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Abstract: This study examines the epistemological dimension of experimental art through the concepts of
“experiment,” “knowledge,” and “defamiliarization,” arguing that experimentation in art should be understood
not merely as formal innovation or technical exploration, but as a critical attitude toward the ways in which art
produces knowledge. The research adopts a methodological approach that combines theoretical-conceptual
analysis with a comparative examination of selected artworks. Within this framework, the notion of experiment
is defined not primarily as a scientific method, but as a form of action that transforms the conditions of
knowledge production. The theoretical background draws on Roman Jakobson’s concept of the “dominant” in
the construction of the artwork and Viktor Shklovsky’s notion of ostranenie (defamiliarization) in sensory
experience. From this perspective, the essence of experimental art is positioned as the capacity to restructure
the conditions under which artistic knowledge emerges through the defamiliarization of perception. In line with
this theoretical framework, the study comparatively examines the following pairs of works: Nick Veasey’s
Land Rover Surfs Up — Eduardo Kac’s GFP Bunny; Andres Serrano’s Immersion (Piss Christ) — Marc Quinn’s
Alison Lapper Pregnant; and Tania Bruguera’s Crying Room — Hito Steyerl’s Is the Museum a Battlefield ?
The selected works are analyzed not only at the level of imagery, but also in terms of how their interventions—
supporting or limiting claims of experimentalism—are structured through the institutional, spatial, and
discursive protocols that shape the production and circulation of artistic knowledge. The analysis demonstrates
that the use of scientific methods, formal innovation, or shocking content alone is insufficient to qualify a work
as “experimental.” According to the study, the decisive factor is what may be described as a “protocol shift,”
occurring in the conditions of the production and circulation of artistic knowledge, whereby the dominant
element shifts from the level of image or content to the protocols of production, presentation, and circulation.
Consequently, experimental art is conceptualized not primarily through claims of novelty or experimentation,
but as an ongoing field of epistemic tension that persists insofar as it reconfigures regimes of seeing, the
position of the viewer, and the institutional infrastructures of art.

Keywords: Experimental art, epistemology, protocol shift, the dominant, defamiliarization.

LEINTS

Oz: Bu ¢alisma, deneysel sanatin epistemolojik yoniinii “deney”, “bilgi” ve “yabancilastirma” kavramlar
ekseninde ele almakta ve sanattaki deneyselligin, yalnizca bigimsel yenilik ya da teknik bir arayis degil, sanatin
bilgi liretme bigimlerine yonelik sorgulayici bir tavir oldugunu ileri siirmektedir. Arastirma, kuramsal-
kavramsal ¢oziimleme ile se¢ili yapitlarin karsilastirmali analizini bir araya getiren bir yontem izlemektedir.
Bu gercevede deney, bilimsel bir yontem olmaktan ¢ok, bilgi {iretiminin kosullarini déniistiiren bir eylem
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bicimi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Kuramsal arka planda Roman Jakobson’un sanat yapitinin kurulumunda
“egemen 0ge” (the dominant) ve Viktor Shklovsky’nin duyusal deneyimde “alisgkanlig1 kirma” (ostranenie)
kavramlar1 kullanilmakta; deneysel sanatin 6z, algry1 yabancilagtirma yoluyla sanat bilgisinin ortaya cikis
kosullarin1 yeniden yapilandirma kapasitesi olarak konumlandirilmaktadir. Calismada, bu kuramsal c¢erceve
dogrultusunda Nick Veasey’nin Land Rover Surfs Up - Eduardo Kac’in GFP Bunny, Andres Serrano’nun
Immersion (Piss Christ) - Marc Quinn’in Alison Lapper Pregnant ve Tania Bruguera’nin Crying Room - Hito
Steyerl’in Is the Museum a Battlefield? baslikli yapitlar1 karsilastirmali olarak incelenmektedir. Segilen
yapitlar, deneysel nitelik iddialarin1 destekleyen ya da simirlayan miidahalelerini yalnizca imge diizeyinde
degil, sanat bilgisinin iiretim ve dolasimini belirleyen kurumsal, mekansal ve séylemsel protokoller diizeyinde
nasil kurduklart agisindan ¢oziimlenmektedir. Bu inceleme, bilimsel yontem kullaniminin, bigimsel yenilik ya
da icerik sokunun tek basina “deneysel” nitelik igin yeterli olmadigini gostermektedir. Calismaya gore
belirleyici unsur, sanat bilgisinin {iretim ve dolagim kosullarinda gerceklesen ve egemen 6geyi imge - igerik
diizeyinden iiretim, sunum ve dolasim protokollerine kaydiran bir “protokol kaymasi” olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Sonug olarak deneysel sanat, yeni ve deneye dayali olma iddiasindan ¢ok, gérme rejimlerini,
izleyici konumunu ve kurumsal altyapiyr yeniden yapilandirdigi 6lciide siireklilik kazanan bir epistemik
gerilim alani olarak konumlandirilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Deneysel sanat, epistemoloji, protokol kaymasi, egemen 6ge, yabancilastirma.
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Structured Abstract:

