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In the exhibition, “6 Artists in Search of a Precedent”,
Murat AkaglndUz chose Avni Lifij,
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Ramazan Can chose Sakir Gokcebag,
Firat Engin chose Sarkis,
GUnes Terkol chose Gulstin Karamustafa,
Burcu Yagcioglu chose Semiha Berksoy

as their predecessors.



6 Sanatci Onciiliinii Anyor:
Cagdas Sanati Tarihsel Olan Baglaminda
Yeniden Diisiinmek

I

Modern tiyatro edebiyatinin en cok sahnelenen ve
klasiklerinden sayilan A/t Kisi Yazarini Ariyorisimli oyununu
italyan yazar Luigi Pirandello 1921 yilinda tamamlar.! Oyun ilk
kez ayni yil sahnelenir. TUrkcede genellikle ‘sacma’ sézctuglyle
karsilanan ‘absurd’ tiyatronun basyapitlari arasina yerlesir.

Oyuna yonelik ilgi devam eder ve degisen edebiyat
akimlari ve zihinsel kavrayislari icinde metin bu defa 20.
ylzyilin sonunda ‘meta-tiyatronun’, post-modern anlatinin
dikkate deger yapitlari arasina girer. Oyun, yazarlarin
metinlerini ve karakterlerini bicimlendirme ve tGretmeleriyle
ilgilidir 6ncelikle. Fakat soyut bir anlati degil tiyatro oyunu
s6z konusu oldugundan, karakter yaratmanin oyun tretimine/
sahnelenmesine ait kismi da ele alinir. Oyun kahramani kimdir,
temsil nedir, gerceklikle kurmaca nerede birlesir ve ayrilir,
karakterlerin kendilerini yarattiktan sonra terk eden bir yazar
tarafindan olusturulan sahsiyetleri baska oyuncular tarafindan
temsil edilebilir mi tirinden sorunlar oyunun karmasik
dokusunu hayli ustalikla isler. Don Quixote’de ve kismen
Tristram Shandy’de gorltlen metin icinde metin tirinden bir
anlati olarak oyun kendi ilging deneyselligini dramatik bir
sona tasimayi ihmal etmez. Oyunun bir hayli ilgin¢g oldugu
su gotlrmez. Bu gercek, Ustliinden yiz yil (ve yol) gecmesine
ragmen piyesin hala gordugu ragbetle kanitlanmistir.

Oyunun cektigi ilgiyi sadece icerdigi 6te-anlatiya (meta-
narrative) baglamak olanaksiz. Arka planda trajik bir dyka yer
ahr. Oykul insani bir trajigi yansitir ve elbette ilginctir. Gene
de oyunu konusu degil icerigi 6ne cikarir. Oyun karakter ve
dramatizasyon, kisilestirme, oyun ve gercek, yarati ve gerceklik
iliskisinin ve daha bircok ikilemin esliginde surer.

Antik Yunan'dan, 6zellikle Aristo'dan beri yarati diinyasinin
en 6nemli kavrami olan persona, Pirandello’nun oyununda
ayrica dramatik bir nitelik kazanir. Oyun biraz da personanin
‘personifikasyon’udur. Daha da acarsak, sanatsal yaratinin
kurucu 6gelerini kimin gerceklestirecegdi basli basina bir
sorunsaldir oyunda. Pirandello sonrasinda gelisen terminolojinin
olanaklarini kullanarak irdelersek ‘alimlama’nin (reception)
6znesi bu oyunun da temel tasidir. Diyelim, sanat yapitina
ontolojik gercekligini kimin kazandiracagini sorgular oyun.

Luigi Pirandello, At/ Kisi Yazarini Ariyor. Toplu Oyunlars 1 icinde. istanbul:
Mitos Yayinlari, 2009.
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Sanatin s6z konusu oldugu her asamada bu sorunu
asan ve ayni agirhidr tasiyan ikinci bir sorun bulunamaz.
Sanat yapritinin varligini gecerli kilan hatta ‘yaratan’ sanatei
midir izleyen midir sorusu havada asili agirligini korurken
kisilestirmenin hayati 6nemine isaret eder. Kisilestirme, bu
defa herhangi bir sanat yaprtinin icerdigi 6geleri iter ve bizatihi
sanat yapitinin kendi varlikbilim problemlerine ydnelir: Yapiti
olusturan ana unsur nedir?

Bu sorunun felsefe tarihinin en eski birkac sorusundan biri
oldugdu biliniyor. Platon'da ve Aristoteles'te keskin cevaplarini
bulan soru bugiiniin sanat felsefecilerine iner. iki yani vardir
tartismanin. Birincisi tUmuayle ontolojiktir. Onu bir tarafa
birakalim. Baska bir bitmez tartismanin konusudur. Ama son
dénemde 6zellikle cagdas sanat? séz konusu oldugunda sanat
yapitini meydana getiren unsurlar 6zel bir Snem kazaniyor.

2000 sonrasinda ayri bir katman olarak éne ¢cikan bu
yénelim kendisine 6zgu dinamikleri gelistirirken cok 6zgul
bir anlayisi strekli olarak ve ic ice gecen halkalar seklinde
bicimlendirdi. O bicimlenisin cekirdeginde temel gercek yer
aliyor: cagdas sanat modern sanat degildir. Terry Smith
gibi yazarlarin ‘yeniden-modernlesme’ (‘re-modernization’)
nitelendirmesiyle gelistirdigi kavramlar farkli acilimlar getirse
ve bircok irdelemeyi kolaylastirsa bile cagdas sanat modern
sanatin 6tesidir/disidir?

Buna mukabil, 18. ylzyil sonunda basladigi varsayilan
modern sanatla cagdas sanatin uzun, kapsamli ve zehirli
iliskisini biliyoruz. Eger tarihselin olgu yanini kesikli/kopuklu
(discrete) bir anlayisla butinlestirmiyorsak Leonardo'dan
beri bilinen ‘her sey her seyle bagldir ilkesi geregince cagdas
sanatin da modern sanatla baglantili ama daha dogru bir
ifadeyle iliskili/ilintili oldugunu belirtmek gerekir.

Buradaki iliskililik, lineer ve konvansiyonel sanat tarihi
yazicithdr mantidiyla berkitilmis bir streklilik anlami tasimaz.
Tartismanin agirlik merkezi de odur: Cagdaslik nedir, nasil
tesekkil eder ve modern olani nasil bicimlendirir? Evet, cevap,
post factum okumalar ve degerlendirmelerdir. Bu meyanda
modernin anlasiimasi icin dncelikle cagdas olanin kavranmasi
gerekir.

2 Zaman zaman c¢esitli nedenler ve gerekcelerle cagdas sanat yerine
kullanilan hatta aralarinda éncelik-sonralik iliskisi kurgulanarak cagdas
sanattan uzak bir alan olarak tanimlanan giincel sanat kavramini ele
alacagim konular nedeniyle hi¢ kullanmayacagim. Sergi bitinudyle cagdas
sanat anlayisi gozetilerek disinildigu gibi yazi da onu temellendirmek
maksadini tasiyor.

3 Terry Smith, What /s Contemporary Art? Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2009.



ilerlersek sunu gérecegiz: lineer gelismelerin reddedildigi
ve tersinlemelerin 6ne ¢ciktigr bir dénemde Ranciere’in
dissensus’kavrami hayati dnemini bulur* Sanat tarihindeki
cizgisellik uzlasmadir. Halbuki sanat tarihi Poussin’in ‘tarifleri'ni
yaptigi dénemde de, bluyik Alman sanat tarihgilerinin ‘zorunlu’
iliskileri kurguladigi dénemde de, kirilmalarla ve uzlasmazliklarla
yurtyordu yolunu. Bu bakimdan Ranciére’in Bati sanatindaki
Uc evre dedigi Platoncu ve Aristotelesci ddnemlerden sonra
gelen ve yitik ya da olmayan formun formunun arandi§i
dénemde de® ‘tepki’ esastir. Bu durumda cagdasliga gelen
yolun uzlasmazliklar zinciri oldugunu kaydetmek gerekir ama
Heidegger'in ormandan c¢ikisi arayan yolcusunun da ormanin
icinde bulundugu gercegini yeniden distnmek sartiyla.

Nesnel baghlasma (‘objective correlative’) glcli ama eski
bir kavrayis. Eliot'un maymuncugu hayati kolaylastirdi ama
cagdas sanatin iliskililik zincirini tanimlamakta yeterli degil.6
Gercekler bazen fazla gercek olduklarindan gecerliliklerini
yitirir. Eliot'un maymuncugu da ayni akibete ugradi. Nesnel
baglilasiklik sadece bir durum saptiyor ve o durumu nesnellestiriyor.
Oysa 6znellik uzlasmazliklara daha yakin ve yatkin bir kavram.
Cagdas sanatin nesnel baglilasigini bulmak ve bir sanatciyi
veya yapiti baglama yerlestirmek bize onun tarihselligi
bakimindan hicbir sey sdylemiyor. Clinkl sanilanin ve dncelikle
kabul edilenin tersine, cagdas sanatin ana meselesi tarihsel
olanladir ve tarihsellik baglamsal ve baglilasik olanla mutlaka
orttismek zorunda degildir. De facto olan nigin tarihsel olana
acilsin? Tarih, Benjamin'den beri biliyoruz, Kandinsky’'nin geriye
bakan melegidir.

[l

Burada cok hassas bir ayrintiya dikkat edelim, tstinde
hemen hic distnidlmemis olan bir konu bu: tarihten kopmayan
(hicbir sey bu anlamda tarihten kopmaz, Hegel'den en ¢ok bunu
o6grendik, tersine tarih git gide daha kapsayici ve kusaticidir)
bir sey bilingcle mi ilgilidir daha cok bellekle mi? Soyle de
sorabiliriz: tarihsel olani bellekte mi sakliyoruz bilinc disinda
mi?

Cevabin bilin¢ disi olacadi aciktir cinkU tarihsel olan
bellegin kusatamayacagi kadar blyudktir” Ama biling disinin
istemli o/madigini biliyoruz. Cogu zaman bilin¢ disi bastirilanin
yatagidir. Bastirilan nevrozdur ve bastirilan mutlaka geri déner.
Zor bir denklem olsa da belirtelim: tarihsel olan nevrotik olana
mutlaka tekabll eder. Tarihsel olan geri dénecektir. insan
blylk dlcide de biling disinda/disiyla yasar: nevrozunun
ortasinda.

Modern sanatin gézden kacirdigi buydu. Freud, Frankfurt
Okulunun sol melankolisinden asla hoslanmadi ama
melankoli Gstinde disindi.®2 Nevrozun kati, sert ve acitan
dokusuyla melankolinin zevke dayali hiiznU arasindaki farki
saptadi. Frankfurt Okulu mensuplari o sirada modern olanin
tarihselle iliskisini sorguluyor ve modernin dinamiklerini
irdeliyordu. Bunu kalin ve derin bir melankoliye gémulu olarak
yapiyorlardi. Modernin mevcudiyeti onlar icin bir hGizindU ve
modernin cetin, sert ve kalici oldugunu anladiklari dokusunu
etlerinde duyuyorlardi. Sonucta modernin getirdigi yikimi
tUm boyutlariyla gérmuUslerdi. Modern sanat o yikimin sadece
bir boyutuydu. Direngen ve gicliydi. En asilmaz yaniysa
gecmisle baglarini kesmis olmasiydi. Ustelik modern olan segili
olandi. Moderni ‘benimsememek’ tahayyll dahi edilemezdi. Bu
bakimdan modernin éncelikle tahayydlld, muhayyileyi ortadan
kaldirdigini itiraf edemiyorlardi.

Muhayyile ayni zamanda ge¢mis demektir. Modern
saldirip gecmisi yikarken bunun tarihsel olana bir saldiri
oldugunu ilgilenenler gec fark etti. Ayrica bu saldiri desteklendi
de. Sonunda zaman ortadan kaldiriliyor, insanlar onun
yukUnden kurtariliyordu. Hegel’in hayaleti uzaklastiriliyordu.
Bir anlamda tarihin sonuna gelinmisti. Modernligin kendisi
tarihin sonuydu. Bdylesi bir planda ge¢cmisin bugtnle iliskililigi
dUstntlemezdi bile. Modern olanin ‘tarihi’ kendisiyle baslayacakti.
Gecmis s6z konusu olmaktan cikmisti. Yeni'nin doymak bilmez
istahi eskiyi silip sGpUrmuUstU. Soybilim yitik cennete dénitsten
baska bir sey degilken, romantizmin glnesi coktan batmisti.

“Jacques Ranciere, Dissensus: On Politics and Aesthetics. Cev. S. Corcoran.
Londra: Continuum, 2010.

® Tanim Jean-Luc Nancy'nindir. Bkz, ‘Art Today’, Journal of Visual Culture. C.
9. No. 1. Mayis 2010.

¢ Eliot kavrami Hamlet hakkinda yazdigi denemede ortaya strer ilk kez. T.S.
Eliot, ‘Hamlet’, Selected Essays icinde. Londra: Faber and Faber, 1999.

