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‘AESTHETICS’ OF AESTHETICS

Aesthetic question in architectural and urban discourses

Necdet TEYMUR

INTRODUCTION!

At any point where there is said to be a ‘problem', there must in
fact exist two distinct, but fundamentally related, problems. Yer,
these two problems, in the senses used here, are not the two
variations on the same theme, but two problems of different order.
If the first one is a physical, substantive, problem; the second is to
be on the definition, conception, theory, or consistency, of that
problem. If, on the other hand, the given problem itself happens to
be one on definition, conception, or theory, then the second problem
must be one on the nature of this given problem, or on its
correspondence or adequacy to the substantive object. In fact, these
very statements, however crude and oversimplified they obvicusly are,
themselves define a ‘problem® which this paper sets out to tackle.
That problem is by necessity, rather than by choice, the nature of
the question of 'aesthetics' in architectural and urban discourse{s}.

The distinction drawn in the first paragraph can now be seen in
operation: This paper is not primarily concermned with the substantive
problem of archisecrural and urban aesthetics as given, but the
conditions and nature of the ways in which that very problem is
{mis)conceived as a problem. The justification for addressing 1o the
second order problem cannot be made simply and without anticipating
what the whole paper is aiming to achieve. However, it should be
stated at the beginning that by concentrating on the second order
problem, which we shall call the epistemological problem, we are
neither ignoring the existence of the substantive problems of buildings,
nor are wa presupposing that the second is a substitute for the first,
Obvigusly, there are physical objects and physical relations everywhere,
and these objects and relations have many properties of their own.
There are also psychological (alongside economic, political, ete.)
functions such as cognitive, affective and conative. These functions
are operational in knowing, feeling and willing. Psychelogical relations
of human beings 10 the world is one of many ways of relation to it.
aAnd, all this is & legitimate area of inquiry provided that the framework,
the terms and the objects of that inquiry themsslves do not

constitute certain epistemological (i.e. second order) problems.

which would then create obstacles to the progress of the inquiry.

To ignore the first would be o ighore certain material phenomens;
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to ignore the second would be to condemn our inquiries, researches
and discussions to closed circles, self-justifying statements and
speculative fantasies. It is for this reason that it would be mote
useful at the present junciure to take up a position of the inguisitor |
rather than that of a reporter. We believe that it is necessary 10 ask
a series of questions in order 1o be ahle to open up some of the
closed circles, or throw doubts on certain statements made as if
there were ne problems.

'AESTHETIC QUESTION'

The substantive problem (as given) is the aesthetic aspects of
architectural and urban form. It is likely, and possible, for some
to suggest thar from Plato to Prof. X and from philesophy and
psychology 1o the history of art and architecture there have been
enough inquiries and theories to enable us 1o tackle the specific
problems of the aestheric aspects of architectural and urban forms.
Without either ignoting the ‘tradition' or in fact pretending that
{with our imexpert capacity) we know, or are able to evaluate it,
we will proceed by asking cur questions, and leave the comparative
documeéntation of that tradition to the historians of ideas or to
the encyclopedists of art. In other words, we will assume, and ry
to demonstrate, thar the epistemological problems in the substantive
question of architectural and urban aesthetics warrant an analysis
of how that tradition came to dominate the fields of architecture
and urbanism in the first place.

Now, in order to see what constitutes the 'mesthetic question' in
architectural and urban cortexis, it would be useful to see

briefly what constitutes 'aesthetic guestion' in general. This, in
return, involves an understanding of the nature of concepts used in
statetments on aesthetic. As 1o the question of what constitutes
the architectural and urban aesthetics, we have 1o see the nature
of statements in these fields - sratements which we can associate
with aesthetics in general. This discussion would then indicate
another distinct problem.

It is here that the concept of discourse should be introduced. For
what is referred to as the first and second order problems in
aesthetics are all expressed in statements which do not 'fall from
the sky' nor do they "go down the drain'. They are made and
received in certain frameworks, i.e. discourses. They are not

always theoretical, nor are they necessarily rigorous, consistent,
intelligible, etc. Yet, they all make up a unity, a field, a terrain
where (from Plato to Prof. X} many people make a large variety of
statements. What is common to all these sratements is less their
immediate subject matter than their objects. For they may be about
a unigue sculpture as well as about mass-produced Buddha statuerttes,
or about a couple of lines of a poem or movement of a symphony
as well as about a wild [lower, and last but not least, about the
'vision' that i5 assumed to be expresssed in a mass-demonstration
as well as about the proportions of a building. . . . .

The question as to what it is that unites these- diverse objects and
phenomena has always been the main preoccupation of aesthetics and
philoscphy. Common denominators, hidden essences, magic numbers,
spiritval meanings. . . were sought - and often found! It has been
universally assumed that their common standart was something called
'beauty'. While nobody knew what it was, everybody, even the
'roughest’ and "ugliest' (1) individuals , seemed o be appreciating
that which is said to be 'beautiful’'. Now, having already spent
several thousand years trying to solve this riddle, it should not be

2. | prefer using 'it* for 'man’ which is not fai la; he | | .

a seaually specitied person, but  asutral 1erm  Unfair o claim that t ¢ contemporary 'man' is no more wiser or
for hun:ial‘rl sp?,'f-ief‘ iljse:herebln proposed hir' clearer in its ¢ conception of these problems than those who lived
1o stand for 'his' a 'her’ T 't A a . h . . .

general personal promoun seems 1o be in centuries ago. Thus, instead of introducing just one more concept of

rder as in some non-Latin langusges. 'beauty' or one more metaphysical, psychological or 'historical’. . .
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1. In this contexr [ cannor discuss the
question of discourse in greaver detail than
thiz. ! hope what has so far been said will
enable e ¢ srrucoere and prosent my
arguments. | have dealt with the whole
fquesiion in my Environmental Discourse,
London: Question Mress, 1982,

4. E.SCHAPER, cf. Prelude to Aecsthetics,
Landan: G Allen & Unwin, 1968, p. 16,

5. E.SCHAFER, Prelude to Acsthetics,
Londen: C.Allen & Unwin, 1968, p. 19,
{emphasis mine),
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explanation, we would indeed be rearer to an efficient discussion on
these phenomena and on our perfectly legitimate reactions towards
them by shifting cur attention from the substantive to the epistemological
for one moment - thar is, from the ‘'aesthetics' of buildings to the
nature of statements on them. This shift can only be done by
appreciating the fact that both substantive and epistemological
problems are expressed, as has already been suggested within a
field which we called dlSCOurSE‘.

AESTHETIC DISCOURSE

'Aesthetic discourse', then, is the totality of all statements{written,
spoken or made in other ways) that take as their object that which
is believed 1o be a quality, a dimension or an aspect of reality, namely,
'aesthetic quality', 'aesthetic dimension', 'aesthetic aspect'. This
tield of statements, this formation is not a self-conscious unity but
one that is to be constituted theoretically. Therefore, as is uvsually
done within that discourse, it is neither reducible to single theories,
ideas ot schools of thought, nor to histotic periods, styles, or the
expression of tastes or cultural preferences. Aesthetic discourse is
not divisible along disciplinary or professional lines either. It is a
formation which is pervasive in philosophy as much as in architectural
practice, in literature as much as in politics, in religion as much as
in everday life.? It is in this formation (or field) that the ideas on
{a) aesthetics in general, and (b} architectural and urban aesthetics
are conceived, expressed, discussed, opetationalized, legislated, or
opposed.

The aesthetic discourse is constituted by a set of concepts and terms
{'discursive objects'} which refer to certain other physical or
discursive phenomena. They are bound together by one or more
'problematic(s}; that is, framework(s} of concepts. The first question
then is where these concepts and terms come {rom, and/or how they
are canstituted. Although this is a discussion which would go deep
inte the question of aesthetics in general (with which this paper is
not primarily concerned), it is necessary to point out some specific
forms of concept formation in the aesthetic discourse, These specific
forms have direct relevance to understanding the way architectural
and utban discourses are constituted, how they have so. much been
influenced by the aesthetic discourse, and how “the dominant modes of
artistic and architectural perceptions became so much closer to each
other closer in fact than respective cbjects would justify.

One specific form of concept formation in the aesthetic discourse is

borrowing concepts and terms from other disciplines and discourses
which have little or no connection with art. This operation can be
called 'aesthetic transposition’.4 For example, "coming to life" of a
pictorial composition, "moving character” in a novel, a "well-balanced"
musical phrase, an "organic’ growth" of the theme, 2 "tightly knit
pattern in music, dramsg or poetry, a "graceful" building, etc. These
all seem to be metaphorical transference which is in no way a
mechanism specific to aesthetics. What is specific to aesthetics is

that a "metaphorical expressions has to establish its relerence to something

as an appearance, a manifest structure. . . Aesthetic- transposition
involves looking ar somethlng as if it were just itself".? So-called
‘aesthetic appreciation' of architectural and urban forms {i.e.

buildings and cities) in this manner involves seeing in them certain
aesthetic qualities which are believed to be rhere: What we see is
what it is, how we describe it is,how it is. . . and so on. Appearance,
whether vigible to the ordinary eye, or to the trained expert gaze,

is what or where the aesthetic appreciation is aimed at. We will

come back to this important question later.