This study aims to rethink the concept of “experiment” in art beyond its common association with
formal innovation, technical risk, or sensational content, and to propose an epistemological account of
experimental art. In both critical and everyday usage, the terms “experimental” and “experimentality” are most
often identified with how new, shocking, or technologically advanced a work is; yet this identification leaves
unanswered the more fundamental question of how a work reconfigures the conditions under which art
produces, organizes, and circulates knowledge. The study addresses precisely this gap. It argues that the
prevailing reduction of experimentality to a degree of novelty obscures the distinction between works that are
merely innovative or radical and works that genuinely transform the epistemic conditions of art. Accordingly,
it sets out to develop a workable criterion that distinguishes experimental practices from merely innovative
ones. The necessity of such a criterion arises from the conceptual ambiguity surrounding “experimental art™:
canonical examples are routinely labelled experimental without a shared account of what makes them so. By
relocating the question from the surface of the image to the conditions of knowledge production, the study
seeks to clarify the epistemological status of artistic knowledge and to show that experimentality is better
understood as an epistemic orientation than as a stylistic or period label. Its central argument is that
experimental art can be determined not by its degree of novelty but by its capacity to transform modes of
knowing.

The research adopts a methodological approach that combines theoretical-conceptual analysis with a
comparative examination of selected artworks. The theoretical framework draws on Viktor Shklovsky’s
concept of ostranenie (defamiliarization) and Roman Jakobson’s notion of the “dominant.” When these are
combined, experimental art is defined as the moment at which defamiliarization itself becomes the dominant:
the work shifts attention away from represented content toward the protocols of representation and display,
thereby reorganizing how artistic knowledge emerges. The analysis treats the visual/formal examination of the
works together with a discursive and institutional analysis conducted through artists’ statements, exhibition
texts, and the circulation contexts of the works. Three criteria guide the analysis: (i) the plane on which the
work’s dominant is constituted (the image/content, or the protocols of production—presentation—circulation);
(i1) the sensory/perceptual threshold at which the effect of defamiliarization is produced; and (iii) which
institutional and technical apparatuses the “protocol shift” renders visible. On this basis, the study deliberately
pairs works that appear “experimental” at first sight with works that more profoundly transform epistemic
conditions, examining three couples: Nick Veasey’s Land Rover Surfs Up and Eduardo Kac’s GFP Bunny;
Andres Serrano’s Immersion (Piss Christ) and Marc Quinn’s Alison Lapper Pregnant; and Tania Bruguera’s
Crying Room and Hito Steyerl’s Is the Museum a Battlefield?. The aim is less to propose necessary and
sufficient conditions for experimental art than to offer an analytical framework that renders visible the
concept’s epistemic operation, considered in dialogue with current debates on artistic research.

