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ABSTRACT

READING MANFREDO TAFURI: ARCHITECTURE AND UTOPIA
DESIGN AND CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT

Tuna, Zeynep

M. Arch, Department of Architecture

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Giiven Arif Sargin

January 2002, 153 pages

This thesis develops around the theme of the tripartite relationship between
ideology, avant-gardism and capitalism. In this respect, it analyses Manfredo
Tafuri’s text titled Architecture and Utopia-Design and Capitalist Development,
which may be regarded as re-reading the history of modern architecture in terms of
the capitalist mode of production in a peculiar framework. The central theme of
Tafuri is that within the premises of capitalism, being an ideological tool,
architecture cannot possess any revolutionary trajectory. On the basis of his

proposal, architecture cannot become an instrument for social transformation since

iii



it has been an integral part of the capitalist project, and at the same time it is an
illusion to hope that it would critique the capitalist development with counter
projects, as proved by the attempts of avant-garde work. Yet, with a different view
point, it is possible to suggest that architecture still possesses the means of
establishing a spatial resistance if the positive role of architectural ideology is

employed.

Keywords: Ideology as False-Consciousness, Autonomy, Utopia, Avant-Garde,

Capitalist Space.
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0z

MANFREDO TAFURI’YI OKUMAK: MIMARLIK VE UTOPYA
TASARIM VE KAPITALIST GELISME

Tuna, Zeynep

Y. Lisans, Mimarlik Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Asst. Prof. Dr. Giiven Arif Sargin

Ocak 2002, 153 sayfa

Bu tez, ideoloji, avant-gardizm ve kapitalizm arasindaki ti¢lii iligki etrafinda
gelismektedir. Bu dogrultuda, Manfredo Tafuri’nin modern mimarlik tarihinin
kapitalist {iretim modeli agisindan yeniden-okunmasi olarak kabul edilebilecek
Mimarlik ve Utopya-Tasarim ve Kapitalist Geligme adli metnini 6zgiin bir gergeve
icinde incelemektedir, Tafuri’nin ana temasi, kapitalizmin sartlann dahilinde,
mimarligin, ideolojik bir arag olarak, herhangi bir devrimci yoriingeye sahip
olamayacag diigiincesidir. Tafuri’nin 6nermesi dogrultusunda, avant-gard ¢abalarin

da ispatladii gibi, mimarlik sosyal doniigiimiin bir araci olamaz ve aym



zamanda mimarli§in karg1 projelerle kapitalist gelismeyi elestirecegi timidi de bir
yanilsamadir. Ancak, diger bir yandan, mimarlik ideolojisinin pozitif tanimu,

mimarligin, mekansal direnigin araglarina sahip olabilecegini gdstermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yanlis Biling Olarak ideoloji, Ozerklik, Utopya, Avant-Gard,
Kapitalist Mekan.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The nineteenth century found the quintessence of
its mythological resources in the second law of
thermodynamics. Our own era, on the other hand
seems to be that of space.
M. Foucault. “Of Other Spaces: Utopias and
Heterotopias.” In Architecture Culture

Literature is not only world visions but also an
industry. Books are not just structures of meaning
but also commodities. Drama is also a capitalist
business, which employs men to produce a
commodity to be consumed by an audience.
Critics are not just analysts of texts, they are also
academics hired by the state to prepare students
ideologically for their functions of capitalist
society.

T. Eagleton. Marxism and Literary Criticism



1.1. DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM: READING IDEOLOGY, AVANT-
GARDISM AND CAPITALISM

The problematic of the ideological character of architecture has been repeatedly
discussed in architectural discourse, since it has been an effective tool in terms of
demonstrating the hegemony of the existing socio-economic order through its
representative character. In this context, we aim to establish a structure, which
involves the work of avant-gardes along the capitalist ideology. Within this
framework, our problematic was whether space is a social and ideological
phenomenon. We attempt to arrive at a general framework, which involves the
relationship of architecture and capitalist development, through the example of
avant-gardes. In this respect, we believe in the potential of surveying Architecture
and Utopia Design and Capitalist Development' written by Manfredo Tafuri® in
1973. The text, which we think to be the most outstanding statement of Tafuri, is an
enlargement of his essay, “Per una critica dell’ideologia architettonica”, published

in the periodical Contrapiano (no.1, 1969).>

Our survey will be based on the principles of “textual analysis.” In this respect, it is
a re-structurization and reconsideration of the concepts of Tafuri’s discourse
through a critical reading, which aims to go far beyond a mere review. In addition,

it aims to develop a commentary upon the content of the text. During the survey,

! The volume we have benefited is the English translation of the original version in Italian titled
Progetto e Utopia (Bari, Italy: Laterza and Figli, 1973). For the English version see M. Tafuri,
Architecture and Utopia-Design and Capitalist Development, trans. from Italian by Barbara Luigia
La Penta (Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1976). For a recommended bibliography, see Appendix A.
% To convey a brief biography of Manfredo Tafuri, he was born in Rome in 1935. He graduated in
architecture in 1960, and thought the history of architecture at the Universities of Rome, Milan and
Palermo. He founded the Institute of Architectural History within Architecture Institute in Venice,
with a group of colleagues: Giorgio Ciucci, Mario Manieri-Elia, Francesco Dal Co, Marco de
Michelis and the philosopher Massimo Cacciari. He was the Chairman of the Faculty of the History
of Architecture and the Director of the Institute of History at the IUAV from 1968 till the date of his
death on February 23, 1994 in Venice. He was also a member of the Scientific Council at the
International Centre of Studies of Architecture “Andrea Palladio” of Vincenza and on the committee
of editors of the magazine Architese. Quoted in M. Tafuri, “Architecture dans le Boudoir: The
Language of criticism and the criticism of language”, trans. V. Caliandro, Oppositions, vol. 3, May
1974, 3. Ockman, ed., Architecture Culture 1943-1968, A Documentary Anthology (New York:
Rizzoli), p. 449.

3 Tafuri explains the extension of the essay as the supplement of documentation and analysis rather
than mere principles.



we recourse to other materials that Tafuri refers and materials that we find
necessary to refer in order to explicate his discourse. Tafuri’s later works will guide
in figuring out the consistencies and inconsistencies of his whole discourse. It is
also important to note that we will also refer to Marx at some points in order to re-

structure Tafuri’s concepts and standpoint in the overall Marxist theory.

The problematic that led us to deal with Tafuri is that of the integration of
architectural ideology with that of capitalism. In this respect, we aim to find
coherent answers-through the text of Tafuri-to the question about whether the
domination of the latter within the boundaries of architectural institution can be
inverted. As an introductory statement, we find it necessary to establish our
preliminary problems within the overall theory. According to dialectical method,
no phenomenon of nature can be understood in isolation from its surroundings,
since it makes no sense when evaluated outside of other phenomena, on the
contrary, it can be understood if evaluated together with its relationship and
interaction in regard to other facts.* So departing from the principle of “law of
reciprocal effect and universal relationship” of Marxism, we have to consider the
phenomenon of space not as independent, but rather related to other phenomena in
life. In this context, space has been evaluated in two senses, the first of which
presupposes that it is empty, homogeneous and purely neutral and the second
presupposes, with regard to the principle of dialectics, that it is socially produced.
In the first sense, as Shields puts it, it is defined as empirical space, which merely
has dimensional qualities and serves as a container.’ On the other hand, as a social

artefact, space is the medium and outcome of social action and relationship.°

4 G. Politzer, Felsefenin Temel Ilkeleri, trans. M. Erdost (Ankara: Sol Yayinlari, 1994), p. 60.
(Translated by the author)

> R. Shields, “Spatial Stress and Resistance: Social Meanings of Spatialization,” in Space and Social
Theory: Interpreting Modernity and Postmodernity, ed. G. Benko and U. Strohmayer (Oxford,
Cambridge and Massachusetts: Blackwell Publishers, 1997), p. 187.

8 Marxist critics discuss that in the second sense art, as a general phenomenon is a social product as
well. According to Brecht and Benjamin art is first of all a social practice rather than academically
dissected. We may treat literature as a mere text, but it is also possible to treat it as a social product,
because its content inevitably has a component, since it is formed in a social milieu. See T.



Taking it for granted that space is a social phenomenon; we may now ask whether
space possesses an ideological character. If it is a social product, it should contain
social actors—either active or passive. These actors inevitably act ideologically’ for,
as Ricoeur puts it, each praxis incorporates an ideological layer, which may

become distorted, but is still a component of praxis itself.®

Assuming an ideological layer in the production of space means to assume that
space can be read as an ideological text. For Lefebvre, it is possible to decipher or
decode spaces, which presuppose coding, a message, a reading and readers.” In this
sense, spaces, which we should consider as a mass medium, contain meanings in as
much as they are occupied by a social group, which imposes their ideology as a
message, as Lefebvre nominates. Therefore we may affirmatively answer
Lefebvre’s question about whether a social space may be conceived of as a

language or discourse or not.

If space is formed through ideological layers (but not merely) then whose ideology
will be decisive in spatial formation? Marx points out the dominant class (dominant
in terms of mode of production) to be decisive in intellectual production including

the production of space:

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the
class which is the ruling material force of the society, is at the same time its
ruling intellectual force. The class which has the means of material
production at its disposal, has control at the same time over the means of

Eagleton, “Author as Producer,” in Marxism and Literary Criticism (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1976), pp. 59-83.

" We are at this point refraining from any negative, neutral, or positive connotation of ideology and
using the term in the general sense including all.

8 p. Ricoeur, Lectures on Ideology and Utopia, ed. G. H. Taylor (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1986), p. 223.

° H. Lefebvre, The Production of Space, trans. D. Nicholson—Smith (Oxford, Massachusetts and
Cambridge: Blackwell, 1991), p. 160. We should recall semiology here which claims that each
space embodies a reading. But as Lefebvre puts it, we are not however reducing space to messages
but being aware that they embody functions, forms which may be unrelated to discourse. In this
respect Larrain points out that “the spatial image is inevitably static and makes no sense only in
terms of a description of the differentiated institutionality in which the capitalist social practice
crystallizes and that it does not and cannot explain dynamic elements such as consciousness,
practice, and class struggle unless they are reduced to one specific level.” See J. Larrain, Marxism
and Ideology (Hampshire: Gregg Revivals, 1991), p. 179.



mental production, so that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those
who lack the means of mental production are subject to it. The ruling class
are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant material
relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped as ideas; hence of
the relationships which make the one class the ruling one, therefore, the
ideas of its dominance.'

The conviction that the dominant mode of production is also dominant in all layers
of existence, set forth by Marx, stresses that the interests of the dominant class will
be expressed and performed through these layers. Hence space possesses the
function of “mediation.”"’ Space both mediates between its own ideology and the

dominant ideology and also mediates for the operation of the dominant ideology.

Up to this point we have drawn a general outline of the ideological character that
space undertakes. To specify this general outline, our next step will be to
investigate how the dominant ideology operates in spatial realm in modernization
process. In this respect, our problematic will be based on capitalist ideology, which
is defined by Marx as a complex of historic organization of production.'” The
relationship of space and capitalism in terms of the latter’s domination is a much
more discussed issue since, as Lefebvre puts it, capitalism directs its survival to the
production of space in order to attenuate its contradictions.”” He asserts the

existence of capitalist space as:

If there is such a thing as the history of space, if space may indeed be said
to be specified on the basis of historical periods, societies, modes of
production and relations of production, then there is such a thing as a space

K. Marx, The German Ideology (London: Lawrens Wishart, 1974), p. 64. (Italics original)

" “Mediation” denotes “means, or instrument; interposition; intervention.” It also denotes
“specifically, agency between parties at variance, with a view to reconcile them; entreaty for
another.” See Webster’s Revised Unabridged Dictionary, 1913, s.v. “mediation.” Art may be as
Engels remarks the most highly mediated of social products in its relation to the economic base but
in another sense it is also a part of the economic base, one kind of economic practice, one type of
commodity production. See T. Eagleton, 1976, Ibid., p. 60.

12 K. Marx, The Grundrisse, ed. and trans. D. Mclellan (New York, Evanston, San Francisco,
London: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1971), p. 105.

13 Quoted in E. W. Soja, “The Spatiality of Social Life: Towards a Transformative Retheorization,”
in Social Relations and Spatial Structures, ed. D. Gregory and J. Urry (Basingstroke and
Hampshire: Macmillan, 1985), p. 108.



characteristic of capitalism—that is, characteristic of that society which is
run and dominated by the bourgeoisie.'*

Since capitalism is the dominant ideology, the “capitalist space” is the milieu of
domination. We have mentioned Marx’s assertion that the domination of material
production means the domination of intellectual production. Therefore architectural
institution as an intellectual realm is dominated by the dominant ideology by
“producing hegemony and reproducing the status quo.”" In this respect,
architecture as “an institution” is then “a process directly involved in the modern
production processes and the development of the capitalist society.”'® Architecture
is involved in all processes of bourgeois-capitalist ideology in the way that it is
produced, distributed and consumed in other words, architecture is commoditized.
Therefore Lefebvre’s notion of social space exists as “inherent to property
relationships and as closely bound up with the forces of production.”"’
Architecture, although evaluated at first glance as a cultural object, should also be
considered with its economic value for being a profession. As Jameson proposes,
other arts can preserve their critical position out of the existing system for they do

not necessarily have to make use of its tools, but architecture cannot. Architecture

is first of all marketed and it takes time for it to gain a cultural value.'®

The domination of capitalist ideology is observed through rationalization'®, as “an

organization of a sequence of actions with a certain objective,”™ since

" H. Lefebvre, 1991, Ibid., p. 126.

'3 R. Holub, Antonio Gramsci: Beyond Marxism and Postmodernism, (London and New York:
Routledge, 1992), p. 24.

' M. Tafuri, Theories and History of Architecture, trans. G. Verrecchia (Granada: Granada
Publishing Limited, 1980), Note to the Second (Italian) Edition.

"H. Lefebvre, 1991, Ibid., p. 85. (Italics original)

18 F. Jameson, “Mekan Politik midir?,” in Any Selections (Ankara: ODTU Mimarhik Fakiiltesi
Basimevi, 1998), p. 109. (Translated by the author)

' There is a close relationship between rationalism and legitimation. See T. Eagleton, Ideoloji,
trans. M. Ozcan (istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlar, 1996), p. 88. In Weber’s analysis it becomes the
rationality of domination, of the control. See H. Marcuse, “Industrialization and Capitalism in the
Work of Max Weber,” in Negations (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968): 201-226.

2 H. Lefebvre, 1991, Ibid., p. 71.



rationalization would undermine creative and critical thinking and break down the

impulse to resist exploitation.?! The inevitable result of rationality is reproduction:

The production of capitalist spatiality is no once—-and—for all event. It must
be reinforced and restructured when necessary, that is, spatiality must be
socially reproduced and this reproduction process presents a continuing
source of struggle, conflict and contradiction. The conjunction of social and
spatial reproduction has become another key nexus for the contemporary
retheorization of spatiality.”

Reproduction of daily life, as treated by Harvey, depends on the reproduction of a
commodity produced through a system of circulation of capital that has a profit
seeking as its direct and socially accepted goal.”> Having clarified the existence of
architectural work as a commodity, the reproduction of commodity in our case

appears to be that of architectural object.

We have referred to semiology while examining the capacity of space to be read.
The semiotic dimension is inseparable from ideology and so we have a production,
exchange and consumption of ideological messages.” In this respect, there are
spaces, which signify no content since they are empty. Lefebvre represents
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dominated space as “closed, sterilized and emptied out™ in relation to the

rationalization process, which we have indicated as necessary for legitimation:

Ironically, the ‘purity’ of the modernist work’s form is borrowed from the
technical, functional forms of a rationalized social order: art holds out
against domination in its respect for the sensuous ?articular, but reveals
itself again as an ideological ally of such oppression.”

Forms are historically determined by the kind of content they have to embody, they

are changed, transformed, broken down, revolutionized as that content itself

2! C. Boggs, Gramsci’s Marxism (London: Pluto Press, 1976), p. 47.

2 E, W. Soja, 1985, Ibid., p. 97.

2 D. Harvey, “The Geopolitics of Capitalism,” in Social Relations and Spatial Structures, ed. D.
Gregory and J. Urry (Basingstroke and Hampshire: Macmillan, 1985), p. 128,

24 F. Rossi-Landi, Marxism and Ideology, trans. Roger Griffin, with a foreword by S. Veca (Oxford:
Clarendon Press; New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 59. (Italics original)

2 H. Lefebvre, 1991, Ibid., p. 165.

2% T. Eagleton, The Significance of Theory (Oxford, Cambridge and Massachusetts: Blackwell,
1990}, p. 52.



changes. Content is in this sense prior to form, just as for Marxism it changes in a
society’s material social content, its mode of production, which determine the
forms of its superstructure. Form, as Jameson argued, is but the working out of
content in the realm of superstructure.”” However, modern architectural object is
formed in a totally contrasting plane. It serves a hegemonic function by renouncing
its claim to its content, which Tafuri calls as “linguistic reduction of architecture
and treatment of language as purely technical neutrality.”*® Pure form can also be
seen as the direct reflection of bourgeois class interests: “The tragic dialectics of
the bourgeoisie can be seen in the fact that it is not only desirable but essential for
it to clarify its own class interests on every particular issue, while at the same time
such a clear awareness becomes fatal when it is extended to the question of the
totality.”® Architectural form is one of those particular issues. Bourgeois
determines social relations through a homogenous, rational “catalogue of common
images.” In this process architectural object is deformed by the consumable images
produced for visual stimulation. This simplification, in other words reductionism, is
necessary for both “dealing with the complexity and chaos of brute observations”
and for “pressing an exclusively analytic and non-critical knowledge along with its

attendant subdivisions and interpretations, into the service of power.”°

1.2. SCOPE OF THE STUDY: READING ARCHITECTURE AND UTOPIA
DESIGN AND CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT

In order to understand Architecture and Utopia we should understand Tafuri’s
standpoint as well. It is important to bear in mind his collaboration with

Contrapiano®', which focuses on the questions of class struggle and on the analysis
P g8 y

T T. Eagleton, “Form and Content,” in Marxism and Literary Criticism (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1976), p. 22.

8 M. Tafuri, 1974, Ibid., p. 292.

¥ G. Lucaks, History and Class Consciousness (London: Merlin Press, 1971), quoted in R.
McDonough, “Ideology as False Consciousness: Lukacs,” in On Ideology, ed. Centre for Cultural
Studies (London: Hutchinson, 1977), p. 38. (Italics original)

30H. Lefebvre, 1991, Ibid., pp. 105-7.