’Bu konuda bknz., Barbara Taylor, Historical Subjectivity;, Sally Alexander,
ed, History and Psyche: Culture, Psychoanalysis and the Pasticinde. Londra:
Palgrave, 2013, s. 195-210.

8 Sigmund Freud, ‘Mourning and Melancholia’, Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud icinde. Cilt XIV. Londra:
Penguin, 2001, s. 237-258.
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Harold Bloom'un etkilenme endisesi® tam bu noktada
devreye girer. Modern bilin¢ icin neredeyse her seyin temeli
olan Oedipus kompleksinin belirleyici oldugu bu yorumda
Bloom ¢cok énemli saptamalar yapar. Sonunda her sairin icinde
ikinci bir sair vardir ve her sair icinde yasattigi, kendisinden
dénce yasamis ve siirini sdylemis/yazmis o sairden etkilenmenin
endisesiyle kendisini zaman zaman durdurur. Ana mesele
babayi éldirmektir. Ozglinlik bir vehimdir sadece ama herkes
6zgUln olmak ister. BuyUk sairler etkilenme endisesini asmis,
kendisine ‘6zgU’'ligu yakalamis olanlardir. Sayisi ¢ok az olan
bu sairlerde bile etkilerin bulundugunu Bloom &nemli, cok
tartisiimis, cok elestirilmis kitabinin sonraki baskilarina yazdigi
onsozde Shakespeare'i irdeleyerek kaydeder. Sorun cizgisellik
degil, stirekliliktir. Sorun oldirmek degildir, birlikte yasamay!
bilmektir.

Bloom'un ‘Clinamen, Tessera, Kenosis, Daimoniklesme,
Askesis’ asamalarinda ele aldigi etkilenmenin son bélimune
‘Apophrades ya da élllerin déntsld’ adini vermesi yerinde,
anlamli ve ilginctir. Ama acaba &yle midir? Oliler geri mi déner,
yoksa onlari topraga vermeyi 6grendigimiz gliinden beri 6luler
hep bizimle midir? Bu nedenle sorunun ‘birlikte yasamak’
oldugunu belirtiyoruz. Ustelik bellek hicbir seyin dlmedigi
‘yverdir. Yazi belledin yerini alan aractir ve gene kaydetmekle
yUkiumltdiar. Once sdzin sonra yazinin oldugu bir dinyada
olumsuzlik siradandir. Herkes olimslzdir son kertede. Mesele
bizdedir. CUnkd neyi animsayacadimiza karar vermek bizim
isimizdir.

Bloom’'un etkilenme endisesi modern dinyanin ana
sorunlarindan biridir. Etkilenme modern dinyanin kabusudur.
Modernlesmenin temel diirtisy, kendisinden énce gelen *kilt’d
tUmuyle yikmaktir. Picasso en sonunda Cezanne’in etkisini
kabul eder, kusaginin onun eteklerinden dogdugunu dile getirir.
Buna ragmen cabasi kendisinden 6nceki yapilarin timdne
sirtini dénmektir. Picasso’'nun kendisinden 6nceki sanatcilarin
resimlerini yeniden yaptigi bilinir. Bu cabanin daha sonra
postmodern kuram etrafinda ele alinan bir tir meta-anlati
olarak degerlendiriimesi bir yana sanat¢inin cabasinin timdiyle
modernist bir tutumu vardir.

Sanilanin tersine Picasso yeniden yaptigi eski tablolarla o
yapitlarin sanateilarina saygisini sunmakla kalmaz. Kuskusuz
bir saygi iliskisi s6z konusudur ama Picasso onu asacak
sekilde dnceden yapilanin reddin/ gindeme getirmektedir.

° Harold Bloom, Etkilenme Endisesi Bir Siir Teorisi. Cev. F.B. Aydar. istanbul:
Metis, 2008.

Daha basitlestirerek ve kabalastirarak séylersek, o yapitin
‘0yle’ degil ‘boyle’ yapilacagini belirtmekte, modern zihnin o
tablonun degiskenlerine nasil yaklastigini géstermektedir.
Hatta kendi muhayyilesinin ne kertede zengin oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu tutumu Cranach, Poussin, Velasquez,
Rembrandt, David, Delacroix and Courbet icin ayri ayri
ama ayni derecede gecerlidir’® Gene de nirengi noktasini
Picasso'nun kendi vurgulari hazirlar ki modern olan tutum
budur. Picasso’nun cabasi ona 6zgudur. Kendi kusagindan onun
olclUslnde ayni tutumu benimseyen ikinci bir sanateci yoktur.
Bu durum anlasilabilir cinkt kendi kusagi icinde Picasso kadar
radikal olan ikinci bir sanatci daha yoktur.

Picasso'nun cabasi, modern bilincin endiselenme
konusundaki kisitlamalarina bir cevaptir. Yeniden yaptigi
resimlerle kimseden etkilenmedigini, bu konuda hicbir endise
duymadigini vurgulamaktadir. Ondan sonraki kusaklar
icin de Picasso’nun koydugu 6ncll (premise) esas kabul
edilir. Modernist tarih yadsimalarin tarihidir. Dada’nin bu
konudaki radikal tutumu séz konusu yillarda siyasal plandaki
modernizmlerle de bUtUnlik sergiler. Modernist, sert cekirdekli
siyasal déndsUmler sanat planinda belirginlik kazanan bu
gorusl destekler ve temelli bir ‘yikim’ diistincesi modernizmin
tayin edici unsuruna déntstr. O tutumun bir endiseye mi
dayandigl, yoksa her tirll endiseden uzaklasma anlamina
mi geldigi ayri bir tartisma konusudur. Son kertede insan,
endisesini yaratan kaynagi bastirma cabasinda olan varliktir.
Fakat o bir yana, yok sayma fiili bir gercektir.

1917 yilina gelindiginde Duchamp’in ¢ikisi bu zinciri
bisbltlin ve ontolojik olarak koparir. Duchamp’i tam
anlamiyla Dadaci bir sanatei olarak nitelendirmek zor olsa bile
blyldk hamlesi sanat olusumlarini geriye dénlsstz bicimde
degistirmistir. Duchamp’in ready-made yapitlari, sanat
tarihinin kendisinden 6nceki tim gecmisini s//en bir yaklasimdi.
Sanat tarihi cercevesinde bakilirsa Duchamp’in ¢ikisi esi
gorilmemis bir hamleydi. Her seyi yok sayan ve bitin bir kilttr
tarihini tek bir ‘armatire indirgeyen hamlenin modernlesmenin
sUrekli olarak bastirdigi etkilenme endisesini ebediyen
ozgurlestirdigi muhakkaktir. Duchamp’in tavri kendisinden
sonra gelen tarihi birkac kere yenileyecek kertede gucliyda ve
bunun da 6tesinde cagdas sanatin derin bilinc sorunlarini daha
o asamada tayin ediyordu.

0 Ozellikle Manet'nin Cayirda Kahvaltsresmi icin calismalari ayri bir sergi
haline getirilmis, sergi icin dizenlenen katalogda tutumu ayrintili sekilde ele
alinmistir. Bkz, F. Rouan, L. Madeline. Picasso/Manet Le déjeuner sur 'herbe.
Paris: RMN, 2008.
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Modernlesmenin citkmazi buydu: Hegelci teleolojiyi
ayaklari Gstlne diker ve kendisiyle 6zdeslerken bellegdin
kendisine 6zgU bir ‘mintika’ (territory) oldugunu unutuyordu.
Sis her bolgeyi kapatabilir, bellegi de. Ama gérinmezlik
orada/altinda bir seyin olmadigi anlamina gelmez. Bellek de
yerinde durur, donUsebilir ama bir giin ortaya cikacaktir. O an
o6znenin anidir. Neyi animsayacagini bilen, daha dogrusu tercih
eden 6znedir. Neyi hatirlayacagini bilmek bellege katmanlar
eklemektir. Sadece belledi dlizenlemek degil, kdlturdn
bolgelerini (zone!) de olusturmaktir.

Secmeci bellek ayni zamanda direnistir ve Ranciére’in
‘uzlasmama’ (dissensus) kavramina acilan blaydk kapidir.
Modernizmin en sert halinde gelip kapali buldugu kapi da gene
budur. Secme tercih etmektir, her tercih bir terk edise denk
gelir. Modernizmi asan Nietzscheci 6znelligin daha belirgin
sekilde tesekkul ettigi hicbir olusum gosterilemez.

Nedeni cok acik: Otekiler bir yana, Nietzsche'nin getirdigi
ve Heidegger tarafindan ayrica yorumlanan ‘ebedi dénUs’
(‘eternal return/recurrence’) bu ilginc ve Russell tarafindan
‘edebiyatci’ olarak gorulen felsefecinin modernlesmeye
getirdigi en radikal elestiriydi. Ebedi dénls kavraminin Aziz
Paulus'tan beri strdirtlen Hiristiyanlik kékenleri konusunda
— Isa Mesih'le ilgili kisimlari bir yana birakmak olanaksiz ama
teolojik kismi bir yana — az sonra ayrintili olarak ele alacagimiz
Uzere Agamben cok ciddi bir saptamada bulunur*

Modernlesmenin zaman sorununu irdelerken Aziz
Paulus’'un vurgusu énemlidir: isa dénecek ve hepimiz
onun cagdasi olacadiz. Nietzsche her seyin tekrar ettigini
vurgularken Nese/i Bilim'de bu dénls imgesini yerlestiriyor!?
ve sonradan Benjamin'de karsiligini bulan ‘diyalektik imge’
kavraminin kapisini araliyordu.®® Bu bayuk kanavanin gercegi
bellidir: Gecmis, ne olursa olsun bugindedir. Hegel'in tarihin
sonu tezi ve kapsadigi modern biling gene modern bir anlayisla
kendi sonuna erisiyordu. Benjamin’in ‘simdinin tutuklanmasi’
(arrest of the present’) bu olusumun son merhalesidir.

 Giorgio Agamben, ‘Cagdaslik Nedir’, https://www.e-skop.com/skopbulten/
cagdas-nedir/860.

2 Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gay Science. Cev. W. Kaufmann. New York:
Random House, 1988, s. 168 ve 230.

1 Benjamin’in bu cetrefil kavrami onun tarih distincesinden ayri distndlemez.
‘Tarih Tezleri’ bu bakimdan cok 6nemlidir. Bununla birlikte diyalektik imge
kavrami icin bknz., 7he Arcades Project. Cev.,, H. Eiland-K. McLaughlin.
Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1999, s. 473.
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Bu muhakemenin yazinsal plandaki cereyani aciktir.
Edebiyat belki de dille ilgili olmasi nedeniyle streklilikler ve
eklemlenmelerle devam eder. Bloom bir endiseden sz etse
bile edebiyateilarin kendilerinden éncekilere atifta bulunmasi
olagandir hatta bir édvinc kaynagidir. Turkiye'deki gelenek
bu bakimdan daha yogundur. Ustalik-ciraklik zinciri bizzat
sairler bakimindan duyumsanarak vurgulanir. Bu yaklasimin
modernlesmeyle iliskisi sorgulanmaya muhtactir. Muhtemelen
modernlesmenin kendisine 6zgl ‘gelenedinden’ tlreyen bir
tutumdur bu.

Neticede Tlrk edebiyatinda modernlesmeyi, hatta
avangardi baslatan isimlerin etrafinda gelisen akimlardan
s6z ediyoruz. Eklemlenmeler de o zincir icinde ortaya cikiyor.
Bunlari modernlesme dogrultusunda meydana gelen ideolojik
hareketler diye nitelendirmek uygun olur. Birinci Yeni siir de
ikinci Yeni siir de &zlerinde modernlesmenin farkli kavrayislarini
benimseyen edebiyatcilarin ideolojik cikislaridir ve buradaki
ideolojik tanimi objektif bir saptamadir. Ayni sey Nazim
Hikmet'i usta kabul eden cevreler bakimindan da boéyledir.
Ozellikle Birinci ve ikinci Yeni siire karsi siddetle tepki gdsteren
Attila ilhan dogallikla Nazim Hikmet kdkeninden gelen baska
bir ideolojiyi savunuyordu. Salt bicim temelinde bir benimseme
s6z konusu olamaz. O dahi farkli bir ideolojik tepkimedir.

Turkiye’de modernlesme, edebiyatin ve gorselligin
modernlesmesiyle eszamanli baslamistir. iki alan arasinda
cok benzer kisitlamalar ve olanaklar bulunur, modernlesme
kaygilari irdelendiginde. Namik Kemal'le Seker Ahmet Pasa
benzeri zorluklari yasamistir?* Her iki alanin modernlesmesi
esit hizla sGrmUstUr. Hatta edebiyatin farkli yénelimler
icine girmesi daha hizli cereyan etmistir denebilir. 1940’a
gelindiginde edebiyat gincellesme bakimindan énemli bir
hamle gosterir. Gorselligin benzeri hamleleri yapmasiysa
1970'lerde olacaktir.