The analysis demonstrates that the use of scientific methods, formal innovation, or shocking content
alone is insufficient to qualify a work as “experimental.” In the first pairing, although both Veasey and Kac
employ scientific technologies, Veasey’s practice largely preserves the white-cube format and a passive viewer
position, concentrating the dominant in spectacular imagery, whereas Kac’s work extends from the genetic
engineering of a fluorescent rabbit to the ethical, legal, and institutional negotiations around ownership, care,
and public display, so that the dominant shifts from image to protocol. In the second pairing, Serrano’s
photograph generates intense public controversy yet operates within conventional photographic and exhibition
protocols, while Quinn’s sculpture, though formally classical, displaces the protocols of selection,
representation, and commemoration that govern public space, turning institutional decision-making into part
of its content. In the third pairing, Bruguera’s installation, despite its emotional impact and technical ingenuity,
leaves the basic museum protocols intact, whereas Steyerl’s lecture-performance follows a bullet casing
backwards through chains of military production, corporate sponsorship, and museum funding, reframing the
museum as an infrastructure shaped by geopolitical and economic power and repositioning the viewer from
passive spectator to witness-participant. Across all three pairs, the decisive factor is what the study describes
as a “protocol shift,” occurring in the conditions of the production and circulation of artistic knowledge,
whereby the dominant moves from the level of image or content to the protocols of production, presentation,
and circulation.
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The study concludes that experimental art should be identified neither with novelty per se nor with
any fixed style or genre, but with its capacity to estrange perception while redistributing the dominant toward
the conditions, protocols, and infrastructures that underwrite artistic production and circulation. Experimental
art is thus conceptualized as a continuous field of epistemic tension extending “from image to protocol,” one
that persists insofar as it reconfigures regimes of seeing, the position of the viewer, and the institutional
infrastructures of art. By foregrounding these shifts, the article offers a workable criterion for distinguishing
experimental practices from merely innovative ones: to the extent that the dominant shifts from the image
toward the protocol, the work both produces a perceptual rupture (defamiliarization) and renders visible the
institutional and technical infrastructures that constitute regimes of knowledge. The limitation of the study is
that this criterion does not claim to constitute a universal model of classification and is discussed through a
limited set of examples. Future research may comparatively trace how the protocol shift operates across
different geographies and media, including digital platforms, Al-based production, and archival or field-based
practices.

Keywords: Experimental art, epistemology, protocol shift, the dominant, defamiliarization.
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Résumé Structuré:

Cette étude vise a repenser le concept d’« expérimentation » en art au-dela de son association courante
avec I’innovation formelle, le risque technique ou le contenu sensationnel, et a proposer une conception
épistémologique de I’art expérimental. Dans les usages critiques comme dans les usages ordinaires, les notions
d’« expérimental » et d’« expérimentalité » sont le plus souvent définies en fonction du degré de nouveaute,
du caractére choquant ou de I’avancement technologique d’une ceuvre. Une telle définition laisse toutefois sans
réponse une question plus fondamentale : comment une ceuvre reconfigure-t-elle les conditions dans lesquelles
I’art produit, organise et fait circuler le savoir ? C’est précisément cette lacune que cette étude entend combler.
Elle soutient que la réduction dominante de I’expérimentalité a un simple degré de nouveauté occulte la
distinction entre les ceuvres qui sont uniquement innovantes ou radicales et celles qui transforment
véritablement les conditions épistémiques de 1’art. Dans cette perspective, elle cherche a élaborer un critére
opérationnel permettant de distinguer les pratiques expérimentales des pratiques simplement innovantes. La
nécessité d’un tel critére découle de I’ambiguité conceptuelle entourant la notion d’« art expérimental » : des
ceuvres aujourd’hui considérées comme canoniques sont régulierement qualifiées d’expérimentales sans qu’il
existe une définition commune expliquant ce qui fonde cette qualification. En déplacant la réflexion de la
surface de I’image vers les conditions de production du savoir, I’étude entend clarifier le statut épistémologique
du savoir artistique et montrer que 1’expérimentalité doit étre comprise comme une orientation épistémique
plut6t que comme une catégorie stylistique ou historique. Son argument central est que 1’art expérimental ne
se définit pas par son degré de nouveauté, mais par sa capacité a transformer les modes de connaissance.

