorno as the interpreter of modernist art. 
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'Inhis recent book L’oeuvre de l ’art. La relation esthétique, Gérard Genette has noted 
that, “as concerns the apparently incongruous reconciliation ofthe names of Heidegger 
and Adorno, I believe it is justiýed by a symmetrical relation between these two” anti— 
thetical forms of overvaluation of art.”25 

lt is this overvaluation of art that connects Adorno and Heidegger --—in spite of enormous 
differences and positions concerning the'nature of art, of truth and the way one reveals 
the other. The common modernist framework causes these two thinkers to reveal their 
common features and the proximity of which appears to increase over time. Within this 
context, Heidegger's views on art, Which in much of the previous century appeared non— 
modem, are today interpreted as modern and modernist, as Jameson ’s essay witnesses 
Adorno’ s vieWs and the artists he exalts appear, on the other hand, as drifting into obliv- 
ion, as a short episOde ēn the long history of art and Views on it that he so fiercely criti- 
cized. At least for the time being it seems that Adorno and. his kind of aesthetic theory 
and the art it exalted have been discarded or marginalized, to be replaced by a meeker 
and surprisingly different image of modernism and the philosophical theory attached to 
it, that of Heidegger, for example, which not long ago seemed to be the very opposite of 
modernism and the ideas associated with it. 
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Although the autonomy of aesthetic realm was a consequence of enlightened modernity, 
twentieth century aesthetic discourse was widely dominated by the subj ect—centred, 
instrumental rationality of positivist modernism, which conceived aesthetics as an unre— 
liable source of knowledge, unworthy of rational inquiry. This development not only 
reinforced the process of aesthetic alienation, but brought about the reiýcation ofthe aes- 
thetic object. ' ' ' 

The paradi gm of positivist rationality, which is principally based upon the methOdology 
of empiricist natural science, has for a long time been conceived as the only reliable 
basis of objective knowledge. From the point of view that scientific knowledge is the 
only respectable mode of human rational activity and only objective phenomena is wor- 
thy of inquiry, “aesthetic experience,” which is not based upon objective facts but sub- 
jective judgements, appears to be a precarious ýeld. As Susanne Langer remarked, 

Every serious epistemology that has regarded mental life as greater than discursive reason, and 
has made concessions to insight or intuition, has just so far capitulated to unreason, to mysticism 
and irrationalism. From the point of view of positivist epistemology, the study of aesthetic concepts 
such as art, artistic truth, insight, intuition, deeper meaning etc., appears to be ...a dangerous—looking 

' sector ...for the advance of & rational spirit.ē ' 

This understanding of art and aesthetic experience is based upon a narrow conception of 
knowledge which limits the role of human "rationality to the generation of a mode of 
knowledge that is essentially discursive, cognitive and instrumental. Conceiving the 
relation between the knower and the known basically in terms of subjeCt—obj ect duality, 
it limits human understanding to an act of cognition and reduces human being’s interac— 
tion with reality to a' set of abstract technical operations. Implicit in this model is an 
instrumental conception of knowledge that already presupposes the principle of domi- 
nation. The universe, i.e., the object of scientific knowledge, is construed as an abstract 
totality of neutral objects that can be manipulated by the human subject through a series 
of scientiýc procedures such as observation, classiýcation and experimentation. In 
Horkheimer and Adomo’s terms, instrumental reason, by subsuming all particulars 
under one, all—embracing formula, liquities qualitative differences between beings as 
well as the differing value spheres of human knowledge.2 From the point of view of 
instrumental reason, differing value spheres such as art and architecture, culture and - 
society, and even the human subject itself may all become objects of scientiýc abstrac— 
tion in the same way as a natural phenomenon becomes an object of physical science. 
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Actually positivism’s scientiýc bias that underValued aesthetic discourse was based upon 
a misinterpretation of Enlightenment rationality which in fact consisted of three 
autonomous domains, namely science, morality and aesthetics. Each of these _value 
spheres had their own independent_inner logic and criteria for justiýcation so that nei— 
ther one would impose its standards over the other. The delimitation of aesthetics as a 
rational ýeld of inquiry was first issued by Kant. In his Critique of Judgment, Kant iden- 
tified aesthetics as an autonomous sphere of knowledge, the creative employment of a 
rational faculty of the human mind deserving equal respectîand value with science and 