Ozgul alanlarin tarihleri arasindaki fark basl basina
bir sosyolojidir. Bahsettigimiz usta-cirak iliskisinin edebiyat
alaninda goésterdigi ic tutarlilik dogrudan dogruya bu
sosyolojiyle iliskilidir. Yazinsal hareketlerin getirdigi sert
virajlar Bloom’un bahsettigi etkilenme endisesini asacak
bir sahiplenme, dylelikle de tutunma kaygisini dogurmustur.
Gorsellik ise uzun yillar boyunca atolye sistemi icinde ve teknik
olarak da usta-cirak iliskisine bagl kalsa bile daha bireysel

¥ Bu konuda bkz., Hasan Bulent Kahraman, ‘Seker Ahmet Pasa’'nin ‘Hata's::
Erken Dénem Osmanli Resminde ve Bilincinde Gérselligin Kesfi', Tdrkiyede
Gorsel Bilincin Olusumu icinde. Istanbul: Kapi Yayinlari, 2013, s. 96-128.

tutumlari éne cikarir. Akademinin atélyelerinden mezun
olanlarinilk isi atdlyelerinin gercedini reddetmek olmustur.

Tartismanin nirengi noktasi budur: Atélye/akademi
sisteminin arkaik, eskimis yapisi, zorunlu olarak égrencilik
kimligiyle orada bulunanlarin, gint geldiginde, kendi
kanatlariyla ucmaya basladiklarinda kagcini/maz ve cok hakli
olarak éncullerini reddetmelerine yol acmistir.

Sorun reddedislerin yeni bir acilim icin yeterli olmamasidir.
Turkiye'de D Grubu sonrasinda ortaya c¢ikan Yeniler Grubu
da Tavanaras: Ressamlari da ¢ok ciliz birer kamplasmadir.
Onlarin disinda herhangi bir akimin ortada gérinmemesi bu
bakimdan cok dikkat cekicidir. Gruplasmalarin olmamasi
bireylik iddialarindan ¢ok (muhtemelen 6nemli bir faktérdir)
modernlesme anlayislarinin farkliligindan ve bir anlayis
etrafinda birlestirilememesindendir. Hatta edebiyatta oldudu
gibi kendisini ifade edecek bir modernlesme tutumunun
icine girilememesindendir. Daha da zorlayarak yeterince
modernlesememektendir de denebilir. Sicramalar hep bireysel
ve tekil dUzeyde kalmistir.

Bu iddianin dogrulugu 1980'lerin ikinci yarisinda ve
1990'lardaki basit hareketlerde goriltr. Bu yillarda zorlanarak
bicimlendirilen modern cikislar (ki codu ‘cagdas’ kavramiyla
kendisini adlandirir) hizla belli isimleri bir araya getirir. Kalici
hareketlere déniismese de Oncdi Tiirk Sanatindan Bir Kesit,
Yeni Egilimler, A, B, C, D Sergileri*> bu baglamda anilabilir.
Ortaklasa acilan sergilerin harekete donismemesinin nedeni
arkalarinda ideolojik bir merkez bulunmamasidir. Baytk
codunlugu bicim arayislarinin dil benzerliklerine dayanmasidir.
Kuskusuz etkili olmus ve katkida bulunmuslardir. Fakat caplari
edebiyat akimlari dizeyinde degildir. Zamanla da yerlerini
(bir kere daha) bireysel arayislara birakmislardir. Ozellikle
1980’'lerde Yeni/ Disavurumcu bir anlayis etrafinda adlari
birlikte anilabilecek kisilerin bile Almanya'da veya Amerika'daki
benzerleri 6lclisinde dahi beraberlikler meydana getirmemes/
bu bakimdan cok énemli bir gdstergedir.

Arayislarin hareket dlcegine cikmamasinin modernlesmeyle
iliskisini gosterdik. 1980’lerde bile 6ne gelen yaklasimin yeni
disavurumcu res/im olmasi hala gelenegin etkisine donik bir
isarettir. Buna bagli olarak gérsel sanatlar alaninin toplumsal
doénldsime elbette taniklik ettigini ve bu anlamiyla bir bellek
olusturdugunu ama modernlesme dogrultusunda kendi
bellegiyle ilgili sorunlar yasadigini kaydedebiliriz. Gelenegin
strekliligi o kadar agir basar ki, modernlesme yonli olsa bile

s Hasan Bilent Kahraman, Tirkiyede Caddas Sanat: 1980-2000. istanbul:
Akbank Sanat, 2013.

bu gelenek belledin sicramalar yasamasina izin vermez.
Calli kusagi, Bedri Rahmi kusagi ve 1970 figuratif resmi birlikte
distnuldiginde hangi yikimdan, kopustan séz edilebilir? 1914-
1970 arasindaki sureklilik tarihin géremeyecedi kadar uzundur.

Turk resmi bu nedenle ‘modernlesmenin muhatazakarligini’

yasamistir. Muhafazakarlik kuramsal dizeyde hiyerarsilere
saygly! gerektirir. Buradaki modernlik bir saygisizlik icermez.
Sayginin kontrol edici kuvveti altinda bireylik arayisindan séz
edilebilir. Ama bu tutum modern acilimlari engeller. Onu bir
parabol gibi blker. Hareket halinde olanin ‘ilerleme’ mi oldugu
dahi bu sistematik icinde anlasilamaz.

Tarihselcilik ise kusatici ve eli kolu baglayan, hareket
olanagini ortadan kaldiran bir gercekliktir. Kisacasi Turkiye'de
gorselligin ana sorunu/kisitlamasi tarihsel/ olanin modern,
modern olanin tarihse/ oldugunu distinmekten kaynaklanir.
Tarkiye'deki gérsel sanatlarin meta-anlatisinda bu faktérlerin
eksikligi o tarihin subjektif dinamiklerini saptamak bakimindan
hayati derecede 6nemlidir ama bir o kadar da eksiktir.
Gorinmeyen bir gelenek, iddia edilen modernlige her evresinde
ayri bir ket vurmustur.

Vil

izleyen dénem cok genel bir ifadeyle cagdas sanat diye
tanimlaniyor. TUrkiye'de cagdas sanatin 1970'lerdeki erken
salvolari ama 6zellikle 1990 sonrasindaki kopusu daha 6nceki
kisitlamalardan ‘siddetli’ bir ayrihgi ifade eder. 1990 sonrasinda
hizla meydana gelen ve kendisini tanimlayan sanat Gretim
dinamikleri artik tam bir *kékstzlUk” degerlendirmesi icindedir.
Onemli dlctide dogru olan bu kavrayis biraz da Ustinde
distnUlmemis bir problemdir. Kimin kimi izledigi, kimin kime
el verdigi, 1sik tuttugu, yol gosterdigi sanatsal Gretimden cok
farkli alanlarin sorunudur.

Cagdas sanat Turkiye'de birkac unsurun eszamanli olarak
gerceklenmesidir. Uslup ve diinyayi zihinsellestirme ve retim
formuna dénitstirme konusunda Bati'yla aradaki acikligin
kapatilmasi, Oedipal tim komplekslerin asilmasi, tarihsel olana
tUmden sirt cevirmek, gelenekle iliskili tartismanin bitirilmesi,
Hegelci teleolojinin modernligin askinsalci modellerinin reddiyle
birlikte unutulmasi bu unsurlarin en énemlileridir.

Tartismanin bir zaman sorununa dénistigd muhakkaktir.
Modern olanin zamani kavramak ve yasamak olarak algilandigi
bir donemden modern olanin arkaik oldugunu iddia eden bir
tutuma gecmenin glicligu kendi icinde saklidir. Modernin
kurdugu tim birikime bir manada sirt dénmek anlamina
gelen bu anlayisin ciddi bir bellek sorunu doguracagi da
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gercektir. Unutmak ve onunla at basi giden gérmezden
gelmek her zaman sorunludur. Burada Freudcu ‘bastirma’
(repression)ile gonilll bastirma (suppression) arasindaki fark
da disUndilebilir!* Gene de sonunda Wittgenstein'in dikkat
cektigi yok sayma (decieving) sahnededir ve kendi glcliklerini
sanateinin Ustlnde ifa veya icra etmektedir.

Agamben’in sanat kurami dinyasina bomba gibi disen,
hayli yetersiz olsa bile bazi saptamalariyla 6nemli olan, en
azindan ‘cagdaslik nedir’ sorusunu giindeme getirmesiyle
one cikan makalesinin Turkiye'deki durumu temellendirmek
bakimindan énemi yerli yerinde duruyor. Agamben cagdashgi
cok ‘somut’ bir sekilde tanimliyordu: ‘Caddas/ik zamana
bir kopukluk ve anakronizm yoluyla bagli kalan iliskidir.*
Zamanin daha fazla ételenemeyen bir gerceklik olarak ifadesi
tabii ki kudretlidir. Edip Cansever cocuklugun gokylzl gibi
Ustimizde asili durdugunu soyliyordu. Zaman da Agamben'’in
tanimiyla ayni paranteze girer. Zaman daima insanin
cocuklugudur. Kopukluk ve anakronizm ama gene de zamana
baglilik.

Agamben siirsel, lirik yazisini sardirir: ‘Cagdas, 1s1gini
degil karanligini gérmek icin bakisini kendi zamanina simsiki
kenetleyen kisidir.’ic paradokslar bir metni siirlestirirken
6nemlidir. Agamben de bu paradokslardan yararlanir.
‘Zamanini’ géormek ama karanlidi icin gérmek. Devam eder:
cagdasligr tecribe edenler icin tim zamanlar lostur.’ Daha
sonra da cagdasin kalemini bu losluga daldirarak yazdigini
soyleyecektir. Ustelik Agamben cagdaslik randevusunun
kronolojik zamanda gerceklesmedigini dncelikle kendisiyle
tutarli olmak pahasina belirtecektir. Sonu¢ Agamben’e gére
cok aciktir, hatta cok kestirmedir: Ancak en modern ve yeni
olanda arkaik olanin isaretlerini ve izlerini algilayanlar cagdas
olabilirler.’

Agamben sadece bu tanimlariyla yetinseydi dahi eksik
ama 6nemli bir dederlendirmede bulunacakti. Fakat goéruslerini
ayni dogrultuda gelistirir:

¢ Sigmund Freud, ‘Repression’, Standard Edition of the Complete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud icinde. Cilt XIV. Londra: Penguin,
2001, s. 141-146.

¥ Giorgio Agamben, ‘Cagdaslik Nedir', https://www.e-skop.com/skopbulten/
cagdas-nedir/860. Tum alintilar bu kaynaktandir.

Ancak en modern ve en yeni olanda arkaik olanin
isaretlerini ve izlerini algilayanlar cagdas olabilirler.
Arkaik”, arkhé’ye, yani baslangica yakin demektir.
Ama baslangic sadece kronolojik bir zaman icinde
konumlanmis olmakla kalmaz: tarihsel olusla cagdastir
ve onun icerisinde islemeye devam eder — tipki
embriyonun olgunlasmis organizmanin dokularr icinde,
cocugun yetiskinin ruhsal yasaminda etkin o/maya
devam etmesi gibi.

Asil 6nemli vurgu budur: baslangicin tarihsel olanla
cagdasligi. Hemen belirtelim ki, Agamben’in bu makalesine
donuk literatlrde en az ele alinan degerlendirme budur. Oysa
modernin ve cagdas olanin kavranmasi icin dederlendirmenin
iyice sindirilmesi zorunludur.

Agamben’in son darbesi ise su olacaktir:

Cagdas sadece simdinin karanligini algilayan,
hedefine asla varamayan bir 1sig1 yakalayan kisi o/makla
kalmaz, o ayni zamanda, zamani boélerek ve araya
sokarak, onu déniistiirme ve baska zamanlarla iliskiye
gecirme becerisine sahip kisidir. Tarihi umulmadik
sekillerde okuyabilir; hicbir surette kendi iradesinden
dedil, cevap veremedigi bir ihtiyactan kaynaklanan bir
zorunluluk uyarinca onu alintilayabilir’

Tdm bu dokunun dayanagi su son alintida gizlidir: ‘Bu
ihtiyaca ve bu gdélgeye cevap verme becerimiz, sadece kendi
vizyilimizin ve “simdi’nin dedil, onun gecmise ait belge ve

metinlerdeki suretlerinin de caddas: olabilmemiz.’ Baska

s6ze yer birakmayacak sekilde Agamben cagdasi gegcmisle
irtibatlandiriyor. Gene de Agamben'’in cagdasi tarihsel olanin
icinde ylUzdirmesi ancak Osborne'un saptamasi animsanirsa
ic batunlagune ulasir: “Cagdaslik” (contemporaneity) en derin
sekilde imledigi tarihsel zamanin yeni bir formudur.®

Sonuc cok nettir: Tarihselle birlikte olmayan, ic ice
gecmemis bir cagdaslik sé6z konusu degildir. Ne var ki,
cagdashgin tarihsele yonelimi elbette modernin tarihsele
yoneliminden farkli olacaktir. Baudelaireci veya Eliotcu bir
modern-tarihsel iliskisinden degdil, zaman: bélerek ve araya
sokarak’isleyen, onu bu sekilde donlstlren bir tarihselden s6z
ediyoruz. Yineleyelim: Benjamin'in ifade ettigi ‘diyalektik imge’
anlayisi icindeki tarihsellik.