La recherche adopte une démarche méthodologique combinant une analyse théorique et conceptuelle
avec un examen comparatif d’un ensemble d’ceuvres sélectionnées. Le cadre théorique s’appuie sur le concept
d’ostranenie (défamiliarisation) de Viktor Chklovski ainsi que sur la notion de « dominante » élaborée par
Roman Jakobson. Articulés ensemble, ces deux concepts permettent de définir I’art expérimental comme le
moment ou la défamiliarisation devient elle-méme la dominante : 1I’ceuvre détourne alors I’attention du contenu
représenté vers les protocoles de représentation et de présentation, réorganisant ainsi les modalités d’émergence
du savoir artistique. L’analyse associe 1’examen visuel et formel des ceuvres a une analyse discursive et
institutionnelle fondée sur les déclarations des artistes, les textes d’exposition et les contextes de circulation
des ceuvres. Trois critéres guident 1’analyse : (i) le niveau auquel se constitue la dominante de 1’ceuvre
(image/contenu ou protocoles de production, de présentation et de circulation) ; (ii) le seuil sensoriel et
perceptif auquel se produit 1’effet de défamiliarisation ; et (iii) les dispositifs institutionnels et techniques que
le « déplacement du protocole » (protocol shift) rend visibles. A partir de ces critéres, ’étude confronte
volontairement des ceuvres qui paraissent « expérimentales » au premier regard a d’autres qui transforment
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plus profondément les conditions épistémiques. Trois couples d’ceuvres sont ainsi examinés : Land Rover Surfs
Up de Nick Veasey et GFP Bunny d’Eduardo Kac ; Immersion (Piss Christ) d’ Andres Serrano et Alison Lapper
Pregnant de Marc Quinn ; enfin Crying Room de Tania Bruguera et Is the Museum a Battlefield? de Hito
Steyerl. L’objectif n’est pas tant de proposer des conditions nécessaires et suffisantes de 1’art expérimental que
d’offrir un cadre analytique rendant visible le fonctionnement épistémique du concept, en dialogue avec les
débats contemporains sur la recherche artistique.

L’analyse montre que le recours a des méthodes scientifiques, I’innovation formelle ou le contenu
provocateur ne suffisent pas, a eux seuls, a qualifier une ceuvre d’« expérimentale ». Dans le premier couple,
bien que Veasey et Kac mobilisent tous deux des technologies scientifiques, la pratique de Veasey préserve
largement le modele du « white cube » ainsi que la position passive du spectateur, concentrant la dominante
sur I’image spectaculaire. A I’inverse, I’ceuvre de Kac s’étend de I’ingénierie génétique d’un lapin fluorescent
aux négociations éthiques, juridiques et institutionnelles relatives a la propriété, aux soins et a I’exposition
publique, de sorte que la dominante se déplace de 1’image vers le protocole. Dans le deuxiéme couple, la
photographie de Serrano suscite une vive controverse publique tout en demeurant inscrite dans les protocoles
conventionnels de la photographie et de I’exposition, tandis que la sculpture de Quinn, malgré son apparence
formellement classique, déplace les protocoles de sélection, de représentation et de commémoration qui
régissent 1’espace public, faisant du processus décisionnel institutionnel une composante du contenu méme de
I’ceuvre. Dans le troisiéme couple, I’installation de Bruguera, malgré sa puissance émotionnelle et son
ingéniosité technique, laisse inchangés les protocoles fondamentaux du musée, alors que la conférence-
performance de Steyerl remonte la trajectoire d’une douille de balle a travers les chaines de production
militaire, le mécénat des entreprises et le financement des musées, reconfigurant ainsi le musée comme une
infrastructure fagonnée par les pouvoirs géopolitiques et économiques, tout en transformant le spectateur passif
en témoin-participant. Dans I’ensemble des trois couples, le facteur décisif réside dans ce que 1’étude désigne
comme un « déplacement du protocole », intervenant dans les conditions de production et de circulation du
savoir artistique, par lequel la dominante passe du niveau de 1’image ou du contenu aux protocoles de
production, de présentation et de circulation.