_ practical knowledge, although its mode of generation and conditions of validity are dif- 
ferent. Although aesthetic judgments are singular and rest upon a subj ective a priori prin- 

_ _ ciple that does not entail a concept of the object and therefore, are “..incapable of becom- 
[ing a constituent of knowledge,” nevertheless the grounds of their possibility must be 

universally and necessarily valid for all men. Kant maintains that, unlike scientiýc 
obj ectivity, in aesthetic judgments, objectivity as such is only implied in a validity claim 
that demands the consent of everyone. A principle of inter-"subjectivity, which already 
presupposes a condition for the possibility of dialogical rationality, therefore operates in 

. aesthetic judgments} 

Contrary to Kant’s formulation, positivist epistemology, which was based upon a partial 
interpretation of theoretical rationality, developed as the dominant epistemological 
model imposing its own standards of scientific validity on all other spheres of human 
life. The reduction of human rationality to a predominantly discursive mode of reasoning 
appropriate for Science brings about an impoverished view of human understanding 
within which questions related to art and architecture either have no place, or come to be 
considered as reliable sources for knowledge only when they adapt themselves to the 
positivist paradigm thereby becoming instrumental. The instrumentalization of acsthetic 
phenomena in this way robs them of their actual aesthetic qualities, as these qualities 
become objects of theoretical abstraction, that can be Observed, measured, and expressed 
in terms of concepts. An obvious example is. the instrumentalization of architecture by 
Functionalisrn which conceived architectural design in terms of a set of objective param- 
eters measured againsta set of performance standards, such as efficiency, in a process 
quite similar to the designing of a technological obj ect.4 Similarly, the aesthetic language 
of architecture was formulated as a set of objective visual parameters to be used as cri- 
teria for the assesSment of user perception.5 

Post—Positivist “Criticism 

From the second half of the twentieth century, positivist rationality has been under seri— 
ous attack from a variety of positions, such as phenomenology, .structuralism, critical 
theory, all of which criticise its dualistic conception of reality and power-centred historical 
bias that dominated modern culture, in Heidegger’s words, the technological viewpoint 
which posited the world as a “standing reserve” for the surveillance and manipulation of 
a dominating subject.6 Conventional hierarchies and oppositions such as that between _ 
subject and object, the Cartesian split between mind and body began to be rigorously 
questioned. Starting from fundamental questions related to human being’s concrete exis— 
tence in the world, phenomenological criticism was particularly directed to the damage 
positivist reductionism and abstraction had done to human being’s life by dissolving its " 
qualitative unity. 
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A signiýcant aspect of the post-positivist paradigm is dialogical rationality. Contrary to 
the positivist paradigm which presupposes the total detachment of the human subject 
from the object of knowledge, dialogical rationality conceives them as participants in a 
dialogue. Instead of the positivist notion of obj ectivity, dialogical reason operates on the 
principle of inter-subj ectivity. A dialogue that initiates thinking through an act of inter-— 
rogation, its principle mode of reasoning is dialectical which leaves room for inconsis— 
tencies and contradictions.7 This kind of knowledge presupposes a model of reality that 
is not definitive, certain, ýnal and fixed, but open to further interpretations; it isknowl- 
edge with meaning that is always in a state of becoming. Potentiality, development and 
change are its fundamental principles. The paradigm of dialogical rationality corre— 
sponds to a phenomenological understanding of reality that is not a mere collection of 
facts but a rich and dynamic world of qualitative entities, where meaning builds upon the 
creative and critical acts of those who participate in its continuous reconstruction. As 
Habermas contends, dialogical rationality rejects any ontological separation “..between 
language and the things spoken about, between the constitutive understanding of the 
world and what is constituted in the world,”8 and in this way resolves a central problem 
of phenomenology: the difficulty of bringing together the description of human experi- 
ence as it is lived and that as it is theorised about under a single conceptual framework. 