Here, the second related problem can be formulated: If aesthetic
concepis are borrowed from non-artistic fields, and 'aesthericized',
how and why is it that these concepis and forms of statements come
to be used in appreciating the architectural and urban forms which,
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‘6. ef., for example, the often guored, but
“seldom criticized quatation from N.PEVSNER
that "a bicyecte shed is a buiiding, Linesln
Cathedeal is a piece of archilecrure™ (An
Gutline of European Architecture,
Harmendswoarth: Penguin, 1964, p. 15}, See
also BLALLSOPR who says ihar "Architecture
is significant building" (A Modern Theory of
architecture, Londan: RKE, 1977, p 2) A
recent repoct by Greater London Council's
Historic Buildings Committee reproduced cace
again che astonishing lack of comceprual
clarity on this point. It refers to “building
of architectural enerit”, "buildings. . . of
major architectural significance", ete. (see
Bulldlng Design, n. 430 26.1.1979, p. 1}

. of 'ideological discourse’.
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after all (and here we can expect dzsagreements and pmtests) are
not pnmanly ‘arcistic' objects?

All these operations take place, and some of the questions emerge,
in discources, mainly and largely in archltectural and urban discourses
as well es in aesthetic discourse.

To sutn up these introductory discussions, we may suggest ;
a) that architectural and urban discourses borrow from aesthetic
as well as other discourses, and
b) That this borrowing takes place on definite perceptual,
cognitive and epistemological levels.

We can now investigate in detail how these operations take place, and
what their philosophical, psychological ideological and professional bases
and effects are.

PHYSICAIL. OBJECTS AND AESTHETIC CONCEPTS

One of the ways in which aesthetic discourse was said tc be forming
its concepts was by aesthetic transpositions. But once these concepts
are formed, how is it that the aesthetic discourse appropriates its
objects - objects which are usually called 'pieces of art’, 'works of
art', 'crafts', 'architecture', 'masterpisces', 'literary works', etc.?
Whart precisely is it that connects the aesthetic concepts with the
physical objects themselves?

In order to answer these questions we have to introduce the concept

It is a specific form of discourse which
functions primarily as the medium of expression for particular ideglogies
that is, particular ways of representing the real conditions to those
involved. Now, it will be assumed, and hopefully be demonstrated, thar
both the aesthetic discourse in general, and the discourse on architectura
and urban aesthetics in particular, are basically ideological discourses.
That is, their primary task is the expression of particular ways of
looking at, experiencing, résponding to, and evaluating the world. It

is on this basns that we may see how aesthenc discourse is connected
to the real objects it 'talks' about.

Cne of the most characteristic features of ideological discourses is
that they first assign certain qualiries to their objects, then
presuppose that quality as the inherent-and intrinsic property of

those objects, and then proceed to make inguiries as to whereabout -
that property has its origins, or how it can be understood, etc. The
inquiry in the last phase is usually celied by the name of the property
assigned to the objecr in the first place. For example, while some
buildings are sumpg called 'buildings' some are assigned the property
of 'Architecture'.6 Then, this 'Architectural' guality is assumed to

be the distinguishing and inherent property of thaose latter proup of
buildings. Finally, the ages—old building profession is called upon to
design and produce those 'Architectural’ buildings which finally become
the objects of 'Architectural theory', 'Architecrural criticism',

thistory of Architecture', 'Architectural psychology', etc. In other
words, these disciplines take upon themselves to study primarily the

_tArchitectural' aspects of selected buildings; and~usually leave the

‘non-Architectural’ a.spects to other professions or disciplines to deal
with.

Similarly, with the distinctions of “literature' vs.'ordinary writing',

or ‘works of art' vs.'ordinary artifacts', specialist disciplines

studying the ‘spatial’ aspects of selected products come into existence.
As the named disciplines and discourses are primarily defined by
certain problematics such as that of 'high art', 'high architecture’,
Niterary creation', etc, they tend to become clOsed circles which nol :
only create and articulate their own objects, they also perpetuate

-their own existence as disciplines, as discourses, and as problemarics.
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7. Therefore it iz a contradiction in terms

to define 'ugly' as an "aesthetic category
denoting phencmena irimical to the beauriful.."
while suggesting that " In true arr the
portrayzl of what is aesthetically ugly is

pne way of asserting the ideal ol heaury"
{M.ROSENTHAL & . P.YUMIN (Eds), A
Dictionary of Philosophy, Mascow: Pragress
Publ, 1967, p. 405). The question of 'bad)
uglyt, 'tepressive’ is 2 constant theme in
discussions on soeialist realsm. Brache's
cencept of this approach is in fact the most
significant in that he says it is not necessarnily
the dirsct, visible, shjzer bur the undersianding
it facilitates that may be 'progressive’.

Yet, it is  significant that cne cannot observe the same mechanism
in objects studied by science. One cannot, for example, seriously
suggest that certain physical or social phenomena are 'scientific’
phenomena, that they possess some 'scientific’ properties, and that
these properties are studied by particular 'sciences'.

All these are not simple selective examples mentioned here merely
to strengthen the arpument. They have explicit and legitimate
purposes: They want to illustrate the fact,

1. that there is a significant structural difference berween scientific
and non-scientific discourses as to how they designate, describe and
appropriate their objects,

2. that there is a qualitative difference between what scientific and
what non-scientific discourses do in terms of their functions and
operations,

3. that non-scientific discourses may help us feel, appreciate, react
to, or identify with certain phenomena in certain ideological frames
of references, or presumed qualities, bur they cannot provide the
substitutes for the knowledge of those phenomena.

4. that while the objects of scientific discourses are concrete
objects and the concepts of these objects, the objects of
architectural, aesthetic and artistic discourses are either some
presupposed and prescribed qualities (e.g. beauty, human, high,. . . )
or are vague ideological notions (e.g. environmental, artistic, urban...)

THE TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Now, what is it that makes aesthetic designation so unreliable, and
warranting so much criticism here? The problem starts with the
nbture of the term ‘'aesthetic' as used in the aesthetic discourses
in artistic, architectural and urban practices. First of all,'aesthetic!
s a semantically ubiquotous term. It Functions as an adjective 10
qualify other, themselves qualifying terms such as 'quality’,
'dimension', 'value’, etc.., hence, ‘aesthetic quality’, 'aestheric
value', and so on. Secondly, it is invariably a 'positive’ adjective.

It implies 'pood', 'beautiful”, 'nice', and not ‘bad', 'ugly’,? etc.
Yet when its conceptual content is transferred into the field of
study, namely, the ‘'aesthetics', that field tends to adopt this
positive bias, and unlike biology, physics, or sociclogy,. . . . it deals
only with those objects that are assumed to possess the 'aesthetic
quality'. Thus, not only as a term, but also as a discipline it
constitutes & set of values, and most significantly, a positive
yardstick to assess the 'aesthetic value' of certain objects.

As a dimension, 'eaesthetic dimension' is assumed to make all other
dimensions of an object meaningful. It overdetermines them. As

with zll such value systems, the arguments tend to ignore the nature
and validity of the term of reference (i.c. 'aesthetic'} and
concentrate on whethet or not certain cbjects are aesthetically
valuable. As a yardstick, on the other hand, it is used as the basis
of discriminating different objects according to some predetermined
(vet, implicit) categories ('Architecture' vs 'building', 'Art’ vs
tartifact'). Furthermore, as in all ideologically presumed qualities,
aesthetic quality is claimed to be 'universal’, that is, universally

‘recognisable, reproducible or, evem, rmeasurable. Histories of art and

architecture are full of such claims, tourist industry relies on i,
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and art and architectural education declares it as one of its objectives.

All these assumprions take their support from another assumption,
namely, that aesthetic quality is a property of the object, thus,
it is objective. This conception is present in materialist as well as
in essentialist views of aesthetic quality, While the latter insists cn
the innate nature of the aesthetic quality as the 'essence' of an
'aesthetic object! the former stresses the role of the human labour

_in "endowing objects with qualities that are not found in nature,
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8. ASNVANUEZ, Arr and Society, Eondon:
Merlin, 1973, p. 68. )

9. The few exceptions are the musicel, and
partly, literary, objects, Even in the case of
poetty aural is often l=es dominant than the
vethal. Ir is also importent to remember
that ppetry is one area where the spatial
organisation of the words js as important as
{or even central to) the acwal semantic
content of words,

10. We will discuss the partinence of this very
concept in a moment.

11. The term 'overlook' is not a deliberately
chosen word. 'Overlooking' or ‘oversight' are
two terms which clearly demoastrate the

main diifersnce between visual analysiz of
aesthetic theories, and rhe discourse analysis
(that is practiced in this paper). While aesthetic
ideology conveniently bases all j1s judgements

on the manifestation, or the appearance of some
human, supec-human or divine 'essence’, it cen
not 'see', 'edmit’ or 'analysz' its own simple
facrs. It overlooks them - nat visually bug
discursively, not physicelly bur conceprually.
This is only a simple example of the fact that
discursive gaze can indeed be more penetrating
than many a culwred aesthetic appreciation!
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with what we today call aesthetic qualities". The subjectivist idea,

on the cther hand, that "beauty is tn the eyes of the beholder" may
seem 10 be the opposite of this objecrtivist position, but, in fact, in the
second case the universality is retained by subjectivizing it. In other
words, although the individual subject is considered tc be the free
agent of aesthetic judgement, the dominant ideology in society ensures
the reproduction of the univetsalist view in the individual subject.
Paradoxical though this may seem, it is one of the fundamental
features of the aesthetic discourse. While allowing for subjectivism
and relativism (as all un-scientific discourses do} cultural domination
of thé ideas of 'high art', 'universal beauty’, etc. leaves the

individual with a predetermined tool to appreciate designated objects...
We will return 1o this problem a little later. '

One other aspect of the aesthetic discourse is the multiplicity of its
cbjects. Since there is no limit as to the range of objects that can
be beautiful, thus there is no limit to what assthetics can deal wich.
A large variety of objects, products, forms of representation, means
of expression, as well as disciplines and practices are all penetrated
and conditioned by the categories of the aesthetic discourse.