L’étude conclut que I’art expérimental ne doit étre identifié ni a la nouveauté en tant que telle, ni a un
style ou a un genre déterminé, mais a sa capacité a défamiliariser la perception tout en redistribuant la
dominante vers les conditions, les protocoles et les infrastructures qui sous-tendent la production et la
circulation artistiques. L’art expérimental est ainsi conceptualisé comme un champ continu de tension
épistémique s’étendant « de I’image au protocole », qui perdure dans la mesure ou il reconfigure les régimes
du regard, la position du spectateur et les infrastructures institutionnelles de I’art. En mettant en évidence ces
déplacements, ’article propose un critére opérationnel permettant de distinguer les pratiques expérimentales
des pratiques simplement innovantes : dans la mesure ou la dominante se déplace de 1’image vers le protocole,
I’ceuvre produit simultanément une rupture perceptive (défamiliarisation) et rend visibles les infrastructures
institutionnelles et techniques qui constituent les régimes de savoir. La principale limite de cette étude réside
dans le fait que ce critére ne prétend pas constituer un modele universel de classification et qu’il est discuté a
partir d’un corpus limité¢ d’exemples. Les recherches futures pourront examiner de maniére comparative la
facon dont le déplacement du protocole se manifeste dans différents contextes géographiques et médiatiques,
notamment sur les plateformes numériques, dans les productions fondées sur 1’intelligence artificielle ainsi que
dans les pratiques archivistiques ou de terrain.

Mots-clés: art expérimental, épistémologie, déplacement du protocole, dominante, défamiliarisation.

Resumen estructurado:

Este estudio tiene como objetivo replantear el concepto de «experimentacion» en el arte mas alla de
su asociacion habitual con la innovacion formal, el riesgo técnico o el contenido sensacionalista, y proponer
una concepcion epistemologica del arte experimental. Tanto en el discurso critico como en el uso cotidiano,
los términos «experimental» y «experimentalidad» suelen identificarse con el grado de novedad, el caracter
impactante o el nivel de desarrollo tecnolégico de una obra; sin embargo, esta identificacion deja sin respuesta
una cuestion mas fundamental: como una obra reconfigura las condiciones bajo las cuales el arte produce,
organiza y hace circular el conocimiento. Precisamente esta laguna constituye el objeto central del presente
estudio. Se sostiene que la reduccién predominante de la experimentalidad a un mero grado de novedad
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oscurece la distincion entre las obras que son simplemente innovadoras o radicales y aquellas que transforman
verdaderamente las condiciones epistémicas del arte. En consecuencia, el estudio se propone desarrollar un
criterio operativo que permita distinguir las practicas experimentales de las meramente innovadoras. La
necesidad de dicho criterio surge de la ambigiiedad conceptual que rodea al «arte experimentaly»: ejemplos
considerados candnicos son etiquetados con frecuencia como experimentales sin que exista una explicacion
compartida acerca de qué los hace tales. Al desplazar el foco de la superficie de la imagen hacia las condiciones
de produccion del conocimiento, el estudio pretende esclarecer el estatus epistemoldgico del conocimiento
artistico y demostrar que la experimentalidad debe entenderse mejor como una orientacion epistémica que
como una etiqueta estilistica o cronoldgica. Su argumento central sostiene que el arte experimental no puede
determinarse por su grado de novedad, sino por su capacidad para transformar los modos de conocer.