Gadamer, a student of Heidegger, extended dialogical rationality to the field of aesthet- 
ics, particularly to the question of how works of art communicate meaning, and how this 
meaning contributes to our self-understanding. Considering aesthetics as a hermeneuti- 
cal science, Gadamer argues that the experience of art, as well as of architecture, entails 
knowledge, which is “a mode of knowledge of a unique kind” equally respectable and 
no less rational than scientific knowledge, albeit essentially different from it.9 According 
to Gadamer, Kant’s notion of subjectivity in aesthetic judgments, and his deýnition of 
aesthetic experience as pure and immediate had created an unbridgeable gap between the 
art work and real life. The concepts of “aesthetic consciousness” and “aesthetic differ— 
entiation,” thereby developed, mainly, refer to the mode in which an art work is aesthet- 
ically experienced in a context detached from reality, through a process of abstraction 
distinguishing the purely artistic nature of the work from its “extra—aesthetic elements, 
such as purpose, function, the meaning of its content. ...By disregarding everything in 
which a work is rooted (its original context of life, and the religious or secular function 
which gave it its significance) it becomes Visible as the pure work of art.”10 Gadamer, 
while giving credit to the autonomy of the aesthetic value in pure abstraction that enables 
a particular work of art to be “raised to ”the universal” by transcending mere immediacy, 
seeks to overcome the consequences of the total detachment that has made the art work 
a museum object. “To do justice to the truth of aesthetic experience” he maintains, “the 
experience of art must not be side—tracked into the uncomrnittedness of the aesthetic 
awareness.”” ' 

Twentieth century aesthetic discourse should be greatly indebted to the radical critiques 
of Heidegger and Adorno. Both thinkers made invaluable contributions, restoring aes- 
thetics to its proper place in contemporarythought. For Heidegger, aesthetic experience 
assumes central importance not only as the primary mode of human being’s engagement 
in the external world, but also as a meaning generating activity that contributes to his/her 
self-understanding. For Adorno, on the other hand, autonomous art, by Virtue of its free- 
dom from any form of theoretical abstraction and conceptualisation, stands as the only 
uncontaminated realm that could resist commodification in the capitalistic society.12 
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Alienation and Reified Visuality 

An aspect directly related to the impact of positivist rationalism on modern aesthetic cul— 
ture is the emphasis on a predominantly ocular-centric mode of Visuality that privileges 
the sense of sight. Martin Jay describes this hegemonic Visual model as “Cartesian per- 
spectivalism” identifying it “...with Renaissance notions of perspective in the visual arts 
and Cartesian ideas of subjective rationality in philosophy.”I3 According to Jay, --in the 
history of painting-- this development, the perspectival revolution, was directly related 
to the “abstraction of artistic form from any substantive content” Whereby the erosion of 
the narrative function of the painting in favour of its ýgural function ýnally led “to the 
increasing autonomy of the image.” 

- 6 

Cartesian perspectivalism was thus in league with a scientific world view that no longer 
hermeneutically read the world as a divine text, but rather saw it as situated in a mathematically 
regular spatio-temporal order filled with natural objects that could only be observed from without 
by the dispassionate eye of the neutral researcher.14 

The aesthetic culture of modernity is widely conditioned by this model of Vision. 
Complicit with the subject’s .will to mastery, vision becomes _a Spatial instrument of 
power providing for control and surveillance from a distance --the context appropriate 
not only for the colonisation of nature, but of other societies. The instrumentalization of 
sight, Combined with the bourgeois ethic and the capitalistic logic of the modern world, 
finally brought about the commodification of art. Martin Jay contends, referring to John 
Berger, that “it was ...no accident ”that the invention of perspective virtually coincided 
with the'emergence of the oil painting detached from its context and available for buy- 
ing and selling.”15 

