insanin hayvani otekilestirmesinin,
kltiir-doga, erkek-kadin, zihin-beden
gibi modernitenin yarattig1 asimetrik
gtic iligkilerini iceren ikili iligkilere
benzer bir baglamda disiiniilmesi ge-
rektigini dne siiriiyor. Ozdemir, Tiirki-
ye'de sanayilesme ve modernlegsmenin
ilk ve 6nemli 6rneklerinden Zongul-
dak’ta hayvan emegi arastirilirken,
hayvanin insan tarafindan tahakkiim
altina almmasinin insanmerkezci bir
anlayisla mesruiyet kazanmis olma-
simin gozardi edilemeyecegini vurgu-
luyor. Makale ayrica Zonguldak’taki
¢opeii katirlar 6rneginden yola ¢ikarak
hayvan emeginin insan emegini na-
sil sekillendirdigini ve kapitalizmin
isleyisinde nasil bir rol oynadigini da
ortaya koyuyor. Bu agidan Tiirkiye'de
Marksist emek tarihi ¢aligmalarina da
katk: sagliyor.

Ezgi Burgan, kurbanlik addedilen—
ve daha sonra kendisine “Ferdinand”
adi1 verilen—bir boganin 2018 yilin-
da Rize'de baglarindan kurtularak
izmire kadar kagisinin dykiisiinii,
stk¢a duyulan “kurbanligin kagmast”
olaymdan farkl: bir bakis acisiyla ele
aliyor. Bir “kurban” neler yapabilir?
Hayvanlar, insanlarin egemen oldu-
gu cografyalarda, kendileri i¢in kagis
yollar1 olugturabilirler mi? Bu kagis
yollar1 ne tiir insan-hayvan karsilag-
malar1 ile miimkiin kilinabilir? icinde
yasadigimiz tarihsel dénemde, kent-
lerde kurban pratiginin deneyimlen-
mesi siirecindeki insan-hayvan kargi-
lagmalari, kamusal alanin kullanimi
ve “kagig’a yiiklenen anlam nasil
dontigmistiir? Burgan bu sorulara
cevap ararken Ferdinand’in kagigini
bir hedefe dogrusal bigimde ilerleyen

Roland Betancourt and
Maria Taroutina, eds.,
Byzantium/Modernism:

The Byzantine as Method in
Modernity. Leiden:

Brill, 2015. xxiv + 369 pages.
ISBN: 9789004292208

This book developed out of a confer-
ence held at Yale University in 2012
and was published in 2015. Writing a

bir olay olarak ele almak yerine, ice-
risinde ¢esitli insan ve hayvanlarin
yer aldigi, farkli kent ve kirsal cog-
rafyalarda ve zamanlarda gerceklesen
“koksapsal” (rizomatik) bir deneyim
bi¢cimde yorumluyor.

Kitabin son béliimiinde Pinar Karaba-
ba'nin Konya'daki giivercinlerin kent
ve yasam hakkini inceledigi makalesi
de 6nceki bolimlerle benzer bigimde,
kent cografyasina hayvanlar1 da dahil
edebilecek bir kent yazini olusturul-
mast meselesini tartigmaya agiyor.
Karababa bu 6rnek tizerinden “hayva-
nin iglevsel bir simge olarak kullani-
mi’ndan (s. 249) farkl: bir yaklagimin,
hayvan-insan ikiligi veya karsitliginin
Otesinde, kentte ortak yasam hakki
ve ihtiyacinin gerekliliginin altini
ciziyor.

Sehir ve Hayvan, Turkiye'de “insan
olmayan kentlilerin” farkli bakis a¢1-
lariyla ve farkli tarihsel, sosyolojik
ve cografi cercevelerde incelendigi,
Turkiye'de insan-hayvan ¢aligmalari-
na giris olabilecek nitelikte bir yayin.
Sehir ve Hayvan her seyden 6nce, insan
olmayan hayvanlarin da kent tarihine,
cografyasina, sosyolojisine ve politik
ekolojisine dahil edilebilecegini ortaya
koyuyor. Kitaba katkida bulunan aras-
tirmacilar, insan-hayvan ¢aligmalarinin
sundugu teorik ve metodolojik ¢erce-
vede, Tirkiye'deki insan-kent ¢alisma-
larina ve kent yazinina yeni bir boyut
getirilebilecegini gosteriyorlar.