31 It should be recalled that the prior form of the text was published in Contrapiano.



of superstructures within capitalist society.>® In this respect, Tafuri’s problematic is
founded on the situation of architecture within class struggle and within the laws of
capitalist ideology. He puts forward his purpose in the book as “rereading the
history of modern architecture in the light of methods offered by an ideological
criticism, understood in the strictest Marxist acceptance of the term.” Hence
Tafuri’s text is the demonstration of the history of illusions and failures of modern
architecture. He rewrites the history of modern architecture in terms of the question
of domination in order to decode its mythical framework, which argues that it has a
utopian impulse. In other words it is the “radical demythologization of modern
architecture™”. In this respect, Tafuri emphasizes the need to destroy myths as:
“One of the specific tasks of criticism of ideologies is the destruction of the myth
of the perpetual and metahistorical validity of institutions and ‘values.” Hence the
myth that Tafuri points out is that of his key object, which is modern architecture
from Enlightenment to nowadays and its ideological production. Indeed he can be
read as excessively pessimist, but he objects to his central theme to be summarized
as the “ultimate pronouncement of death of architecture”: “This was not the case.
By isolating the architectural problems treated from the theoretical context of the
journal, the way was found to consider my essay an apocalyptical prophecy, ‘the
expression of renunciation.”® In fact he is not the first to refute the so-called myth
of modern architecture, and while evaluating his discourse, the point that he does
not judge avant-garde work in all aspects, should not be missed. His problematic is
rather the relationship that avant-gardes established with the capitalist mode of
production. In this respect he asserts: “At this point we must stress that the analysis

made here touches only marginally the capitalist viewpoint.”’

32 A. A. Rosa, “Critique of Ideology and Historical Practice,” Casabella 59, no. 619-620, (1995):
29.

3 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. vii. Tafuri illustrates the main themes of the book as “the relationship
between the historical avant-garde movements and the metropolis, the relationship between
intellectual work and capitalist development, researches on German sociology of the early twentieth
century, on ideology and planning practices of the Soviet Union, on the social democratic
administration of the city, on architecture and American cities, and on the building cycle.”

%Y. A. Bois, “Tafuri in the Labyrinth,” Casabella 59, no. 619-620, (1995): 155.

* M. Tafuri, 1980, Ibid., Note to the Second (Italian) Edition.

38 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. viii.



In order to understand the conjuncture in which Architecture and Utopia was
published, it would be of convenience to scan the situation of avant-gardes after the
1960s, when their death was on the agenda. The problem of defining avant-gardes
became an important issue, since modernism has been drifted towards an
international context due to the domain of post-war capitalism, in which historical
avant-gardes were bound to lose their meaning. Italy, too, was affected from this
context.>® In architectural realm two contrasting groups, who discussed the
dialectics between history and modernity, occurred in Italy. In the early 1960s,
Tafuri joined the second group, which denied the smooth continuity of modern

movement.3 2

Tafuri dealt with all the avant-gardes, however he has merely put them into a
general framework through a determinist relationship between architecture and
capitalist development without clarifying the means and manner that capitalist
mode of production operates through each example, because he aims at revealing
the mere implications assuming that they are already known. In this respect, he
conveys that his concern was not the outward appearances but rather the idea
behind them: “It is the problem and not the object that concerns the historian. The
works selected are irrelevant on their own and only have meaning in the way they
relate to the problem.”® Hence it is a history of modern architecture but the
problem is not the architects or architectural objects but that of how architecture
can be ideological. Although the book is essentially a re-reading of historical avant-
gardes’ commitment, it also criticizes neo-avant-gardes in the same context.
However, the main intention of Tafuri is to make a re-evaluation of a particular
historical period: historical avant-gardes. Here discrimination on methodology
should be made clear. We refer to avant-gardes in order to draw a general

theoretical framework for our thesis that architectural ideology is strongly

37 11
Ibid., p. 70.

3 T. Llorens, “Manfredo Tafuri: Neo-Avant-Garde and History,” drchitectural Design 6/7 (1981):

4.

% Ibid. This second group was led initially by Quaroni and Rogers, while the first group was led by

Zevi and Argan, who defended the continuity with the classical avant-gardes.

0 Manfredo Tafuri, “There is No Criticism, Only History,” interview by R. Ingersoll, Casabella 59,

no. 619-620 (1995), p. 97.
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influenced by the capitalist relations and forces of production, whereas Tafuri
refers to the general framework, which presupposes that architecture is an
ideological instrument, in order to prove the commitment of his key object: avant-
gardes. Thus our method is induction, whereas that of Tafuri is deduction. We
should also make clear that our condemnation is not against avant-gardes. We
rather aim to show that architectural ideology—whether avant-gardes or not-cannot

free themselves from the power of the ruling ideology.

Tafuri takes up his subject matter in eight parts including “Reason’s Adventures:
Naturalism and the City in the Century of Enlightenment”, “Form as a Regressive
Utopia”, “Ideology and Utopia”, “The Dialectic of The Avant-Garde”, “‘Radical’
Architecture and the City”, “The Crisis of Utopia: Le Corbusier at Algiers”,
“Architecture and Its Double: Semiology and Formalism”, “Problems in the Form

of a Conclusion.”

“Reason’s Adventures” constitutes the initial point of Tafuri’s discourse. His point
of departure is to demonstrate that the degeneration of architectural culture as an
ideological instrument of economic rationality initiated in the era of Enlightenment.
By establishing “the formation of architect as ideologist of society, the persuasive
role of form in regard to public, the self-critical role of form in regard to its own
problems and development, geometric purification of architectural object, the
interrelationship and opposition between architectural object and urban
organization” as the themes of Enlightenment architecture, he attempts to
demonstrate that enlightenment architecture constitutes the spine of modern
movement. For us, he has one more reason, which is to constitute a historical
background for anti-urban utopias reaching back to Enlightenment.*! This part is
indeed constituted in order to establish a background for the whole text by dealing

with nature as an ideological cover, demonstrating Enlightenment utopias that

*! However in an interview he asserts that the historical limit to Enlightenment depends on the
problem of size. See M. Tafuri, “The Culture Markets,” interview by F. Very, Casabella 59, no.
619620 (1995), p- 39.
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contain no social component, the dissolution of architectural object and the

technique of shock.

The crisis of form, whose implications were given in the first part, is re-evaluated
in the second part titled as “Form as a Regressive Utopia.” His subject matter is the
iconography of the modern architectural object, which is “pure” and “empty” of

meaning. He conveys the reasons as:

In fact, if communicative system refers only to the laws of its internal
structure, if architecture can be interpreted—in its specific aspects—only as
linguistic experimentation, and if this experimentation is realized through
an obliqueness, through a radical ambiguity in the organization of its
components, if the linguistic ‘material’ is indifferent and matters only in the
way the various materials react with each other, then only road to be
followed is that of the most radical and politically agnostic formalism.*?

Pure form becomes the inevitable result of the struggle between architecture, which
is characterized by Tafuri as “the demand for order” and city as “the will to
formlessness.”® In this process, architectural object is exposed to be reduced to
architectural pieces in the city to be assembled. According to Hilberseimer’s
conception of “the city as an enormous social machine,” the relation between the
architectural object and urban organism reduces the former one to the category of
cell, which is modulated socially. The pure form, which is related to bourgeois

thought, is also an answer to “technology’s universe of precision.”

The necessity of linguistic revolution is explained by Tafuri as for the advancement
of economic rationality, for which the integration of public as active consumers is

not enough:

When the experience of crowd became-as in Baudlaire-an endured
consciousness of participation, it served to make general an operative
reality, but did not contribute to its advancement. It was instead at this
point, and only at this point, that the linguistic revolution of contemporary
art was called upon to offer its contribution.**

2 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 157.
“ Ibid., p. 16.
“ Ibid., p. 84.
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It is necessary to question at this point, if these attempts of formal transformation
are labeled as linguistic revolution, then can any revolution be regressive? First of
all it should be clarified that it is a revolution in the strictest sense of the term. But
the problem is that it is a revolution in itself, but possesses no potential in favor of
social development. In this sense rather than labeling it as “regressive”, we may
call it “non-progressive.” Tafuri conveys this consequence as: “... on the other
hand, in the political sense, since its necessary extraneousness to reality, its own
experimentalism renders it completely unsuitable for any propagandistic
purpose.” The absence of a “critical behavior” in the new architectural object is,
for Tafuri, the result of the absence of its historicity: “If architecture must model
itself on technological reality, if it reduces to pure perception the structures of pure
communication, if it tends to become pure object, and, even, pure industrial object,
it is clear that one cannot even begin to question its historicity.”*® Hence he denies
the possibility of establishing a general syntax, which is universal and timeless,

because he believes in the necessity of historicity.

Tafuri focuses on utopian thinking because the idea of modernism is characterized
by the project of utopia. In the third part, “Ideology and Utopia”, Tafuri renders the
tension between ideological and utopian thought. In favor of this aim he benefits
from Mannheimian distinction between ideology and utopia. In this respect Tafuri
dwells on the transformation of the nature of utopia by the progression of
modernism. It appears that this transformation has taken away the essence of utopia

converting it into what we call ideology:

But the specific responses of the methods of the visual communication
introduced a new type of utopianism: the utopia implicit in the realized
facts, in the concreteness of ‘things’ constructed and verifiable. For this
reason the utopian trend in the nineteenth century politics was to have only
very indirect relationships with the ideas of the ‘modern movement.”*’

* Ibid., p. 158.
46 M. Tafuri, 1980, Ibid., p. 41.
47 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 44.
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In this respect, departing from Mannheim’s view that the ruling ideology attempts
to control transcendence ideas and interests to render them socially impotent in
order to maintain the status quo*®, Tafuri points out the new type of utopianism,
which he calls “architectural and supertechnological utopianism.” In this chapter
he implicitly establishes a parallelism between the notions of ideology, utopia and
working class, capital by identifying both as “rational and irrational.” He deals with
intellectual works’ involvement with working class ideology. In revealing the real
significance of utopia in avant-garde project, Tafuri also passes onto the
commitment of avant-garde work by the destruction of its classical role and also to

the ideology of plan which he enlarges in part four.

In “The Dialectics of the Avant-Garde”, which we believe to be the most crucial
part of the book, after having clarified two notions—ideology and utopia—Tafuri
repeats the operation of avant-garde as “mediation between the world of quantity—
perceived in its abstract values—and world of quality—resolved in the mirroring of
subjective emotions towards machines.”® In this respect he puts forward the tasks
of avant-garde work as “freeing the experience of shock from any automatism,”

R A 194

“reducing the artistic text to a pure object,” “involving the public unified in an

avowed interclass and therefore anti-bourgeois ideology.”°

The crucial question at this point is whether avant-garde commitment to the laws of
capitalist rationality was a conscious or an inevitable choice. Although he conveys
that it was the result of a conscious choice®’, he also demonstrates the “dialectic
conversion from negative to positive” as an inevitable result. But the important
point is to reveal that all avant-gardes-whether Dadaists or Cubists, Expressionists
or Constructivists—operated on the same capitalistic ground. In this inevitable
process avant-garde ideology exposes two appearances: “Ideology of Plan” and

“Ideology of Public.”

® K. Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, with a preface by L. Wirth, trans. from German by L. Wirth
and E. Shills (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World Inc.; London: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd.,
1936), p. 173.

* M. Tafuri, 1980, Tbid., p. 33.

%0 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 84.
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Ideology of plan, which is required by capitalist development, becomes the spirit of
the ideology of avant-gardes. Tafuri has asserted that architectural ideology was
totally integrated with the ideology of plan®® relating the crisis of modern

architecture to this ideology:

It is interesting to observe how contemporary historical study has tried to
explain the crisis of modern architecture, which is considered to have begun
in about 1930 and to have been constantly accentuated up to our own day...
Systematically ignored, however, is the appearance just after the great
economic crisis of 1929, of new protagonists: the international
reorganisation of the capital, the affirmation of systems of anticyclical
planning and the realization of the First Soviet Five-Year Plan.>

In this way, ideological function of architecture—in the positive sense—is rendered
“superfluous.” Ideology of public, in which the “relations of production are
observed in the behavior of the public” refers to the integration of public in urban

realm in the activity of consumption:

On the other hand, ideology must have a direct effect on the socialization of
consumption. Having entered the sphere of productive work—but itself not
yet transformed into productive work—intellectual endeavor is driven to
make ideological production more functional.>*

The question of the intellectual and metropolis is crucial for Tafuri. Departing from
“Weberian city as the cradle and paradigm of bourgeois society,”> his primary
concern is to demonstrate avant-gardes’ involvement in metropolis as the locus of
absolute alienation and production. The phenomenon of metropolis also constitutes
the basis for his argument on the dualism of architectural object and city dualism
and ideology of equilibrium as well aiming to pass onto the consequences of

modern functional segregation from the working class side.

*! 1bid., p. 66.

52 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 114

% Ibid., pp. 134-5. By mentioning Soviet’s Five Year Plan, Tafuri considers the significance of
ideology of plan in the socialist realizations as well.

> 1bid., pp. 67-8.

5T, Llorens, 1981, Ibid., p. 86.

15



The fifth part, “Radical Architecture and the City”, is the illustration of the working
class component of Tafuri’s discourse. Although he mentions the class point of
view of his discourse throughout the book, this is the point where he concentrates
on the working class settlements—particularly Ernest May’s Siedlungen—and their
inevitable neutralization by the rational principles of the forces and relations of
capitalist production. In this sense, he renders their role as ideological.*® Tafuri also
renders the consequences of the reconciliation of intellectual work to administrative
power. In this way these settlements are the expression of the “reconciliation of the
irrational and rational.”’ Tafuri refers to them as illusions, because the workers
will believe that things have changed. But the failure is from both working class
and capital side. From the scale of architectural object, he passes onto the urban

scale, in which he investigates the failure of the ideology of equilibrium.

In the sixth part, he investigates Le Corbusier, whose work covers an important
place in his discourse.>® Tafuri puts forth Le Corbusier’s proposals as utopian, but
in the sense that avant-gardes presented their work as utopian. Hence his utopia
was the revolution of architecture in accordance with “the economic and technical
reality.”> Hence, his work remained an ideological ground as that of avant-gardes:
“In the face of the machine Le Corbusier experienced the same intoxication as the
avant-garde, but without their bewilderment and disorientation. When he exalted
the aesthetic of engineers or the functional purism of industrial silos, it was for his
own purposes.”60 Tafuri’s key project is the Obus Plan for Algiers, in which Le
Corbusier kills the sense of space in favor of serial production.61 In fact this part is

the sum of the previous parts of the text since it contains the themes of ideology of

%6 This is one of the reasons why we shall clarify the denotation of ideological thought.

57 Tafuri’s oscillation between the terms becomes apparent here. Irrational and rational here denotes
working class and capital, while they also denote the city and the architectural object respectively.

58 It appears that his views on Le Corbusier are not so clear. In an interview, he confesses that he
was not sure to what extent he understood Le Corbusier at the time. See M. Tafuri, “The Culture
Markets,” interview by F. Very, Casabella 59, no. 619-620 (1995), p. 41.

% M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 134.

50 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, Modern Architecture New York: H. N. Abrams Inc., 1986), p. 117.

8! Nevertheless Tafuri defends Le Corbusier for he discovered the prudence on the part of the
financiers, private interests of the contractors and the persistence of archaic mechanisms of financial
investment —such as that of real estate— dangerously obstruct the development and the “human”
yield of that expansion. See M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 126-7.
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plan, ideology of public, the tension between architectural object and the city and
the fact of class. In this respect, he gathered his themes under the example of Le
Corbusier. The second part reaches to neo-avant-gardes and the way they entered to
the production process. His aim is indeed to extend his analysis to current debates.

Moreover he mentions about the “futile efforts launched by negative design.”

In the seventh part, he passes onto the current debates of the time during which the
book was published. Among these debates was the situation of semiology as the

762 Tafuri’s evaluation of

“source of claim that space is susceptible of a reading.
semiology is in the negative sense, since it constitutes another illusion of futile

hopes:

But having been so, it is no longer possible to hide the ultimate reality
which renders uselessly painful the choices of the architects desperately
attached to disciplinary ideologies. ‘Uselessly painful’ because it is useless
to stgsuggle for escape when completely enclosed and confined without an
exit.

Hence as a disciplinary ideology, semiology cannot bring a revolution to the
architectural language. Although they are not connected throughout the book, we
regard this part as an extension of the second part, which puts forward pure modern
form as a regressive utopia. He explains this as, “In this way the study of new
foundations for the language of architecture seeks an objective terrain in order to

d.”** Moreover, by mentioning structuralism

surmount problems already surmounte
that depends on mathematical logic, he establishes a parallelism with the reduction

to pure form.

Finally Tafuri draws the sketch of an overall view on the whole text as a
concluding statement. Besides the impossibility of equilibrium within urban
boundaries, the “pathetic relaunchings of modern architecture” by neo-avant-

gardes, the unitary character of modern movement and the impotence of pure sign

52 H. Lefebvre, 1991, Ibid., p. 142.
8 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 181.
 Ibid., p. 149.
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in the creation of salvation, his emphasis is rather on the illusions of negative

designs, which are “purely architectural.”

Tafuri makes use of a broad range of theoretical ground including variety of names
from Weber to Mannheim, from Nietzsche to Keynes, from Simmel to Tonnies,
and from Wittgenstein to Rimbaud, etc. The names may seem unrelated when stand
side by side, but their location in the overall context provides the text richness
rather than confusion. It is a challenging task to read and to apprehend the language
of the text for Tafuri employs different notions to different terms. For instance, the
terms “negative and positive” are employed instead of both “ideology and utopia”,
and “working class and capital”, respectively. In this respect, it is possible to
enumerate the denotations of his terms as: “irrational and rational” referring to
“city and architecture”, “working class and capital”, “ideology and utopia”;
negative thought and positive thought referring to “ideology and utopia”,
“destructive and constructive avant-gardes”-to use his words—; “ideology”
referring to “architectural ideology” in general and “avant-garde ideology”, as well.
Moreover, one should understand that he means to say “avant-garde work” when
he employs “intellectual work™ and “bourgeois intellectual.” Hence, the difficulty
of apprehending Tafuri’s work is due to the obliqueness and complexity of his
language. Another factor inducing confusion is that he interpenetrates the diversity
of his problematic. This impedes one to be able to construct the structure of the text
in her/his mind and deduce the concepts.®’ Despite its complexity, the text signifies
a chronological analysis in general. Regarding the confusion induced by this
interpretation, our analysis, on the contrary, will deviate from the structure of

Tafuri, evaluating his concepts in a different framework.