8 Peter Osborne, ‘The Postconceptual Condition: the Cultural Logic of High
Capitalism Today’, Radical Philosophy, No. 184. 2014.

Vil

6 Sanatecr Oncllind Arryor baslikli sergi timiyle bu
kavramlastirmadan ve bastan beri irdeledigimiz 6zgul
yonelimlerin sinanmasindan dogmustur. Her seyin cagdas
oldugu, her seyin dederinin cagdaslikla élctldigu bir
dénemde ve durumda caddasliktan degil ancak onun
populerlestirilmesinden ve her poptulerlestirmenin icerdigi
vulgerlestirmeden s6z edilir.

‘Gercek cagdashgr’ aramak gibi 6zcl bir tutumun pesine
kimsenin dismeyecedi muhakkaktir. Ama bazi askinsalci
yorumlarin kendilerine ait alana terk edilmesi de zorunludur.
Cagdaslik bir tarihselcilik degiskeni degildir. Buna ragmen
gerceklikle Agamben’in vurguladigr actualité arasindaki
sinir cizgilerini belirtmek ve berkitmek de gerekiyor. Daha
dogrusu, actualité'yi asan caddashigin kendisine ait
gerceklige tarihsellik Gstinden iadesi, bu tarihselci yorum
cabasinin modern olanla kesistigi hatlarin bulunmasi, zaman
konusundaki tartismaya 1sik distrecektir. Sergi, zamani,
chronos Ustinden degil ifadeler Gstiinden ele aliyor. ifade
bicim dedgildir. Bicim ideolojik bir ifadenin disavurumu olarak
gorulmelidir. Ve bu anlamiyla form Kant'in dile getirdigi
‘sema’dir.

BUtin bu kapasiteyle cagdas olani tarihsel zamanin
buglnkd formu olarak tanimliyoruz. Serginin ana plani bu
aks Ustlne oturuyor. O zamanin neleri icerdigi arkeoloji degil
6znellik sorunudur. Oznenin durusu her zaman siyasal bir
durustur. Siyasal olmayan bir 6znellik muhakeme dahi edilemez.
Bu bakimdan serginin tarihsel olani politiklestirdigini 6ne
sirmek dogrudur. Sergi cagdasligi kendisine 6zgu tarihselin
sinirlari icine yerlestirmistir ve bu yaklasim Turkiye'deki cagdas
sanat acisindan ilktir.

IX

Sergide yer alan sanateilarin ve yapitlarin konumu kendi
iclerinde tamamlayici ve ayristirici islevler Gstleniyor. Kusaklar
arasindaki fark bu yakinsak ve iraksak iliskilerin belkemigidir.
Elestirel ve kuramsal séylemin dinamikleri farkli isimleri
farkli baglamlarda tanimlayabilir. Buna bir engel yok. Ama
her temellendirme bir ‘yeniden olusa’ (re-forming) acilir. Bu
sergideki sanatcilarin kendi iclerinde ve aralarindaki etkilesim
de ayni anlayisi yansitiyor.

Serginin bilin¢li ve kendiliginden olusan katmanlari s6z
konusudur. Her seyden 6nce sanatcilarin sanatci secimi
basli basina anlamlar ifade ediyor. Firat Engin’in Sarkis’i,
Gunes Terkol'un Gulsun Karamustafa'yi, Murat Akagindiz'in

Avni Lifij'i, Burcu Yagcioglu'nun Semiha Berksoy’u, Ramazan
Can'in Sakir Gékcebag', Alpin Arda Bagcik'in irfan Onirmen'i
(ilk secimi Kutlug Ataman’di, teknik sorunlar nedeniyle
gerceklesemedi) 6nermesi basli basina bir kategorizasyondur.
Bu yazinin bastan beri 6ne strdigd tim parametreler bu
secimlere yansimistir. Kavusma ve ayrisma noktalari bellidir.

Sarkis’in bellekle, kimlikle, aidiyetle ve asabiyetle
(community/group solidarity) uzak, yakin, derin ve yaygin
iliskisini Firat Engin’in hizla politiklesen ve gtindelik olana
tarihsel bir boyut kazandirmak isteyen cabasinda bir izdistim
olarak gérmek mimkuinddr. Firat Engin’in zaman zaman
ironik olan ve metaforik katmanlar iceren yapiti Sarkis’in
her zaman sakli tuttugu ote-anlatiyla dogallikla kesisiyor.
Sarkis’in tarihsel olani glindeliklestirmesi ve bir biling sorunsali
haline getirmesiyle Engin’in tam tersine bir yolda ilerlemesi
arasindaki zitlhk ise ancak Benjamin'i cagristirabilir bize.
Sarkis'in tarihselligi ve onu zaman zaman éznelligin zemininde
kazimasiyla sergide yer alan irfan Oniirmen ve onu secen Alpin
Arda Bagcik'in yapitlariyla iliskisi de sanilanin ¢cok 6tesinde
dikkat cekicidir. Formun neden ideoloji oldugu bu iliskide
aciktir.

Onirmen’in gazeteler ‘Ustinde’ sirdirdGgu arkeoloji,
kazimanin bellekle olan iliskisini dogrudan/astirirken
cagdasligin ic paradokslarina da gondermede bulunuyor.
Kaybolan ve parcalanan imgenin gerceklikle sorunlu iliskisi
sadece mimesisin kaybi dedildir. Siyasal olanin 6znellikle olan
parcal (fragmented) iliskisini de dustndurlyor bize ki, benzeri
bir tutum bizatihi Alpin Arda Bagcik'in yapitlarinda 6ne ¢ikiyor.
Haber, ‘akttalite’ ve gerceklik sinamasi bir 6znellik kurgusudur
ve 6znelesmenin kisir ve dogurgan duraklarina isaret eder.
Gerceklik sorgulamasi haliyle politiktir.

Bagcik'in fotorealizmden elbette uzak ama onu
cagristiran, gercekligin ‘replikasi’'na dayali hic degilse
gerceklikle dogrudan referansli, yagliboya resmin ontolojik
dznelligini referanslarinin nesnelligiyle zitlastiran cabasi
s6z konusu siyasallastirmayi u¢c noktasina tasirken, Sarkis-
Onlrmen-Bagcik iliskisi cagdaslik tercihlerinin sanildigindan
cok daha yaygin ve genis bir alanda serpildigini gosteriyor.

Her U¢ sanatci da bellek, kimlik ve aidiyet konularini
temsiliyet temelinde yeniden kurgularken, yukarida ‘tarihsel
gercekligin yeni bir forma dokidlmesi’ diye tanimladigim
cagdaslik realitesini bu defa yeni bir platforma tasiyor bu
tutum. Temsilin dogrudan politik dokusu bu yapitlarda cok
farkh katmanlara yayilmis politik yonsemelerle yeni boyutlar
kazanir.
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Bu cizginin bUtinligu uzak bir parabolle Murat
Akagindiz'Gn yapitina ve cok ilging secimine uzanir.
Akaglnduz, Avni Lifij'i secerek serginin tim gercekligine yeni
bir katman ekliyordu. Kendi icinde dahi henlz tam anlamiyla
ele alinamayan Lifij’'in farkli yénsemeler icinde kimildayan
resmi Akaginduiz'in sectigi peyzajla cok énemli bir askin
anlatiya kapr acar. Lifij'in resmi Osmanli erken dénem resminin
temel sorunsallarini yansitmakla kalmiyor, onun ic cidarlarini
zorlayan bir egilim gosteriyor. Serginin Agamben degiskenleri
etrafinda kurulan ama Ranciére’in ‘rejim’ kavramini benimseyen
dokusu en dnemli hamlelerinden birini Lifij'le yapiyor. Béylece
tarihsel olanin modernle, modern olanin tarihselci anlayis
dogrultusunda cagdasla kesisimi Akagindiz'in secimindeki
oznelligi asan bir boyuta ulasiyor.

Ote yandan figuratif bir resimden figiriin bitin askinsalci
yitimiyle bir tayfa dénlstigu resimlere erisen Akagindiz'in
bastan beri izledi§i mekan-peyzaj hassasiyetleri kendisine
6zgl gercekliginin Lifij'in gercekten ‘gincel’ dokusuyla
akrabaligini ilan etmekten cekinmiyor. Figlrin ve temsiliyetin
basli basina bir sorunsal oldugu Osmanli-Tirk resmindeki
bu mayinli iliskiye Akaginduz yitik figlrd vurgulayarak
cevap veriyor. Ama bu cevabin ‘arkaik’ yani baslangic
olana géndermeler icermesi 6zneli politik olana dénistliren
miknatisla ilgilidir. Suskun ve derin bir soyutlamanin figurle
olan iliskisi Lifijde daha acik, Akagindiz'de daha saklidir.
Bu tutum gerceklikle olan dikenli iliskiye de bir géndermedir
ki, politik olanin gercekle kurdugu iliski bu bakimdan ayri bir
kategori meydana getirir.

Gines Terkol'un Gulsin Karamustafa tercihi ise diger
kabineleri yeni ve blylk cemberler olarak kusatir. Bu meyanda
Burcu Yagcioglu'nun Semiha Berksoy secimi uyarici kosutluklar
meydana getirir.

Gulstn Karamustafa’'nin uzun yillara yayilan, cok farkl
alanlardan derlenmis ve gene kimlik, aidiyet, mekéan kokenli
problemlerini elbette Sarkis’in arayislariyla ayni taban Ustinde
goérmek mimkUn. Tamamen farkl Gsluplar, yontemler ve
yaklasimlarla olsa bile uzak akrabaliklarin sireden iliskileri iki
sanatcida kosutluklar cizer.

Karamustafa'nin sergide yer alan ve sanatinda bastan
beri gorulen, dokularin bizzat kendisini bir temsil araci olarak
kabul eden yaklasimi Terkol'un tutumuna 6nculdir. Terkol'un
uzak imgelerin cagrisimlarini dokuma ve gdlgeyle birlestiren
ifadeci yaklasimi, yarattigi sireksizliklerle belledin ve kimligin
parcall dokusuna géndermeler icerir. Her iki sanatcinin
da Ustinde durdudu olgular ayrica ifadeci bir yaklasimin

imkanlarini yoklar. Terkol'un sinema perdesi olarak da 6ne ¢ikan
hareketli imgeleri Deleuze'lin Ustlinde ¢ok disintlmis sinema
tekniklerinden izler tasirken hareketin degiskenligiyle gercegdin
sabitligini carpistirir gibidir.

Terkol'un ve Karamustafa’'nin bizatihi ifade araglariyla
(bez, hali, dokuma, isleme) feminist séyleme dénutk
gondermeleri somuttur. Feminist séylemin bilhassa Ge¢lincl
dalgasiyla kimlik ve temsil konusu etrafinda tesekkll eden
siyasetlere ne kadar tekabul ettigi biliniyor. Bu anlayisin
sanateilarin sergiledigi yapitlara yansimasi somuttur.

Benzeri bir tutum bu defa Yagcioglu-Berksoy iliskisinde
goralayor. Bu iliski de yukarida degindigimiz batdanlikler ve
kopuslar bakimindan hayati derecede énemlidir.

Yagcioglu'nun cok farkh medyalari ic ice geciren ve sancil
benlik ve 6znellik dinamiklerini kusatan yapitlari Berksoy’'un
tanimlanmasi ¢ok zor fakat yasamiyla batianlesmis, bazen
cocuksu bazen savruk ama daima belli bir benlik ve biling
durumunu kendi gercekliginin mercedinde somutlastiran
yapitiyla mikemmel bir iliski kuruyor. Yagcioglu éznelligini
sonuna kadar zorlarken ve ifadeciligini bazen ¢ok ince bazen
cok sert tutumlarla bUtlnlestirirken Berksoy'un resimlerini
animsatan hassasiyetleri kendisine 6zgU bir lirizm ve
melankoli bUtlinltgu icinde dile getiriyor. Bu kabinenin Terkol-
Karamustafa ile akrabalidi ise baska aciklama istemeyecek
kadar aciktir.

Bu dokunun Ramazan Can’da sirmedigi sdylenemez.
Tersine, Can ¢ok dogrudan bir hamleyle yapitinin gercekligini
Karamustafa'nin géc-kimlik-aidiyet c¢izgisinde yillarca
vurguladigi, Terkol'un hareketli/parcali imgeyle yakaladigi
‘yverellik’ dogrultusunda 6ne cikariyor. Folklorik olanin
icerdigi ve sakladigr kimlik Can'da ve Sakir Gékcebag'da
modern/caddas olanin Ust formlarinda iceriliyor. Modern
olanin geometrik soyutlamalariyla cagdas olanin cok aykiri
malzemeleri arasindaki zithklar olarak bicimlenen yapitinda
Can ve Goékecebag acikca Karamustafa-Terkol'la cok aykiri bir
beraberligin altini ciziyor.