Sehir ve Hayvan gectigimiz y1l geng yas-
ta aramizdan ayrilan, Hayvan Haklar
izleme Komitesi (HAKIM) koordina-
torligii de yapmis olan hayvan haklar

review now of a volume that appeared
five years ago might seem somewhat
delayed. This is a long enough time for
a text to become an important contri-
bution to scholarship or, alternatively,
to fall into scholarly oblivion. The lat-
ter is certainly not the issue here as the
volume under review offers interest-
ing, thought-provoking, if sometimes
rather demanding, contributions on—
generally and perhaps simplistically
speaking—the reception of Byzantium.
Favorable reviews of this book have al-
ready appeared,’ which is one reason

savunucusu Burak Ozgiiner anisina
yayimlanmis. Kitabin geliri de Hayvan
Haklar1 ve Etigi Dernegine bagislan-
mis. Bu baglamda Sehir ve Hayvan, kent
yazinina yaptig1 akademik katkinin
yani sira Tirkiye'deki hayvan haklar
ve ihlalleri konusundaki eksikliklere ve
sorunlara dikkat cekme adina siyasi ve
hukuki bir misyon da tistleniyor. Kitap-
ta yer alan makalelerin hemen hepsi
de hayvanlara adalet, hayvan haklari ve
hayvan etigi gibi tartigmalar yuriitiyor,
ancak endtistriyel hayvancilik/kesim,
genetik manipiilasyon, biyoetik, vegan-
lik/vegan aktivizmi, hayvan deneyleri/
viviseksiyon gibi konular kitapta yer
almiyor. Buna ilaveten, sehri insan-
larla paylasan, ancak ¢ok kiigiik, sessiz
veya nadir olduklar1 i¢in goriilmesi ve
duyulmasi zor hayvanlara da—bdocek-
lere, kemirgenlere, siiriingenlere ve
bilimum sualt1 canlilarina—deginil-
miyor. Sehir ve Hayvan'in insan-hay-
van ¢aligmalarinda a¢tig1 patikadaki
bu eksiklikleri doldurma vazifesi de
patikayi takip edecek ve sorgulayacak
arastirmacilara dusiiyor.

Onur Inal
Viyana Universitesi
onur.inal@univie.ac.at

1 Insan-hayvan galigmalarinin Tiirkiye'deki aka-
demik yazinda uyandirdigr ilginin bir 6rnegi olarak
bkz. Sezai Ozan Zeybek, Tiirkiye'nin Yakin Tarihin-
de Hayvanlar. Sosyal Bilimleri Insan Olmayanlara
Agmak (Istanbul: Notabene, 2020).

2 Gerald MacLean, Looking East: English Writing
and the Ottoman Empire before 1800 (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).

3 Ceyda Torun, Kedi (Tiirkiye-ABD, 2017, 79’); An-
drea Luka Zimmerman, Taskafa, Bir Sokak Hikdyesi
(Ttirkiye, 2013, 64).

why the present reviewer has decided,
somewhat unconventionally, to write
about the book as a whole rather than
to discuss each chapter.

The book is divided into two parts:
“Byzantium and Modernism” and
“The Slash as Method.” To my struc-
turalist-oriented mind, the first part
works better as a whole than the
second—from Robert Nelson’s gen-
eral presentation of the relationship
between Byzantine inspirations and
modernist artists to Dimitra Kotoula’s
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very well-written and informative
chapter on the Byzantine interests
of the Arts and Crafts movement to
Elena Boeck’s wonderfully innovative
(not an easy feat) contribution about
the visual aspects of Victorien Sardou’s
play Theodora. The latter two essays are
also highly accessible to scholars from
fields outside art history as they dis-
cuss cultural responses to Byzantium
and its heritage as filtered through a
modernist approach to the empire’s
culture. The organizing principle of the
volume’s second part is less clear even if
explained by Roland Betancourt in the
erudite and thought-provoking essay
“The Slash as Method.” The second
section also contains a wonderful piece
by Anthony Cutler, who juxtaposes/
compares visual structures of Byz-
antine and modern works. The only
issue with Cutler’s study is that fasci-
nating examples taken from Dr. Seuss’s
universum are not universally known
outside of the United States (although,
to my surprise, 1 have discovered Polish
translations of Seuss’s books). Other
essays were, as mentioned earlier, more
demanding, especially for a reader in-
experienced in art history.