5 In this respect the problematic of reduction of architecture to pure form is mentioned through 1.,
2., 5., 7., 8. parts; ideology of plan in 2., 3., 4. parts, Le Corbusier in 1., 6. parts, neo-avant-gardes in
3., 6. parts, the commitment of avant-gardes in 4., 5. parts, ideology of equilibrium in 2., 5., 8. parts,
the concept of architect as organizer in 4., 5., 6. parts, and ideology of public in 4., 6 parts. Tansel
Korkmaz identifies the structure of the text by the Metonymical mode, in which one set of
phenomena are reduced to the status of the manifestation of the other set. See H. T. Korkmaz, “On
the (Re)Construction of the Modern(s) within the Historiography of Architecture” (Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, Middle East Technical University, Department of Architecture 1998), p. 102,
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Architecture and Utopia
Design and Capitalist Development

Manfredo Tafuri

Fig 1.1. Aldo Rossi, L’architecture assassinée. 1975, the cover of Architecture and
Utopia Design and Capitalist Development.
(M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid.)
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CHAPTER 2

IDEOLOGY

Let us liberate from the chimeras, the ideas,
dogmas, imaginary beings under the yoke of
which they are pining away. Let us revolt against
the rule of thoughts. Let us teach men to
exchange these imaginations for thoughts, which
correspond to the essence of men, to take up a
critical attitude to them, to knock them out of
their heads, and existing reality will collapse.

K. Marx. The German Ideology
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2.1. IDEOLOGY BY DEFINITION

The term ideology was first used by the French philosopher, Destutt de Tracy in
1796 to describe his project of a new science, which would be concerned, with the

systematic analysis of ideas and sensations, of their generation and consequences:'

The science may be called ideology, if one considers only the subject-
matter; general grammar, if one considers only the methods; and logic, if
one considers only the purpose. Whatever the name, it necessarily contains
these three subdivisions, since one cannot be treated adequately without
also treating the two others.’

The definition made by Destutt de Tracy bears neutral connotations. Besides this
neutral approach to the term of ideology, there are pejorative and positive
approaches as well. Ideology was categorized by Raymond Geuss as “three

”3

different research contexts.”” His extensive revision on the three aspects of

ideology will constitute the basis of our analysis in this section.
2.1.1. Ideology in the Descriptive Sense

Similar to Destutt de Tracy’s definition, which emerged two centuries ago, Geuss
gives the definition of ideology in a purely descriptive (neutral) sense. According
to Geuss’s explanation, each human group has an ideology, which characterizes the
socio-cultural features of that group containing such discursive elements as
concepts, ideas, beliefs and such non-discursive elements as characteristic gestures,

rituals, attitudes, forms of artistic activity, etc. Then, ideology in the descriptive

' J. B. Thompson, Ideology and Modern Culture: A Critical Social Theory in the Era of Mass
Communication (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990), p. 29.

? Quoted in K. Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, with a preface by L. Wirth, trans. from German by
L. Wirth and E. Shills (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World Inc.; London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul Ltd., 1936), p. 63. For details of the definition of Destutt de Tracy (1754-1836) see D. de
Tracy, Eléments d'idéologie (Paris: Courcier, 1803).

* See R. Geuss, The Idea of a Critical Theory (Cambridge, New York, Port Chester, Melbourne,
Sydney: Cambridge University Press, 1981). In this work, Geuss introduces “Critical Theory” as
“producing enlightenment,” “being emancipatory” and having cognitive content.
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sense refers to one of the parts into which the socio-cultural system of a human

group can be categorized in favor of anthropological studies.*

In addition to Geuss’s definition of ideology as the identity of a social group, there
are other scholars who attempt to put forward such neutral definitions. Despite his
evaluation of ideology mainly in negative terms, Jiirgen Habermas uses the term to
refer to the beliefs that are held by the agents in a society as well.’ Erik Olin Wright
defines ideology as systematized gestalts or beliefs® and Terry Eagleton as the set
of ideas belonging to a group’. Moreover, Mannheim’s general formulation of the
total conception of ideology, which transforms the analysis of ideology into

sociology of knowledge, should be evaluated as neutral.®
2.1.2. Ideology in the Negative Sense

Ideology is set in negative terms by Geuss as a “false-consciousness” producing
mechanism. In order to constitute his conception, Geuss looks from Marxist point
of view in which ideology is commonly identified with the term “false-
consciousness.” Without doubt, the role of Marxism in the elaboration of the term
is undeniable. Apparently, Karl Marx is the first scholar to announce ideology as a
totally negative phenomenon. In The German Ideology, Marx identifies idea or
abstraction as nothing, but the theoretical expression of material relationships that
dominate the individuals in the society.” Althusser mentions the Marxist conception
of ideology as an empty, vain and pure dream constituted by the “day’s residues”

from the only positive reality, that is the concrete history of concrete material

* R. Geuss, 1981, Ibid., pp. 4-6. Geuss describes two narrower senses of descriptive definition of
gdeology, which are “world-view” and “ideology in the programmatic sense”.

Ibid., p. 7.
8 E. O. Wright, “Class State and Ideology: An Introduction to Marxist Social Science,” Sociology
621 Lecture Notes, Department of Sociology (Madison: University of Wisconsin, 1992), Lecture
22&23,p. 1.
7 T. Eagleton, Ideoloji, trans. M. Ozcan (Istanbul: Ayrint: Yaymnlari, 1996), p. 18. (Translated by the
author) It should be taken into consideration that this is just one of the definitions made by above-
mentioned scholars.
8 J. B. Thompson, 1990, Ibid., pp. 50-51, 54.
® K. Marx, Readings from Karl Marx, ed. D. Sayer (London: Routledge, 1989).
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individuals, who materially produces their existence.'® In fact, the definition made
by Althusser himself is related to that of Marx. He constitutes ideology as “a

representation of the imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions

*! while proposing two theses on this process. One is that the

3512

of existence,
ideology is a subject producing practice, which “interpellates”“ people by means
of a diversity of subjectivities and the other is that ideology has a material

existence. '

On the other hand, Geuss defines three spheres that transform ideology into the
false-consciousness: Epistemic, functional and genetic delusions.'* However in the
context of our arguments, it is not necessary to examine the profound meaning of
these terms. Instead, we will draw a simpler table to indicate the negative
characteristic feature of ideology utilizing the framework of Tafuri.’® In the
simplest terms, the functions of ideology may be examined under two columns.
According to our table, the negative role of ideology is to stabilize or legitimize the
social institutions or practices of the system; and secondly, the social reproduction

within that system.

Table 2.1. The Roles of Ideology

------- Justification ------- False-consciousness ------- Concealing Contradictions

Ideology ~------

------- Social Reproduction ------- Repetition / Anti-Revolutionism

191, Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses,” in Lenin and Philosophy and Other
Jlil’ssays, trans, from French by B. Brewster (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1971), p. 160.

Ibid., p. 162.
12 Althusser uses the term “interpellation” as, “Every ideology interpellates concrete individuals and
concrete subjects by the process of the category of subjectivity. The word interpellation comes from
the same root as the word “appellation” which means, “naming”.
% 1bid., pp. 162-4. We will dwell on these two conceptions through “Ideology and Architecture” in
2.14.
4 R. Geuss, 1981, Ibid., p-13.
1> Our simpler table that excludes some other themes of Geuss, results from Tafuri’s restricted
themes.
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Accordingly, ideology is initially used for a kind of justification that is
implemented in sustaining relations of domination. Tafuri explains this role from
the point of view of Mannheim: “Ideologists, for Mannheim, are nothing other than
a ‘class of cultured persons’ who act as freischwebende Intellektuelle, as thinkers
who provide but justification. Their job is solely the consolidation of the existing
reality.”'® The answer to how the role of justification has been realized was initially
provided by Marx and later echoed by other scholars, as by producing “false-
consciousness”'’. In Ideology and Utopia Mannheim defines false-consciousness

as such:

As examples of ‘false-consciousness’ taking the form of an incorrect
interpretation of one’s own self and one’s own role, we may cite those cases
in which persons try to cover up their ‘real’ relations to themselves and to
the world, and falsify to themselves the elementary facts of human
existence by deifying, romanticizing, or idealizing them... 18

This kind of a false-consciousness may be the result of either unawareness or
ignorance. People may not be aware of their “real interests”" for being “deceived”
or “deluded”, or may be ignorant for having a content of what they are presented.
In fact, Mannheim’s exposition of ideology as falsification of real relations

coincides with that of Althusser’s “imaginary relationships.”

18 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 52.

17 However, according to some scholars who are against the term “false-consciousness,” ideology is
not a matter of truth or error. See T. Eagleton, 1996, Ibid., p. 41; G. Therborn, The Ideology of
Power and the Power of Ideology (London and New York: Verso, 1980), p. 5. According to
Eagleton, the term false-consciousness belongs to Engels rather than Marx. See T. Eagleton, 1996,
Ibid., p. 132.

18 K. Mannheim, 1936, Ibid., pp. 85-86.

19 R. Geuss, 1981, Ibid., p. 45. Geuss explains how agents are removed from their real interests. His
main concern is to introduce Ideologiekritik (The Critical Idea), which aims at producing
“enlightenment” in the agents and at enabling them to realise their real interests. See Chapter 2 for
“Real Interests” and Chapter 3 for “The Critical Idea.” Habermas, too, mentions that once we realise
that our desires and patterns of social behavior are not our real interests, authentic understanding of
our social situation. All of these will release us from our previous condition of frustration to be free
to enjoy a life of truth, freedom and justice. See J. M. Schwarting, “In Reference to Habermas,” in
Architecture Criticism Ideology, ed. J. Ockman (Princeton: Princeton Architectural Press, 1985), p.
95.
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Coming to Tafuri’s position in Geuss’s tripartite chart, it is possible to interpret his
view of ideology in more pejorative terms.’ He clarifies this in such a statement:
“I would like to repeat that I use the term ideology specifically as the structure of
the false intellectual conscience.”! And he sets forth false-consciousness produced
by the capitalist ideology: “This is why the ideology of consumption, far from
constituting an isolated or successive moment of the organization of production,
must be offered to the public as the ideology of the correct use of the city.””* Tafuri
never uses the term “false-consciousness”, but it is implicitly stated in Architecture
and Utopia at several points. From the Marxist point of view, he identifies ideology
as capitalist ideology.”® In this respect, for him capitalism is the mechanism that
produces the so-called “false-consciousness.” Tafuri, certainly evaluates this
phenomenon in spatial terms stating that the public is delusively convinced that
“ideology of consumption”, that is the ideology of capitalism, presents the so-

called correct use of the city.?*

According to Geuss, ideology is a “false-consciousness” in epistemic grounds,
because it presents its “value judgments” as “statements of facts”, any social
phenomenon as a “natural phenomenon”, and “the particular interest of a subgroup

as the general interests of the group as a whole.”” Geuss defines false-

20 Tafuri’s contradiction will be revealed in the next part.

2t M. Tafuri, Theories and History of Architecture, trans. G. Verrecchia (Granada: Granada
Publishing Limited, 1980), Note to the second (Italian) edition. In French, the word “la conscience”
means both conscience and consciousness. See Harraps Concise Dictionary, 1984, s.v.
“conscience”. Therefore Tafuri’s employment of false intellectual conscience is similar to false-
consciousness. Yet, what he includes in the former term is that the intellect is affected. However, his
conviction in The Sphere and the Labyrinth (eight years later) is “To define ideology tout court as
the expression of a false intellectual consciousness would be totally useless”. M. Tafuri, The Sphere
and the Labyrinth, Avant-Gardes and Architecture from Piranesi to the 1970s, trans. P. D’ Acierno
and R. Connolly (Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1987), p. 16.

2 M. Tafuri, Architecture and Utopia-Design and Capitalist Development, trans. Barbara Luigia La
Penta (Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1976), pp. 83-4.

B Marx does not accept Marxism as an ideology as well. What he terms as ideology is actually the
capitalist ideology. See S. Mardin, Ideoloji (Istanbul: iletisim Yaymlari, 1992), p. 19.

2 The theme of ideology of consumption will be dealt in more detail throughout “Ideology of
Public” in Section 3.3.2.3.

2 R. Geuss, 1981, Ibid., p. 14. Geuss here refers to the term domination or hegemony, Herrschaft,
which is the contribution of Habermas. See Ibid., p. 15. In addition to epistemic grounds, Geuss
defines two other grounds as “functional” and “genetic”.
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consciousness also on functional grounds as the “concealment of contradictions.”*

In this respect, false-consciousness creates an illusory situation by concealing the
contradictions of the system. What create the anguish are the contradictions of the
system, which are identified by Geuss as the “contradictions between relations of
production and forces of production.® Tafuri, as well, points out this
contradiction, in Marxist terms, as the situation of the working class within the
framework of capitalist relations of production. Namely, Tafuri evaluates
“contradiction”, in other words, “the negativity of working class” in this context.
However, Tafuri attempts an evaluation from the point of view of artistic activity
through which the contradictions of the new forms of economic accumulation are
concealed. Public should not be aware of contradictions, but avant-gardes, who are
indicated by Tafuri as bourgeois artists, should “understand” and “absorb” them.®
The bourgeoisie transfer this role to the intellectual sphere of the bourgeois artist.
In this respect, Tafuri continues as: “The higher the sublimation of the conflicts on
a formal plane, the more hidden the cultural and social structures actually
expressed by that sublimation.”” Sublimation here implies the products of modern
architecture. Thus the sublimation of conflicts refers to a kind of materializing
process and presenting them as sublime objects. This is offered as a method of
concealment by Tafuri and should be evaluated as his contribution to the subject
matter. In this context, Tafuri goes back to Enlightenment by putting forward

Ledoux’s evaluation of city as a natural phenomenon (Fig. 2.1):

Urban naturalism, the insertion of the picturesque into the city and into
architecture, as the increased importance given to landscape in artistic
ideology all tended to negate the now obvious dichotomy between urban
reality and the reality of the countryside. They served to prove that there
was no disparity between the value accredited to nature and the value

% Larrain defines the four appearances of concealment as: denial of contradictions,
misunderstanding of contradictions, displacement of contradictions and dilution of contradictions.
See J. Larrain, Marxism and Ideology (Hampshire: Gregg Revivals, 1991), p. 39.

T R. Geuss, 1981, Ibid., p. 18. In Marxist terminology “forces of production” refers to productive
forces and productive powers, and “relations of production” refers to those relationships, which
arise out of actual production process. See The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politics, 1996, s.v.
“forces of production” and “relations of production”.

% M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 1.

? Ibid., p. 2.
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accredited to the city as a productive mechanism of new forms of economic
accumulation,®

At the first glance, the co-existence of urban and countryside phenomena does not
constitute a contradiction. Yet Tafuri explains the real intention of such a co-
existence by stating that, “On the other hand, this naturalism has a function of its
own, which is that of assuring to artistic activity an ideological role in the strictest
sense of the term.””! “The strictest sense of ideology” refers to the concealing
function of ideology. Consequently, naturalistic cover is the ‘“sublimation”
mentioned by Tafuri. Presenting its correspondence to countryside on a formal

plane thus conceals the contradictions of the city.

Figure 2.1. Ledoux, perspective view of Ville de Chaux.
(Architecture de C. N. Ledoux. Vol. 1. New York: Princeton Architectural Press,

1983. P1. 116)

3 1bid., p. 8. Starting from the Enlightenment in order to present his theses, Tafuri accentuates the
departure point of modern crisis as Enlightenment.
3 Ibid,. p. 7.
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As a matter of fact, the attempt of the ruling ideology in order to legitimize itself is
for ultimate sake, that is, the maintenance of the cycle provided by “social
reproduction.” Ideology’s repetitive character functions in this process. Althusser
explains this function as, “For society to continue to exist, it must produce, and for
it to produce the conditions of production must be reproduced. Those conditions
consist of forces of production and relations of production.” 32 Reproduction of the
relations of production is acquired by ideology. The existing reality as a cycle is
itself a repetition and it is consequently consistent that the ideology as a group of
“systematized beliefs” that support the system, establishes itself in terms of

repetition. Tafuri implies the repetitive character ideology as:

In other words, any reelaboration of ideology carried out in an institutional
system of values is but pure and simple repetition. Ideology can only pass
again through the same stages already passed, continually finding the
highest form of itself in the form of mediation of the contradiction... The
real problem is to know to what extent ideology’s continual repetition of
itself still preserves the essential roles it filled in the phase of initiation and
stabilization of the bourgeois-capitalist system.>

Here what Tafuri intends by the “institutional system of values” refers to the values
inherent in architectural institution, which according to Tafuri “reelaborates”
capitalist ideology. So architectural ideology becomes a “repetition” of capitalist
ideology by surrendering itself to carrying out the functions of the latter. As a

result, the arrival point is nothing other than the “mediation of contradiction.”
2.1.3. Ideology in the Positive Sense

The last context that Geuss identifies is the positive implication of the term. Rossi-

Landi explains this aspect as “gaining identity and consciousness of the world and

f 2934

of onesel According to Geuss, it is an instrument of constituting a meaningful

32 Quoted in E. O. Wright, “Class State and Ideology: An Introduction to Marxist Social Science,”
Sociology 621 Lecture Notes, Department of Sociology (Madison: University of Wisconsin, 1992),
Lecture 22&23, p. 7.

33 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 60.

34 F. Rossi-Landi, Marxism and Ideology, trans. Roger Griffin, with a foreword by S. Veca (Oxford:
Clarendon Press; New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 51.
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life and identity in relation to one’s culture.”®> Therefore not all class-
consciousnesses can be named as false-consciousness. Geuss refers to both Lenin
and Lukacs in explaining ideology with a positive connotation. For both, ideology
is the ideology of the working class, which enables them to maintain their “real
interests” and to improve counter-consciousness against the repression of the ruling
class. Hence ideology in the positive sense will lead them to “enlightenment” and
“emancipation”: “If the critical theory becomes the self-consciousness of a
successful process of emancipation or enlightenment, that means, it becomes the
ideology in the positive sense.”® At this point, it will be necessary to recall
Gramsci’s discussion of constituting intellectual leadership in a social life by
spreading one’s own “world-view” totally to the structure of the society and thus

equalizing his/her own interests with those of the society.”’