Can’in neonlari Sarkis’le ve Engin’le ayri bir alt dilde
soylesir. Can’in da Goékecebad'in da yapitlarindaki yiksek sesli
politik vurgunun ayri bir gerceklik dizlemi oldugu acik. Yerel ve
folklorik olan daima arkaiktir. Cinkd daima baslangictir. Bu
itibarla da modernin karsisinda ya nostalji olarak éne cikabilir
ya da politik olarak. Can ve Gokecebad politik olani tercih
ederken ice donlk bir dili similasyonun kiyilarina demirliyor.
Can'da 6zellikle kendisini sezdiren melankoli ve lirizm ise basli
basina bir imdir.

X

Cagdaslik sorunlari tamamlanmis bir bitdn degildir.
Aksine gitgide koyulasan bir tartisma icinde bulunuyor.
Buradaki ana mesele, bir daha belirtelim, cagdas sanatin
Ranciere’in tanimiyla ‘sanatin estetik rejimleri’ icinde bir
kése tasi olmasidir. Cagdas sanat bir estetik rejimdir. ¥ Ama
Ranciére sanatin rejimlerinden de séz acar. Blitln rejimler gibi
cagdas sanat da kendi temsil siyasetlerini Gretir. Burada kritik
olan cagdas sanatin Duchamp sonrasi diinyada, Ranciére’in
saptadidi gibi, Aristotelesci temsile dayanan sanat rejiminin
sona ermesinden sonra yeni bir rejim olmasidir. Béylece
sanat dnemli dayanaklarindan birini yitirmistir. Yeni sanatin,
kavramsal-sonrasi bir donemi idrak ettigi de muhakkaktir.
Geriye sanatin kendisini sadece kendisi olarak tasimasi kalir.

Sadece kendisini tasiyan sanat hizla Kantei sezgisellikle
bulusup butintyle form arayislariyla bittnlesebilir. Oysa
kavram-sonrasi cagdas sanat tam da bicim sorgulamalarinin
tlketildigi yerde baslamistir. Bu sanatin politizasyonuna
kaynaklik eden en 6nemli gercek budur. Buradaki politizasyon
mikrolojiler Gstinden gelisiyor. En hassas noktasi ise
tarihselcilikle modernin kurdugu iliskiyi ters ytz etmesidir.

Turkiye'de cagdas sanatin Ustinde hic disinmedigi
tarihselcilik sorusu bu sergiyle ve yaratici ve Ulretken
eslestirmeleriyle yeni bir vizyona oturmustur. Sadece form ve
rejim Ustlnden ilerleyen cagdas sanatin bir esikte durup kendi
gercekligini distinmesi kacinilmazdi. Bu tutum her seyden
once realist olmaktir. Modernin bellek yitimiyle tarihselci
olmayan bir cagdasin s6z konusu olamayacagi arasindaki
z1t ve zor iliski TUrkiye'deki cagdas sanatin sadece epistemik
degil ontik gercekligini de belirler. Sergi bu gercekligi temsil
ediyor. Sanatin basit ve dissal bir politik tutumla ele alinmasi
en basit degimiyle ilkelliktir. Sanat disincesi bundan ¢cok daha
karmasiktir. Cagdas sanat o karmasiklhigin uc noktasidir.

6 Sanatgs dnellunl bulurken o ucu, son kiyiyi, Derrida’nin
vurgulamasiyla ‘uc’'u (cap/cape) ° tespit etmis, dylelikle bu
sergi cagdas sanati yeni bir zemine oturtarak uzun kisa tarihi
icinde bir dénemeci saptamistir.

Hasan Biilent Kahraman

¥ Jacques Ranciére, The Politics of Aesthetics: The Distribution of the
Sensible Londra: Continuum, 2004, s. 20-21.

20 Jacques Derrida, The Other Heading: Reflections on Today’s Europe. Cev.
P.A. Brault-M.B. Naas. Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1992.
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6 Artists in Search of a Precedent:
Reconsidering Contemporary Art
in the Context of the Historical

1

One of the most staged plays of modern dramatic
literature and considered a classic, Six Characters in Search
of an Authorwas completed by Italian writer Luigi Pirandello
in 19211 The same year the play was put on stage for the
first time. And it has earned a rightful place among the
masterpieces of the theatre of the absurd.

The play continued to attract attention and with the
changing literary trends and the corresponding conceptions,
at the end of the 20th century the text was now considered
an example of ‘meta-theatre’ and deemed a remarkable
work of postmodern narrative. The play is first and foremost
concerned with the way authors form and produce their texts
and their characters. However, since the matter at hand is not
an abstract narrative but a theatre play, it also discusses the
aspect of character creation that relates to the production/
staging of a play. Issues such as who is the protagonist
of the play, what is representation, where does reality and
fiction merge and where do they diverge, and whether the
personalities of the characters that were created by a writer
- who had abandoned them after creating them - can be
represented by actors all come together to skilfully weave the
complex fabric of the play. As a narrative of a text-within-
text type like in Don Quixote and partly in Tristram Shandy,
the play does not fail to bring its interesting experimentation
to a dramatic end. There is no doubt that the play is rather
compelling. This is a fact proven by the popularity of the play,
despite the hundred years (and roads) that have passed.

It is impossible to attribute the attention that the play
has been attracting merely to the meta-narrative it contains.
There is a tragic story in the background. The story conveys
a human tragedy and is, of course, interesting. Still, it is the
content, not the subject of the play that gives prominence
to it. The play is accompanied by the relationships between
character and dramatisation, personification, pretence and
truth, creation and reality, and a variety of other conflicting
issues.

Persona, which has been the most important concept
of the creative realm since Ancient Greece, especially since

*Luigi Pirandello, Six Characters in Search of an Author and Other Plays.
Trans. Mark Musa. London: Penguin Books, 1995.

Aristotle, also gains a dramatic quality in Pirandello’s play. The
play is also the ‘personification’ of the persona to a certain
extent. To explain it further, the issue of who will be realising
the constituent elements of the artistic creation is itself a
problematic dealt with in the play. If we were to examine this
using the possibilities of the terminology that has developed
after Pirandello, the subject of ‘reception’, namely the recipient,
is the cornerstone of this play. We could say that the play
questions the issue of who will be providing the artwork its
ontological reality.

]

There cannot be a second problem that transcends or
carries the same weight as this one at any stage where art is
the matter at hand. As the question of whether it is the artist
or the viewer who validates the existence of or perhaps even
‘creates’ the artwork hangs heavy in the air, it points to the
vital significance of personification. This time personification
pushes the elements contained in any artwork and turns to
the ontological problems of the work of art itself: What is the
principal element that makes up the artwork?

This question is known to be one of the few age-
old questions in the history of philosophy. Having found
some sharp answers in Plato and Aristotle, the question
has descended to the present-day philosophers of art. The
discussion has two sides. The first is entirely ontological.
Let’s leave that aside. For it is the subject of another endless
debate. But in recent times, especially when contemporary art?
is concerned, the elements that make up the work of art have
gained a special significance.

In the process of developing its own dynamics, this
orientation, which became prominent as a separate layer after
the 2000s, has shaped a very specific understanding in the
form of continuous and interlocking rings. At the core of that
formation lies a fundamental truth: Contemporary art is not
modern art. Although new concepts, like ‘re-modernization’
developed by writer Terry Smith, offer new avenues and

2There are two distinct phrases used in Turkey in referring to contemporary
art: cagdas sanat and giincel sanat. While cagdas sanat could be
translated as contemporary art, giince/ sanat perhaps places emphasis on
being current or up-to-date. Here | will not be using the concept of gdnce/
sanat, which, for various reasons and arguments, is sometimes used as a
substitute for contemporary art, and by assigning these a chronological
order, giincel sanatis even defined as a separate sphere from caddas
sanat (contemporary art). The exhibition was conceived entirely on the
understanding of contemporary art (cagdas sanat), and this text aims to
provide a basis for that.
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facilitate a number of analyses, contemporary art is beyond/
outside of modern art.?

On the other hand, we know the long-standing,
comprehensive and toxic relationship between modern art -
considered to have started at the end of the 18th century -
and contemporary art. If we are not consolidating the factual
aspect of the historical through an understanding that is
discrete/disjunct, in line with the principle that ‘everything is
connected to everything else’ that we know since Leonardo, it
should be noted that contemporary art is also connected to, or
to use a more accurate expression, related to/associated with
modern art.

The relatedness here does not mean a continuity that is
reinforced through a linear and conventional logic pertaining
to the writing of art history. And that marks this discussion’s
centre of gravity: What is contemporary, how is it formed,
and how does it shape the modern? Yes, the answer is post
factum readings and evaluations. In this respect, in order
to understand the modern, one must first comprehend the
contemporary.

As we proceed, this is what we will see: At a time when
linear developments are rejected and ironies come to the fore,
Ranciére’s concept of ‘dissensus’ gains vital importance. The
linearity in art history is compromise. However, both when
the history of art was rendering its ‘descriptions’ of Poussin,
or when the great German art historians were devising the
‘necessary’ relations, art history was treading its course with
ruptures and disagreements. In this respect, in the periods
Ranciere had identified as the three phases in Western art,
in the stage that came after the Platonic and Aristotelian
conceptions, in the period when the form of a lost or absent
form was being sought,® ‘reaction’ was still essential. In that
case, it should be noted that the road to the contemporary
consists of a series of irreconcilabilities, but on condition that
we reconsider the fact that Heidegger’s traveller looking for a
way out of the forest is also in the forest.

Objective correlative is a powerful but old understanding.
Eliot’s lock pick made life easier, but it is not enough to define
the chain of relatedness pertaining to contemporary art.

8 Terry Smith, What is Contemporary Art? Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2009.

“Jacques Ranciere, Dissensus: On Politics and Aesthetics. Trans. S.
Corcoran. London: Continuum, 2010.

°The description belongs to Jean-Luc Nancy. See, Art Today, Journal of
Visual Culture. Vol. 9. No. 1. May 2010.

¢ Eliot first proposed this concept in an essay on Hamlet. T.S. Eliot, ‘Hamlet’,
in Selected Essays. London: Faber and Faber, 1999.

Facts sometimes lose validity because of being too real. Eliot’s
lock pick has suffered the same fate. Objective correlative
only identifies a situation and objectifies that situation.
However, subjectivity is a notion that is closer and more
prone to irreconcilabilities. Finding the objective correlative
of contemporary art and placing an artist or a work of art in
context does not tell us anything in terms of its historicality.
Because, contrary to what is believed and essentially assumed,
the main issue of contemporary art is with the historical, and
historicality does not necessarily correspond to the contextual
and the correlative. Why should the de facto lead to the
historical? History — we know since Benjamin — is Kandinsky's
angel looking backwards.

m

We must pay attention to a delicate detail here, this is
a subject that has hardly been considered: Is something that
does not break away from history (in fact, nothing breaks
away from history in this sense, this is what we have learned
from Hegel more than anything else, on the contrary, history is
more and more inclusive and encompassing) more to do with
consciousness, or with memory? The same question could also
be rephrased as such: Is the historical stored in memory, or in
the unconscious?

It is quite clear that the answer will be the unconscious,
because the historical is far too great for memory to
encompass.” But we know that the unconscious is not
volitional. Often the unconscious is the bed of the repressed.
The repressed is neurosis, and the repressed always returns.
Although it is not a straightforward equation, let us still point
out: The historical necessarily corresponds to the neurotic. The
historical will be coming back. The human being mostly lives in/
with the unconscious: in the middle of his neurosis.

This is something that modern art overlooked. Freud
never liked the leftist melancholy of the Frankfurt School,
but he contemplated on melancholy.® He distinguished the
difference between the tough, rough and painful fabric of
neurosis and the sadness of melancholy that is imbued with
pleasure. During that time, members of the Frankfurt School
were questioning the modern’s relationship with the historical,

7On this subject, see Barbara Taylor, ‘Historical Subjectivity’, in Sally
Alexander, ed., History and Psyche: Culture, Psychoanalysis and the Past.
London: Palgrave, 2013, pp. 195-210.

8 Sigmund Freud, ‘Mourning and Melancholia’, in Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud Vol. XIV. London: Penguin,
2001, pp. 237-258.

and examining the dynamics of the modern. And they were
doing so while being buried in a thick and deep melancholy.
The existence of the modern involved a sadness to them,
and recognising it to be austere, tough and enduring, they
were feeling the fabric of the modern in their flesh. After all,
they had seen the destruction brought about by the modern
in all shapes and forms. Modern art was only one dimension
of that destruction. It was persistent and strong. And its
most insurmountable aspect was that it had cut its ties
with the past. Moreover, the modern was the chosen one. It
was unimaginable to ‘not adopt’ the modern. In this respect,
they could not admit that the modern was first and foremost
destroying the ability to imagine, the imagination.