Even if the book does not immediately
identify itself as concerned with re-
ception studies by using this word in
the title, the chapters discuss various
ways of making Byzantium relevant
for both senders (artists) and receiv-
ers (beholders) and of integrating
Byzantium into artistic perspectives,
methods, and philosophies. Other
volumes appeared almost simultane-
ously or soon after the publication of
Byzantium/Modernism, but what sets
this book apart is its clear focus on
art and art history (with some ex-
ceptions).” This is, in fact, the first
collection of essays whose main axis
is not simply reception but rather
an attempt to understand how Byz-
antium functions in dialogue with
modernism. Byzantium/Byzantinism
in the present volume is understood
as more than a mere metaphor used—
and often abused—for political, social,
or other purposes. Neither are these
notions understood as a simple way of
recreating/copying Byzantine art—as
Maria Taroutina aptly remarks in the
“Introduction”: “The present volume
strives to move beyond the two poles
of a narrowly circumscribed revival-

ism on the one hand, and a clearly de-
fined modernist agenda on the other”
(p- 11). While the editors and contribu-
tors have avoided “prescrib[ing] what
modernity or modernism should be
or what Byzantium or the Byzantine
should have been” (p. xi), for the non-
art scholar, it is at times difficult to
grasp the meaning/definition of mod-
ernism as understood by certain con-
tributors. This is by no means always
the case. For instance, in his excellent
contribution on how Byzantine archi-
tecture has been (mis)interpreted by
modern authors, Robert Ousterhout
gives a definition of modernism that
may not apply to the movement as
a whole but provides a background
against which to read his paper.

Defining Byzantinism, however, would
be a Sisyphean task. Byzantinism is,
pace Helena Bodin,} a floating signi-
fier—a signifier that gains its mean-
ing depending on certain needs and
circumstances. (It is a pity that the
contributors of the volume under re-
view were unable to acquaint them-
selves with Bodin’s paper, but linear
chronology is merciless.)* Perhaps in a
discussion of political movements or
historiosophical ideas related to Byz-
antium, the Eastern Empire, or Or-
thodoxy, a definition of Byzantinism
could be coined temporarily, but in
the examples given and discussed in
this book such a definition would be
impossible and unnecessary. One no-
tion appears in the volume that I find
fascinatingly provocative and absurd-
ly obvious at the same time. Anthony
Cutler, referring to a work by Sukanta
Chaudhuri, speaks about “reverse in-
fluence”—that is, “the idea that our
awareness of more recent texts can
shape the way in which we respond
to earlier creations” (p. 212). This may
not be a completely original thought
as it closely recalls “cultural filters,”
with each subsequent period “reading”
the past through its own experiences,
fears, and ideas (even our own attempts
to analyze a given historical period “in
its own right” are marred by current
philosophies, methodologies, and so
forth). However, l am tempted to think
that in many cases, as Cutler observes,
irrespective of whether we study visual
or textual artifacts, this notion (even if
in a somewhat simplified version) dic-
tates how modern artists perceived the

Byzantine past; Sardou’s (re)interpre-
tation of Theodora was conditioned
by the literary and artistic movement
of his age.

There are no weak papers in this
collection; all the contributions are
thought-provoking, well considered
and well written. Some lean perhaps
more toward Byzantium, while some
toward modernism; for instance,
Stratis Papaioannou’s otherwise ex-
cellent contribution falls, in my view,
more heavily on the Byzantine than
modernist side.> As the contributors
come from various disciplines, their
perspectives “from” Byzantium and
“toward” Byzantium complement
each other. This volume demonstrates
firmly that the intercorrelations be-
tween Byzantium/Byzantinism and
modernism extend beyond simple
revivalism and reconstructionalism
and can be both intrinsically com-
plicated and surprisingly ambiguous.
The mosaic approach in this book is
highly effective.
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