We have mentioned Althusser’s prolongation of the Marxist understanding of
ideology as a pejorative phenomenon; but Althusser, too, states ideology as
indispensable by clarifying that human societies could not survive without these
specific formations, these systems of representations. He defines it as an organic
part of every social totality.”® We encounter the same kind of oscillation between

the negative and positive senses of ideology in Tafuri’s usage of the term as well:

Ideology, despite all its ineffectiveness, has its own structure; and like all
structures it is both historical and transient. To bring its specific
characteristics to light, and evaluate its degree of usefulness with respect to
the general aims proposed by the dominant forces in any given phase of
development, is today the only contribution a criticism that is not purely
descriptive can offer.”

In light of Tafuri’s above statement, it is possible to suggest that he proposes the
positive overtone of ideology. Considering that it is one of his last statements in the

book, to conclude his theses with such a statement appears to be a contradiction,

3 R. Geuss, 1981, Ibid., p. 22.

% Ibid., p. 87.

37 Quoted in T. Eagleton, 1996, Ibid. p. 167. (Translated by the author)

3 Quoted in P. Ricoeur, Lectures on Ideology and Utopia, ed. G. H. Taylor (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1986), p. 137.

% M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 169.
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where he has not even implied it before. In addition to the implication of this
positive sense of the term, he maintains to propose the effectiveness of architectural
ideology as, “Undeniably, we are here faced with various concomitant phenomena.
On the one hand, building production taken as an element of comprehensive
planning continues to reduce the usefulness of architectural ideology.”*® What can
be concluded from this statement is that Tafuri indeed believes in the usefulness of
architectural ideology, which convinces us to presume that architectural ideology
has such a potential unless it operates within the premises of capitalist system. At
this point, he digresses from his Marxist standpoint that ideology should solely be
treated as the ideology of the capitalist system. He enforces his position by
conveying, “Indeed, the crisis of modern architecture is not the result of ‘tiredness’
or ‘dissipation.” It is rather a crisis of ‘the ideological function of architecture’.”*!
Tafuri proposes “usefulness” of architectural ideology, but according to his opinion
it is indispensable not to reconcile with the ruling ideology, in this case capitalism.
What lacks in his proposition is, we think, that he does not clarify what he means

by “usefulness of architectural ideology.”*

To sum up so far, it can be assumed that the common point in Geuss’s tripartite
division is that ideology organizes, activates and transforms the power relations.®
For the readers, who may wonder the place of Geuss’s tripartite division of
ideology as neutral, pejorative and positive contexts in our key text, we should
proclaim that Tafuri establishes his main theme in this context. His problematic is
exactly founded on the pejorative aspect of ideology, which uses avant-garde work
in order to function. And the positive connotation he refers to, comes out as a

contradiction.

0 Ibid., p. 170.

! Tbid., p. 181. G. A. Sargm, too, proposes to discuss avant-garde ideology and practices and
architectural-urban utopias in the context of ideology as a positive exactitude. However he does not
accept Tafuri’s positive approach to the term. See G. A. Sargm, “Sosyal Mekan ve Bilgisi: S6ylence
ve Ideoloji Uzerine Notlar,” Gazi Sanat Dergisi, forthcoming.

2 We will deal with this theme in Chapter 4: Conclusion.

3 G. A. Sargm, 2001, “Sosyal Mekan ve Bilgisi: Soylence ve Ideoloji Uzerine Notlar,” Gazi Sanat
Dergisi, forthcoming.

30



2.1.4. Ideology and Architecture

Remembering, at this point, the definition of ideology in the descriptive sense as a
set of beliefs belonging to one group, architecture as an institution is surely

supposed to be ideological. As Althusser points out:

The peculiarity of art is to make us see, make us perceive, make us feel
something which alludes to reality ... What art makes us and therefore gives
us in the form of seeing, perceiving, feeling is the ideology in which it
bathes, from which it detaches itself as art and to which it alludes.**

On the other hand, the definition of ideology in the negative sense, as a false-
consciousness producing mechanism, too, proves architecture’s ideological
character as a product, since it is immersed in the relations of production ruled by

the dominant ideology. As Porphyrios states:

Architectural discourse, in that sense, is totally transparent to ideology. Its
status as ideology derives from the fact that it reflects the manner in which
the agents of an architectural culture live the relations between architecture
as production and architecture as institution. This means that, in the last
instance, architectural discourse as ideology is related to the everyday
experience of production systems and of institutions without being thereby
reduced to a theory of subjective consciousness.*’

Porphyrios evaluates the subject matter through the negative position, whereby he
criticizes the agents of the architectural culture for supporting hegemonic power.
Following this position, if we turn back to Althusser’s explanation of the function
of ideology that interpellates people as subjects, we may surely adjust this notion to
architecture as well. Althusser’s notion of “interpellation” is elucidated by
Burniston and Weedon as: “It is through this ideological function of recognition
that the text is able to transform the reader into an ideological subject, thus

enabling him or her to become the apparently ‘free’ bearer of the ideology in the

“ 1. Althusser, Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, trans. from French by B. Brewster (New
York: Monthly Review Press, 1971), p. 204.

* D. Porphyrios, “On Critical History,” in Architecture Criticism Ideology, ed. J. Ockman
(Princeton: Princeton Architectural Press, 1985), p. 16.
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text.”*

In light of this definition, it can be argued that architecture interpellates
people through the commodity it offers. It possesses the power to inform one about
his/her status in social and economic plane. In this sense, a space may include one,
while excluding some others. Moreover, interpreting his second thesis that ideology
exists on material grounds, it can be proposed that Althusser points out the
necessity of material instruments and practices for ideology to function: “An
ideology always exists both within an instrument and its practice. This existence is

1.”*7 Althusser points out an instrument, since, as Eagleton puts it, ideology

materia
cannot exist without a sign system. Ideology then finds its source through the sign
system of that instrument. One of these material instruments, then, can be put

forward as architectural production itself.

We have already conferred that Tafuri clarifies ideology of architecture as negative.
But on a totally contrasting plane, he also mentions about architectural ideology in

the positive sense. He anticipates that:

It should be stated immediately that the critical analysis of the basic
principles of contemporary architectural ideology does not have any
‘revolutionary’ aim. What is of interest here is the precise identification of
those tasks which capitalist development has taken away from
architecture.”®

Tafuri, by this statement, which he elucidates in the introduction part, verifies the
existence of the concealed tasks of architecture. As mentioned before, it is evident
here that his reference is to the positive ideological role that can be played by
architecture. By stating that, “And ominously present on the horizon is the worst of
evils: the decline of the architect’s ‘professional’ status and his introduction into
programs where the ideological role of architecture is minimal.”*’; he indicates the
usefulness of architectural ideology, and relates the crisis of modern architecture to

the elimination of that ideology: “The crisis of modern architecture begins in the

4 S. Burniston and C. Weedon, “Ideology, Subjectivity and the Artistic Text,” in On Ideology, ed.
Centre for Cultural Studies (London: Hutchinson, 1977), p. 205.

“TL. Althusser, 1978, Ibid., p. 56. (Translated by the author)

8 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., pp. 176-8.

* Ibid., p. ix.
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very moment in which its very natural consignee—large industrial capital-goes
beyond the fundamental ideology, putting aside the suprastructures.”® Here the
“fundamental ideology” refers to architectural ideology, the cultural aspects of

which are left aside.

Furthermore, one more point we should bear in mind is that-despite the proposals
of the relationship of architecture and power systems—this relationship is not one-
to-one. Jameson, too, remarks that the political content in architecture is figurative,
and that the political may be read as apolitical and apolitical may be interpreted as

political.’! Therefore it is a matter of interpretation.

Starting from Tafuri’s position in Geuss’s division and continuing by placing
architecture in that chart, our next concern will be the theme of ideological realm,
which we consider as a second step in Tafuri’s construction of the conception of

ideology.
2.2. IDEOLOGY AND AUTONOMY

Marxist terminology sets up two notions as “base” (“infrastructure”) and
“superstructure” in order to identify the whole structure of a society. By base is
meant the economic foundations of a society and by superstructure is meant the
social and ideological concepts, which are built upon the base.”” According to
Rossi-Landi, superstructure consists of all institutions as artistic, literary, scientific,
religious and political activities.”® The distinction between the two concepts is most
clearly stated by Marx in the Preface to the Contribution to the Critique of Political

Economy, where he writes:

% Ibid., p. 135.

U R, Jameson, “Is Space Political?” in Rethinking Architecture, ed. N. Leach, (London and New
York: Routledge, 1997), pp. 255-71.

52 The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politics, 1996, s.v. “base” and “superstructure”.

1996, Ibid., p. 31.

3 F. Rossi-Landi, 1990, Ibid., p. 60.
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In the social reproduction of their existence, men inevitably enter into
definite relationships, which are independent of their will, namely relations
of production appropriate to a given stage in the development of their
material forces of production. The totality of these relations of production
constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which
arises a legal and political superstructure and to which correspond definite
forms of social consciousnesses. The mode of production of material life
conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual
life...changes in the economic foundation lead sooner or later the
transformation of the whole immense superstructure.>*

The statement of Marx explains one of the views on the issue that “the
superstructural phenomena are reflexes, epiphenomenal projections of
infrastructural realities.”™ Accordingly, the base determines the characters of
superstructural phenomena and the mode of production of material life conditions
the general process of social, political and intellectual life. As a matter of fact,
superstructure means “any material structure or edifice built on something else;
especially all the part of a building above the basement”.>® Thus it is apparent that

the etymological origin of the word reinforces its dependency on the base as well.

On the other hand, according to other group of theorists, including Althusser and
Poulantzas, assuming superstructure to be dependent on the economic base, is
merely a reductionism. They are seen as separate realms, whereas they may both
affect each other.’” As Raymond Williams states, “No mode of production,
consequently no ruling social formation and no ruling culture can contain or
consume the entirety of human practice, objective and energy.”® This kind of an
evaluation should be regarded not as a total autonomy, but rather semi-autonomy,

in other words relative-autonomy.

>* Quoted in The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politics, 1996, Ibid., p. 31.

% F. Jameson, The Political Unconscious: Narrative As A Socially Symbolic Act (Ithaca and New
York: Cornell University Press, 1981), p. 42. It should be noted, however, that this is just a crude
interpretation of Marxism.

58 Webster’s Revised Unabridged Dictionary, 1913, s.v. “superstructure”.

57 Here may be called upon the classical concept of mutual action, which stems from Newton’s
attempt to explain the mutual relationship between forces and appearances also in such figures as
Kant and Hegel. See P. Ricoeur, 1986, Ibid., p. 105.

58 Quoted in T. Eagleton, 1996, p. 78.
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Semi-autonomy discussions include architectural practice and discourse due to the
direct relationship they establish with superstructural realm. Regarding Tafuri’s
strong position within Marxist tradition again, it is not difficult to assume his
standpoint vis a vis the base-superstructure dependence. Considering his argument
about the surrender of modern architectural culture to the laws of economic base, it
is possible to suggest that his discourse can be founded on this dichotomy. And this
is why Tafuri does not anticipate any revolutionary act of architecture within the
closure of capitalism as a system. He implies the problematic of base-

superstructure relationship as:

Up to what point does architecture’s immersion in these processes render it
a pure economic factor? And to what extent are decisions taken in its own
specific sphere reflected in larger systems? The present-day situation makes
it difficult to find coherent answers to these questions.>

While he leaves his questions unanswered, his intention is that of raising these
issues in order to remind the reader about them. By his statement, we are initially
up against that he does not obviously verify architecture has become a “pure
economic factor.” He later implies that architecture itself as an institution has the
potential to affect the other layers of the superstructural realm. Hence, we receive
the hints of Tafuri’s belief in the usefulness of architectural ideology and

consequently its semi-autonomy.

2.3. IDEOLOGY AND UTOPIA

Whenever the utopia disappears, history ceases to be a process leading to an
ultimate end. The frame of reference according to which we evaluate facts
vanishes and we are left with a series of events all equal as far as their inner
significance is concerned.®

Hence, Mannheim draws the sketch of the vital character of utopia during the

course of the history. A common conception of utopia can be put forward as a

% M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 176.
% Quoted in C. Rowe and F. Koetter, Collage City (Cambridge, Massachusetts and London: the
MIT Press, 1978), p. 32.
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particular and distinctive mode of the ideal society and the search for a better

' and is

pattern of life. It is an archetype of the human social imagination®
indispensable to human existence since it is the manifestation of agents’
introspective desire and thus totally opposing false-consciousness produced by

ideology.

The notion of utopia is generally recalled with Thomas More’s book Utopia, in
which he describes an imaginary island representing the perfection in politics, laws
and social life.*” Since that date utopian thought has experienced a deep
transformation. Colin Rowe explains this transformation by discriminating the
notion as “classical utopia” inspired by universal rational morality and ideas of
justice, the Spartan and ascetic utopia already dead before the French Revolution,
and as “activist utopia” of Post-Enlightenment, increased by the stimulus of
Newtonian rationalism.®® Bearing in mind the dual connotation of utopia in Greek
as (eu)topia meaning good place, and (ou)topia meaning no place64, the classical
utopia should be treated as ou-topia, whereas the activist utopia is rather eu-topia.
Although Tafuri does not give this kind of a strict classification, he points out the
same transformation as, “The end of utopianism and the birth of realism are not
distinct moments within the process of ideological formation of the ‘modern

2965

movement.””” The utopianism he refers to is the utopian sensibility in classical

terms versus the realism of the “activist utopia.”

Utopia, in virtue of Tafuri’s framework, is best described by Mannheim as:

8! K. Kumar, Utopianism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), pp. 43-4.

82 T. More, Utopia, trans. S. Eyiiboglu and V. Giinyol (istanbul: Cem Yaymevi, 1993). Although
Plato does not pronounce the word “utopia”, his Republic, in which he describes an ideal state ruled
by philosopher kings, is regarded by some scholars as the first utopia. See K. Kumar, 1991, Ibid., p.
43, Some other utopias can be enumerated as Bacon’s New Atlantis (1627), Campenella’s City of
the Sun (1602), Edward Bellamy’s Looking Backward (1888), William Morris’s News From
Nowhere (1891), Orwell’s 1984 (1949), Zamyatin’s We (1920), Huxley’s Brave New World (1932).
See The Blackwell Encyclopaedia of Political Thought, 1991, s.v. “utopianism”.

% C. Rowe and F. Koetter, 1978, Ibid., pp. 13-5.

% See N. Tiirkiin Dostoglu, “Utopya, Kent ve Mimarlik Uzerine Diisiinceler,” Arredamento
Mimarhk 100+36 (May1s/2001): 73.

8 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 46.
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Utopia is therefore nothing other than ‘a structural vision of the totality that
is and is becoming,” the transcendence of the pure ‘datum,” a system of
orientation intent upon ‘breaking the relationships of the existing order’ in
order to recover them at a higher and different level.%

Mannheim’s main interest in taking up the issue is indeed the revolutionary
character of utopia. He persistently describes the function of utopia as “breaking
the relationships of the existihg order” and establishing a new order. Also in this
statement, Mannheim’s assessment of utopia as “a structural vision of totality that
is and is becoming” emphasizes the dynamic character of utopia, which refers to a

process rather than an end product in contrast to the classical conception.
2.3.1. The Dialectic Relationship Between Ideology and Utopia

Tafuri’s discourse has deep roots in Mannheim’s Ideology and Utopia.
Mannheimian distinction between ideological and utopian thought is a key
component for Tafuri in establishing his thesis on the modern utopia as nothing
more than the reflection of the capitalist ideology. In fact, Tafuri does not bring up
an original statement, but makes use of Mannheim’s discourse. Tafuri, aiming to

make the reader feel the inspiration point of his discourse, quotes from Mannheim:

It is important to note that for Mannheim, once affirmed, utopia is again
transformed into ideology. Between ideology and utopia he thus establishes
a dialectic relationship, which could well have given rise to reflection, even
withilgﬂhis own treatise, on the profoundly structural character of utopia
itself.

In order to understand the transformation of ideology into utopia, it is essential to
realize the disparity between both concepts. The main difference is the outcome of
ideology’s conservatism and utopia’s progressiveness and creativeness. Utopias
appear as projects alternative to the existing reality, whereas ideologies are set of
beliefs and opinions, which cannot present and accept an alternative. As Thompson

remarks, “Ideologies are pure projections which have no transforming effect on the

% Ibid., p. 53.
% Ibid.
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social-historical world, whereas utopias are ideas which are eventually realized, to
some extent, in this world.”® In this context, the “transcendence of pure datum” in
Mannheim’s initial description is indeed used by him in order to emphasize that
utopia, as a “pure datum” is superior to the inaccuracy of ideological formations.
Mannheim explains this dichotomy as, “Ideas which later turned out to have been
only distorted representations of a past or potential social order were ideological,
while those which were adequately realized in the succeeding social order were

relative utopias.”®

Utopia, when realized, becomes the part of the dominant ideology and something to
be disproved in order to establish a new utopia. Utopia is not static in that sense.
Moreover, one should conclude that Tafuri makes use of Mannheim’s analysis,
which expresses that a utopian project may really be intended as reactionary to the
existing order of things, but it is impossible for it not to be interrelated to the
dominant ideology and not to turn out to be that ideology itself. The dichotomy is

put forward by Mannheim once more as:

In limiting the meaning of the term ‘utopia’ to that type of orientation which
transcends reality and which at the same time breaks the bonds of the
existing order, a distinction is set up between the utopian and the
ideological states of mind. One can orient himself to objects that are alien to
reality and which transcend actual existence-and nevertheless still be
effecti\;g in the realization and the maintenance of the existing order of
things.

The orientation of avant-gardes towards future ignoring the values of the past was
set forth parallel by Tafuri to Mannheim’s above description. Tafuri includes
Mannheimian dialectic of ideology and utopia in order to demonstrate the nature of
utopias put forward by avant-garde ideology. In this sense, the evaluation of avant-
garde values as utopia should be viewed in a critical manner regarding that they
were reconciled to the state of reality within which they occurred. However, it must

be emphasized once more that they were reconciled to the existing state merely in

5. B. Thompson, 1990, Ibid., p. 50.
% K. Mannheim, 1936, Ibid., p. 184.
0 1bid., p. 173.
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terms of relations of production.”' In order to understand the problematic set forth
by Tafuri, we shall now dwell on the nature of avant-garde ideology and its modes

of operation.