The privileging of the sense of sight, to the detriment of other senses, has robbed the 
experience of art of its unifying qualitative signiýcance. Thus, in the sterile atmosphere 
of the museum and the gallery, works of art become display objects in total detachment 
from real life, to be looked at and contemplated but never touched. The deficiency in the 
experience of aesthetic qualities, such as material and texture, that can only be revealed 
through the sense of touch is already part of the habitual process in modern everyday life 
where people no more retain a sense of direct engagement in physical realities. In this 
context, architecture, as an art directly embedded in everyday life, constitutes an impor- 
tant case with respect to this fundamental problem. In an article discussing this issue, 
Richard Sennet argues that the current civilization’s efforts to reduce resistance in the 
daily environment for the sake of practicality, convenience and functionality, brings 
about a weakened sense of connection to reality, which ultimately serves a political end: 

A well—ordered regime of power produces dematerialisation; indifference to one’s surroundings is 
one way in which domination is consummated. Architecture becomes complicit in that domination 
when designs for clarity and ease of use .. “tape over” human conflicts rather than open up physical 
possibilities for visceral resistance, commitment and expression. The dulled “sense of touch” 
encodes a regime of power.” 

In a different context, discussing the critical value of the aesthetic in modern society, 
Adorno argued that only successful art as the realm of “sensuous particularity” could 
resist the levelling tendencies of instrumental reason, authentically expressing the 
ambivalences and contradictions, that is, the negative truth about society.17 

The rendering of architecture as an object of mere vision, in a merely visual field, 
inevitably leads to its reduction to a reifēed image in total detachment from its experien— 
tial significance in its real life context. The architectural image that dominates much of 
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journalistic media today thus becomes a commodity fetish. In discussing this point, Kim 
Dovey remarks that much of the current architectural practice and discourse runs along 
“a new politics of the image,” a kind of “depthless imagery” that has become an end in 
itself replacing the substantial content of architectural reality: 

The qualities of lived experience in the built environment, based in use value, become secondary to 
the quantities of exchange value. The signiýcance of place in people’s lives is often reduced to the 
signiýcation of meaning through a collage of formal imagery, a “text” to be decoded or read rather 
than an integral part of a world in which we dwell and act. .. Through this process lived experience 
itself becomes subject to commodification and reduced to its image.is " 

The whole culture industry, with its predominantly visual media, operates in this fash— 
ion, and architecture is no exception. However, architecture, as the setting of everyday 
life, can play the principle role in resisting the reiýcation of lived experience. Although, 
as Tafuri remarked, there cannot be a critical practice of architecture but only architec— 
tural Criticism,” I will argue that it is possible that a responsive architecture can defi- 
nitely help the development of a heightened aesthetic consciousness, which improves 
people’s connection with reality. According to de Sola—Morales, minimalist architecture, 
i.e., an architecture of minimal signiýcation which deliberately avoids the clutter of 
extra-aesthetic elements, has a potential to resist an atrophied sensibility of modern life.20 
Such an architecture creates an aesthetic condition that is open to further interpretations 
and imaginative reconstructions, that demand the active involvement of the person 
involved in the experience. “Drawing on the elementary data of the external world,” 
minimalism “proceeds not from the idea but from the experience.” It is, therefore, phe— 
nomenological rather than metaphysical.21 

Phenomenological Signiýcance of Architecture 

Merleau-Ponty, in his analysis of perception, had emphasised the role of the active, 
involved body in all human knowledge.22 Fredric Jameson, in reference to Merleau- 
Ponty, discusses the value of the phenomenological approach in architecture as “a 
response to spatial alienation and an attempt to restore non—alienated experience to the 
modern industrial city.” 