DOMINATION OF THE 'APPEARANCE!

Yer, the most significant and the main characteristic of the aesthetic
discourse is its stress on the appearance, or the 'look' of objects, that
is, on their visible aspects. This is significant as it is the principal
condition of existence of most of the discursive operations that we
are discussing in this paper. It is also significant as it constitutes

one of the bases of the links between artistic and architectural and
urban discourses.

The immediate objects of all artistic, architectural and urban
practices are empirical, physical objects which our senses can react
to. And, most of the artistic and nearly all of the architectural and
urban objects are primatily visual, that is, rthey are seen and looked
at more than heard, touched, or tasted!? While this phenomena may
seem obvious and natural, it holds the key to cur analysis of the
aesthetic question in these fields. It would therefore not be an
oversimplification to say that however much aural and tactile
responses are customarily considered ags the modes of 'aestheric
appreciation’, the visual has always been the dominant mode.

We cannot and need not go into the biological or physiological
reasons of this domination here. Whart is significant is that the
attempt to explain the nature of so—called aesthetic appreciation

by biolcgical or physiological frameworks is like explaining wars by
reference to the presumed aggressive instincts, or properly ownership
by possessive instincts in man. The 'aesthetic appreciation' therefore,
is based mainly on the 'appreciation'l0 of what is visible, that is,

in majority of the cases, the appreciation of the surface, the
outside, or the exterior. While the degree, level and angle of this
dominant mode of looking at objects varies from one art form to
another, and from one 'built form' to another; the mode itself is
present in all of them. This mode of relating 1o the cbjects determines
the way in which those objects are perceived, received and cognized:
In short, the mode of perception in artistic, architecrural and

{most of ) urban practices is visual.

So far, we have tried to identify this basic fact - a fact simple
enough to be 'overlooked' by the aesthetic discourse.ll Once we
identify this simple fact we can then start seeing that the
dominaticn of visual perception could not be sustained or justified
for so long without some extra-sensual frame works to organize the
act of seeing, and to delineate certain 'ways of seeing'. These
frameworks zre cultural, ideological, and in .some instances, political.
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12..This desire is now being challenged by an
equzlly hurried and quastionable desire to see
'Archirecture' as 'Science'. We have discussed

the mature of this desire slsewherer {"Mimarlkeaki

Tarugmalann Statisi‘in M.PULTAR, (ad}:
Mimarlik Bilimleri Kavram ve Seronlar, Ankara:
CMBD, 1978, p, 1-8 (with E.TEYMUR}, and
Knowledge of Knowledpes, Lomdon: Polytechnic
of the South Bank, Design Theory and
Epistemolagy papec, 1978.}.

13, ¢l. for example, "that architecoure, as
the ‘mast public and indeed inescapable of
the ar1s, van have a high therapeutic porential
-subject to certain conditions. The first
condition is that the building must bear the
dizstinceive stanep of a work of arr azs opposed
1o a work of craft. o . The second condition
is that the excitement or emotion must be
expressed: that is, brought up in the first place
1o the consciows level of the artist's own mind,
clarified, and commumcated 1o the specrator
ifi .the proper o the arr,
so that he also is sent on a voyage of
discovery. 1t has always been difficulr for
archirecture, &8s conizasted with painting or
oetry, to moet these critetia of high art. . .
W.S.GLAULDIE  'Architecture and the
Human Condmon'.m H.OSBORNE, {ed):

hetics in the Mod Workld, London
Thames & Hudson, 1966, p. 368-9, {emphasis
arine}.

14. of. MCLUHANM eiplains cthis in *Westemn
Man' by the development of literary wradivion.
He also stresses that since Reneissance
Western.artist perceived his 'envirooment’
primatily in wsua] tetts. (el M.MCLUHAN

& Q.FIORE, The A is the -M
Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1967, p. 41-57)
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What was to be ssen, how, from what point of view, for what purpose
are all determined by certain codes of seeing. These. mechanisms and
conditioning cannot and should not be explained by resorting 1o the
existence of the effects of absolute determinism or legislative
enforcements. It is far more complex than that. For example, even
one of the obvious cultural and ideclogical notions which we take

for granted, namely 'beautiful’, would involve more than a direct
recognition of fact. All cultural units, all worldviews and all individuals
somehow distinguish certain qualities as 'beaurtiful', 'nice', etc. What
is wrong is not only that sensual appreciation is itself a subjective

and relativistic act, but alsc that it has becomeone of the vehicles

of imposing particutar modes of appreciation upon peoples' minds

and deeds. In cther words, that direct psychological fact is often
socially and historically determined. While this involves the questions
of subjectivity vs objectivity, or that of claiming universality for
specifie discourses and qualities (which we have already discussed), it
also involves a fresh understanding of the link between aesthetic and
architectural and urban discourses. As to the effects on discourse

of the domination of the appearance we will deal with that specifically
in the architectyral and urban contexts.

INTRUSION OF THE AESTHETIC PROBLEMATIC THROUGH APPEARANCE .

The link between the aesthetic and architectural and urban discourses
should be sought in two locations: One is the perception which we
have already discussed briefly. The other is the problematic that is
dominant im the aestheric discourse. While both aesthetic and
architectural practices share the similar mode of perception, the
instrusionr of the sesthetic problemartic into the architectural and
urban discourses is a distinct operation on its own. This intrusion is
made possible mainly by the internal desire in the architectural and
urban discourses to see and present 'Architecture! as 'Art'.
'Ordinary' building producrtion has never been seen by the architectural
practice and its discourse as a noteworthy activity of 'aesthetic
significance'. Ordinary buildings are seen neither as 'Architecture’
nor as 'Artistic’. So, there has been no need in the architectural
ideclogy to connect them to the aesthetic question.

Thus, the piviledged status accorded to some buildings has always
been the passport to aesthetic. attention and the basis of yearning
for artistic recognition.*”® As with many other simple facts
conveniently overlocked by the aesthetic discourse, the lack of any
criteria, or the sheer futility of search for one have also been
overlooked. [t never appeared to the aestheticians, or to others
of similar frames of mind, that sciences had no such qualities
(as has already been mentioned above) nor, did it cccur 1o them
that to call some food 'gastronomic', some texts as 'literary' or
some human beings as 'humane' were all highly questionable, and
sciences could not be, and are not, based on such dubious
classifications and value judgements.

Yet, this persistence on a privileged class of objects as 'Artistic
creation of Architecture' has not been solely due to the professional
desire pointed out above. Nor can the tendency to view architectural
and urban objects aesthetically be explained away by the mode of
perception they share.

At the perceptual level it is possible 1o recognise the fact that
certain historic and cultural determinations can be detected in the
domination of the visuazl.14 It is also possible 1o see that the
visual domination of the perception gains further momentum by
the establishment of the appearance, the outside or the external,.
as the prominent aspects of reality. This prominence has many
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15. As stressed repeatedly, 1his is not a
call for ignoring or neglecting building
setudies of various soris, bur 2 eall for
zealising the fact that no amount of
technical/fampiricat studies (which we
already heve enough of} would answer the
questions that designe:s and planners as
well af athers in society keep asking all “the
time. Their questions reflect not only their
concern and willingness to know, bur also
thedr jgnotance of the natore of these
professiots, the nacure of 1heir social,
scienific status, and the natuze of their
education; but also the inherent lack of
conceptual rocls 1o remedy rhar ignorance.
This applies to the majority of archirecrural
and urban researches which srudy isolated
aspects of the buill phenomena withour
ever attempting to define the whole from
which the supposedly 'significant’ problems
are isolated. 'Research’ i3 todey the mosc
urgent subject mattar for cesech in these
areas. Hence, the emphasis in my work on
the architectural knowledge snd architeetural
and urban discourse rather than en roofs or
Foundations?

16. ¢f. BERTOLT BRECHT whe
questioned the ideclogical conwentions
around this particular example in a
wypicaity ucid and sirsighiicaward fashion:
“Who buitt Thebes of the seven gates?
I the bonks you will find 1he names
of kings.
Did the kings haul up the lumps of
rock?
and Babylon, many times demglished
Whe raised it up so many times? In
what hauses
Of gold-glittering Lima did the builders
live ?
e
{From Questions [rom a worke: who
teads", Poems, London: Eyre Methuer,
1976, p. 252.)
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discursive effects. Firstly, it tends to overshadow other equally

{or mote) important aspects of the same reality. Secondly, it sets

up a new ratio between the aspects of that reality. Thirdly, it

makes it easier to ignore, ovetlook or misrepresent that which is

not readily visible. Fourthly, it creates an illusion of abjectivity

by seemingly stressing that 'sverybody' can see what is beauriful,
Fifthly, it is used to justify over-embellishment of appearances

while neglecting the contents. Sixthly, it artificially sets up and
defines the objecr of understanding as the visible aspects of obiects,
and not their complex nature - thus, makes their knowledge difficult.
Finally, and this is directly tvelevant to the central preoccupation

of this paper, prominence given to the appearance encourages
empirical and expetimential modes of analysis as opposed to
theoretical and discursive ones. The whole paper is in fact an
argument in favour of a shift of attention from debates on, and
studies of, buildings (as finished objects) to the practices that
produce them, discourses that conceprualize them, and social relations
that inhabit them.l5 Let us now look at these effects mare closely,
and with particular reference to architectural and urban objects.