Imagination also implies the past. While the modern was
attacking and destroying the past, those interested were too
late to realise that this was an attack on the historical. The
attack was supported too. Finally time was being abolished,
and people were being freed from its burden. Hegel's ghost
was being driven away. In a sense, they were approaching the
end of history. Modernity itself was the end of history. In such
a scheme, the past having anything to do with the present
was unthinkable. The ‘history’ of the modern would begin with
itself. The past was no longer in the picture. The insatiable
appetite of the new had devoured the old. While genealogy
was nothing more than the return to the lost paradise, the sun
of romanticism had long been set.

v

It is right at this point that Harold Bloom’s anxiety of
influence? comes into play. In this interpretation where the
Oedipus complex — which constitutes the basis of almost
everything in modern consciousness — has a determining
role, Bloom offers a number of very important assessments.
Ultimately, every poet has a second poet within that he keeps
alive inside him, and with the anxiety of being influenced by
that poet who had lived and recited/wrote his poetry before
him, every poet brings himself to a halt from time to time. The
main concern is killing the father. Originality is just a delusion,
yet everyone wants to be original. Great poets are the ones
who have overcome the anxiety of being influenced and who
have managed to attain a quality of ‘unique’ness. Through a
discussion of Shakespeare that appeared in the preface to the
later editions of his important, much-discussed and criticized

? Harold Bloom, 7he Anxiety of Influence: A Theory of Poetry. New York:
Oxford University Press, 1973.

book, Bloom notes that influences could be found even in
these poets who are few and far between. The problem is not
linearity, but continuity. The problem is not about killing, but
about learning how to live together.

Bloom examines influence through the stages of
‘Clinamen, Tessera, Kenosis, Daemonization, Askesis’, and in an
appropriate, meaningful and interesting way, he calls the last
chapter of his examination ‘Apophrades or The Return of the
Dead'. But is that so? Do the dead return, or have the dead
always been with us since the day we learned to bury them?
This is why we state that the problem is about ‘living together’.
Moreover, memory is the ‘place’ where nothing dies. Writing is
the instrument that replaces memory and is again responsible
for recording. In a world where first there is word and then
there is text immortality is commonplace. In the end, everyone
is immortal. The problem rests with us. Because it is our duty to
decide what we shall remember.

Bloom’s anxiety of influence is one of the main problems
of the modern world. Influence is the nightmare of the
modern world. The fundamental drive of modernization is
to completely destroy the ‘cult’ that preceded it. Picasso
finally acknowledges Cezanne’s influence, and expresses
that Cezanne was a source from which his generation rose.
Nevertheless, his endeavour was to turn his back on all
previous constructs. It is known that Picasso copied the
paintings of artists that came before him. Leaving aside
the later evaluation of this undertaking as some sort of a
meta-narrative by post-modern theory, the artist’s pursuit
involved a completely modernist attitude.

Contrary to popular belief, Picasso was not just paying
respect to the artists whose old paintings he was copying.
Without a doubt, there is an aspect of respect, but with an
attitude that goes beyond that, Picasso was presenting
a rejection of what was done before. To put it in a simpler
and rather unpolished way, he was stating that the painting
in question should be made ‘not like that’ but ‘like this’, and
demonstrating how the modern mind approaches the variables
of that painting. In fact, he was also revealing how rich his
imagination is. This attitude of his applies separately but
equally to Cranach, Poussin, Velasquez, Rembrandt, David,
Delacroix and Courbet.’® Still, the cornerstone was set by

10 Picasso’s studies on Manet’s painting Luncheon on the Grass were
brought together in a dedicated exhibition, and his attitude was examined
in detail in the exhibition catalogue. See, F. Rouan, L. Madeline. Picasso/
Manet Le déjeuner sur 'herbe. Paris: RMN, 2008.
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Picasso’s own emphases, and that is the modern attitude.
Picasso’s endeavour is unique to him. There is no other artist
of his generation who has adopted the same attitude on that
level. This is understandable, for there is no second artist in his
generation as radical as Picasso.

Picasso’s endeavour is a response to the limitations
of modern consciousness on anxiety. With the paintings he
remakes, he emphasizes the fact that he is not influenced by
anyone, and that he has no anxiety concerning this matter. The
next generations would also consider Picasso’s premise to be
elemental. Modernist history is the history of renunciations.
Dada’s radical attitude on this matter also displays a certain
coherence with the modernisms in the political realm in those
years. Modernist, hard-core political transformations would
support this view that has emerged in the sphere of art, and
an exhaustive idea of ‘destruction’ would become the defining
element of modernism. Whether that attitude was based on
anxiety or if it represented a liberation from all kinds of anxiety
is another matter open to discussion. Ultimately, the human
being is a creature that tries to repress the source of his
anxiety. But that aside, the act of ignoring is a fact.

By 1917, the emergence of Duchamp breaks this chain
utterly and ontologically. Although it is difficult to describe
Duchamp as a Dadaist artist in every respect, his big move
has irreversibly changed artistic formations. Duchamp’s
eady-made artworks involved an approach that effaced
all history of art that came before. In terms of art history,
Duchamp’s leap was an unprecedented move. Certainly, a
move that ignored everything and reduced the entire cultural
history to a single ‘appliance’ has forever liberated the anxiety
of influence that modernization constantly suppressed.
Duchamp’s attitude was strong enough to renew the history
that followed him several times over, and furthermore, he was
identifying the deep consciousness problems of contemporary
art at such an early stage.

\"

This was the impasse of modernization: While it was
standing Hegelian teleology on its feet and identifying with
itself, it was forgetting the fact that memory is a unique
‘territory’. Fog can cover any area, and that includes memory.
But being invisible does not mean there is nothing there/
underneath. Memory remains in place, too, it can transform,
but one day it will emerge. That moment is the moment of
the subject. It is the subject who knows, or rather chooses

what to remember. Knowing what to remember is adding
layers to memory. This is not only organizing memory, but also
generating the ‘zones’ of culture.

Selective memory is also resistance and is the great
gateway opening out to Ranciére’s concept of ‘dissensus’.
This is also the door that modernism had found closed when
it arrived in its most exacting form. Selection is an act of
choosing, and every choice corresponds to an abandoning.
There is no other formation where the Nietzschean subjectivity
that transcends modernism appears more prominently.

The reason behind that is quite clear: everything else
aside, the ‘eternal return/recurrence’ conceived by Nietzsche,
and also interpreted by Heidegger, was the most radical
critique of modernization by this interesting philosopher,
who was viewed as a ‘literary’ figure by Russell. Regarding
the Christian origins of the concept of the eternal return
that has been maintained since St. Paul - it is impossible to
leave aside the aspects concerning Jesus Christ, but leaving
the theological aspects aside — Agamben identifies a very
significant point that we will be discussing in detail later*

In examining modernization’s problem of temporality, St.
Paul's emphasis is important: Jesus will return and we will all
be his contemporaries. While emphasizing that everything
repeats, Nietzsche was introducing this image of recurrence
in The Gay Science!? and opening the door to the concept of
the ‘dialectical image’, which would later find a counterpart
in Benjamin.®®* The truth behind this great tapestry is clear:
no matter what, the past is in the present. Hegel's thesis
of the end of history and the modern consciousness it
encompassed was reaching its own end again through a
modern understanding. Benjamin’s ‘arrest of the present’ is the
final stage of this formation.

Vi

The manifestation of this reasoning in the literary plane
is quite obvious. Perhaps because of its bearing on language,
literature proceeds through continuities and articulated

 Giorgio Agamben, ‘What is the Contemporary?’, in What /s an Apparatus
and Other Essays. Trans. David Kishik and Stefan Pedatella. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2009.

2 Friedrich Nietzsche, 7The Gay Science. Trans. W. Kaufmann. New York:
Random House, 1988, p. 168 and 230.

¥ This complicated concept of Benjamin’s cannot be considered separately
from his thoughts on history. In this regard his ‘Theses on the Philosophy of
History’ is very important. For this and the concept of the dialectical image,
see The Arcades Project. Trans. H. Eiland-K. McLaughlin. Cambridge, MA:
Belknap Press, 1999, p. 473.

connections. Although Bloom speaks of an anxiety, it is
commonplace, even a source of pride, for literary figures
to allude to their predecessors. The tradition in Turkey is
more prominent in this regard. The master-apprentice chain
is highlighted, with deference, by poets themselves. This
approach’s relationship with modernization requires further
questioning. This is probably an attitude that derives from the
‘tradition’ particular to the modernization here.

After all, we are talking about the movements that
developed around the names who have started modernization
and even the avant-garde in Turkish literature. The articulated
connections have also emerged within that chain. It would
be appropriate to describe these as ideological movements
that occurred in line with modernization. The poetry of both
the First New and the Second New movements were the
ideological ventures of literary figures who have essentially
adopted different conceptions of modernization, and the term
ideological here is an objective labelling. And the same is true
for circles that consider Nazim Hikmet a master. Attila ilhan,
who reacted strongly against the poetry of the First New and
Second New, was naturally advocating another ideology that
originated from Nazim Hikmet. One cannot adopt or embrace
something purely on the basis of form. Even that would be a
different ideological reaction.

Modernization in Turkey started simultaneously with the
modernization in literature and the visual sphere. Considering
the concerns of modernization, there are quite similar
limitations and possibilities in these two areas. Namik Kemal
and Seker Ahmet Pasa had experienced similar difficulties.*
Modernization continued at a similar pace in both areas. In
fact, it could be said that literature was faster in adopting
different orientations. By 1940s, literature was displaying an
important move in terms of catching up with the present day.
Similar moves could only appear in the 1970s in the visual
sphere.

The difference between the histories of specific fields
constitutes a sociology in itself. The inner consistency of
the aforementioned master-apprentice relationship in the
field of literature is directly related to this sociology. The
sharp bends brought about by literary movements created
a possessiveness that exceeded the anxiety of influence
that Bloom was mentioning, and generated an anxiety of

% On this subject, see Hasan Bulent Kahraman, ‘Seker Ahmet Pasa’'nin
‘Hata'st: Erken Dénem Osmanli Resminde ve Bilincinde Gorselligin Kesfi', in
Tirkiyede Gdorsel Bilincin Olusumu. Istanbul: Kapi Yayinlari, 2013, pp. 96-128.

dissociation. In the visual sphere, on the other hand, although
continuing with the atelier system (i.e. students following the
lead of the master, whose workshop they attend) for many
years and remaining dependent on the master-apprentice
relationship in terms of technique, individual attitudes were
more pronounced. The first thing anyone graduating from the
ateliers of the art academy would do was to renounce the
reality established by the teachings of their workshop.

This is the cornerstone of the discussion: when the day
came, when it was time for them to fly with their own wings,
the archaic, antiquated nature of the atelier/academy system
has necessarily led those who were there as students to,
inevitably and quite rightly, reject their predecessors.

The problem is that acts of dissent are not enough
for introducing a new initiative. Both the Yeniler Grubu
(Newcomers Group) and the 7avanaras: Ressamlari (Attic
Artists) emerging after the D Grubu (Group D) in Turkey were
quite weak clique formations. The fact that there was no other
artistic movement in sight is also very striking. The absence
of group formations was not so much a result of claims
to individuality (although that was probably an important
factor), but because of the differences in the perceptions
of modernization and not being able to unite these views
around a single understanding. In fact, it was because of not
being able to engage in an attitude of modernization, like in
literature, that would allow expressing themselves. We could
take the risk of overdoing it a little, and say that it is a/so
because of not being modernized enough. The leaps always
remained at an individual and singular level.

The validity of this claim can be seen in the simple
movements that took place in the second half of the 1980s
and the 1990s. The modern ventures (most of which were
using the term cagdas’[contemporary] in naming themselves)
that were formed under challenging circumstances in these
years, quickly brought together certain names. Although
they have not turned into lasting movements, Oncd Tiirk
Sanatindan Bir Kesit (A Cross Section of Avantgarde Turkish
Art), Yeni Egilimler (Exhibition of New Trends in Art), and A4, B,
C D Sergileri (A, B, C, D Exhibitions) were among the initiatives
that could be mentioned in this context.’®* The reason behind
why these joint exhibitions did not evolve into movements
is that they did not have an underlying ideological core.
The majority of these were pursuits for form with a basis of

* Hasan Bulent Kahraman, 7drkiyede Cagdas Sanat: 1980-2000. Istanbul:
Akbank Sanat, 2013.
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language similarities. They have undoubtedly been influential
and have certainly made a contribution. But their scope
was not comparable to the breadth of literary movements.
And in time, they were (once again) replaced by individual
pursuits. Especially in the 1980s, the fact that even the
people whose names could be mentioned together around a
New Expressionist understanding did not form partnerships
comparable to their counterparts in Germany or America, is
quite a telling sign in this respect.

We have demonstrated the relationship between
modernization and why the various pursuits did not achieve
the scope of a movement. The fact that the prominent
approach, even as late as the 1980s, was the new expressionist
painting, is a sign of the unfading influence of tradition.
Accordingly, we can note that the field of visual arts has of
course witnessed the social transformation and created a
memory in that respect, but in regards to modernization, it
had problems related to its own memory. The continuity of
tradition was so overwhelming that even if it was inclined
towards modernization, it would not allow the memory to
experience leaps. Considering the Calli generation, the Bedri
Rahmi generation and the 1970s figurative painting all at once,
is there any disruption or rupture that one can speak of? The
continuity between 1914-1970 is far too long to be seen in any
history.