The phenomenological view of architecture is Utopian, in so far as it promises to restore or to 
resurrect, from within the fallen body of the modern city—dweller, with clogged and diminished 
senses, therapeutically lowered and adjusted feelers and organs of perception, maimed language 
and shoddy standardised mass-produced feelings, the glorious Utopian body of an unfallen being, 
who can once again take the measure of an unfallennature.23 

As an art of everyday life, architecture has phenomenological signiýcance, setting up the 
concrete, material context of immediate experience. There is hardly any artistic practice 
that corresponds with everyday life so directly such as architecture, and it is no mere 
coincidence that Heidegger used architecture as a principle metaphor for understanding 
human being’s mode of being in the world. Phenomenology, in the most general sense 
of the term, refers to the recovery. of the unity of human experience by overcoming the 
alienation resulting from the separation between consciousness and the external world. 
Rejecting any separation between action and knowledge, mind and body, it proceeds 
from the idea that everyday existence in the world involves participation and engage- 
ment. An architecture of phenomenological significance is one that emerges from cir- 
cumstance, particularity and singularity of an event, which are qualities that make up the 
uniqueness of everyday experience independent of any theoretical discourse, traditional 
or historical reference or grand narrative. The experience of architecture incorporating 
not only visual, but auditory, tactile, and kinetic qualities, offers a unique possibility for 
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restoring to human beings the unity of their perceptual capacities that have atrophied in 
modern life. ' 
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SPACE, nl: 1. a. Without article: Lapse or extent of time between two deýnite points, events, etc. 
Chiefly with adjs., as little, long, short, small. 

RELIEF: 1. a. In the plastic arts, the elevation or projection of a design, or parts of a design, from a 
plane surface in order to give a natural and solid appearance; also, the degree of such projection; the 
part which so projects. 
(Oxford English Dictionary, Second Edition 1989). 

I (Prologue) 
The conference “Retrospective: Aesthetics and Art in the 20th Century” seems a partic- 
ularly good occasion to reconsider theories of space and of pictorial representation, and 
their contlation into a distinctly modern idea of architectural space within the last cen- 
tury. After decades of scrutiny, one claim of architectural modernism remains largely 
intact today, if not completely unchallenged: the modernist style in architecture is 
thought to reflect a new “conception of space,” one that is the product of a structural 
change inhuman vision. It has been repeatedly argued that architecture of the 20th cen- 
tury had to be different from those of the preceding epochs since a new “man” perceived, 
experienced and conceived space differently. A number of authors, above all, Siegfried 
Giedion (1888—1968) diagnosed the revolution in the conception of space around 1910, 
particularly in Cubist painting.l 

In Space, Time and Architecture (1941), Giedion argues that the discovery of perspec— 
tive in Renaissance epitomised a world-view that remained valid for four centuries, until 
the first decade of the 20th century. By breaking with Renaissance perspective, and by 
showing the object from several points of view simultaneously, Cubism inaugurated the 
modern conception of space. The new conception does not construe space as a three— 
dimensional static void, but introduces the fourth dimension, which Giedion called 
“space-time.”2 Unlike the central and static interiors of Renaissance, modern architecture 
should reflect the dynamic nature and interdependence of space and time. Although 
Giedion ýnds Albert Einstein’s theory of relativity and the futurist “research into move- 
ment” as the pioneers of the new age alongside Cubism, he offers only a vague idea 
about how exactly the new concept of time is different from the classical-models of tem- 
porality.3 
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Hence Space, Time and Architecture translates a particularinterpretation of analytical 
Cubism into architecture, one that does not see fragmentation of the picture plane as a 
negation of the totality of composition. For Giedion, Cubism does not threaten to frac— 
ture homogeneous space. Quite on the contrary, it enables a more truthful presentation 
of the whole with the superimposition of multiple viewpoints. In his space—time we 
might detect a Neoplatonic bias against appearance --Giedion dismisses perspective 
since it is an imitation of appearances-—, and a quest for the “quiddity of things.”4 