EFFECTS OF THE OVER-APPRECIATED AFPPEARANCE

Fistly, to claim {even implicitly} that it is possible to appreciale
the aesthetic (as distinct from the other} qualities of a building
assumes and implies the possibility of having an analytic mode of
perception - a perception that can appreciate each and every
property of physical objects by isolating them from others. Once

this is assumed, it shiould follow that it is possible to distinguish
what is 'aesthetical' from what is social (or, what is technological,
what is cultural, what is financial, etc.). If this line is pursued

it may then follow;

a) that each dimension is observable, extractable, measutable and
referable independent of others, and

b) that the effects of each element over the others is ignorable

for the present purpose of 'appreciation', (hence, {2} is possible),

It then boils down to the presumed possibility that Egyptian pyramids
can be seen purely as geometric configurations, or, as is often
claimed, as the embodiments of 'perfect forms'. What happens
besides the creation of such ‘perfect forms' which 'we all appreciate!
(sic) is then conveniently left to the historians, sociologists or
Egyptologists 10 be concerned with.!

Secondly, if 'zesthetic' is assumed o be property or dimension of
the built-form which emerges at the juncture when zll the diverse
elements, factors, forces etc. are brought together {in drawing and/or
in building), thus, that property or dimesnsidn must be a relational
one. Yet, this relation is not one between physical parts and cheir
properties alone. 1t is a relation which includes non-physical,
non-building, non-spatial, . . . . elements which may or may not

be 'visible', 'beautiful’, etc. Thus, even assuming for a moment the
existence of an aesthetic dimension, the fact that such a dimension
is not reducible to the relations of visible physical forms makes this
dimension either redundant, or dependent upon an” understanding of
the nature and the relations of dther elements. Hence, the vulnerability
of such a discourse to subjectivism, relativism, ideological domination
and sheer ineffectiveness. -

Thizdly, overemphasis on the appearance facilitates the ignerance of
the non-visible or non-formal aspects of buildings and cities. The
prevailing mode of perception dicrates the field of interest. it sets
up elaborate tools of designing and .planning visible objects while
often failing to comprehend, let alone transform, social, economic
and cultural relations in which those visible objects are produced,
distributed and used. In this way the non-formal effects of formal -
design and planning, decisions are conveniently left to take care of
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17. "A building canns1 teach French ar
manmufaciure high-quality 1ypewriters,"
(R.ARNHEIM, : The Dynamics of Architectural
Fotm, Berkeley: U. of California P, 1977,

p. 270}

18, T.MALDONADO, quoted in R.ARNBEIM,
The Dynamics of Archi
U, of Califernia P., 1977, p. 271.)

19. The lact thai '‘human e¢ye' can also
‘sge' realities which the ‘animal eye’ can
not has meaning only in 2 spesial sense, and
does not aliec the limitations of purely
visual perception (if there is such a 'pure’
perception at all). It is no zceident rhat
while Marx in his youth wrote "The eye has
become a human eye, jusl as its object has
become a social, human object - an object
made by man for man. The senses have
therefare become directly in their practice
theareticians" (p. 139) and "The Eorming of
the five senses iz a labour of the entire
hisiory of the world down 10 the presepc”
{p. 141 of The Economic & Philwsophic
Manuscripts of 1844, New York: [ntérn.
Pubt, 1971); in kis later works be wrote
"But all science would be superflucus if the
oulward appearance and the essence of
things dicectly coiogided", {Capial, voi. 3,
London: Lawrence & Wishart, |, 1972,

p. 817}, In this connection it would be
highly rewarding to undersiand the type of
‘perception’ that people like Mewton, Marx,
Freud or Einstein had!

20. that is, non-apparent to the empiricist,
a theorelical, eyes ...

21, Do we nhed nead more John Bergers and
more 'Ways of Seeing's to remind us that
what we ‘see’, for example, in Gainsborough's
‘Mr. and Mrs. Andrews’ is not only the
‘beawtiful' English landscape providing a
‘pleasant' background to Mr. and Mrs.
sandrews {and cheir dog), and not only 2
couple in Nature; but two 'landowners and
their proprietaty actitude' 1o their private
land at a tima when ihe sentence for
poaching was deportation, and sentence for
stealing & potato was public whipping
{ordered by rhe magiszrate who would ofren
be a landowner himself).

[LBERGER, Ways of Seeing, London/
Harmondswerth: BRC/Penguin, 1972, p. 106-8).
For a rare ‘artistic' exposition of Shakespeare
in his histeric and land-owning context, see
the. play Bingo, by E.BOND, London: Eyre
Mechuen, 1974,

22. 1 have discussed the epistemological
mechanisms involved in this 1ype of perception
in Envircnmental Discourse, London: Question
Press, 1982, section on ‘Ignofing and
obscucing problems’, p. 127-8,

al Form, Berkeley:
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themselves, that is, ignored. This attitude is based on the crude
conception of the products of design practice selely as the forms and
shapes of buildings, chairs, kitchen utensils, or office equipment; and
the conception of the result of urban planning and design as the forms
or the geometry of mads, new towns, etc. This attitude conveniently
averlooks the fact that each line drawn represents and delineates
decisions on economic, technological, and ideclogical appropriation. The
lines in design and planning are more social and ideological than
gec:metrical- Similarly, the non-geometric appropriations mentioned
may not necessatily be reflected on the facade of the built objects.
In fact, despite the architectural efforts to do so, even the functions
of most buildings cannot be 'written' into, or 'read’ from their
forms, that is, from their externally visible ¢onfigurations. Functions
are not usually and directly visual in natre.l” And, the merely
external features often represent only an "accidental reazlity neither
born nor developed together with the object."l

As the eye 19 can hatdly 'see’, say, the exploitative, inefficient or
repressive (or, indeed, co-operative, efficient or democratic) ways in
which urban parterns come into existence, or architectural forms

are conceived of and built, the aesthetic attention cannot possibly

be directed at such guestions {not that it should, or it would). Those
nen-apparent<V relations, realities and factors withour which
aesthetic objects could not even exist, (o1, the leisure of appreciating
them could not be afforded)}, could not and would not be the
business of itraditional aesthetic discourse. As a positive adjective,
'aesthetic' is not equipped with the capacity tc qualify the 'ugly'
realities of life-especially when the former constitutes the physical
and conceptual masks over the latter. Among the abundant literature
on aesthetics and history of art this very paradox hardly ever gets

a mention.

Coming back to the urban context, similar 'aesthetic' spectacles
hand-in-hand, or, rather, in front of, the social realities of the
same physical organization are everywhere to be 'seen' - and,
ignored, especially when one has neither the intention nor the tools
of such a seeing: Glitter in cities helping to forget the squatters,
rubbish and misery in urban and rural areas of 'underdeveloped’
countries; the tinted glass on luxury dwelling in Mexico intended
o ‘cut-off' the views of surrounding shanties more than the effects
of sunlight; or billboards and neon-lights in 'free’ econcmies
ag\rertisingzgigh life and covering up the high-rise slums behind
them, . .

Fourthly, the inherent immediacy of the external appearance makes
it possible for the dominant ideology to claim the existence of a
'universal aesthetics'. It achieves this by further emphasizing the
'visible' aspects of the objects it produces, owns and uses. One of
the many mechanisms and reasons for the sucsess of this operation
is the possibilities of each (especially architectural and urban) object
in the way in which it lends itself to differential appropriation. [n
other words, each aspect of buildings and towns is appropriated
differently and from different positions. A building may be used by
some from inside, and 'appreciated’ by others from outside. This
is true for aesthetically valued buildings, and only as far as the
aesthetic discourse goes. As has already been suggested, that
discourse deals only with some privileged class of objects - be they
buildings, paintings, sculptures or music.

Whereas in reality there is a constant correspondence between the
class natures of the patterns of ownership and those of appropriation;
it is less so at the level of ideology, ideas and discourse. Instead,
there are often displacements: Buildings which are built by the

labour and the surplus of those who are excluded from their use

are occasionally given the 'right' to appreciate them as the best
examples of civilization, or of 'national heritage'. They visirt,
photograph, and be 'touched' by such objects withour hardly 'seeing' J."
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23. In fact, many bulldings, such as 'starely’
hamesz, are opened to the public only when
their owners wanl to cover pact of the
maintenance coat by enmtry charges; or when
they wane 1o teduce their raxes, or, often
they acquire better accommedation elsowhere,
How else would a "PRIVATE PROPERTY™
sign be replaced by "HISTORIC MONUMENT",
or the ferocious “GUARD DOG" symbal by
that of "NATIONAL TRUST"?, . .

24, Thete ia no need bhete 1o go inte the
varipus ways and means through which tastes,
habirz, poines of view, are formed; by
education, by the media, by markering
1echnigues, etc. These processes of 'culiaral
formation hold significant keys to the
distoried conception of society, profession,
democracy, etc, A popular cliche like “what
people want” can only be put in ity proper
conrext when not only what is wanred by
‘people’, but alsu how it is wanted and by
whom are critically analysed. Can such an
analysiz be done by reference to the visual
perception of non-visval realities?