La investigacion adopta un enfoque metodologico que combina el analisis tedrico-conceptual con el
examen comparativo de una seleccion de obras artisticas. El marco tedrico se fundamenta en el concepto de
ostranenie (desfamiliarizacion o extrafiamiento) de Viktor Shklovsky y en la nocién de «dominante» de Roman
Jakobson. La articulacién de ambos conceptos permite definir el arte experimental como el momento en que
la propia desfamiliarizacion se convierte en la dominante: la obra desplaza la atencion desde el contenido
representado hacia los protocolos de representacion y exhibicion, reorganizando asi la manera en que emerge
el conocimiento artistico. El andlisis integra el examen visual y formal de las obras con un analisis discursivo
e institucional basado en las declaraciones de los artistas, los textos curatoriales y los contextos de circulacion
de las obras. Tres criterios orientan el analisis: (i) el plano en el que se constituye la dominante de la obra
(imagen/contenido o protocolos de produccion, presentacion y circulacion); (ii) el umbral sensorial o
perceptivo en el que se produce el efecto de desfamiliarizacion; y (iii) los dispositivos institucionales y técnicos
que el «desplazamiento del protocolo» (protocol shift) hace visibles. Sobre esta base, el estudio confronta
deliberadamente obras que, a primera vista, parecen «experimentales» con otras que transforman de manera
mas profunda las condiciones epistémicas. Para ello se analizan tres pares de obras: Land Rover Surfs Up de
Nick Veasey y GFP Bunny de Eduardo Kac; Immersion (Piss Christ) de Andres Serrano y Alison Lapper
Pregnant de Marc Quinn; y Crying Room de Tania Bruguera junto con Is the Museum a Battlefield? de Hito
Steyerl. El propdsito no es proponer condiciones necesarias y suficientes para definir el arte experimental, sino
ofrecer un marco analitico que haga visible el funcionamiento epistemoldgico del concepto en didlogo con los
debates contemporaneos sobre la investigacion artistica.

El analisis demuestra que el empleo de métodos cientificos, la innovacion formal o el contenido
impactante, por si solos, son insuficientes para calificar una obra como «experimental». En el primer par,
aunque tanto Veasey como Kac recurren a tecnologias cientificas, la practica de Veasey conserva en gran
medida el formato del white cube y la posicion pasiva del espectador, concentrando la dominante en la
espectacularidad de la imagen; en cambio, la obra de Kac se extiende desde la ingenieria genética de un conejo
fluorescente hasta las negociaciones éticas, juridicas e institucionales relacionadas con la propiedad, el cuidado
y la exhibicion publica, de modo que la dominante se desplaza de la imagen al protocolo. En el segundo par,
la fotografia de Serrano genera una intensa controversia publica, pero opera dentro de los protocolos
convencionales de la fotografia y de la exhibicion, mientras que la escultura de Quinn, pese a su apariencia
formalmente clasica, desplaza los protocolos de seleccion, representacion y conmemoracion que rigen el
espacio publico, convirtiendo la toma de decisiones institucional en parte del contenido de la obra. En el tercer
par, la instalacion de Bruguera, a pesar de su impacto emocional y su ingenio técnico, deja intactos los
protocolos fundamentales del museo, mientras que la conferencia-performativa de Steyerl reconstruye
retrospectivamente el recorrido de un casquillo de bala a través de las cadenas de produccion militar, el
patrocinio corporativo y la financiacion museistica, reconfigurando el museo como una infraestructura
moldeada por poderes geopoliticos y econdmicos y transformando al espectador de observador pasivo en
testigo-participante. En los tres pares analizados, el factor decisivo reside en lo que el estudio denomina
«desplazamiento del protocolo», que tiene lugar en las condiciones de produccion y circulacion del
conocimiento artistico, mediante el cual la dominante pasa del nivel de la imagen o del contenido a los
protocolos de produccion, presentacion y circulacion.