The Cubist discovery of a new space conception, according to Giedion, found its expres- 
sion across fēelds and artistic genres. It was soon to take root in architecture, through Le 
Corbusier in France, De Stil in the Netherlands, the Bauhaus in Germany, not to forget 
the achievements of Futurism in Italy and Constructivism in Russia, which were con— 
temporaneous with Cubism in France. This interpretation, which eventually became 
orthodoxy, locates modern architecture as a consistent and integral part of a general aes- 
thetic modernism. The “modern style” in architecture is presented as identical with the 
modern “conception of space.” ' 

Not surprisingly, such literal translation of Cubism into architecture is not without con— 
sequences. One problem in Giedion’s “space—time,” for example, is apparent in his 
equivocal theory of “transparency.” In an often-quoted comparison of Walter Gropius’s 
Bauhaus building (1926) to Picasso’s painting L'Arle'ssz'enne (1911-12), Giedion argues 
that both Cubism and modernist architecture are guided by the principle of transparen— 
cy. About Gropius’s Bauhaus, Giedion wrote: “it is the interior and the exterior of a 
building that are presented simultaneously. The extensive transparent areas, by demate- 
rializing the corners, permit the hovering relations of planes and the kind of “overlap- 
ping’ which appears in contemporary painting.”5 In The Projective Cast (1995), Robin 
Evans effectively questions Giedion’s translation of Cubist “transparency” into architec— 
ture. In contrast to Giedion, he notes that architecture offers a case exceptionally differ- 
ent from the visual arts since “substantial yet representational, it is more equivocally of 
the world, and at the same time about the world than any other art form.”6 Therefore, the 
question is whether a radical reformulation in the pictorial representation of Space can 
be directly translated into a new idea of space in the building—art. By equating the trans— 
parency of the glass curtain wall of the Bauhaus with the “simultaneity” and “overlap” 
of viewpoints on Picasso’s canvas, Giedion collapses the difference between pictorial 
and physical space.7 Paradoxically, the “transparent” architectural box of the Bauhaus, 
which Giedion takes as a literal translation of cubist fragmentation of the picture plane, 
offers not a fragmented, but a homogeneous, unified and isotropic space in architecture. 
(Figures l, 2). 

On the other hand, if the free—flowing and transparent space of modern architecture is not 
necessarily a direct translation of Cubism, and if the general revolution in the “space 
conception” is a fiction of modernist theory, a series of questions will emerge. Can we 
still determine common aesthetic principles that would explain modemism in art and 
architecture? What exactly makes the transparent curtain wall and the integration of the 
inside and the outside in the “plan libre,” the true expression of the modern age? ls there 
a rationale for “transparency” in modern architecture beyond stylistic preference? Did 
the early twentieth century experiments with space, time and motion transform the archi- 
tectural box? questions of that sort can be multiplied. 

The present essay is a work-in-progress that was originally conceived as a fragment of 
a longer piece on the question of representation in the twentieth century architecture. It 



Figure 1: 
Full-page illustration from Siegfried 
Giedion’s Space, Time and Architecture 
(1941). The caption reads: 
“Walter Gropius, The Bauhaus, Dessau, 
1926. Corner of the Workshop Wing. ln 
this case it is the interior and the exterior 
of a building Which are presented simulta— 
neously. The extensive transparent areas, 
by dematerializing the corners, permit the 
hovering relations of planes and the kind 
of “overlapping” which appears in con—— 
temporary painting.” 

Figure 2: 
Full—page illustration from Space, Time 
and Architecture; Picasso, L'Arlésienne 
1911-12, oil on canvas. In the caption 
Giedion explains Cubist “simultaneity” as 
the technique of showing multiple aspects 
of a single object at the same time, and 
emphasizes the “transparency of overlap— 
ping planes” in Picasso’s painting. 
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starts with the presupposition that the modernist translation of pictorial to architectural 
space —-Giedion’s “space—time" in particular» can no longer be taken for granted. 
Instead, I shall inquire into other ways of engaging the representative-content of the 
architectural box in the twentieth: century and negotiate its boundaries with the “virtual 
space” of the picture plane. 