' At this point we are refraining from depending on the avant-gardes’ revolutionary character,
which Tafuri admits as well: “...and there is no doubt that the artistic avant-gardes of the twentieth
century have fought for a revolution.” See M. Tafuri, 1980, Ibid., p. 1.
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CHAPTER 3

AVANT-GARDISM THROUGH CAPITALISM

If, today, architecture is not able to call anyone to
freedom, if its own freedom is illusory, if all its
petitions sink in a quagmire of ‘images’ at best
amusing, there is no reason why one should not
take up a position of determined contestation
towards architecture itself, as well as towards the
general context that conditions its existence.

M. Tafuri. Theories and History of Architecture
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3.1. AVANT-GARDISM BY DEFINITION

If we go back to its origins, avant-garde, originally a French word, means,
“advance-guard” referring to soldiers who march at the first ranks in the army
columns. As a term of warfare it dates back to Medieval Ages in French history.'
But we know that the word avant-garde was not used in its metaphorical meaning
as advanced position in politics, literature and art, till the Nineteenth Century.
There exist two views about the initial usage of the metaphor. One is that Gabriel
Desire Laverdant, a follower of Fourier, first used it in 1845 in a pamphlet.
However, according to another view, its earliest usage dates to 1825 when Olinde
Rodrigues—a disciple of Saint-Simon—called upon artists “to serve as an avant-
guard” for social change and “glorious future.”” Olinde Rodrigues drew attention to
the leadership position of the avant-garde group, who, according to him, should
devote themselves to the realization of the dreams of the society by revolutionizing

it

It is we artists that will serve as your avant-garde; the power of art is indeed
the most immediate and the fastest. We have weapons of all sorts: when we
want to spread new ideas among people, we carve them in marble or paint
them on canvas; we popularize them by means of poetry and music; by
turns, we resort to the lyre or the flute, the ode or the song, history or the
novel; the theatre stage is open to us, and it is mostly from there that our
influence exerts itself electrically, victoriously. We address ourselves to the
imagination and the feelings of people: we are therefore supposed to
achieve the most vivid and decisive kind of action; and today we seem to
play no role or at best a very secondary one, that has been the result of arts’
lacking a common drive and a general idea, which are essential to their
energy and success.’

As Rodrigues remarks, it is the power of art of all kind that will realize the
imagination and the feelings of people with the help of a common artistic drive,

which we will call the ideology of avant-gardes. Returning to the genuine meaning

' M. Calinescu, Five Faces of Modernity: Modernism, Avant-garde, Decadence, Kitsch,
Postmodernism (Durham: Duke University Press, 1987), p. 97.

> R. Murphy, Theorizing the Avant-garde: Modernism, Expressionism, and the Problem of
Postmodernity (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), p. 35.

3 M. Calinescu, 1987, Ibid., p. 103. (Italics by the author)
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of the word, one can straightforwardly presume the essence of the movement.
Compared to vanguard soldiers, avant-gardes are supposed to be both revolutionist
and rebellious in order to attain the goals of the society. In this respect, according
to Raymond Williams, what separates avant-garde from modernism is their
militarism. As he states, “The avant-garde, aggressive from the beginning, saw
itself as the breakthrough to the future: its members were not the bearers of a
progress already repetitiously defined, but the militants of creativity which would
revive and liberate humanity.” Their disparity with moderns is indeed put forward

as their more revolutionary and radical stance in regard to modernism.’

Avant-gardism appeared in order to serve a new social situation creating new forms
for the new contents and proclaiming a scientific rational organization in their
projects and a collectivized system of living.’ Certainly this resulted in the total
transformation of the artistic language. Their semblance to vanguard soldiers hints

7 Tn order to

about their heroic stance, but not about their “theme of originality
serve the new modern situation avant-gardes needed “creativity” and “rejection of

tradition” and “claim to be anti-bourgeois™. Avant-gardes represent their

* R. Williams, The Politics of Modernism: Against the New Conformists, ed. and intr. T. Pinkney
(London and New York: Verso, 1996), p. 51.

° This disparity is emphasized by some scholars, who express that avant-garde started by
dramatizing and revolutionizing certain constitutive elements of the idea of modernity. Raymond
Williams, one of the mentioned scholars, distinguishes three main phases, which developed in the
Nineteenth Century. Within these phases he places modernists into the second type of group, which
consists of the alternative, radically innovative experimental artists and writers, while placing avant-
garde as the third fully oppositional group. See R. Williams, 1996, Ibid., pp. 50-1. Richard Murphy
establishes the dialectic relationship between modernism and avant-gardes as the avant-garde serves
as the political and revolutionary cutting edge of the broader movement of modernism, while
modernism itself reacts to this critique. See R. Murphy, 1999, Ibid., p. 3. Matei Calinescu explicates
this disparity as the avant-garde appears as a deliberate and self-conscious parody of modernity by
borrowing its elements from the modern tradition but exaggerating and blowing them up. See M.
Calinescu, 1987, Ibid., p. 141. And finally Poggioli in his Theory of Avant-garde represents avant-
gardes as the particular type of modernism that is opposed to it. Quoted in M. Calinescu, 1987,
Ibid., p. 80. As observed in the statements of these scholars, avant-garde represents oppositional and
revolutionary character as opposed to the general understanding of modernism. Tafuri does not
emphasize such a disparity through the book. Therefore it will be out of our discussion.

§ G. Baird, The Space of Appearance (Cambridge and Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1995), p. 169.
7 Rosalind Krauss considered the theme of originality extensively. See R. E. Krauss, The Originality
of the Avant-garde and the Other Modernist Myths (Cambridge, Massachusetts: the MIT Press,
1987).

¥ R. Williams, 1996, Ibid., pp. 52-53. We shall deal with the deviation of avant-gardes from the
theme of occurring as anti-bourgeois in Section 3.2.2.2.
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revolutionary stance, as it is obvious in Malevich’s pronouncement as, “Only he is
p Yy

alive who rejects his convictions of yesterday.”

The concept of rebellion and revolution inherent in avant-gardism naturally brings
forth a utopian mentality inherent in the concept of avant-gardism. If utopias stand
for the perfection of social, political and economic realms as we mentioned before,
the principle of revolutionism of avant-gardism should be regarded as for the sake
of such perfection. Also bearing in mind the position of Olinde Rodrigues, who
employed the term avant-garde for the first time, as a Saint-Simon follower, we
realize that the term was employed for utopian objectives. Thus Saint-Simon’s
utopian philosophy, which regards the artist as a man of imagination, who is
capable of not only foreseeing the future but also creating it, constitutes the spirit of
the movement. In this light, Saint Simon asserts, “... in this great undertaking the
artists, the men of imagination will open the march: they will take the Golden Age
from the past and offer it as a gift to future generations...”'®. As Matei Calinescu
indicates, following Olinde Rodrigues, all the future oriented socio-political
doctrines, including Saint-Simonians, Fourierists, Anarchists and Marxists
accommodated the term avant-gardes in their own rhetoric and considered

themselves as avant-gardes. '’

? Quoted in R. E. Krauss, 1987, Ibid., p. 157.

' Quoted in M. Calinescu, 1987, Ibid., p. 102. Saint-Simon expresses his first utopian project in The
Letters of an Inhabitant of Geneva to His Contemporaries in 1803. In his utopia, he shifts the power
to intellectuals and scientists, with whom he establishes an alliance with industrious. For details, see
P. Ricoeur, Lectures on Ideology and Utopia, ed. G. H. Taylor (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1986), pp. 285-300. Le Corbusier is said to be a neo-Saint-Simonian, since he calls for an
elite of technically trained managers to rationalize production and believe that this would be a mere
means in eliminating social disorder.

' Quoted in M. Calinescu, 1987, Ibid., p. 114. It should be noted that Marx and Engels did not use
the word “avant-garde” in Communist Manifesto, but Lenin developed their statement, as “The party
constitutes the political avant-garde.” In the same respect, Kropotkin published a magazine called
L’avant-garde in Switzerland in 1878 and moreover 1890°s numerous provincial French
newspapers connected with the Marxists of Parti Ouvrier were named L ’avani-garde or titles
starting with the word “avant-garde”.
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3.2. AVANT-GARDE IDEOLOGY

Table 3.1. Diagram for Avant-Garde Ideology

--- Neutral
Why How
Avant-garde --- Negative --- Commitment to Capitalism --- Working Class -------- Settlements
-------- Ideology of
--- Positive Equilibrium
--------- Functional
Segregation
--- Urban Realm --- Avant-gardes and
Metropolis
Avant-Garde Autonomy =0 - Transformation
of Urban Space
--- Ideology of Public
--- Architectural Realm ----- Ideology
of Plan
--- Pure Form

Having clarified the essence of avant-garde position, our next task is to scan avant-
garde ideology through the tripartite definitions of Raymond Geuss. According to
the descriptive definition, ideology is used to state “the socio-cultural features of a
group containing discursive and non-discursive elements,” so in the descriptive
sense, avant-garde ideology should be regarded as neutral. From another point of
view, which includes that of Tafuri as well, it is possible to suggest a negative
sense inherent in the avant-garde ideology being entangled into capitalist ideology.
Accepting it as such, Tafuri illustrates avant-garde ideology as “progressive
ideology” for the concept of progression is quite related to capitalism.'? In this
context, it will be helpful to reframe Tafuri’s discourse on the ideology of avant-

gardes as negative ideology within a tripartite division according to the relationship

2 David Harvey relates the ideology of progress to bourgeois life and culture as well. See D.
Harvey, “The Geopolitics of Capitalism,” in Social Relations and Spatial Structures, ed. D. Gregory
and J. Urry (Basingstroke and Hampshire: Macmillan, 1985), p. 131. In addition to progressive
ideology Tafuri defines two other modes of ideological production as regressive ideology, that is the
“utopia of nostalgia” (anti-urban thought), and the ideology that insists directly on the reform of
major institutions —that of Olmsted, Stein, Henri Wright and Moses. See M. Tafuri, The Sphere and
the Labyrinth, Avant-Gardes and Architecture from Piranesi to the 1970s, trans. P. D’Acierno and
R. Connolly (Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1987), p. 17.
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it establishes with working class ideology, with urban and architectural realm. And

finally we will dwell on the positive aspect of avant-garde ideology.

3.2.1. Avant-garde Commitment to the Laws of Capitalism

3.2.1.1. Modernism as a Capitalist Phenomenon

Our purpose in this part is to find out whether there is, or not, an appropriate
ground for modernism to be identified by capitalist mode of production. To start
with Marx, we are confronted with his assertion that what makes modernity
modern is first and foremost capitalism itself. Capital, for him is the demiurge of
the modern world, since everything in modern society is dominated by economic
power. In this respect, capitalism is modernity and modernity is capitalism."
Considering the close correlation between two phenomena, Tafuri expresses a
parallel suggestion as, “By this standard, the fate of capitalist society is not at all
extraneous to architectural design.”** By presupposing that architectural design of
modern culture confronted the same “tragic destiny” with that of capitalism, he

implies the interpenetration of both.

D, Sayer, Capitalism and Modernity: An Excursus on Marx and Weber (London: Routledge,
1991), p. 12. Matthew Edel defines capitalism as “the domination of the economy by a ruling class
through the control of the capital, the presence of a proletariat, the extraction of surplus value in the
process of production and the presence of exchange systems required for production for sale.” See
M. Edel, “Capitalism, accumulation and the explanation of urban phenomena”, in Urbanization and
Urban Planning in Capitalist Society, ed. M. Dear and A. J. Scott (London and New York:
Methuen, 1981, p. 19. In this respect, capitalism is a mode of production, which is “a specific
articulation of the social relations of production and forces of production, which consists of the
totality of economic, political and ideological determinations associated with a given set of
production relations. See E. O. Wright, Interrogating Inequality: Essays on Class Analysis,
Socialism and Marxism (London, New York: Verso, 1994), pp. 117-8. As Marx puts it in The
Grundrisse, despite its processes of dissolution, it is the most developed and complex historical
organisation of production. Quoted in J. F. Rundell, Origins of Modernity: The Origins of Modern
Social Theory from Kant to Hegel to Marx (Madison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press,
1987), p. 119. Assessing modernism to be integrated with capitalism stands for assuming it as
“consumer culture”. The relationship of modernism with consumer culture is rather less discussed in
comparison to that of post-modernism. On the contrary, Don Slater discusses that consumer culture,
which he terms as “the culmination of Fordist mass production coupled with Keynesian economic
managerialism,” is closely bound up with modernism as a whole, since its core institutions,
infrastructures and practices originated in the early modern period. Development of shopping,
arcades, department stores, international exhibitions, museums and new forms of entertainment in
this early age should be taken into consideration in this respect. See D. Slater, Consumer Culture
and Modernity (Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers; Oxford: Polity Press, 1997), pp. 9, 12, 15.

' M. Tafuri, Architecture and Utopia-Design and Capitalist Development, trans. Barbara Luigia La
Penta (Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1976), p. 179.
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In this context, avant-garde ideology as “concrete work” came to terms with
“abstract work”"’, which refers to the production of commodities. Tafuri clarifies
this transformation process by revealing the old questions as “How can
architectural language put forward hypothesis concerning collective destinies? How
can that language enter into dialectical relationship with the evolution of scientific
thought?” And the new ones as “What form of intellectual labour is the most
adequate to enter directly into the sphere of productive work and transform its
structures? How can language become a means of economic valorisation?”'® Hence
avant-garde ideology, being no more autonomous, does not differ from capitalist
ideology: “... the entire cycle of modern architecture and of the new systems of
communication came into being, developed and entered into crisis as an enormous
attempt to resolve the imbalances, contradictions of the capitalist reorganization of
the world market and productive development.”"” Tafuri conveys the relationship

of modernism with the capital in a concrete example. He puts forth the pleas made

by Rathenau and Henri Ford, who says:

We want artists in industrial relationship. We want masters in industrial
method-both from the standpoint of the producer and the product. We want
those who can mould the political, social, industrial, and moral mass into a
sound and shapely whole... We want men who can create the working
design for all that is right and good and desirable in our life.'®

' These Marxist definitions were employed by Tafuri in Modern Architecture (New York: H. N.
Abrams Inc., 1986), p. 7.

' M.. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 7.

'7 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 178.

'® Ibid., p. 67. Integration with the machine age is enunciated by diverse avant-gardes. In order to
grasp Tafuri’s view point that the inspiration sought in the mechanical age reduces avant-garde art
as a mere realisation of that age, it is better to look over avant-garde manifestos themselves. In
Futurist Manifesto, Sant’Elia sets up this relationship as: “The problem of Modern architecture is
not a problem of rearranging its lines; not a question of finding new moldings, new architraves for
doors and windows...But to raise the new built structure on a sane plan, gleaning every benefit of
science and technology...and finally I affirm that just as the ancients drew their aspiration in art
from the elements of the natural world, so we-materially and spiritually artificial-must find our
inspiration in the new mechanical world we have created, of which architecture must be the fairest
expression, the fullest synthesis the most effective artistic integration.” And Van Doesburg wrote:
“The machine is, par excellence, a phenomenon of spiritual discipline. Materialism as a way of life
and art took handicraft as its direct psychological expression. The new spiritual artistic sensibility of
the twentieth century has not only felt the beauty of the machine, but also has taken cognizance of
its unlimited expressive possibilities for the arts.” Quoted in R. Banham, Theory and Design in the
First Machine Age (Cambridge and Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1992), pp. 128-30, 151.
Furthermore, Le Corbusier stresses the priority of the machine age as: “A machine age is born. We
still act under the authority of a pre-mechanical age. This leadership destroys all our initiatives. We
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The capital’s intention was not to surrender the control of the cycle, but by

inserting intellectual work into the cycle to make it more prestigious.

Tafuri makes reference to Benjamin’s argument several times. The “destruction of
aura”"® foretold by Benjamin is just what Tafuri summarizes the process as “the
integration of subjective the moment with the complex mechanism of
rationalization, but at the same time the identification of an ‘ethic of
rationalization’ completely directed upon itself”?°. What is more “the concentration
of capital and its socialization” requires such an ethic in artistic realm in order to
make these values internalized. This ethic discussed by Tafuri is nothing other than
the constitution of principles of modern architecture as the methods of

rationalization by the pioneers of modernism.

In “The Author As Producer” Benjamin warns the artists to be aware of both of his
work’s relation to the conditions of production and its implication within the wider
institutional networks of power.”' In order to explicate architecture’s dedication,
Tafuri’s point is that “architecture’s field of action is redefined within the cycle of
capitalist production not as a ‘specialist in language’ but as a producer.”? Within
Benjamin’s distinction between the artist-interpreter (magician) and the artist-

producer (surgeon), it suits the latter one.® So according to the phenomenon of

must create the leadership of a machine age.” Quoted in “From the Radiant City to Vichy: Le
Corbusier’s Plans and Politics, 1928-1942”, in The Open Hand: Essays on Le Corbusier, ed. R.
Walden (Cambridge: the MIT Press, 1977), p. 253. Finally for Gropius architectural asceticism had
to put itself entirely at the service of industry. See M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid, p. 85.

19 «“Aura” of an artwork denotes “unique existence at the place where it happens to be”. See W.
Benjamin, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” llluminations, ed. H. Arendt,
trans. H. Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), pp. 217-51.

20 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., pp. 56-7.

2 See R. Murphy, 1999, Ibid., p. 12. What Benjamin draws attention is the publication of the
dominant ideology, which absorbs revolutionary efforts. In this respect, he points out the
importance of the technical means used by the artist, which he names as “Technik”.

22 M. Tafuri, “Architecture dans le Boudoir: The Language of criticism and the criticism of
language”, trans. V. Caliandro, Oppositions, vol. 3 (May 1974), quoted in J. Ockman, “Venice and
New York,” Casabella 59, no. 619-620 (1995), p. 59.