Turkish painting has therefore experienced the
conservatism of modernization. Conservatism necessitates
respect for hierarchies on a theoretical level. The modernity
here does not involve any disrespect either. This can be viewed
as the pursuit of individuality under the controlling power of
respect. But this attitude prevents modern initiatives. It bends
them like parabola. Within this systematic, it is not even
possible to understand if being in motion is actually ‘progress’.

Historicism, on the other hand, is a circumscribing reality,
one that bounds one hand and foot, and eliminates the
possibility of movement. In short, the main problem/limitation
of the visual sphere in Turkey stems from thinking that the
historical is modern and the modern is historical. The lack of
these factors in the meta-narrative of the visual arts in Turkey
is vital in terms of identifying the subjective dynamics of that
history, but it is important to note that they are also lacking.
An invisible tradition has hindered the alleged modernity with
a different obstacle in its every phase.

Vil

The following period, broadly speaking, is defined as
contemporary art. The early salvos of contemporary art in
Turkey in the 1970s, but especially its rupture after the 1990s
signified a ‘violent’ separation from the earlier limitations. The
art production dynamics transpiring rapidly after 1990 were
also demarcating themselves and arriving at the assessment
of being completely ‘rootless’. This conclusion, which, for
the most part, was true, is also a problem that is somewhat
overlooked. Who was following whom, who has lent a hand to,
lit the way for and guided whom are matters that pertain to
fields way other than artistic production.

Contemporary art in Turkey is the actualization of
several elements simultaneously. Closing the gap with the
West in terms of style and the cognition of the world and
its transformation into a form of production; overcoming
all Oedipal complexes; turning our back to the historical
altogether; ending the discussion on tradition; and rejecting
and forgetting the transcendentalist models of modernity of
Hegelian teleology are among the most important of these
elements.

It is clear that the discussion has turned into a question
of time. The shift from a period when the modern is perceived
as grasping and living the time, to an attitude claiming that
the modern is archaic involves an intrinsic difficulty. It is also
true that this understanding, which implies turning one’s back
on the entire repository amassed by the modern, would cause
a serious problem of memory. Forgetting and ignoring, that is
neck and neck with it, are always problematic. The difference
between Freudian ‘repression” and voluntary suppression could
also be considered here. Still, ultimately, deceiving is on
centre stage — an act that Wittgenstein has drawn attention
to — and it fulfils or executes the burdening of the artist with
its challenges.

Agamben’s article — which had the impact of a bomb
in the world of art theory, which, although not adequate,
was important in terms of some of its diagnoses, and which,
at least, stood out by bringing up the question of ‘what
contemporariness is’ — is no less significant today in terms
of understanding the foundations of the situation in Turkey.
Agamben’s definition was quite ‘concrete’, he was stating
that contemporariness s that relationship with time that

6 Sigmund Freud, ‘Repression’, in Standard Edition of the Complete Psy-
chological Works of Sigmund Freud. Vol. XIV. London: Penguin, 2001, pp.
141-146.

adheres to it through a disjunction and an anachronism.”Y The
articulation of time as a reality that can no longer be deferred
is of course a powerful one. Edip Cansever was saying that
childhood was like the sky, suspended above us. Time falls into
that same brackets according to Agamben’s definition. Time is
always one’s childhood. Disjunction and anachronism but still
being bound to time.

Agamben continues his poetic, lyrical text: The
contemporary is he who firmly holds his gaze on his own time
so as to perceive not its light, but rather its darkness.’Inner
paradoxes are important in poeticising a text. And Agamben
takes advantage of these paradoxes. To see one’s ‘own time’
but to see it for its darkness. He goes on: A// eras, for those
who experience contemporariness, are obscure.’ After that
he will state that the contemporary writes by dipping his pen
into this obscurity. Furthermore, primarily at the expense of
being consistent with himself, Agamben will express that the
appointment of contemporariness does not take place in
chronological time. The conclusion is very obvious according
to Agamben, and quite concise: ‘Only he who perceives the
indices and signatures of the archaic in the most modern and
recent can be contemporary.’

Even if Agamben were content with these definitions of
his alone, he would be making an incomplete but significant
assessment. But he continues to develop his views along the
same axis:

Only he who perceives the indices and signatures
of the archaic in the most modern and recent can be
contemporary. ‘Archaic” means close to the arkhé, that
/s to say, the origin. But the origin is not only situated in
a chronological past: It is contemporary with historical
becoming and does not cease to operate within it, just as
the embryo continues to be active in the tissues of the
mature organism, and the child in the psychic life of the
aault.

The most important emphasis is this: the contemporariness
of the origin with the historical. Let us state right away
that this is the least discussed assessment in the literature
regarding the article of Agamben. However, fully digesting this
assessment is a must in order to grasp the modern and the
contemporary.

¥ Giorgio Agamben, ‘What is the Contemporary?’, in What /s an Apparatus
and Other Essays. Trans. David Kishik and Stefan Pedatella. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2009. All quoted material is from this source.

And Agamben’s final blow will be as follows:

This means that the contemporary is not only the
one who, perceiving the darkness of the present, grasps
a light that can never reach its destiny; he is also the
one who, dividing and interpolating time, is capable of
transtforming it and putting it in relation with other times.
He is able to read history in unforeseen ways, to ‘cite it”
according to a necessity that does not arise in any way
from his will, but from an exigency to which he cannot not
respond.

The basis of the overall fabric is hidden in this last
excerpt: 7t is on our ability to respond to this exigency and to
this shadow, to be contemporaries not only of our century and
the “now.” but also of its figures in the texts and documents
of the past’ In a way that leaves no room for speculation,
Agamben connects the contemporary to the past. However,
Agamben’s gesture of letting the contemporary stay afloat
within the historical can only achieve inner integrity if we would
remember Osborne’s statement: ‘For what ‘contemporaneity’
signifies most deeply is a new form of historical time.8

The conclusion is very clear: There can be no talk of a
contemporariness that is not together, not intertwined with
the historical. However, the orientation of the contemporary
towards the historical will of course be different from the
orientation of the modern towards the historical. We are not
talking about a Baudelairean or Eliotean relationship between
the modern and the historical, but a historical that operates
by dividing and interpolating time, and transforming it in this
way. Let us reiterate: the historical within the understanding of
the ‘dialectical image’ expressed by Benjamin.

Vi

The exhibition titled 6 Artists in Search of a Precedent
was born entirely from this conceptualization and the testing
of the specific orientations that we have been examining
from the beginning of this text. In a period and a set of
circumstances where everything is contemporary and the
value of everything is measured by contemporariness, one
cannot speak of contemporariness but of its popularization
and the vulgarization that every act of popularization involves.

Certainly no one will pursue ‘the true contemporariness’,
which would involve an essentialist attitude. But it is also

18 Peter Osborne, ‘The Postconceptual Condition: the Cultural Logic of High
Capitalism Today’, Radical Philosophy, No. 184. 2014.
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necessary for some transcendentalist interpretations to be
cast aside to their own sphere. Contemporariness is not a
variable of historicism. Nevertheless, it is also necessary to
delineate and consolidate the boundaries between reality
and actualité emphasized by Agamben. To be more precise,
returning the contemporary — which transcends actualité -
to its own reality through historicality, and locating the lines
where this historicist effort of interpretation intersects with
the modern will shed some light on the discussion on time. The
exhibition’s treatment of time occurs not through chronos but
through expressions. Expression is not form. Form should be
viewed as the expression of an ideological statement. And in
that sense, form is the ‘schema’ as expressed by Kant.
Considering all this capacity, we define the contemporary
as the present-day form of historical time. The main scheme
of the exhibition rests on this axis. What that time involves
is not a matter of archaeology but of subjectivity. The stance
of a subject has always been a political stance. A subjectivity
that is not political cannot even be perceived. In that respect,
it would be correct to propose that the exhibition is politicizing
the historical. The exhibition has placed the contemporary into
the boundaries of a historical that is particular to it, and this
approach is a first, considering the contemporary art in Turkey.

IX

The positioning of the artists and the works in the
exhibition assumes complementing and dissociating functions
among them. The difference between the generations
constitutes the backbone of these convergent and divergent
relationships. The dynamics of the critical and theoretical
discourses can define different names within different
contexts. There is nothing stopping that. But every act of
asserting a basis leads to a process of ‘re-forming’. The
interaction within and among the artists in this exhibition
reflects the same understanding.

There are intentional and impromptu layers within the
exhibition. First and foremost, the artists’ selection of artists
has a myriad of meanings in its own right. The fact that
Firat Engin proposed Sarkis, Glnes Terkol proposed Gulsin
Karamustafa, Murat Akagindiz proposed Avni Lifij, Burcu
Yagcioglu proposed Semiha Berksoy, Ramazan Can proposed
Sakir Gékcebag, Alpin Arda Bagcik proposed irfan Onirmen
(his first choice was Kutlug Ataman, but that could not
be accomplished because of some technical problems) as
their choice, offers a categorization by itself alone. All the

parameters that have been expounded by this article have
influenced these selections. The points of convergence and
divergence are clear.

Sarkis’ distant, close, deep and broad relationship with
memory, identity, belonging and community/group solidarity
could be seen in the form of an imprint in Firat Engin’s
endeavour that is swift in becoming politicized and that aims
to bring a historical dimension to the everyday. Firat Engin’s
work, which is at times ironic and contains metaphorical layers,
naturally coincides with the meta-narrative that Sarkis always
keeps within. The contrast between Sarkis, transforming the
historical into the everyday and turning it into a problematic of
consciousness, and Engin, proceeding exactly on the opposite
path can only remind us of Benjamin. The historicality in
Sarkis and his act of occasionally scraping it on the grounds
of subjectivity, and its relationship with the works of irfan
Onirmen and Alpin Arda Bagcik, who chose him to take part
in the exhibition, is also far more striking than what one would
have thought. This relationship clearly demonstrates why form
is ideology.

The archaeology that Onitirmen performs ‘on’ newspapers
reveals a quality of directness in the relationship between
scraping and memory, while at the same time involving
references to the inner paradoxes of contemporariness. The
lost and fragmented image’s problematic relationship with
reality is not just the loss of mimesis. It also makes us think of
the fragmented relationship of the political with subjectivity,
and a similar attitude is also prominent in Alpin Arda Bagcik’s
works. The cross-checking of news, actualité’(i.e. current
events) and reality is a composition of subjectivity and it
points to the vicious and fertile stops of subjectivation. And
the questioning of reality is by nature political.

While Bagdcik’'s endeavour — which, of course, being
far from photorealism, still evokes it; is based on a ‘replica’
of reality and at least involves a direct reference to reality;
and aims to contrast the ontological subjectivity of oil
painting with the objectivity of its references — carries the
politicization in question to its extreme, the relationship of
Sarkis-Onlrmen-Bagcik demonstrates that the choices of
contemporaneity unfold in an area far more widespread and
extensive than is commonly believed.

While all three artists reconstruct the subjects of
memory, identity and belonging on the basis of representation,
this attitude carries the reality of contemporariness — which
| have described earlier as ‘moulding historical reality in a

new form’ — to a new platform this time. Through political
tendencies spread across a variety of different layers in these
works, the directly political fabric of representation gains new
dimensions.

Through a distant parabola, the coherence of this line
extends towards Murat Akagtindiz's work and his intriguing
choice. By choosing Avni Lifij, Akagiindlz was introducing a
new layer to the overall reality of the exhibition. Lifij's painting,
that moves in different tendencies and which has not yet
been fully examined even in itself, opens the door to a very
important transcendent narrative with the landscape that was
chosen by Akagiindlz. Lifij's painting not only demonstrates
the basic problems of early Ottoman painting, but it also
displays an inclination of pushing its inner membrane. The
fabric of the exhibition, which is built around the variables of
Agamben, but adopts Ranciére’s concept of ‘regime’, makes
one its most significant moves with Lifij. Thus, the intersection
of the historical with the modern and the modern with the
contemporary along the lines of the historicist understanding
attains a dimension that goes beyond the subjectivity of the
choice of Akaginduz.

On the other hand, starting from a figurative painting
and being able to achieve paintings where the figure goes
through a transcendental loss and transforms into a spectrum,
Akagindiz is not hesitant in declaring the kinship of the
distinctive reality of the space-landscape sensitivities that
he has been pursuing from the very beginning with Lifij’s
truly ‘up-to-date’ fabric. Akagindiz's response to this
mine-filled relationship of the Ottoman-Turkish painting,
where the figure and representation already pose a
problematic in its own right, is to place emphasis on the lost
figure. But the fact that this response contains references to
the ‘archaic’, that is, the origin, is related to the magnet that
transforms the subjective to the political. The relationship of
a silent and fathomless abstraction with the figure is more
obvious in Lifij and more concealed in Akaglindiz. This attitude
also involves a reference to the thorny relationship with
reality, and in this respect, the relationship that the political
establishes with reality constitutes a separate category.