25. [ assume it goes withour saying that not
all expacries, criticism, education, etg. would

be of squal valus, or would be degirable as they

are _ . . But thiz is another problem which we
bave no space here 10 deal with,
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the exploitative social relations which made them possible - even
when the visitors themselves are parties to those relations.23 It

must be said immediately that the criticism developed here does not
rule out the possibility that a general, non-class and non-specialist
pleasure may indeed be the effect of certain built objects on certain
people. This, however, confirms, rather than contradicts, our argument
that the forms have ideological effects far more stronger than rhey
may at first appear; and the domination of visual perception is the
basis, rather than the result, of these uncritical appreciation of the
built objects - objects which often represent power, domination,
exploitation, and anti-social consumption.

At this point, a general question arises: How, precisely, is it that

the aesthetic problematic is shared by people of different, even
opposite, interests on the same objects? The question can only be
posed and discussed on the condition that ideas, perception, points

of view, etc. are not seen as formed by the simple will of the individual
Such questions cannot be tackled with reference to the individual
perceiver, visitor, client, user, ete. The reality is represented t¢ the
individual within certain ideologies which are produced and reproduced
under complex social conditions. The ideas and ideologies so fgrmed
ate transmitted by institutional, physical and discursive means." In
the process, howevet, several significant effects on a large numbet

of domains are produced.

One of these effects is cbviously on the conception of the 'beautiful'.
The aesthetic discourse identifies and legitimizes as universal the
concept of 'beauty' which is a concept far from having a universal
content. Thus,

a) it excludes whole classes of objects from the category of
‘heautiful', and from the concern of aesthetic (e.g. all 'ordinary'
buildings where most people live and work),

b) rhis exclusion is reinforced by another, physical, exclusion of
the same people from access, contrel or use of certain buildings,

¢) conceptual and physical exclusion of 'ordinary' buildings is
compounded by an exclusion from the-field of academic artention
the problems of ‘ordinary' people and 'ordinary buildings'. Thus,
necessary expertise, criticism, education, historiography, theory,
etc. are denied to these classes of people and a:)bject..'%.z,5 While this
may save them f[rom discursive distortions (a negative advantages),
any positive contributions that could be made in those areas are
also precluded. Mediocre solutions, backward technology, minimum
elaborations, and second rate treatment are seen to be sufficient for
them. Most important of all, however, is the fact that as undefined
problems, they are not considered as problems. Problems (however
much they may exert themselves in physical terms) can be acted
upon only when they are seen as problems.

These modes of exclusion in the fields of architectural and urban
ptactices imply two major effects:

1. What is presented to be physically universal in fact is so often
at a discursive level only,

2. However much the claims and counter-claims of universality are
expressed within discourses, their primary conditions and reasons
of existence are in fact at non-discursive domains and relations.

Fifthly, the prominence given t¢c appearance in perception and
discourse becomes instrumental in the unbalanced treatment of
many aspects of the objects in question. Over-embellishment of the
facade may, for example, mask under articulation of the interior.
The 'beauty' of the outside may cover-up the physicdl and social
‘ugliness* contained behind or inside it (as has already been shown
above). Particular use of materials, or expenditure reserved for the
exterior may be inconsistent with those accorded to the interior.
In this way, ‘images' of cities are formed more by reference 10
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26. cf. M.ROSENTHAL and P.YUDIM (eds),
A Dictionary of Philcsophy, Moscow: Progress
Fubl., 1967, p. 9. X

7. M.H.DOSAN, 100 Soruda Esterik, Istanbul:

Gergek yaymnlar, 1973, p. 8 ; or RLSAW amd
H.OSBORNE, 'Aesthetics as a Branch of
Philosaphy', in H.OSBORNE {ed}, Aesthetics
in the Modern World, London: Thumas &
Hudson, 1968, p. 9.

what is seen {and shown) than to what they are. Sensual reactions
are preferred to scientific analysis of the Formations, functions,

elements and relations that make up those wholes we call fcities'.
As a result, rather than scientific knowledge enriching the popular’
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awareness, touristic perception dominates many ‘'academic' approaches.

KNOWLEDGE OR APPRECIATION

This brings us to the central concern of this paper, namely, to the

epistemological status of the discourse on the aesthetic aspects of

architectural and ourban form. Such an analysis involves

"~ the status of the concept of 'aesthetics',

~ the status of the concepts in aesthetic dlscourses,

- the natwre of the aesthetic mechanisms (e.g. appre<:1at10n, creatlon,

perception, cognition, etc.),
- the specific relations between the discourse on archirectural and

. urban aesthetics and the architectural and urban practices.

We have already briefly discussed at the beginning the nature of
the term 'aesthetics', and it is not the cbjective of this paper to
enter into an extensive debate on this question. What can be added
to what has already been said is that ‘*aesthetics' has often been
assumed to accompary 'ethics' in classical philosophical tradition
as the two related aspects of "man's relation ro reality."26

It is often suggested that ethics is concerned with the 'good’,
logic with the 'truth', and zesthetics with the 'beauty'.

What concerns us here is precisely the nature of the unity that the
term 'aesthetics’, its derivatives, its various interpretations and its
use, constitute - a unity which we call 'aesthetic discourse'. This
concern is more a result of necessity than of choice. Without
understanding the nature of the discourse it is not possible to
understand how that term and its conceptual contents operate in
several practices so effectively.

The key to the undoing of this unity Is in the question of the type
of relationship to reality that aesthetic appreciation represents.
Reality (or, the real) is approached, appropriaied, responded or
related to, in a variety of ways. We feel, sense, appreciate, know,. .
the real in the course of, and by means of, the primary
appropriations, namely the production and consumption of the

real. Different human activities require different condirions, different
tocls, different types of efforts. This is partly due to the nature

of -the object dealt with, and partly to other conjunctural

conditions.

From these abstract. and general observations we can come to our

. matn concern, and pose a series.of questions:
* a) what type of appropriation does the aesthetic apprecuat:on

represent?

b) whether it is the most suirable available mode of appropriating
the objects in question? '

¢) what does it produce as a .result?

Before attempting to answer these questions, a general statement
must be made regarding the context, that is, the context wirhin
which the aesthetic appropriation takes place and is (somehow)
conceived of. As our discussions so far would already have indicated,

. we see the context of all acrivities, producrion, discourses, ideas,

etc. as a complex whole called 'social formation'.(or, as commonly

“called, 'society'). In such a context, special parts and problems

of the complex whole are dealt with by special 'practices' such as
ECOROmIc, pclmcal sciéntific, -architectural, oi aesthetic, practices.
These practlces deal (or, assume - ‘themselves to be dealing) ‘with
their objects in different ways, by different tools, dnd at varying
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degrees of effectivity. In other words, if we relate this concept
tc the 'modes-of appropriation' alrea,dy mentioned, these social
pracuces Irepresent and are constituted by, different modes of

- appropnatmg ‘the real - through production, education, construction,
" expréssion, or on land marenals, money, labour, knowledge,
information, . . .

The nearest two modes of appropriation as far as artistic and
architectural "practices are concerned are "appreciating® and
"knowing’. Both, however, are also seen as different modes of
understanding reahty The aesthetic activity (or practice} is
traditionally concerned: with appreciating special classes of phenomena
or objects which different frameworks define differently in different
historic periods: the deity, the nature, the 'works of art', etc.
Philosophical, mystic, theoretical and scientific practices on the
other ‘hand, have claimed.from. time tc time w be the sole sources,
producers, or purveyors of 'truth' which they alternately and
confusingly, called 'wisdom', 'understanding', 'knowledge', etc.

The effects of these claims on our present subject-matter can be
seen in the set of specific confusions regarding:

1. the claim by the aesthetic discourse to 'knowledge' and
'understanding’ through the act of apprec:auon'

2. the claim by the artistic practices to the 'creation' of ongmal
ob]ects new visions or skilful representations,

3. the question of whether scientific practices and their methods
are useful or relevant to the acts of ‘creation' and 'appropnatlon'
as understood by arnsnc practices.

Once again, these questlons involve so many additional and complex
issues {guch as 'creation') that we have to see these guestions as
the locations of serious problems, and leave their detailed treatment
to another accasion. As far as they concern our present analysis,"
however, we have to discuss some of the issues briefly.

First of all, these claims cannot be answered from a point of view
which accepts their terms of reference and their 'problematics’',
The very terms of "Ait', 'Knowledge', 'Creation', 'Science’,
tAppreciation' are full of multiple definitions, connotations and
misunderstandings. For example, although dlfferent dlSO-lpllnES,
discourses and -practices all .claims to possess, produce or handle
tknowledge’, they all mean different things by it. Aesthetic discourse
+is no exception to this. It has often been argued whether 'art’
. (whatever is meant by it) constitutes a form of knowledge, whether
28, cf. L.AREID, Art, Truth and Reality', ‘tart' is knowledge RerC.
in H.QSBORNE [ed), Asathetics in the Modem
:";’f_’a'g’m“’” Thomes & Hudson, (568, . Briefly, the problem is that the word 'knowledge' that most of
' : these discussions employ mean (for them) 'insjght', 'wisdom',
tinformation', ‘understanding', "know-how', 'skill', . . . often ar
one and the same time. Yet, these all ar’e teal bur distinct phenomena,
and are the objects ok distinct practices. For example, sciences
deal with knowledge, craft and industrial productions (especially the
pre-electronic ones) apetate -with know-how and skill, and theoretical
practice produces theories, concepts and understandmg. Hence, the
" near futility of engaging in a debate 'on the three questions raised
" above without defining the term at the outset.