2 The transformation of “artist-interpreter” into “artist-producer” denotes to a transformation of the
cult position of the artist as a creative intellect and the individuality of her/his work. In order to
comprehend the metaphors of “magician” and “surgeon”, we should look at how Benjamin relates
the behavior of magician and surgeon to that of painter and operator respectively. In “The Work of
Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction”, he asserts that the painter keeps a natural distance
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division of labor the architect gives up her/his traditional mission and accepts being
a technician. In Tafuri’s words: “The role of the architect is more that of technician
than the demiurge, a fact that entails the death of architectural ideologies.”** His
evidence is the period’s architectural publications: “In the meantime, and beginning
with just the most politically committed circles—from the November gruppe to the
magazines MA and Vesc and the Berlin Ring—architectural ideology was defined

technically.”*

Furthermore, Tafuri argues about Bauhaus in this context. He condemns Meyer for
what he brought into the school was only the image of the productive cycle (Fig.
3.1)

His new ideal was architecture as moment of productive organization and
therefore, as a technique, it was intolerant of formal suggestion... Contrary
to the art as utopia of significance that the Wendingen group and
Mendelsohn championed, here we have an architecture as utopia of
technical neutrality.*®

Bauhaus constitutes the last break of capitalist development, since the (capitalist)
ideology is no more dictating its requests, but had already become a part of the

intellectual work itself:

The Bauhaus, as the decantation chamber of the avant-garde, fulfilled the
historic task of selecting from all the contributions of the avant-garde by
testing them in terms of the needs of the productive reality. Industrial
design, a method of organizing production even before it is a method of
configuring objects, did away with any residue of utopia inherent in the
artistic expression of the avant-garde.?’

from what he is given, while the operator penetrates deeply into the texture of data. See W.
Benjamin, 1969, Ibid.

24 Quoted in J. L. Cohen, “Ceci n’est pas une Histoire,” Casabella 59, no. 619-620 (1995), p. 51.
M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., pp. 100-1.

%6 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 150.

2" M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 98.
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Fig. 3.1. Hannes Meyer, League of Nations Project, 1926-27, axonometric view.
(K. M. Hays. Modernism and the Post-Humanist Subject: The Architecture of
Hannes Meyer and Ludwig Hilberseimer. Cambridge and Massachusetts: the MIT
Press, 1992, p. 163)

In Theories and History of Architecture Tafuri defines the role of the architect in
the new industrial age as an interpreter of that age: “Art becomes then a sort of
prototype of the technological processes: or better, a mediation between world of
quantity—perceived in its abstract values—and a world of quality—resolved in
mirroring of the subjective emotions towards machines.””® As suggested by Tafuri,
the main task of avant-garde then becomes mediation between the capitalist
universe and artistic aura. In this respect, avant-gardes stand neither in the first nor
in the latter realm, but in between. At this point we are going to discuss the degree

of autonomy in avant-garde work, since avant-gardes’ commitment to the laws of

B M. Tafuri, Theories and History of Architecture, trans. G. Verrecchia (Granada: Granada
Publishing Limited, 1980), p. 33.
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capitalism, that is to say its dependence on the exigencies of the relationships and

forces of production, starts at the point when art renounces its claim to autonomy.
3.2.1.2. Avant-gardism and Autonomy

We have previously argued the relationship between the base and superstructure in
terms of the autonomy of the latter. At this point, in the case of avant-gardes our
problematic appears to be that of whether avant-garde work chooses to be
autonomous or not, rather than it manages or not. In this respect, avant-gardism
accommodates in itself the opposition to autonomy, attacks the superiority of art,
providing it to acquire a social significance, since avant-gardes are aware of the
fact that the detachment of art from life means to approve what takes place.
Because they are aware that autonomy brings isolation although offers freedom as
well. In this respect, the artist is compelled to be acquainted with the lack of the
system. On the contrary, artwork, being autonomous, masks the contradictions by
aesthetisation or sublimation. Tafuri explains avant-garde principle to combine art

and social, economic and political life as:

Art as a model of action. This was the great building principle of the artistic
redemption of the modern bourgeoisie. But it was at the same time an
absolute which gave rise to new and irrepressible contradictions. Life and
art having been revealed antithetical, there had to be found, either means of
mediation—following this entire road the artistic production accepted the
problematic as its new ethical horizon—or ways by which art could pass into
life, even the Hegelian prophecy of the death of art became a reality.”

The conflict between art and life is resolved, to use Tafuri’s words, by means of
mediation, through which avant-garde art is paradoxically distorted into an
affirmative culture—in spite of its reaction—which means that they have failed to
achieve their goal. It is possible to observe this contradiction in their devotion to
the bourgeois values. In this light, it is possible to suggest that there exists a slender
point of separation, which avant-gardes overlooked. The penetration of art into the

life rather came to mean that it has been dissolved in it. As Biirger says, “Art no

¥ M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 89. (Italics original)
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longer distinct from the praxis of life but wholly absorbed in it will lose the
capacity to criticize, along with its distance.”*® Adorno as well explains the
parallelism of art’s loss of its critical resistance and its autonomy as: “A truly
oppositional aesthetics can exist only where art is autonomous and ‘an entity unto
itself’, and then aesthetic autonomy also becomes the last guarantee that art’s
critical capacity is safe from recuperation by bourgeois society.”! Then art
criticizes by mere existence.

32 in order

Tafuri points out the avant-gardes’ adoption of “Marcusian mythology
to demonstrate avant-gardes’ dissolution in the capitalist system. In this respect
Marcuse maintains that, like religion, art has the affirmative function of
maintaining unrealised ideas and “forgotten truths” of the society.® Thus
containing a critical element, it protests against the deficiencies of a reality in
which these ideals have disappeared. But on the other hand, it sublimates and
defuses this protest. Paradoxically then while preserving life’s unfulfilled ideals art
also undertakes an “affirmative character” serving merely to stabilize and

legitimize that reality.**

Although Tafuri does not believe in the accuracy of avant-garde classification as
autonomous and non-autonomous, he starts his argument by indicating the

existence of such a classification. At this point, it will be necessary to recognize

3% Quoted in R. Murphy, 1999, Ibid., p. 28. Biirger’s discourse on avant-gardes is indeed founded on
the failure, which avant-gardes encountered in inserting art into daily practice. See P. Biirger,
Theory of the Avant-Garde (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984), p. 50.

3! Quoted in R. Murphy, 1999, Ibid., p.29. The notion of autonomy in art work, in other words “I’art
pour art’ for liberating art from external factors, goes back to Kant and Schiller. See Ibid., p. 6.

32 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 140.

33 The reason that Marcuse compares art’s function to that of religion, which according to Marx
produces “illusory happiness”, is for the fact that he applies Marx’s analysis of religion to the field
of art. See R. Murphy, 1999, Ibid., p. 8.

* Tbid., pp. 8-9. “Affirmative” in its etymological origin denotes “that side of question which
affirms or maintains the proposition” and “declaratory of what exists.” See Webster’s Revised
Unabridged Dictionary, 1913, s.v. “affirmative”. Therefore, it includes the sense that it is a
maintenance of the existing order. Marcuse explains the character of affirmative culture as it affirms
and conceals the new conditions of social life. He describes affirmative culture as the “culture of the
bourgeois epoch which led in the course of its own development to the segregation from civilization
of the mental and spiritual world.” See H. Marcuse “The Affirmative Character of Culture,” in
Negations (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968), pp. 95-6.
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this classification constituted by Tafuri in order to define the duality of avant-

gardes as:

1. The self-recognition of intellectual work as essentially work pure and
simple, and therefore not something able to serve a revolutionary
movement. The autonomy of such work is recognized explicitly as
relative, only the political or economic patron being able to give a sense
to the efforts of the intellectual disciplines.

2. An intellectual work that negates itself as such, claiming a position of
pure ideology, and that itself wants to substitute the political
organization, or to honour or criticize it from within. Its objective,
however, is always to get out of productive work and stand before it as
its critical conscience.>

The first “silent” and “pure” group includes Cubists, Surrealists, Expressionists and
Dadaists, who preserve their distance against the economic base, whereas the
second group should be understood as Constructivists, Futurists, pioneers of De-
Stijl and Bauhaus, who “negate their essence and claim a position of pure
ideology™¢. He describes the first group as “hiding behind a rediscovered
disciplinary autonomy” and the second group as “hiding behind neurotic attitudes
of self-destruction.””” The common denominator in his classification is the
despising. While defending disciplinary autonomy is a desertion, the other choice is
a total submission. Nevertheless this is the discrimination made in the light of their

declarations. In fact, his concluding proposal is that avant-garde made mediation:

Instead of really choosing between the aspiration to absolute autonomy or
voluntary self-effacement in a mission of ‘class service’, ideology ended, in
most cases and with a surprising consistency of behavior, by precariously
straddling the borderline between these two choices.®

Intellectual work pure and simple signifies their attitudes towards the articulation

of architectural form as pure and simple, but besides this formal quality that

35 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., pp. 65-6. (Italics original) These categories were not originally founded by
Tafuri. This distinction was made by R. Poggioli and also implicitly in the views on the Twentieth
century art after the Second World War. See T. Llorens, “Manfredo Tafuri: Neo-Avant-Garde and
History,” Architectural Design 6/7 (1981): 82-95.

36 This illustration is made by Tomas Llorens. See T. Llorens, 1981, Ibid., p. 83.

7 1bid., p. 136.

* Ibid., p. 72.
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represent autonomy, avant-garde work preserves its position in politics. This is why
Tafuri states that ideology-referring precisely to avant-garde ideology—made
“mediation”. In this respect, Tafuri actually sees the entire cycle homogenous as he
declares that they oscillated between the two choices. Thus the first group could
never preserve their autonomy, because according to Tafuri’s standpoint, this is
impossible. So if we return to our argument at the beginning of this section, it is not
a matter of choice but a matter of indispensability. In his discourse, the second

group cannot purely exist, either.”

At this point the question arises as why Tafuri sets forth such a classification if he
believes that avant-gardes made mediation. Tafuri’s aim is to display that indeed
there is no disparity between the two groups in terms of their ideological
commitment. He demonstrates this fact by comparing the members of the two
groups in terms of the relationship they establish with capital. Tafuri’s two
examples to prove his argument is Neue Sachlichkeit (Fig. 3.2; 3.3), which is the
“destruction of the object and its substitution by the process lived as such” and

Expressionism (Fig. 3.4; 3.5), which is the “exasperation of the object”:

But we should not be misled by the merely obvious. This was a controversy
between, on the one hand, intellectuals who reduced their own ideological
potential to the instrumentation of advanced programs for a production
system in the coarse of reorganization, and, on the other hand, intellectuals
who worked by taking advantage of backwardness of European capitalism.
Seen in this light the subjectivity of Haring and Mendelsohn assumes a
critical significance in respect to the Taylorism of Hilberseimer or Gropius.
Objectively, however this was a criticism made from a rear-guard position
and thus incapable of imposing universal alternatives. Mendelsohn’s self-
proclaiming architecture is a creation of persuasive ‘monuments’ in the
service of the commercial capital... And yet, to present the course of
architecture of the twentieth century as a single, unitary cycle is not
completely wrong.*

¥ We shall deal with the depoliticisation process of avant-gardes in through the theme of “pure
form.”

“0 Ibid., p. 110-2. Taylorism refers to the scientific management of production process enunciated by
F. W. Taylor, Scientific Management (1911).
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Fig. 3.2. Walter Gropius, The Total Theatre, 1927, isometric section.
(S. Giedion. Walter Gropius. New York: Dover Publications, 1992, p. 155.)

Fig. 3.3. Walter Gropius, Fagus Works, Shoe Last Factory, Alfeld an der Leine,
1911. (With Adolph Meyer)
(Ibid., p. 96.)
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Fig. 3.4. Eric Mendelsohn, general view of Einstein Tower after restoration, 1920-
1924.
(B. Zevi, Einstein Tower. London: The Architectural Press, 1985, p. 42.)

Fig. 3.5. Eric Mendelsohn, sketch of Einstein Tower.
(Ibid., p. 37.)

55



According to Tafuri, in spite of the critical stance that the Expressionist took
against the “technical reproducibility”, they maintained to carry on the
contradictions of the new industrial city, although from the rear guard position,*!
whereby they served the “secondary needs of the European bourgeoisie.” Hence
Tafuri is against the intellectual work, which is reconciled to the system and the

intellectual work that remains silent to the recent facts.

With regard to the duality set forth by Tafuri through Neue Sachlichkeit® and
Expressionism, it is possible to roughly classify the whole modern movement as
constructive and destructive currents regarding Tafuri’s discourse. It is not so
complicated to demonstrate the commitment of the constructivist group, since it
already emerges within their political discourse. The actual concern of Tafuri, is
however to verify his thesis from the destructive side, which is much more
challenging. In this respect, he constitutes a further duality—which he later refutes—
between De Stijl and Dadaism (Fig. 3.6; Fig. 3.7). For this reason, he intensifies on
how Dadaism as a nihilist and oppositional movement can be an instrument of

control in the course of realization of the capitalist development:

De Stijl became a method of formal control of the technological universe.
Dada wanted to enunciate apocalyptically its immanent absurdity. And yet
the nihilist criticism formulated by Dada ended by becoming a means of
control for planning. As we shall see, there is nothing surprising in
encountering many points of tangency between the most ‘constructive’ and
the most ‘destructive’ avant-garde movements of the Twentieth century.
Thus it is not surprising that Dadaist anarchy and De Stijl order converged
and mingled from 1922 on, from the aspect of theory as well as that of
practice, in which the main concern was that of working out the means of a
new synthesis.*

! See M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 109-10.

“2 H. Heynen, Architecture and Modernity: A Critique (Cambridge and Massachusetts: the MIT
Press, 1999), p. 134.

* It should be stated at this point that we use the word “duality” considering that Neue Sachlichkeit
(New Objectivity) is the rejection of Expressionism and the revival of realism. In terms of
objectivity, Bauhaus was closely affiliated to Neue Sachlichkeit movement. Of the most notable
Neue Sachlichkeit architecture is the Deutsche Werkbund Weissenhofsiedlung erected outside
Stuttgart in 1927 by Behrens, Décker, Gropius, Hilberseimer, Rading, Scharoun, Schneck, Mies and
Brothers Taut, and Gropius’s Bauhaus Complex of 1926 and his Torten Housing of 1928. See K.
Frampton, Modern Architecture: A Critical History, 3rd. edition (New York: Thames and Hudson,
1992), pp. 127, 137-8.

“ M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., pp. 92-3, 95.
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Fig. 3.6. Kurt Schwitters, Merz column, in Hanover, 1920-1936.
(H. Heynen, Architecture and Modernity: A Critigue. Cambridge and
Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1999, p. 130.)

Fig. 3.7. Theo Van Doesburg, Space-Time Construction II1, 1923.
(Ibid., p. 65.)
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He evaluates Dada’s decomposition of linguistic material as the “sublimation of
automatism” and “commercialisation of values spread through all levels of
existence by the advance of capitalism.” Such kind of an interpretation is a very
radical one if Dada’s reactionary and anarchic stance is taken into consideration.
The representation of chaos by Dadaists, according to him, was aiming at exposing
a necessity of control of formlessness and chaos, which should be put into order
according to laws of rationality.*® This necessity is nothing other than capital’s
dictate of organization of productive reality. In opposition to Dada, Neue
Sachlichkeit artists courageously accepted and declared their role: “... the central
Europen Neue Sachlichkeit adapted the method of designing to the idealized
structure of the assembly line. The forms and methods of industrial work became
part of the organization of the design and were reflected in the ways proposed for
the consumption of the object.””’ Thus Tafuri attacks avant-gardes from both
points. By putting forward the commitment of constructivist group beforehand, he

makes it easier to refute Dada’s work in the same context.

Massimo Cacciari represents what Tafuri names as the “destructive” group by
“negative thought.” Alluding to the narration of Cacciari, Tafuri explains the

reasons of the transformation of “negative thought” to “positive” as:

‘Negative thought’ had enunciated its own project for survival in its
refutation of the Hegelian dialectic and a recovery of the contradictions this
had eliminated. ‘Positive thought’ does nothing but overturn that
negativeness on itself. The negative is revealed as such, even in its
‘ineluctability.” Resignation to it is only a first condition for making
possible the perpetuation of the intellectual disciplines; for making possible
the recovery for intellectual work (at the price of destroying its ‘aura’) of
the tradition of its ‘sacred’ extraneousness to the world; for providing a
reason, no matter how minimal, for its survival.*®

So according to Tafuri order and disorder no longer contradicted each other. In

light of Tafuri’s clarification there is no contradiction between “Constructivism and

“ Ibid., p. 93.

“ Ibid., pp. 95-6.
47 Ibid., p. 101.
* Ibid., p. 76.
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the ‘art of protest’; between the rationalization of building production and the
subjectivism of abstract expressionism or the irony of pop art; between capitalist
plan and urban chaos; between the ideology of planning and the ‘poetry of the
object’.” As a result all the avant-gardes converge in one point whether they

claim themselves to be political or apolitical:

And I must repeat, all together, and without any distinction between
Constructivism and the art of protest. Cubism, Futurism, Dada, all the
historical avant-garde movements arose and succeeded each other according
to the typical law of industrial production, the essence of which is the
continual technical revolution.*®

However, in spite of his evaluation of modern movement as a unitary cycle, there
emerges an inconsistency in his declarations. In his statement below, which is

involved within Modern Architecture, we observe a deviation in his discourse:

Yet it would be quite wrong to read the course of the European artistic
avant-garde as a straight line leading from the overcoming of Expressionist
anguish to the art of technical reproducibility, to the disabused and
olympian mechanism of Fernand Léger, to the Esprit Nouveau movement
captained by Amédée Ozenfant and Le Corbusier, or to the Neue
Sachlichkeit of the 1920s.”"

Tafuri’s self-contradiction appears where he pronounces, in the introduction part,
that he would prefer the first group: “To the deceptive attempts to give architecture
an ideological dress, I shall always prefer the sincerity of those who have the
courage to speak of that silent and outdated ‘purity’; even if this, too, still harbors
an ideological inspiration, pathetic in its anachronism.” Although by this
statement he provides the hints of his discourse, which is more reactionary to the
illusory attempts to reveal themselves as political, one is puzzled by the vagueness
of his point of view. In addition, the ambiguity is maintained by asserting that all

avant-gardes were interested in political parties:

* Ibid., pp. 178-9.