The following pages focus on an architectural gallery, the Pergamon-Hall of the Berlin 
Museum (1930), an interior that was designed speciýcally to reproduce the “space con-— 
ception” of another time and another place. The fact that the Pergamon-Hall was con- 
ceived as a part of a “museum of architecture” certainly complicates the relationship 
between “pictorial” and “real” spaces. Nevertheless, it is my intention to discuss the 
Pergamon—Hall as- a heuristic model of a museum interior where the twentieth century 
aesthetics of space came to the foreground. During this paper, I shall discuss theories of 
appearance, idea, form and representation of space in the German aesthetics, and recon- 
sider a theory of “kinesthetic” perception, from which the modernist “space-time” seems 
to have departed. 

II 
Let me begin by noting the difficulty to describe the object. The truth is that we do not 
know exactly what the object is, or what it stands for. Some earlier accounts call it the 
“Zeus Altar of Pergamon,” others simply the “Great Altar,” referring to a modern pres- 
entation of a lost monument. This semantic difficulty, that is, the collapse of the differ- 
ence between the referent and the reference, did not trouble many who undertook a 
description before, and their descriptions were often brilliant. Take for example the 
museum guides, those wonderful annunciations of the object as an original work of art. 
Most visitors would also agree that there in the museum we stand in the presence of one 
of the opera nobile of the history of architecture. The object was seen by a wide audi— 
ence, and became a familiar image to people, even to those who had not visited Berlin 
to see it with their own eyes. A wide range of photographs, reproduced in all possible 
forms and in most unlikely places allowed the object to be seen by a large number of 
people. Yet, what sort of cognate is this monument? Is it a thing? Can it be displaced and 
replaced? And what about the modern space of the gallery, the architecture of display, 
the optical reality—effects, the discursive and aesthetic parameters that sustain the authen- 
ticity of experience? 

From a strictly architectural point of view the object of experience is a modern interior. 
The observer enters the room from agate located off—centre, facing the main exhibit at 
a sharp perspective angle. The Pergamon—Hall, or the Pergamonsaal as it is called in 
German, is a rectangular prism, approximately 20 m high, 51 m wide and 32 m deep. On 
all sides, the hall is surrounded with light—coloured walls with no outside windows with 
the exception of its translucent ceiling. Filtered through the double layers of the glass 
roof, daylight gives the room its peculiarly austere character. The exhibits are arranged 
alongside the inner walls of the room. The space that the giant prism defines is mostly 
left empty in the form of a large void. (Figures 3, 4). 

The moment of entrance was no doubt conceived as one of the most important aspects 
of the Pergamonsaal, leaving a permanent impression on the viewer. The Visitor’s atten- 
tion is immediately directed to the facade of an ancient monument from the Hellenistic 
city of Pergamon, reconstructed on the Opposite side of the room. Two wings of this 
facade extend from the rear wall of the Pergamonsaal towards the observer. As sculp— 
tural objects in space, these two Wings give the impression that the reconstructed altar is 



Figure 3: ' . 
Reconstruction of the. Great Altar of 
Pergamon (1928—30) in Berlin State 
Museum (The Pergamon Museum). 
Photograph by S.M.Can Bilsel. 

Figure 4: 
The Pergamonsaal (Pergamon-Hall) in 
Berlin State Museum. 
Photograph by S.M.Can Bilsel. 

Figure 5: . 
“Two Groups” from the nortern frieze of 
the Gigantomachy, Berlin State Museum. 
Photograph by S.M.Can Bilsel. 

Figure 6: 
The West facade of the Great Altar of 
Pergamon in relief, against the back- 
ground ofthe museum wall. 
Photograph by S.M.Can Bilsel. 
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