Knowledge, as undestood in this paper,-is the product of a cognitive
process on Specific objects. This process tequires the use of ‘tools’
such as theories, concepts, measuring mstruments, experimentation,
et¢c. Thus, the production of knowledge involves not only_empirical,

29, The *empirical’ is not, as is often assumed, but also, and often predominantly, theoretical processes. 2% When

the opposite of 'theoretical’, but is a dilfamm
form of approaching teality. There is neither communicated and distributed, knowledge becomes a material force,

purely empirical, nor purely theoretical analysis. and contributes to the productlon of phy‘smal and non-physical

_ E;;:ﬂlﬂ:ﬂof 32‘&&2?12;‘:??: :;ilgﬂen phenomena (e.g. food, bulldmgs socjal organisations, other knowledges).
pripoehes L ibanease dmlo: in the course In the process, however, it becomes part of the mental outfit of

0§ workmig i:n;band through the undesstending.  the people who in various ways get in contact with it. It also becomes
of, empirical objects. Spower' when placed in institutional framewotks. Consequently, the
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30. In this connection, the 'pleasuie may be
seen ag the elfecty, "aesthetic elfect' ol
vhis intersection. (cf, NHADJINICOLAOU,
Art History amd Clays Struggle, Lundon :
Pluts, 1978, p. 182.) On the assumprion that
the ‘distinguishing fealure of ary is that

it produces acsthetie experience', and that
“this delinition concenteates on the effect
a work of arl has oo the recipien”, see
W.TATARKIEWICZ, 'What is Art? The
Froblen of Definition New?, in The British
Jounal of Aesthetics, Vol. Ll, n, 2, 1971,
p. 144,

3. We are aware of the epistemological
problems associated with the subject-object
structere, As siressed above, this is a
siatement made for the expiessed purpose
of demostraring what ix being criticized,
and as such, should not be taken to be our
pusition,

P IR

32. On the specific case of lirerary effects in
the midst of the effects of other ideological
effects, ses P.MACHEREY, & E.BALIBAR,
‘Literature 8s an Idsological Farm’, in The
Oxford Literary Review, vol. 3 n, 1, 1978,

p. 31

33. & Tuckish proverb expreszes this more
precisely than many a theoretical analysis:
“The sheep iz afrer its lfe, the bureher iis
meat", Wo have dealt with this very problem,
that is, the differential conceptualization of
thousing question' in anather paper: "Konut
Sorununun Kaviepmas) Sorunut, {The Questian
of '"Housing Question'), in Mimarhk, vol. 16,
o 3, 1978, ¢ 19-22. (with E-TEYMUR].

constitution of people's world outlook, their tastes, interests, the
range of their selective perceprion, power of cbservation, capacity for
analysis, etc. are all affecred, enlarged, changed, . . . by new
cognitive inputs. Thus, neither of these capacities, interests and
tastes can be pure capacities, pure interests, or pure tastes.
Similarly, there can be pure perception, pure appreciation, and we
will argue further, no pure aesthetics. Our knowledge of the reality

-(i.e. social, physical, professional, ideological) is therefore bound

to be at work when we perceive, feel, appreciate, evaluate, and
react 10, that reality. It is not possible to draw a line between these
forms although it is possible to distinguish their mechanisms, objects
and effects.

So far, we have argued againsi opposing the act of 'knowing' to

that of 'perceiving'. Yet, it is not only the knowledge (in the sense
of scientific and theoretical knowledge}, but also other modes of
making sense of the reality that affect the perception and -
appreciation of built objects. We. will come back to the specific
problems of the built reality in & moment. At a general level, people
experience the world through, and within certain systems of ideas
about reality as well as about themselves. These systems we call
'ideologies'. Having already used this concept several times in earlier
parts of the paper, we may continue our discussion without attempting
to tackle the question of 'ideology' in general.

A preliminary, if deliberately provocative, statement we can make
is this: [[ subjective perception /s (o be taken as the primary
source of evaluating built objects, then it must be accepted that
that mode of perception takes place at the intersection of the
respective ideclogical positions,®0 of the subject that is perceiving,
and of the built object that is perceived.3l If we accept that
ideologies are the particular ways of seeing, experiencing and
apptopriating the world, the ideclogy which operates in the production
of the built objects, and that which determines the individual's.
perception of them may represent displacements, that is, they may
not olways correspond and overlap with each other. They may even
belang to different sccial formations, different classes, different
sub-cultures, and different systems of representations. Their

- economic/technological determinants may also invelve various

displaced and uneven properties {e.g. the transfer of technology,

the spread of fashions and styles, the imitation of appearances .
without having the appropriate functions, etc.). Accordingly, the
effect of cach mode of perception, each ideclogy and each domain
inserts itself into the others as in fact they all exist in the complex
unity of social existence.”¢ This is because there are always more
than one jdeclogical system in any given social formation, and, '

additionally 'the ideological' in 'the builr form' and that in the

“individual's perception may not necessarily be of the same order.

One may be dominated by economic interest or political domination,

- while the other by national, local, religious, etc. motives. Each -

built object, types of buildings or related procblems may be defined
differently by differenr groups. For example, so-called "housing
problem’ is not the same ‘problem' for a_tenant, for an architect,

for a contractor or for a building worker.3

In the case of the ideology of the subject, it is a framework with
which the 'subject' sees, experiences, lives, and reacts to his/her -
life and to zll that s/he comes. into contact with. In the case of
the ideology of the built object, however, it is one that is more
complex than it may first appear. It is not only the ideology that
functions in the production process of the object, but also how it .
is presently situated within the ideological status-quo. This is the
central epistemological problem of architectural historiography
which the latter is hardly aware: of. The ideology that goes into the
making of the built object-may be -identified with respect to the .

B9
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34, Hence, not "creared",'creation® and
‘cieativity' are the most commonly used
terms in antistic disgourse, and carry with
them all mystilicevions regarding the way
in which artistic works come inle existence.
Without going into this specific problem, |
propose the term *producrtion’ to be moce
appropriate for reasons implicit in the maia

A 1

theves of this paper.

35. Among many exemples in architectural
discourse te this approach twa most recant
arguments are in C.JENCKS, The Language

of Post-Modem Archicecturs, London: Acedemy,
1977, and A.RAPOPORT, Human Aspects of
Urban Form , Oxford: Pergamon, 1977,
especially p. 325-333.

16, H.TEYMUR, *Mimarlik Dilinin Mimarisi®,
in MPULTAR {ed), Cevre, Yap:, Tasanum,
Ankara: GMBD, 1979, p. 7-25.

37. 0t is therefore no accldent thar in
Jencks' book aleeady mentionad, there are
cnby about a duzen plans while there are ower
twe bundred photographs of exteriors.

38. This is particularly so in specifically
assthetic approaches which, as C.Morris
stressed, exhibits & one-sided emphasis nn nne
of the semiotic dimensions only. {'Esthetics
and the Theory of Signs', in J- of Unified -
Scisnce, vol. &, 1939, p. 149, mentioned and
discussed in Motberg-Scholz, C., Tntentions

in Archi ure, OUslofL

Allen and Unwin, 1963, p. 73)
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particular mode of production in which buildings are produced.34 The
larzer ideology, ive. that of status—quo, on the other hand, can be

‘identified by analysing the present social formation and mode of
‘production, and the specific structure of the classes, grou

and strata
for. whom specific buildings or cities represent ideclogical/ecenomic/
political entities, functions or social relation. Yet the *past' as far

as architectura! products are concerned, is nothing more than an
imaginary reconstruction of (&) the social and cuitural context, and

-(b) the assumed original of buildings when they were first builz.

Therefore, what in fact is done in the name of history of architecture
and urbanism ‘is the application of the present conceptions on what
remains of buildings and cities in their present conditions.

In the case of contemporary criticism, on the other hand, different
subjectivisms, different ideclogies and different conceptions are
called upon to view built objects from different angles, emphasising
their different aspects, atriving at different interpretations.
'Aesthetic' ‘point(s) of view play a major part in this chaotic

state of affairs. Yer, it is quite unlikely that such a widespread
subjectivistn and relativism inherent in the appearance-based
aesthetic perception can be transcended without transcending the
aesthetic problematic itself. The limitations of atchitectural and
urban aesthetics and that of histories based on such a framework
are defined between two extremes of equal impossibility: subjectivism
based on the primacy of the subject and positivist/empiricist
scientism based on the primacy of isolated facts. Appearance makes
both extremes possible, but cannot enable them to provide us with
the knowledge of the nawre of the objects in their full context
and complexity. ' ,

This long ‘detour on the ideology of the built objects-as the latter

is reproduced in architectural and urban historiography brings us

to yet anothér theoretical scene, namely, to the récent atrempts to
analyse the built objects in linguistic terms. This approach presumes

& similarity between language and the built forms, and tries to

'read! the latter as 'texts', 'sign-Systems', or 'forms of
communication' 35 As this whole question of language and architecture
is dealt with in other papers 1 will not discuss it further.

What is ditectly relevant to our present investigation, however, is
the way in which this petvasive architectural and urban analogy
takes its support directly from the zppearance-based perception of

-the built gbjects. They invariably take the outsides of buildings as

the embodiment of linguistic metaphors, symbolic meanings or
intentions. Even when they seem to be concerned with the interiors
they 'do that only superficially or marginally, and giake plans as the

- vehicles of reading as they do the exterior views.