0 Ibid., pp. 84-6.

' M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 108.
52 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. ix.
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Furthermore, all the avant-garde movements adopted political parties as
models of action. Dada and Surrealism can surely be seen as particular
expressions of the anarchic spirit. And indeed De Stijl, the Bauhaus, and the
Soviet avant-garde movements did not hesitate to set themselves up
explicitly as global alternatives to political practices; alternatives that
assumed all the characteristics of ethical choices.>

3.2.2. The Character of Avant-garde Ideology
3.2.2.1. Transformation of Avant-garde Ideology into Utopia

In light of Mannheim’s definition, modernism can be said to become a utopian
project in the sense that it aimed to abolish the existing order. In this respect, Kevin
Herington, for instance, identifies modernity as the involvement of utopia.>* We,
too, previously stated the utopian mentality inherent in the notion of avant-gardism.
However, Tafuri’s approach is quite the contrary for he assumes that the idealizing
and legitimizing function of modern ideology was concealed behind a utopian
rhetoric. If we return to Mannheim’s warning to be critical against any utopian
project, which can be presented as unfamiliar to reality, but still be effective in the
safeguarding of the existing system, it will be easier to comprehend Tafuri,
according to whom the utopian mentality of avant-gardes was nothing more than
“ideology” that tries to sustain the existing order. As Mannheim puts, it is the
dominant ideology that determines what should be regarded as utopian and what
cannot; and those criteria control utopian ideas and render them socially impotent,
where the existing order is not damaged. It should be born in mind that what Tafuri
terms as “advanced ideologies” is the capitalist ideology, the pioneers of which
realized that crystallized forms of ideology could no longer manage to sustain the

new way of life they were offering:

The unproductiveness of intellectual work was the crime that weighed upon
the conscience of the cultural world of the nineteenth century, and which
advanced ideologies had to overcome. To turn ideology into utopia thus
became imperative. In order to survive, ideology had to negate itself as
such, break its own crystallized forms, and throw itself entirely into the

53

Ibid., p. 93.
5% K. Herington, “The Utopics of Modernity,” in The Badlands of Modernity: Heterotopia and
Social Ordering (London and New York: Routledge, 1997), p. 56.
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‘construction of the future.” This revision of ideology was thus a project for
establishing the dominion of a realized ideology over the forms of
development.”

As typical of Tafuri’s narration, in which he seldom refers to his object indirectly,
here, too, he refers to utopia as “realized ideology”, which reinforces our thought
that the difference of utopia lies in the fact that they are realizable projects rather
than “abstract schemes of behaviors.” To use such a statement as ‘“realized
ideology” which implicitly refers to utopia demonstrates his main concern on the
apparent utopia as ideology. As a result, we realize one of the causes of the
necessity of such a transformation, without which intellectual work would not be

able to survive in the system.

Furthermore, capital demands such a transformation—which will be congruent with
the progressive and demystifying nature of the modern era-in the course of its
development. Weber and Mannheim argue it as the “revision of ideology is one of
the factors of development, which is the only readily identifiable reality.”>® Weber,
Scheler and Mannheim declared the necessity of transformation of ideology into
utopia, while Keynes and Schumpeter affirmed “leading back to the terms of an
economic plan.”’ Suggestively, avant-garde ideology included a co-existence of
these two implications. The opposition between progressive thought and
conservative thought-referring to ideology and utopia respectively—established by
Mannheim and employed later by Tafuri is just what avant-garde politics realized
and promoted utopian thought for the sake of nothing else than the dynamics of

development:

For ‘progressive thought’, on the contrary, ‘every single thing receives its
significance only from some other thing that is ahead of it or above it, from
a utopia of the future or from a norm that exists above being.’ ‘Conservative
thought’, on the other hand, ‘deduced the significance of the particular from

55 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 50. (Italics original)

%8 Ibid., p. 53.

57 Ibid., p. 62. Tafuri includes Weber, Mannheim and Max Scheler; Keynes and Schumpeter, since
he aims to relate the ideologies of avant-garde to the principles set forth by them.
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something that stands behind it, from the past or from that which already
exists at least in embryonic form.”*®

Tafuri sets up a parallelism between utopian understanding and the capitalist motto
in order to reveal his thesis on the capitalist values inherent in utopias of avant-
gardes. For him, the usage of utopia by modernist project, understood as an
activity, which organizes the production cycle, coincides with the objectives of the
economic realm. “Fixing the future as the present” as Keynesian motto, which is

also a future-oriented view is inherent in utopian understanding as well:

It is significant that almost all the objectives formulated in the economic
field by Keynes’ General Theory can be found as pure ideology in modern
architecture. ‘Free oneself from the fear of the future by fixing the future as
the present’ (Negri): the basis of Keynesian interventionism is the same as
that of modern art.”

The problematic that Tafuri sets forth as the transformation of ideology into
utopia—as demonstrated up to this point—is the role of concealment of ideological
thought. The concealment, in this case, is nothing other than revealing what is
ideology as utopia, which is “only a residue.” In this process, in Tafuri’s words,
utopia itself marks out the successive stages of its own extinction.* The second
aspect that Tafuri intends to attract attention is the disappearance of social character
of utopia. This process is explained by Tafuri as the “decline of social utopia”,
which is later suggested by him as leaving its place to the “utopia of form.”®! Colin
Rowe explains the novel appearance of utopia as “naive” in contrast to the classical
utopia. This naivety origins from being mechanical, being distant to corresponding
context and descending the social scale, for it is no longer concerned with the
redemption of society as a whole, but only with the redemption of lower strata.5
Tafuri elucidates the disappearance of social utopia starting from Enlightenment

architecture:

%8 Ibid., p. 53.

% Ibid., p. 135.

¢ Ibid., p. 63.

%! Ibid., pp. 46-48.

62 C. Rowe, “The Architecture of Utopia,” in The Mathematics of Ideal Villa and Other Essays
(Cambridge, Massachusetts and London: the MIT Press, 1978), p. 210.
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The real significance of that utopianism which modern historical study has
recognized in Enlightenment architecture is thus laid bare. The truth is that
the architectural proposals of eighteenth century Europe have nothing
unrealizable about them. Nor is it accidental that all the vast theorization of
the philosophes of architecture contains no social utopia to support the
urban reformism proclaimed at a purely formal level.**

By suggesting that the utopianism set forth by modern architecture has nothing
unrealizable about them, Tafuri points out the reflection of the existing order in
these projects. In other words, they do not contribute to social development. We
shall deal with the transformation of social utopia to the utopia of form, which
Tafuri refers by the above-statement as “purely formal level”, in the section of

“Pure Form.”

Tafuri’s evidence to demonstrate the pseudo-utopian sense in avant-garde work is
that bourgeois thought, as a matter of existence, does not accept the emergence of
any utopias, since it is in contradiction with the acceptance of destiny according to
bourgeois thought. Therefore, the utopian projects of avant-garde culture, evaluated
by Tafuri as a direct reflection of bourgeois culture, illustrate a contradictory

character:

The contradiction still existing in Mannheim—utopia as a model directly
immersed in the real dynamics of politico economic processes, and its
character of experimental anticipation projected into the future—is a part of
the whole climate of the intellectual work of the avant-garde at the
beginning of the twentieth century.**

3.2.2.2. Avant-gardism as Bourgeois Ideology

As David Harvey puts it, capitalist ideology as an ideology of progress and

dynamism is deeply rooted in bourgeois life and culture.” Remembering our

83 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 12.

% Ibid., p. 54.

8 D. Harvey, 1985, Ibid., p. 131. E. O. Wright defines bourgeois ideology as “belief in the
efficiency and of private enterprise and the justice of distributions generated by the market” and
bourgeois culture as “unconscious dispositions, habits, personality structures conditioned to
participate effectively in markets and competition.” See E. O. Wright, “Class State and Ideology:
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relationships of production. And “courageous acceptance of destiny” here in fact
refers to the acceptance of the reality of working class, to whom capital offers

living spaces by the help of avant-garde architecture.

We have mentioned the avant-gardes’ claim to be anti-bourgeois as a common
factor besides “creativity” and “rejection of tradition.” An opposition to bourgeois
values is required by avant-garde principle to combine art and life, but the
predicament is that they quickly lost their anti-bourgeois stance and achieved
comfortable integration with capitalism while transforming from avant-gardism to
elitism. This deviation, as we have mentioned, in fact, should be evaluated as the

fundamental part of Tafuri’s discourse:

Why did Le Corbusier’s plan for Algiers, as well as his later plans for
European and African cities and even his lesser proposals, remain a dead
letter? We have said that these proposals constitute, even today, the most
advanced and formally elevated hypotheses of bourgeois culture in the field
of architectural design and urbanism. Is this statement not contradicted by
the failures experienced by Le Corbusier?” (Fig. 3.8)

As mentioned by Tafuri, the attempt of modernism to define itself, as “high
culture”, in other words bourgeois culture, can be best observed in the work of Le
Corbusier. In one diagram (Fig. 3.9), Le Corbusier places avant-garde elite at the
top of his cultural pyramid’' and defines a special class for intellectuals as; “The
magnificent flowering of industry in our epoch has created a special class of

intellectuals so numerous that it constitutes the really active stratum of society.””?

0 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 133.

' Le Corbusier, Precisions on the Present State of Architecture and City Planning (Cambridge and
Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1991), pp. 95-6.

™ Le Corbusier, Towards a New Architecture, trans. from French by F. Etchells (London:
Architectural Press, 1946), p. 258.
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Fig. 3.8. Le Corbusier, Obus Plan for Algiers, Project A, model, 1930. Viaduct
apartment block along the shore and intended apartment block of Fort-I’Empereur
connected by an overpass with the “seacrapers” of the business centre.

(M. Besset, Le Corbusier: To Live With The Light. New York: Rizzoli, 1987, p.
178.)

Fig. 3.9. Le Corbusier, diagram demonstrating the avant-garde elite.
(Le Corbusier, Precisions on the Present State of Architecture and City
Planning. Cambridge and Massachusetts: the MIT Press, 1991 p. 95.)
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3.3. THE MODES OF AVANT-GARDE COMMITMENT
3.3.1. In the Context of Working Class Ideology
3.3.1.1. Working Class Settlements

Tafuri’s primary example that he accentuates both in Architecture and Utopia and
other books as Modern Architecture and Sphere and the Labyrinth is Ernst May’s
Siedlungen (Fig. 3.10 - 3.17), which is a working class settlement in Frankfurt near
centers of production, constructed as modules prefabricated concrete panels and
standardized minimum unit of production (Frankfurter Kiiche).” (Fig. 3.18; 3.19)
Although working class settlements can be grasped conceptually at first stance as
getting rid of the luxury dwellings, Tafuri anticipates this issue as bourgeois

saturation of the working class with capitalist values. He defines them as:

At the base of the urban reorganization led by May and Martin Wagner was
the postulate of the intrinsic negativeness of the large city. The settlement
was thus to be an oasis of order, an example of how it is possible for
working-class organizations to propose an alternative model of urban
development, a realized utopia.’*

We have indicated that Tafuri’s argument on avant-garde ideology has a twofold
aspect. His opposition is not only directed towards an architectural discourse that
directly commits itself to capitalist development but also towards an architectural
discourse that elaborates “alternative” proposals at the service of proletarian
ideology, because he does not accept any differences between the two proposals.

The twofold character of his discourse is hidden in the sentence below:

In the first place there was the mystic colloquy with capital, understood as
abstract technology, or as the universal productive subject. In the second
place, there was the mystic colloquy with the masses, understood as an
equally abstract subject, endowed with an ethical significance ... Ideology
assumed for itself the task of unifying the subject and the object of
production.”

™ May’s minimum standards were dependent on the built-in storage, fold-away beds and the ultra-
efficient laboratory-like kitchen, Frankfirter Kiiche (Frankfurt Kitchen) designed by the architect
G. Schiitte-Lihotzky. See K. Frampton, 1992, Ibid., p. 138.

™ M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 119.

" bid., p. 70.
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Fig. 3.10. Ernest May, Siedlung of Romerstadt, 1927, axonometric view.
(H. Heynen, 1987, Ibid., p. 54.)

Fig. 3.11. Siedlung of Romerstadt, arial view.
(Ibid., p. 55.)
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Fig. 3.12. Axonometry of a bastion in Rémerstadt.
(Ibid., p. 56.)

Fig. 3.13. Public space on a bastion in Rémerstadt, looking into the underpass
leading to a footpath.
(Ibid., p. 57.)

69



Fig. 3.14. Ernest May, Siedlung of Riedhof, 1927, axonometric view.
(Ibid., p. 58.)

Fig. 3.15. Siedlung of Riedhof, Heimatring.
(Ibid., p. 59.)
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Fig. 3.16. Ernest May, axonometric scheme of Siedlung of Westhausen, 1929-31.
(H. Heynen, 1999, p. 60)

Fig. 3.17. Siedlung of Westhausen, pedestrian path giving access to dwellings and
gardens.
(Ibid., p. 61.)

71



Fig. 3.18. Grethe Schiitte-Lihotzky, Frankfurter Kiiche, 1926. This kitchen was
built in most of the dwellings built by Ernest May and his group.

(Tbid., p. 49.)
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Grundri Narmalkiiche rechts ohne Haushaltshilfa fiir Stockwarkswohnungen

1 Herd 7 Tisch 13 Mall- und Bosanschrank

2 Abstellplalte 8 Abfallginwurf 14 Heizkdrpor

3 Kochkista 8 Abtropfbratt 15 harsusziehbare Abstellplatten
4 Klappbares Plattisrett 10 Splitacken 18 verglaster Geschirrschrank

5 Speiseschrank 11 Varratsschubleden 17 Tellergestell

8 Drehstuhl 12 Toplschrank 18 MUll und Bessnschrank

Fig. 3.19. Frankfurter Kiiche, plan.
(Tbid.)

72



The contradiction existing in avant-gardes’ consideration of both the capital and
working class—the two poles in the capitalist cycle—is explained by Tafuri as the
dialogue with the masses is for the sake of the dialogue with the capital. Therefore,
avant-garde ideology is laid on the realization of the restraint of the ideology of
working class as the principal hindrance against capital’s expansion. Tafuri

elucidates this as:

For Weber, Keynes, Schumpeter and Mannheim, the problem lies in the
means capable of making positive and negative (capital and the working
class side of work). New task is to make negative and positive function
together, of prohibiting a separation of the two terms and realizing their
complementary relationship.”

Tafuri’s indirect language sets forth negative as the working class and positive as
the capital. Ideology, for him, as a set of beliefs to convince people in the way that
it foresees, is not enough to declare the existence of the working class in the

system, but capital needs to make use of this existence:

Even in its most elevated form, the one made manifest in utopia, ideology is
in contradiction with the developed capitalist system. It is no longer of any
use to simply establish that the negative is inherent in the system. The
problem posed is completely ‘technical,” completely concerned with
identifying, within the economic-productive base, the real, concrete factors
which actually make this ‘negativity’ (the negative of the working class)
function as a ‘necessity’ intrinsic to the processes of the system.”’

Returning to our initial argument about the function of ideology in concealing
contradictions will be supportive in comprehending the capital’s concern in
working class organizations. At this point Tafuri deviates his thesis from the total
frame of the argument proposing that capital makes use of contradictions: “By now
ideology is given once and for all in the form of a dialectic that is founded on the
negative, that makes the contradiction the propelling factor of development, that
»78

recognises the reality of the system starting from the presence of contradiction.

This statement implies that ideology is not engaged in concealing contradictions,

™ Ibid., pp. 51-2.
" Ibid., p. 61. (Italics original)
™ Ibid., p. 60. (Italics original)
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but rather reveals them as a reality. We suggest that rather than making the
contradictions clearer, working class housing fulfils the function of hiding them,
since they are produced along the course of capitalist development. Tafuri in fact
names this as the “idealization of contradictions™: “De Stijl, and still more Dada,
discovered that there are two roads to the suicide of art: silent immersion in the
structure of the city by the idealization of its contradictions, or violent insertion into

the structures of artistic communication of the irrational-this, too, idealized—as

transformed by the city.””

Dadaist demonstration of contradictions must be evaluated in the same context.
Tafuri thus refutes Dadaists’ intention as exhibiting the contradictions of the
system. Instead he suggests that this is totally illusory providing working class to

reconcile to the system:

The ‘Dadaist revolution’, much more than that of the Surrealists, lies
precisely in the courage to explode the contradiction which belongs to the
system by placing itself before it as reality. Liberation from value in this
sense signifies establishing the premises for action in that reality, in that
field of indeterminate, fluid, and ambiguous forces. For this reason all
interpretations of Dadaism or Futurism as hermetic self-recognitions of the
irrational are erroneous, or as cupio dissolve in it, must be considered
completely erroneous. For the avant-garde movements the destruction of
values offered a wholly new type of rationality, which was capable of
coming face to face with the negative, in order to make the negative itself
the release valve of an unlimited potential for development. The cynicism
of the avant-garde-at least where it is explicit-is nothing but the
‘disposition’ to this ideology of development, of the revolution of the
individual and collective behavior, of the collective dominion over
existence.®’

Hence the recognition of contradictions appears to be the propelling factor for the
capitalist development. This is why Tafuri states, “These projects were a part of the
design that took its place in the rearguard of capitalist development.”®' This

assumption leads us to the capital’s aim of establishing a control mechanism over

” Ibid., p. 92.
% Ibid., p. 56.
8 Ibid., pp. 72-3.
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working class. While explaining the necessity of the renovation of ideology into
utopia as “rational dominion of the future, of the elimination of the risk it brings
with it,”® he is in fact implying the “risk” of a proletarian consciousness as well as
an organization, which is “rationally controlled by capital.” Cacciari, in Sul
Problema dell’organizzazione, explains this risk as, “And it is inevitable that this
phase be obdurately swept away when, after any danger of an autonomous
organization at the working-class level has been destroyed, capital can again
assume directly the social management and organization of its own cycle.” As
obviously seen in the statement above, capital assumes itself the task of controlling
and maintaining proletariat in its position through architecture. Any resistance

means losing their home:

By eliminating competition from the urban housing market the English
industrialists could impose monopolistic prices for their workers and at the
same time control their mobility and potential combativeness: not only were
the workers divided off and kept at a distance from the centres of mass
concentration of other workers, but they were also exposed to the risk, at
the first threat of a strike, of finding themselves without a roof over their
heads...It should also be noted that, as in American company towns, these
factory towns constituted a first attempt at direct capitalistic control of the
territory itself, with a political and functional separation between city and
urbanized countryside... This meant that the building societies, far from
constituting an instrument of working-class initiative, served to procure
more profitable mortgage investments for petty bourgeois savers.®

What can be further excluded from this statement is that establishing an “urbanized
countryside” means the reproduction of the system within a more profitable
investment. Within this process, the most useful instrument on behalf of that
objective is architecture. Tafuri anticipates this fact in Theories and History of
Architecture as: “Perhaps no other discipline has assimilated more than architecture

the ideology of labor, helping the penetration of superstructured mystifications in

8 1bid., p. 52. In this context, working class settlements have another consequence that is their
isolation from the rest of the proletarian masses.