El estudio concluye que el arte experimental no debe identificarse ni con la novedad en si misma ni
con un estilo o género determinado, sino con su capacidad para extrafiar la percepcion y redistribuir la
dominante hacia las condiciones, los protocolos y las infraestructuras que sustentan la produccion y la
circulacion artisticas. En consecuencia, el arte experimental se conceptualiza como un campo continuo de
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tension epistemoldgica que se extiende «de la imagen al protocolo» y que perdura en la medida en que
reconfigura los regimenes de la vision, la posicion del espectador y las infraestructuras institucionales del arte.
Al poner de relieve estos desplazamientos, el articulo propone un criterio operativo para distinguir las practicas
experimentales de las meramente innovadoras: en la medida en que la dominante se desplaza de la imagen
hacia el protocolo, la obra produce simultaneamente una ruptura perceptiva (desfamiliarizacion) y hace visibles
las infraestructuras institucionales y técnicas que constituyen los regimenes del conocimiento. La principal
limitacion del estudio radica en que este criterio no pretende constituir un modelo universal de clasificacion y
se desarrolla a partir de un conjunto limitado de ejemplos. Futuras investigaciones podran analizar
comparativamente como opera el desplazamiento del protocolo en distintos contextos geograficos y medios,
incluidas las plataformas digitales, la produccion basada en inteligencia artificial y las practicas archivisticas o
de trabajo de campo.

Palabras clave: arte experimental, epistemologia, desplazamiento del protocolo, dominante,
desfamiliarizacion.
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CTpyKTYpPHPOBAHHASI AHHOTALIMSA:

Hacrosmee nccienoBanne HaIpaBIeHO Ha TIEPEOCMBICIICHHE TOHATUS «IKCIIEPUMEHT» B HCKYCCTBE
3a TpeferaMu ero TPaIUIMOHHON acconuanuy ¢ (OpMaNbHON MHHOBAIMEH, TEXHHYECKHM PHCKOM HIIH
CCHCAI[MOHHBIM COJIEpP’KaHMEM M TMpejaraeT 3MUCTEMOJIOTHUECKOE IOHMMAaHUE HKCIEPUMEHTAIEHOTO
uckycctea. Kak B KpUTHUECKOM JHCKypce, TaKk W B TIOBCEJIHEBHOM YNOTPEOJICHHWH TOHITHA
«3KCIIEPUMEHTAIBHBII» M «IKCIEPUMEHTAIBHOCT» Yalle BCEr0 CBA3BIBAIOTCS C TEM, HACKOJIBKO
MPOM3BEICHUE SBISICTCA HOBBIM, MIOKMPYIOUIMM HJIM TEXHOJIOTHYECKH mepenoBbiM. OpHako mono0HOe
NOHMMaHHEe OCTaBlsieT Oe3 oTBeTa Oojee (yHIAMEHTAIbHBIA BOIPOC: KAaKUM 00pa3oM NPOHM3BEACHUE
HCKYCCTBa IIE€pEONpeaessieT yCIOBHSA, B KOTOPHIX MCKYCCTBO IPOM3BOIWT, OPTaHU3YeT M PacIpOCTpaHsIET
3HaHKE. VIMEHHO 3TOT KOHIENTYaJIbHBIA MTPo0Oe COCTaBIsIET MPEAMET HACTOSIIEro uccienoBanus. B pabdore
YTBEPXKIAETCs, YTO TOCIOJCTBYIONIAas PEXYKIUS 3KCIICPUMEHTAJIbHOCTH K CTENEHHM HOBU3HBI CKPBIBACT
pasnune MEeXAy NPOU3BEICHHUSAMH, KOTOPBIC SBISIFOTCS JIMIIb MHHOBAIIMOHHBIMHM WJIN PAJANKIBHBIMH, H
MPOU3BEACHHUSIMH, JCUCTBUTEIIFHO TPAHCPOPMHUPYIOIIMMH SIHCTEMUYECKHE yCIOBHUS NCKYcCTBa. B cBsizm
9THM HCCIICIOBaHUE CTaBUT IEJbI0 Pa3padOTaTh MNPAKTHUECKUH KPUTEPHH, MO3BOJIIOMIMI OTINYATH
9KCIEPUMEHTAIBHBIE XYJOKECTBEHHbIE MPAKTHKH OT IPOCTO WHHOBAIMOHHBIX. Heo6XoamMocTh Takoro
KpHUTepHs 00yCIOBJIEHA KOHIENTYyaJbHON HEONpPeneIEHHOCTHIO MOHITHS «IKCIEPUMEHTATBHOE UCKYCCTBOY:
KaHOHWYECKHE IPOM3BEIEHHS PETyJsiPHO HA3bIBAIOTCA AHKCIEPHUMEHTAIBHBIMU, HECMOTPS Ha OTCYTCTBHE
OOILENPHUHATOTr0 0OBSICHEHHUSI TOTO, YTO UMEHHO JIeJIaeT UX TaKOBBIMHU. [lepeHocs ucciienoBarebekuii okyc
C TOBEPXHOCTH H300paKEHUs] Ha YCJOBUS IPOM3BOJACTBA 3HAaHMS, pabOTa CTPEMUTCS YTOYHHUTH
STMHUCTEMOJIOTHIECKUH CTaTyC XyJ0’KECTBEHHOTO 3HAHUS W IOKa3aTh, YTO IKCIEPHUMEHTAIBHOCTH CIIEIyeT
MOHUMATH MPEXKJE BCETO KaK AMUCTEMUYECKYIO OPUEHTALUIO, & HE KaK CTUJIMCTUYECKYH0 XapaKTepUCTUKY WU
0003HaUeHHE ONpPEIeIEHHOTO HCTOPUYECKOTO nepuozaa. L{eHTpaiabHbIi Te3UC UCCIe0BaHus 3aKII0YacTCs B
TOM, YTO DKCIIEPUMEHTAIBHOE MCKYCCTBO OIPEIEISIETCS] HE CTENEHBIO CBOEH HOBU3HBI, a CHOCOOHOCTHIO
peoOpa3oBEIBATH CIIOCOOBI TO3HAHUSI.