This whole approach conceptualizes built’ objects as finished,
isolated, well-defined, or at least, definable objects. It sees them

primarily as cultural objects and designed products. In other words,

the inherent complexity of these objects is reduced to the semiotic
complexity of them as sign-systems. Often, even the latter is
reduced to its most basic %lements. That way, simplistic analogies
become even more easier.38 Thig shift of amphasis, shift of object,
and shift of point of view, together with the inevitable shift of
disciplinary framework keeps producing elaborate arguments which
are generally inadequate to explain the way in which those objects
ate shapad, produced, distributed, used, perceived, known and
represented in reality. .

Now, from the dominarion of appearance in aesthetic discourse to
the specific effects of subjective perception lie some of the basic
components. of architectural and urban practices. In a way, these
practices are up against the realities of their own modes of
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39. To use an analogy, this is as accorace an
approach to reality as, say assessing the
abilities of a presidential candidate by his
lopks!

a0, cf. [ar example, the work of Cambridge
Centre for Envirommental Studies.

41. | developed this concaption of *discourse',
which is specifically applicable to visual arts,
buildings and urban forms, mass media and
ronaumer images, in Envitonmental Discourse,
Londen; Question Press, 1982, The peneral
concepr of ‘discourse’ that ks in use today
awes its existence 1o a small group of French
writers aod in particular o Michel Fougault
whe in kis pumerpus studies has drawn our
attention not only to discourse as a linguistic/
culcuralfphilosophical newwork of sratements,
but alsc its central jole in the institutional
appropriation of knowledge as power.

appropriation. The obvious complexity of the present analysis is
due, in po small measure, 10 an awareness of these fundamental
problems — problems the existence of which has never been
adequately realised. We will therefore rry o expand and end this
analysis by approaching the built reality from yet another
important problem area: the relationship between the perception,
discourse, knowledge and the process of producing buildings.

Even ar 'purely’ physical level, building(s) have plans and
sections as much they have elevations - each form representing
different aspects of the same obhjects. To view, 'appreciate',
classify, criticize, study, preserve, demolish, . . . buildings on
the basis of their exiernal looks alone is not only a rorally
incomplete, but also inappropriate, unjustifiable, and in the
context of our present discussion, necessarily a-theoretical
approach to & concrete phenomens.

To repeat what has already been stressed earlier, there is no
intention here to 'van' {1) visual perception, or to dismiss the
fact that we all 'feel’, react to, like or dislike, buildings. Yert,
what is at stake is the way in which buildings and cities are
perceived, conceived and evaluated beyond this limited individual
ievel. It is the contention of this paper to shift the attention
from the visual, to the whole, existence of the built reality and,
not only of the 'built form'. Even the term 'form' symptomizes
the problem at a discursive level. While whar is meant with
'built form' may well be the whole of buildings or cities, the
unfortunate metaphor of form/content would inevitably influence
the reception of the term as implying the physical/visual/external
‘form'. While recent rigorous swdies of the "huilt form' in terms
of their syntax, structure, etc. transcend the effects of the form/
content metaphor and those of the domination of the external,
they are still biased towards the purely physical, and do nrot go
far enough 1o cover the non—physical, or non-building components
of the built-form.#0 That is why the provisional terms 'built
reality', and 'built object' are preferred here.

It is also here that another diversion is necessary: If the term
‘built form' has so many problems, are they the problems of the
same order as those found in the domination of the visual? In
the terms introduced at the very begimning, are these problems
‘epistemological’ or 'substantive'? To use a different set of
terms, while the term, its use, its references and its effects
constityte a problem of discourse, the domination of the visual
is a problem of perception. This distinction does not, of course,
imply a seperation of these two problems.

The problem of discourse imvolves one that is 1o do with the
nature of statements. Discourse is a formation, or a practice.

It is the totality of all statements {verbal or otherwise) on
specific, discursive, objects. It is not reducible to language, or
derivable from j1. The discourse involves various non-linguistic
modes of expression such as graphic, visual, even mathematical.4

The relationship between discourse and petception lies in the
fact that discourse refers to objects, phenomena and relations
which we perceive, cognise, recognise, represent, talk about as
well as build, produce, own, buy, sell, and live in. Yet this
relationship is not only one of representation. Discourse does not
simply and only convey the perceived cognized. . . built, lived in. . .
objects, The relationship is a complex, mutgally determined, one.
What is perceived is done so on the background of socially
transmitted and reproduced sets of discursive formations. The
process of perception, on the other hand, is only ome out of
several processes that make up the cognitive function {or the
process of cognition). The cognitive process and knowing should
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.42 The menta] development of wman begins
when he ceases to be confined 1o mere

- sensary perceiving, and stacts o regard
perceived reality as a given material which
has to ba elaboraied, processed and.
transmitted in conformity with the demand
of this understanding™ (K.FIEDLER, Uber
den Ursprung der Kunzclerizchen Tartigkein,
1887, p. 216, {quoted in M.PEDRC, The
Manifnkt in Perception, Onford: Oxfosd U.P,,
1972, p. 112}

43, It may be asked bow something thar is
ignored can be past of a2 discourse. I ia
becruse discourses are constitoted not only
by the presence of siatements, concepls or
protlems, bur, also, by the absente of them.

44, On this, cf. NTEYMUR, Questioning

the Terens of our Discourse: 'Architecture’

and 'Development'?' {(paper presented 10 the
13.World Congress of the UlA, Mexico, 1978),
{Revised Turkish version: 'Kavramlanma
Dikkat', Mimarhk, vol. 18, no.1, 1980, p. 10-13.)

N. TEYMUR

therefore never be reduced to sensory perception alone.42

Without going into the field of complex and controversial views

on cogniticn {on which the author is not an expert) it would be
possible to suggest (without necessarily adhering to a single

school of thought) that the close relationship between experience,
language, thought, cognition and social practice makes it

imperative to insist.on the relationship between discourse and
perception. For this putpose, however, discourse should in no way
be reduced to language, and it is equally necessary to see perception
in a cognitive context, The way man 'sees', 'perceives', 'conceives',
'feels', 'judges’, 'remembers' and 'knows' objects is inseparably
comnected with, and largely dependent upon, the categories, the
linguistic and symbolie structures, the concepts and the problematics
that must exist within some sorc of discursive fields. Thus, there
is no kpowledge independent of discourse which operate in the
fields concerned. There is also no discourse which does not carry
the signification that have cognitive and perceptual origins. On the
basis of these arguments we may now go back to the initial
questions, namely, (a) the nature of understanding and knowing the
built objects; and (b} the domination of the visual in their (alleged)
understanding and konowing within the aesthetic discourse.

In the case of architectural and urban objects, it is the
‘architectural discourse' that enables, and carries with it, the
elements and the conditions of understanding these objects. The
architectural discourse is the field of possibilities, impossibilities,
ranges and limitations of perceiving the architectural reality.
Psychological responses or sociological articulations are In no way
excluded from this field. in fact, they can best be observed and
analysed in relation to the discourse within which. theg are expressed,
understood, qualified, classified, distorted or ignored.4

These effects invoke a question which we must pose and briefly
answer here:

IF the architectural discourse is such a powetful and pervasive factor
in the field of built reality, then, is it supposed to be the correct
field, or the only legitimate frame of reference? The answer is, not
at all. A discourse may neither be 'correct' or 'incorrect' as a
whole. It contains correct/incorrect, precise/imprecise, factual/
imaginary, scientific/un-scientific . . . significations of all sorts on

_a specific object, or set of objects. The architectural discourse is

in fact such a discourse. It is largely constituted by experiential,
cultural, subjective, quasi-technical, quasi-astistic, ‘quasi-sociological,
moralistic, and invariably vague and relativistic statemg&ts primarily on
an gbject, 'Architecture’, which is not even definable.™ It is shared

by non-professionel as well as professional people. It may be
jargon-tidden in one instance, but poetic, metaphoric, artistic in
another. It is in a discourse within which -the whole range of phenomena
and object{s) ('Architecture’, 'Built form', 'Environment’, 'Space'....)
are referred to, communicated, described, raught, and conceived. . .

ARCHITECTURAL DISCOURSE, ARCHITECTURAL KNOWLEDGE AND
AESTHETIC DISCOURSE ON THE "BUILT REALITY™

Now, all these diversions and detailed arguments that we had to
make should prompt the central question in the present context:
What is the knowledge of the 'built form' the knowledge of? The
answer inevitably lies in summarizing the above discussions:

If the architectural and urban perception is that of the visual and

the apparent, if the discourse which provides the conceptual backpround
to such a perception is primarily concerned with physical forms as

they are 'seen', and if what is assumed to be the architectural
knowledge is not knowledge in the scientific sense, then the :
'knowledge’ of the 'built form' is bound to be nothing but the (assumed)
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45, of. NTEYMUR, Knowledpe of
Knowbledges, Londen: Polyiechaic of 1he South
Bank, Design Theary & Epistemology paper,
1978, On the conmmissance/sawnir

distinction see MFOUCAULT, Archaclogy
of Knowledge, London: Tavisteck, 1972,

p. 15 0, Ch. 4, ete.

46, ef. ". . . Fidler’'s view of the value of
visual art that v iz knowledge by acquainianee,
or more acgurately knowledge by virtue of
experiencing the farmation or ordering."
{M.PADRO, The Manifeld in Percoption,
Oxlord: Oxford UP., 1972, p.01%)

47, N.HADNNICOLAOU, Are History and
Class Struggle, Loaden: Pluig, 1978, p. 147,

48, ABAUMGARTEN, Aesthetica, 1750,
fquoted in A.ZI3, Foundations of Marxist
Aesthetics, Moskow: Progress, 1977, p. 11)

49, cf. "Object as seen yields distoction.