# Quoted in Ibid., p. 69.

8 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., pp. 25-7.
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support of the advance of the social Capital into the country of realized

Socialism.”®

Tafuri’s argument about avant-gardes’ involvement in working class ideology can
be observed through two points of view. One is that, as we discussed in previous
pages, these projects served in the “rear-guard” of capitalist development by
demonstrating that no contradiction existed between the rationalization of
production, the full assumption of technical reproducibility and the enhancement of
characteristics of the site.®® His second point, in which he defines these settlements
as “realized utopia” and “maximum expression of such a concrete politicization of

287

architecture,”’ is that they, if fulfilled properly, would constitute the application of

Unwin’s utopia® and illustrate the city of “physical and social hygiene and of
social peace,”® but they suffered from the dominant capitalistic rules of the entire

building sector. So the projects, which Tafuri calls “intellectual work as class

2390

service,””” were for “recovering the subjectivity expropriated by capitalist division

of work.”' To speak in Marxist terminology, they were projects in the sake of

f ’,92

creating “class for itsel This is why Tafuri mentions Nazi propaganda, which

spoke of these settlements as “constructed socialism.””

The failure of working class settlements should be evaluated from both sides: that
of capital and working class. These settlements did not result in favour of the
capital as much as the working class, and were ineffective from both points of

view:
\

85 M. Tafuri, 1980, Ibid., Note to the second (Italian) edition. (Italics original)
8 M. Tafuri, 1987, Ibid., p. 207.

¥ M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 114.

8 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 156.

% M. Tafuri, 1987, Ibid., p. 214.

%M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 72.

*! Thid.

% «Class for itself” (Weber’s class situation) as opposed to “class in itself” (Weber’s class action)—
as employed by Marx—defines the situation of working class as “united and conscious of its
common interests”. See D. Sayer (1991), Ibid., pp. 51, 105. “Class in itself”, however, relates the
existence of class to common economic interests of its members. See H. Strasser and S. C. Randall,
An Introduction to the Theories of Social Change (London: Routledge and K. Paul, 1981).

% M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 115.
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But the crisis lay above all in the twofold failure of the urban policy set in
motion by European democratic socialism. As an attempt to control class
movements it proved immediately damaging; as an attempt to demonstrate
the superiority of building activity directly managed by the working class
and trade union organizations (the Dewog and the Gehag in Germany), the
city of the experimental settlements remained extraneous to the processes of
a comprehensive reorganization of the productive territory.**

The reason of capital’s failure is explained by Tafuri as these settlements
contradicted capital’s aims in the way that they were “a part of a global anti-urban
ideology”, which goes back to the ideology of Jefferson and the tradition of
socialist thought.” In that way, it was impossible for them to satisfy the whole task
that the capitalist development undertakes. So, “they revealed their limited
efficiency when tested in actual fact”®®: “But next to the oases of order of the
Siedlungen, the experimental quarters or settlements—actually built utopias at the
edge of urban reality very little conditioned by them-the historic centers and the
productive areas of the city continued to accumulate and multiply their

contradictions.” *’

From the working class side it is possible to propose that the efforts in the social
democratic Germany did not contribute to the working class struggle, but rather
constituted such an illusion, which would persuade the working class that the
things have changed. It follows therefore that in as much as these settlements act in
concealing contradictions of the system, it is possible to set forth them as
ideological.”® In that sense, Tafuri establishes a parallelism between the
inconsideration of the working class and the tragic destiny of modern architecture,

which is marked out by itself.”’

% Ibid., pp. 117-119.

% Tbid., p. 119.

% Tbid., p. 115.

7 Tbid., p. 109.

8 In this respect, Tafuri quotes the criticism of the ineffectiveness of “Sozialpolitic” in Der
Arbeitger as: “Social policy is the necessary correlate of the capitalist economy, and is by no means
a step forward toward a socialist economy.” See M. Tafuri, 1987, Ibid., p. 224.

% M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 181.
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Tafuri explains the unfeasibility of working class architecture as: “Just as there
cannot exist a class political economy, but only a class criticism of political
economy, so too there cannot be founded a class aesthetic, art, or architecture, but
only a class criticism of the aesthetic, of art, of architecture, of the city itself,”!%
For this reason working class ideology does not function unless the whole system is
changed. Alexander Schwab puts it as: ... it is not the capitalist system that would
be encircled by the cooperative organization, but, instead, the capitalist metropolis
would encircle the cooperative utopia.”’®! So these settlements will not be able to

overcome the shortages of the capitalist system.

Le Corbusier indicates the improvement of the concept of housing as equal to the
social improvement: “The various classes of workers in society today no longer
have dwellings adapted to their needs: neither the artisan nor the intellectual. It is a
question of building which is at the root of the social unrest today: architecture or
revolution.”'” The priority attributed to housing problem as “the problem of the
epoch”'®—most clearly enunciated by Le Corbusier and on the institutional level by
CIAM-meant to anticipate that the equilibrium of the society depended on its
solution. This approach is the prevailing factor in the creation of the above-
mentioned illusion because the solution of the problem in that very specific sector

remained unsatisfactory. Tafuri explains this as:

The Frankfurt experience can therefore be taken as emblematic. In it the
policy of the social democratic trade unions was given its fullest expression,
but the results were neutralized by the autonomous development of finance
and monopoly capital. Here was the proof that a reform in one sector,
isolated from a complex of institutional reforms coordinated in a coherent
political strategy, is doomed to failure even in that particular sector—in this
case that of building and of land ownership.104

19 1bid., p. 179.

190 M., Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 159.

192 Quoted in K. Frampton, 1992, Ibid., p. 178.

103 1 ¢ Corbusier, 1946, Ibid., p.12.

194 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., pp. 156-8. (Italics original)
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3.3.1.2. Anti-Urban Utopias and Ideology of Equilibrium

Marx wrote: “The greatest division of material and mental labor is the separation of
town and country. The antagonism between town and country begins with the
transition from barbarism to civilization, from tribe to State, from locality to nation,
and runs through the whole history of civilization to the present day.”'% Marx puts
forward the necessity of reducing the discrimination. Anti-urban utopias are the
result of the similar concept. We have indicated that the failure of working class
settlements from capital’s side is that they belonged to anti-urban ideology. And
this failure is collided by Tafuri with the failure of anti-urban utopias, which he

names as “regressive utopias’:

Antiurban ideology is always presented in anticapitalist disguise, whether it
is a matter of Taut’s anarchism, the socialist ethic of the Soviet urbanists of
decentralization, or Wright’s domestic rural romanticism. But this
anguished revolt against the ‘inhuman metropolis’ dominated by the money
economy is only a nostalgia, the rejection of the highest levels of capitalist
organization and the desire to regress to the infancy of humanity.'%

The discrimination between urban and countryside meant to eliminate the
inequilibrium brought forth by the dynamics of urban realm. Due to the uneven
nature of capitalist development, metropolis employs the problem of
disequilibrium. Against this fact, ideology of equilibrium developed, but it was
unfeasible for it to be realized: “And indeed the planning theories based on the
hypothesis of a reestablishment of equilibrium—and first among them, those of the
Soviet Union—-were destined to be revolutionized after the great crisis of 19297197
Related to his criticism about avant-garde ideology that produces for working class,

he also criticizes such equilibrating efforts in urban scale:

Indeed the present efforts to make equilibriums work, to connect crisis and
development, technological revolution and radical changes of the organic
composition of capital, are simply impossible. To aim at the pacific

105 ¥ Marx, The German Ideology (London: Lawrens Wishart, 1974), pp. 68-9.
19 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., pp. 120-2. We have previously indicated Tafuri’s classification of
ideology as “progressive ideology, regressive ideology, and ideology that insists on the reform of

major institutions.” Anti-urban ideology is considered in the second group, as regressive ideology.
17 Ibid., p. 124.

79



equilibration of the city and its territory is not an alternative solution, but
merely an anachronism.'®

In this context, there was intellectual work, which aimed at realizing a perfect
equilibrium. The proposal of Le Corbusier in the Radiant City can be put forth as
one of those works. (Fig. 3.20) Le Corbusier explains his starting point as: “I had
created the prototype of a classless city”'®. Le Corbusier’s “failure” in achieving
the perfect equilibrium he expected, in fact, can be evaluated as the distorted
application of them without social control. This failure is, on the contrary, proposed
by Tafuri as an intention of to end the social disorder by only rationalizing the

production.
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Fig. 3.20. Le Corbusier, zoning of the Radiant City, study presented at the Brussels
Congress of CIAM, 1930. (A: Housing; B: Hotels, Embassies C: The business
centre D: Factories; E: Heavy Industry F,G: Satellite cities. E.g. government
buildings or centre social studies; H: Railroad station and terminal)

(M. Besset, 1987, Ibid., p. 167.)

18 1bid., p. 173.
1971 e Corbusier, The Radiant City (New York: The Orion Press, 1964), p. 13. (Italics original)
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3.3.1.3. Functional Segregation

If ideology of equilibrium is in one pole of modern urban policies, understanding of
functional segregation is located on the other pole. Tafuri expresses functional
segregation as the “violent processes of redistribution of social classes within the
metropolitan area.”''° City by districts, namely functional segregation is evaluated
as a capitalist phenomenon for the social inequalities of capitalism and the spatial

disintegration of social classes coincide. It is also a part of an extensive

11

rationalization process demanded by capitalism.'"' In this context, Harvey

discusses the new nature of class movements in urban texture as:

Capitalist cities have produced a new differentiated urban class
consciousness, unanticipated by Marx, based on the complexity of its actors
and their positions in space... Capitalism creates the city; the city creates a
consciousness that reflects its varied reality; yet that consciousness deflects
attention away from the primal forces of the capitalist modes of production
that underlie the production and functioning of cities. Not only does the city
give the accumulation process the capacity to secure a spatial fix, it also
misshapes the class struggle by deflecting it into ‘fetishistic’ dimension.'

Class phenomenon is closely directed to modernity and as accepted by Weber,
modern politics would be class politics. In political terms, modernity meant class
conflicts and interests. In fact, Weber explains the historical emergence of

3

modernization by social classes.'> In this respect, segregation, being a

phenomenon belonging to modern urban planning, should be seen as the spatial

10 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1979, Ibid., p. 58.

' In this context, May and Schmidt wrote that city by districts is the “capitalist city”, while
compact one is the “socialist city”. Quoted in M. Tafuri, 1987, Ibid., p. 226.

2 Quoted in I. Katznelson, Marxism and the City (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), pp. 121-2. By
this way classes are not only expressed and separated in spatial terms, but also their organization s
destructed. However, this structuring has an unexpected consequence that is the creation of
solidarity within classes themselves. This means that a working class consciousness is generated. In
this respect, according to Katznelson, residential segregation of the city fundamentally changed the
geography of class struggle by creating spaces within which the working class had a relatively free
existing. See Ibid., p. 124.

113 R. Eyerman, “A Sociology of Modernity,” in Social Change and Modernity, ed. H. Haferkamp
and N. J. Smelser (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992), p. 41. Class phenomenon is
explained as “the effective separation of the certain agents from certain of the means of the
production as an effect of definite relations of production.” See B. Hindess and P. Hirst, Mode of
Production and Social Formation: An Auto-critique of Pre-capitalist Modes of Production (London:
Macmillan, 1977), p. 64.
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expression of social classes.'"* As explained by Tafuri, “The zoning governing the
development of those metropolises made no effort-at first-to hide its class
character.”''> This phenomenon is explained by Engels in Conditions of Working
Class in England within his analysis on Manchester. According to functional
segregation applied to Manchester, it is possible for bourgeois to live without
seeing any working class settlement even once, and subsequently the workers are

“removed from the sight of the happier classes.”' '

3.3.2. In the Context of Urban Realm
3.3.2.1. Avant-gardes and Metropolis

Table 3.2. The Tripartite Relationship between Metropolis,
Intellectual Work and Production Cycle

v/ J

Intellectual Production Cycle

Metropolis

Lewis Mumford establishes the concept of city as the point of maximum
concentration for the power and culture of a community.''” Yet, this culture,
according to Tafuri, is the culture of tragedy. According to him, “The experience of
the ‘tragic’ is the experience of the metropolis.”''® This tragedy is the consequence
of the emptiness and strangeness of the individual created by a deliberate alienation

process. He indicates the inevitable parallelism between the intellectual work and

"% Functional segregation may be scanned not only in terms of social segregation but also as a
restrictive regulation designed to limit the most harmful consequences of real estate speculation. Yet
not being a radical solution it was not able to recover the structure introduced by capitalist
development. See M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 43.

115 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 43.

U8 E. Engels, Conditions of Working Class in England (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973.),
quoted in H. T. Sengiil, “Sif Miicadelesi ve Kent Mekam”, Praxis, Spring 2001, p. 13. (Translated
by the author)

' Quoted in I. Katznelson, 1992, Ibid., p. 2.

118 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 78.
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metropolis as: “It is not just by chance that the metropolis, the place of absolute

alienation, is at the very centre of concern of the avant-garde.”'"°

Metropolis has an extensive place in Tafuri’s discourse. The reason is the close
relationship between the intellectual work and metropolis. While describing urban

culture Simmel enumerates intellectuality among other features as calculativeness

120

and blasé attitude. ™ If intellectuality is one component of metropolitan life, the

cycle of production is another component. As for Cacciari:

The metropolis is the general form assumed by the process of the
rationalization of social relations. It is the phase, or the problem, of the
rationalization of all social relations, which follows that of the
rationalization of the relations of production. For Simmel, it is a
determinant moment of modern existence; for Benjamin, it is a further
moment of the dominion of capital as a structure of society.*!

Fig. 3.21. Paul Citroen, Metropolis, 1923.
(H. Heynen, 1999, Ibid., p. 137)

9 Ibid., p. 1.

120 Quoted in M. Savage, A. Warde, Urban Sociology, Capitalism and Modernity (Houndmills,
Basingstoke and Hampshire: The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1993), p. 111.

12 M. Cacciari, Architecture and Nihilism: On the Philosophy of Modern Architecture, trans. S.
Sartarelli, intr. P. Lombardo (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1993), p. 4.
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For Tomas Llorens, the metropolis, which is the locus for the exchange and
circulation of money, is also the locus for the mind, for the rational systems of
thought.'** Intellect is the one who can survive better in the context of functional
and structural complexity of the metropolitan way of life. This proposal can be put
forward as that the intellect cannot live anywhere else for the metropolis presents

diversity of creative juxtapositions.

As David Frisby puts it, the extension of money economy and the domination of

123 This coincidence can be connected to Tafuri’s

the intellect ultimately coincide.
discourse stating that the intellect is concerned with the production cycle. This
proposal can be rephrased in another way: Since metropolis is both the locus for the
intellect—as the reasons are explained above—and the locus for the capitalist

development, the intellect is inevitably concerned with the production cycle.

Avant-gardes, as proposed by Tafuri as intellectual work, creates metropolis, and
metropolis, in turn, creates avant-gardism. Avant-gardes both construct metropolis
physically, but more significantly they produce a metropolitan culture, which in
turn reproduces the phenomenon of metropolis. For that reason, metropolis is at the
core of avant-garde work, in other words their raison d’etre coincides with that of
metropolis. Moreover, the metropolitan anguish is the result of avant-garde work.
In Tafuri’s words, “city was the benchmark of the avant-garde movements.”'** But
according to Tafuri, avant-garde affirmed a relationship with metropolis giving up

her/his singularity for not being dissolved in it'*:

Between intellectuals and metropolis yawned a gulf that could be bridged
only by accepting dissent. The intellectual, in substance, discovered that his
own singularity no longer had its place in the massified metropolis
dominated by a technical capacity for infinite duplication, which is, as
Nietzsche saw with utter lucidity, had killed off once and forever all
sacredness and divinity.'?®

227 Llorens, 1981, Ibid., p. 87.

12 Quoted in D. Sayer, 1991, Ibid., p. 106.

124 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 92.

125 M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 87.
126 Ibid.
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3.3.2.2. Transformation of Urban Space through Capitalism

There is congruence between the dominant mode of production and the spatial
arrangement. As much as the modern capitalist city is the expression of separation
of social classes as we dealt in “Functional Segregation”, it is also the expression of
an increasingly commodity like character of use values and social relations.”” As
quoted by Tafuri, in architectural realm, the transformation of urban form through
the capitalist mode of production is explicated by Hilberseimer as: “The present
type of large city owes its birth above all to the economic form of capitalist
imperialism which is in turn closely connected to the evolution of science and
production techniques.”'*® Spatial organization of urban realm is closely related to
capitalist relations of production. In other words, as L. Sawers mentions, the
composition and pattern of the city is established by the social means of
production, by the character of the productive relations and social structure.'” As
for Tafuri, “Objectively structured like a machine for the extraction of surplus
value, in its own conditioning mechanisms the city reproduces the reality of the
ways of industrial production.”’*® The transformation of urban environment is thus

for the sake of capital’s self-reproduction.

1275, Hirsch, “The Apparatus of the State, the reproduction of capital and urban conflicts,” in
Urbanization and Urban Planning in Capitalist Society, ed. M. Dear and A. J. Scott (London and
New York: Methuen, 1981), p. 603. According to Ira Katznelson, Marxism has been unable to
construct a persuasive argument about urban problem and the economic structure. She explains the
reason as Marx made a technical determinism in his treatment of both the factory and the city as the
loci of production. This alliance shows that Marx considers city as a profit-making mechanism of
capitalism. See 1. Katznelson,, 1992, Ibid., p. 31.

128 Quoted in M. Tafuri, 1987, Ibid., p. 219.

129 Sawers, L. “Urban Form and Mode of Production,” Review of Radical Political Economy 7,
1975: 52-67.

130 M. Tafuri, 1976, Ibid., p. 81. The main parameter in the formation of urban structure can be put
forth as capital accumulation and the “transfer of surplus value” on behalf of the maximization of
profit. Le Nouvel Observateur writes, “Urbanizing does not mean spending money but rather
making money”. Quoted in M. Tafuri and F. Dal Co, 1986, Ibid., p. 295. But how is profit pursued
by means of urban arrangement? Harvey explains this as, “A city is an agglomeration of productive
forces built by labor employed within a temporal process of circulation of capital.” Quoted in L
Katznelson, 1992, Ibid., p. 120. According to Harvey, capital reduces the meaning of urban space to
land and defines the quality of life and urban space in terms of exchange values. Quoted in H. C.
Keskinok, State and the (Re)production of Urban Space (Ankara: METU Faculty of Architecture
Press, 1997), p. 60. Hence what is profitable determines the structure of the city, rather than what is
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