On the other hand, Glnes Terkol's choice of GulsUn
Karamustafa encircles the other coteries in new and bigger
rings. In that respect, Burcu Yagcioglu's choice of Semiha
Berksoy generates stimulating parallelisms.

It is of course possible to view Gulsin Karamustafa's
concerns — spanning a number of years and gathered from

various different fields — focused again on the issues of
identity, belonging, and space, to be covering the same base
as Sarkis’ pursuits. Although through completely different
styles, methods and approaches, the continuous relationship
of distant kinships draws parallelisms between the two artists.

Karamustafa's approach of perceiving the textures
themselves as a means of representation, which can be seen
in the exhibition and in her art from the very beginning, is an
antecedent of Terkol's attitude. Terkol's expressivistic approach
that combines the associations of distant images with
weaving and shadows, contains references to the fragmented
texture of memory and identity through the discontinuities she
creates. The phenomena emphasized by both artists also test
the possibilities of an expressivistic approach. While Terkol's
moving images, which also stand out as projection screens,
carry traces of Deleuze’s much considered techniques of
cinema, they also seem to collide the variability of movement
with the constancy of reality.

Through the means of expression that they employ
(fabrics, carpets, weaving, embroidery) Terkol and
Karamustafa’'s reference to the feminist discourse is quite
tangible. The feminist discourse, especially the third wave, is
known to correspond to the politics formed around the issues
of identity and representation. And the manifestation of
this understanding in the works exhibited by these artists is
self-evident.

A similar attitude is also seen in the Yagcioglu-Berksoy
relationship. This relationship, too, is vitally important in terms
of the unities and ruptures mentioned earlier.

Yagcioglu's works that intertwine very different media
with one another and encircle the painful dynamics of the
self and subjectivity, establish a perfect relationship with
Berksoy's works that are very difficult to define, but are fully
integrated with her life, which are at times childish, sometimes
frivolous, but always embodying a certain selfhood and
state of consciousness in the lens of their own reality. While
Yagcioglu pushes her subjectivity to the limits and merges her
expressiveness with attitudes that are at times quite subtle
and at times pretty strict, she expresses her sensibilities that
are reminiscent of Berksoy’s paintings in a unique coherent
sum of lyricism and melancholy. The kinship of this coterie with
that of Terkol-Karamustafa is all too clear to need any further
explanation.

To say that this fabric does not extend to Ramazan Can
would be wrong. On the contrary, with a very direct move,
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Can pronounces the reality of his work along the same axis
as the ‘locality’ that Karamustafa has been emphasizing on a
bearing of migration-identity-belonging for years, and Terkol
has captured in her moving/fragmented image. The identity
contained and concealed in the folkloric is embraced in the
higher-level forms of the modern/contemporary in Can and
Sakir Gékecebag. In his work, shaped in the form of contrasts
between the geometric abstractions of the modern and the
extremely unconventional materials of the contemporary,
Can and Gokecebag clearly highlight quite a contrasting
relationship with that of Karamustafa-Terkol.

Can’s neon lights converse with Sarkis and Engin in a
separate sublanguage. There is clearly a separate plane of
reality that the loud political emphasis seen in Can’s and
Gokecebagd's work constitutes. The local and the folkloric are
always archaic. Because these are always the origin. In that
respect, in the face of the modern they can stand out either
as nostalgic or political. In opting for the political, Can and
Gokcebad anchor an introverted language in the shores of
simulation. The melancholy and lyricism that is particularly
discernible in Can is also a sign in itself.

X

The problems of the contemporary do not constitute
a finalised whole. On the contrary, they are the subject of a
deepening dispute. The main issue here, let us reiterate once
more, is that contemporary art is a cornerstone within ‘the
aesthetic regimes of art’ as Ranciére puts it. Contemporary
art is an aesthetic regime.’” But Ranciére also speaks of
the regimes of art. Like all regimes, contemporary art, too,
produces its own politics of representation. What is critical
here is that contemporary art, as Ranciere pointed out, is a
new regime in the post-Duchampian world, after the end of the
art regime based on Aristotelian representation. Thus, art has
lost one of its important pillars. It is also quite certain that the
new art regards a post-conceptual period. The only thing that
remains is for art to carry itself merely as itself.

An art that merely carries itself can quickly meet with
Kantian intuition and fully integrate with the search for form.
However, post-conceptual contemporary art has started
right where the interrogations of form were exhausted. This
is the most important fact that acted as the source of the
politicization of this art. The politicization here develops

through micrologies. And its most delicate point is that it turns
the modern’s relationship with historicism inside out.

The question of historicism, an issue that contemporary
art in Turkey has not given much thought, is now placed within
the bounds of a new vision through this exhibition and its
creative and productive pairings. Proceeding only through
form and regime, it was inevitable for contemporary art to
come to a halt at a threshold and consider its own reality.
This attitude involves, first and foremost, being a realist. The
antithetical and convoluted relationship of the amnesia of
the modern and the impossibility of a contemporary without
historicalism, determines not only the epistemic but also the
ontic reality of contemporary art in Turkey. It is this reality that
the exhibition represents. The treating of art with a simple and
external political attitude would, in the simplest of terms, be
primitive. The notion of art is far more complicated than that.
And contemporary art is the extremity of that complexity.

As the 6 Artists were finding their precursors, they were
determining that extremity, the final shore, the cap/cape ™ to
use Derrida’s emphasis, and thus, this exhibition has placed
contemporary art on a new ground and identified a turning
point in its long but brief history.

Hasan Bililent Kahraman

¥ Jacques Ranciére, The Politics of Aesthetics: The Distribution of the
Sensible. London: Continuum, 2004, pp. 20-21.

20 Jacques Derrida, The Other Heading: Reflections on Today’s Europe. Trans.
P.A. Brault-M.B. Naas. Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1992.
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Murat Akagiindiiz
1970, izmit

“6 Sanatei Oncllini Ariyor” sergisinde Murat Akagiindiz,
Avni Lifij'i kendi 6nclt olarak secmistir.

Murat Akagtindlz chose Avni Lifij as his precedent for
“6 Artists in Search of a Precedent” exhibition.
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Manzara | Landscape |

Kagit Uzerine grafit malzeme
Graphite material on paper
200 x 150 cm

2019

Sanat¢inin izniyle

With the courtesy of the artist

Manzara Il Landscape I

Kagit Gzerine grafit malzeme
Graphite material on paper
200 x 150 cm

2019

Sanat¢inin izniyle

With the courtesy of the artist
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Manzara lll, IV, V Landscape lll, IV, V
Kagit Uzerine grafit malzeme
Graphite material on paper

100 x70 cm

2019
Sanateinin izniyle
With the courtesy of the artist
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Avni Lifij

Turbe Tomb

Duralit Gzerine yagh boya

Oil on hardboard

28 x 46 cm

Sakip Sabanci Mtizesi Koleksiyonu
Sakip Sabanci Museum Collection
Envanter no Inv. no 200-0138
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Alpin Arda Bagcik
1988, izmir

“6 Sanategi Oncllini Ariyor” sergisinde Alpin Arda Bagcik,
irfan Onlirmen’i kendi énciilli olarak secmistir.

Alpin Arda Bagcik chose irfan Oniirmen as his precedent for
“6 Artists in Search of a Precedent” exhibition.
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Perisiazin Navane

Tuval Gzerine yagh boya Oil on canvas Tuval Gzerine yagh boya Oil on canvas
105 x 150 cm 200 x 140 cm

2017 2015
Zilberman Galeri’'nin izniyle

Zilberman Galeri’'nin izniyle
With the courtesy of Zilberman Gallery With the courtesy of Zilberman Gallery




52

Soltus

Tuval tGzerine yagl boya Oil on canvas
70 x 100 cm

2020

Zilberman Galeri’'nin izniyle

With the courtesy of Zilberman Gallery

Rivotril

Tuval Gzerine yagh boya Oil on canvas
10 parca pieces

Her biri each 20 x 28 cm

2019

Zilberman Galeri’'nin izniyle

With the courtesy of Zilberman Gallery
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irfan Oniirmen

Sucu Seyretmek Crime Watching

12 adet tuvale gerilmis tul katmanlar Gzerine yagli boya
Oil on multilayered cut tulle mounted on 12 canvases
240 x 400 cm

2006-2012

Sanat¢inin izniyle

With the courtesy of the artist
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Arsiv Il Olim=0Iim

Yerlestirme Installation

Tutkal ile yapistirilmis gazete kagitlarn
Glued newspapers

2001
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Ramazan Can
1988, Manisa

“6 Sanatei Oncllini Ariyor” sergisinde Ramazan Can,
Sakir Gokcebag'i kendi 6ncllu olarak secmistir.

Ramazan Can chose Sakir Gokcebag as his precedent for
“6 Artists in Search of a Precedent” exhibition.
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Yuklak Attic

Beton, Dokuma Concrete, Weaving

35 parca pieces

Her biri each 15 x 20 x 23 cm

2017-2018

Anna Laudel Galeri'nin izniyle

With the courtesy of Anna Laudel Gallery
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Evinde Hissetmek Feel at Home
Neon, hali, ahsap, pleksiglas
Neon, carpet, wood, plexiglass
226 x132 x15cm

2020
Anna Laudel Galeri’'nin izniyle
With the courtesy of Anna Laudel Gallery
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Sakir Gokcebag

isimsiz Untitled

Hali yerlestirme

Carpet installation

240 x 208 cm

2019

Sanat¢inin izniyle

With the courtesy of the artist
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Firat Engin
1982, Ankara

“6 Sanategi Oncllini Ariyor” sergisinde Firat Engin,
Sarkis'i kendi 6ncilt olarak secmistir.

Firat Engin chose Sarkis as his precedent for
“6 Artists in Search of a Precedent” exhibition.
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istila

Enstalasyon Installation

Poliyester 1/1 grande boy kahve bardaklari, akrilik
Polyester coffee cups 1/1 grande size, acrylic
Degisken olcller Variable dimensions

2011

Sanatcinin izniyle With the courtesy of the artist

Nefes Breath IV

Buluntu pencere, metal, krom boya, vernik

Found window, metal, chrome paint, varnish

120 x 140 cm

2017

Sanatcinin izniyle With the courtesy of the artist
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Frekans Serisi |

Polyester cerceve, ahsap, dekota, neon
Polyester frame, wood, decota, neon
120 x 130 cm

2019

Sanat¢inin izniyle

With the courtesy of the artist
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Sarkis

V 06,Ed. 1/2

Enstalasyon Installation
Vitray, kursun, celik, LED
Stained glass, lead, steel, LED
61x76 x11lcm

2012

Rabia & Ali Gureli Koleksiyonu
Rabia & Ali Gureli Collection
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Giines Terkol
1981, Ankara

“6 Sanatei Oncllini Ariyor” sergisinde Giines Terkol,
Gulstn Karamustafa'yr kendi énctilt olarak secmistir.

Gunes Terkol chose Gulstin Karamustafa as his precedent for
“6 Artists in Search of a Precedent” exhibition.
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Holografik Kayit Holographic Record

16 adet kumas Uzerine dikis, video ve ses yerlestirmesi
Sewing on 16 pieces of fabric, video and sound installation
2014

Krank Art Galeri’'nin izniyle
With the courtesy of Krank Art Gallery
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Gilsiin Karamustafa

Ath Hal Carpet With Horses

Kumas kolaji Textile collage

@0 x 133 cm

1986

Esra Sarigedik Oktem'in izniyle

With the courtesy of Esra Sarigedik Oktem
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Burcu Yagcioglu
1981, istanbul

“6 Sanater Oncllini Ariyor” sergisinde Burcu Yagciogluy,
Semiha Berksoy’'u kendi 6ncili olarak se¢cmistir.

Burcu Yagcioglu chose Semiha Berksoy as his precedent for
“6 Artists in Search of a Precedent” exhibition.
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Mezarlariniza Tukdrecegim

| Will Spit on Your Graves
Beton Concrete

90 x20 x 23 cm

2015

Galerist'in izniyle

With the courtesy of Galerist

Isimsiz Untitled

Kagit dzerine c¢izim ve akrilik

Drawing and acrylic on paper
162 x 139 cm

2015

Galerist’in izniyle

With the courtesy of Galerist
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Buyuk Sindirim The Big Digest
Kagit Gzerine kalem ve kolaj
Pencil and collage on paper

151 x 221 cm

2018

Galerist'in izniyle

With the courtesy of Galerist
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Su Baskininda In Full Flood
120"

Edisyon Edition of 3+1 AP
2014

Galerist'in izniyle

With the courtesy of Galerist
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Semiha Berksoy

Angio

Kagit Gzerine mum boya

Wax crayon on paper
30 x 45 cm
1997

Galerist'in izniyle
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With the courtesy of Galerist

S

Deniz Sener

Kagit Gzerine kalem Pencil on paper

38 x 47cm
1997
Galerist'in izniyle

With the courtesy of Galerist
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