- Object as koown precludes distortion™
(MMCLUHAN and H.PARKER, Through
the Vanishing Point, New York: Harper,
1969, p. 93).
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'knowledge' of the ideologically given, visually perceived and
subjectively evaluated aspects of the built realiry.

It is no accident then that it is nearly impossible to 'extract' the
theoretical and analytical knowledge of the built cbjects from the
dominant architectural discourse. It is also ne accident that so-called
‘architectural’, 'urban' or 'environmental' problems are constantly
talked about with neither any definition nor procedure, let alone
solutions. What presently exists as 'architectural knowledge' is a set

.of intuitive, professional, ideological and experiential information

blended with some technical and historical inputs, 'Architectural .
knowledge' is more a know~how (savoir) than knowledge (comnaissance},*:
more speculative than theoretical. 1t involves more the exercise of

skills, execution of preferences, repetition of earlier forms, choosing

of configurations, and typification of existing buildings than a rigorous
and analytic understanding of the complex technical, social, visual,. . .
aspects of building as a concrete, social, product

Thus, the architectural discourse and the present architectural
knowledge are readily vulnerable to the intrusions of aesthetic discourse
which may represent attractive possibilities for analogy, but they

also tepresent a different type of appropriating a different realiry.
There is no need to repeat what we have already stressed several
times. The aesthetic/artistic mode of 'knowing', if it is at all
'knowing', is an experiential, subjective, emotional one 46 and is
capable of apprehending eonly the surface of the built reality, and
occasionally its metaphorical or symbolic aspects. "Visual ideology, with
its double aspects of comprehension - misapprehension and illusion-
allusion to reality, bears no relation to the scientific knowledge of

this reality."4? Aesthertics, if defined as the study of "knowliedge
through sensations"48 should pertain more to the objects as seen

(and, primarily as seen) than to objects which need to be known

(and, primarily known).%?

The funcrion of knowledge that this paper calls for is not, therefore
supposed to reproduce the sensory, visual, illusory, metaphorical and
subjective reactions of individuals to the facades of (beautiful)
buildings, or cities. With due respect to (and deep interest in) the
visual arts I must admit that the understanding, that the artistic
products give us is necessary, useful, and pleasing in their own ways.
They may help us to 'see’ things in a way we would not be able to
without them. Yet, they are not the tools of knowledge, as, say,
scientific theories are, and are not the best mediums of interpretation
or action. They cannot, in short, provide the epistemological model
that we need in understanding urban reality.

The task it hand is therefore

a) an understanding of the nature of existing ‘architectural knowledge’
as briefly described in this paper, and

b) a transformation of at least part of it so as 1o equip it with

the tools of understanding the building process as a whole.

Now, all these may seem to have gone too far away from the
question of zesthetics. Yet, in fact, we have just established & basis
on which we can start understanding the question irself.

First of all, it is inevitable that in the absence of a rigorous and
analytic understanding of the built reality, that reality will be
conceived of as that which is given in the existing discourse, and
in the existing modes of perception. Therefore, the object of that
discourse is seen as the real object, and in our case, as the builr
reality. This displacement is a significant one. Discourses not only
represent but alsc misrepresent the reality. The reality defined in
certain discourses only partly corresponds to the reality as observed
and defined within scientific frameworks. This is not to say that
there is necessarily a single, essential, 'Reality' {or '"Truth’ as
philosophy keeps referring to), or that it would be understood
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perfectly if it were not for the effects of the architectural
discotrse. What is suggested here is that we still do not have what
can be described as the knowledge of the built reality (as has just
been called for). Therefore, the existing 'knowledges', 'ideas’,

views', 'tastes', 'styles', . . . are all the products of ages-old

{mis}conceptions of architectural discouwrse and ideoclogy.

As with all discourse, the conceptions cannot be changed at the
level of discourse alone. Conceptions and discourses themselves are
the products of social practices, and although there is no direct
causal relationship between concepts and social changes, and
althouph there is always bound to be some displacements, it is

not an excuse for not striving to understand concrete reality better.

SOME CONCLUSIONS

The conclusion of the arguments in this paper is that the
understanding of the built reality requires a transformation of the
present modes of perception based on the visual and the apparent.
Appearance is not the whole of the reality, and an understanding

of that reality cannot be achieved at the level of appedrances alone.

It is here that the question of aesthetic aspect of the built reality

can be dissolved, if not solved. This dissolution does in no way
ignore the differences in visual properties, or, the differences in the
feelings that buildings invoke in people. It simply poses the question
of understanding first, and then attempts to redefine thart of
aesthetics.

This is the only way to avoid the closed circle constitured by the
aesthetic discourse. Once this circle, its terms of reference and

its modes of argument are used, there can be no escape from
producing just one more atgument on aesthetics. And, it is usually
through such a closed circle that we keep inheriting all the
unresolved problems of art, aesthetics {or, was it the 'science of
aesthetics'?1). . . And, as has been briefly demonstrated, this is
the mechanism by which the whele of the built reality is
constantly reduced, confused, trivialized, 'aesthericized', idealized,
distorted and, in short, made unknowable. There is therefore
nothing mote urgent than saying "Thank you, we've already had
encugh of arguments on how buildings and works of art effect
observers, how they look 'beautiful', and how they reflect or
symbolize this or that. [t is now rtime to see to it that a
theoretical understanding should start transforming and dominating
(if nct totally replacing) this sort of appearance - based conception
on the ona hand, and the fragmented, technical piecemeal conceptions
of parts, Functions and details of buildings on the other."

This may then pave the way towards giving effective answers to the
questions of o

~ the adequacy of aesthetic discourse and its claimed 'knowledge’
{(i.e. appreciatien) to the understanding of architectural and urban
phenomena,

- the adequacy of the perception of appearance to the understanding
of the non-apparent,

- the adequacy of the 'knowledge' as used by the huilding
practitioners (designers, builders, educators, etc.) to the task of
producing and understanding the built reality itself.

This constant and repetitive stress on understanding and knowing
reflects a comprehensive, serious and vital concern, rather than g
personal indulgence. It reflects a concern with the not-so-good
record of archirectural and urban professions, their institutions,
their theoreticians and educations in understanding themselves and
their objects. So-called 'environment' cannot be handled by
academicized versions of rouristic points of view on privileged
buildings, or photographic appreciations of exciting spaces. Artificial
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boundaries, hastily borrowed frameworks, value-judgements, iastes
and visual preferences that dominate the architectural and urban
discourses throw not only serious doubts over what they say
(especially regarding their claim to scientificity), but also to the
very effectivity of what they do from day to day.

ESTETIGIN ESTETIGI
Mimarhk ve kentsel sGylemlerde esterik sorunu {izerine

OZET

Ozellikle sanat datlarninda kullamlagelen 'estetik’, 'gizellik' ve
'vapit' gibi kavramlar 'estetik sdylemi' diyebilecegimiz ve belirli
dallann simriarm agabilen bir sdylemi olugtururlar. Kendini tirlii
nedenlerle bir 'sanat’ olarak gérmek ve gdstermek isteyen mimarlik
{ve daha az dlciide planlama) eylemi sanat sdyleminden g¢ok
etkilenmig durumdalar. Tim bu sdylemler 'estetik boyut',

‘estetik deger’ ve 'estetik nitelik' gibi tammi ve Blgiiti olmiyan
bir dizi varsayima dayanarak insan yapis1 nesneleri kendilerine gére
similar, eler, ekler, yiiceltir, ve bunu yaparken de uygun gérmedigi
nesneleri, nesne tiirlerini, sorun ve iligkileri, 6ze]hkle toplumsal/
ekonomlk boyutu, yok varsa}rab1l1rler.

Mimarlik ve kentsel soy]emlerln nesneleri gdrsel yada duysal hig bir
sanat dahyla kargilagtinlamiyacak kadar tarih, toplum ve liretim
eylemleriyle iligkili, karmagik vede salt goriiniige, gdze ve begeniye
gtre deperlendirilemiyecek kadar somui ve teknik nesneler. Yapi ve
kentsel sorunlarnn salt gdrinen yanlarinin konu yapildigi soylemler de,
dzellikle somut, bilimsel ve ¢hzimsel yoniem ve sorunsallardan da
yararlanmiyorlarsa, spekiilatif, yetersiz ve yamluct olabilirler.

Yazida 'estetik séylemi'nin dayandig bilgikuramsal ve digiinsel
varsayimlar ele alinmakta, bu sdylemin toplumsal, bilimsel ve
kurumsal iligkilerine deginitmekte'. Ancak bu yazimin ozelligi estetik
sorununa 'yeni' bir ramm yada yaklagim getirmesinden gok bu sorunun
sorunsalim céziimleyerek mimarhk ve planlama séylemlerinin
bunlardan etkilenmesinin olumsuz yanlanm belirtmesinde. Belirtilmesi
gerekli bir nokta da su: nesnelerin 'estetik sdylem'den kurtulmasim
savunmak ve gdrsel algmin smmirlanim belirtmek ne 'gizellik' denen bir
geye inanmama, ne de gdrsel algimn dnemsiz olduguna inanma
anlamina gelmez. Algi ve duyulanmz bilgiyle destekli ve ideolojik
keliplarin farkinda oldugu siirece mimarhk ve kentsel olgulann her
yonii zengin bir bigimde anlag:labilir. Kavram, bilgi ve sdylem
dizeyindeki duyarlhihdimiz ve ¢ahgmalanimiz béyle bir 'inang'tan
kaynaklamyor.
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