HccnenoBanue OCHOBaHO Ha  METOAOJIOTMYECKOM  IMOAXOJE, COYETAIOLIEM  TEOPETUKO-
KOHIICTITYalbHBI aHaJdN3 C CpPAaBHHUTEIBHBIM UCCICIOBAaHHEM psia W30pPaHHBIX XYJIOKECTBEHHBIX
npousBeieHu. TeopeTuueckas OCHOBa ONMUpaeTcsl Ha KOHLENUUi ocmparenus Bukropa Llkinosckoro u
MOHSATHE <«JOMUHAHTB Pomana SlkoOcoHa. B WX COBOKYMHOCTH 3KCIEPUMEHTAILHOE HMCKYCCTBO
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omnpenensercs Kak MOMEHT, KOTAa caMO OCTPaHEHHE CTAaHOBHTCS NOMHMHAHTOH: NPOU3BEICHHE CMeElIaeT
BHHMaHHE C PEIPE3CHTUPYEMOTO COJEPHKAHH Ha TPOTOKOJIBI PENPE3CHTALIMH 1 SKCIIOHUPOBAHUSL, TEM CaMbIM
peopraHusysi NpOLEeCC BO3HUKHOBEHUS XYJO)KSCTBEGHHOTO 3HaHMSA. AHAIM3 OOBCIHHSAET BHU3YaJbHO-
(bopMmanbHOE HCCIeJOBaHIE IPOU3BEICHHUHI C TUCKYPCHUBHBIM I HHCTHTYLIMOHATIBHBIM aHAJIN30M, OCHOBAaHHBIM
Ha BBHICKa3bIBAHUAX XYIOKHHKOB, BBICTABOYHBIX TEKCTaX M KOHTEKCTaX LUPKYJIALMH HPOU3BEICHHH.
UccrnenoBanme ctpoutcss Ha TpEX Kpurepmsx: (i) ypoBHE, Ha KOTOPOM (OpPMHpPYETCsS JIOMHHAHTa
npousBeneHus  (M300paxkeHue/conepkaHue MO0  MPOTOKOJBI  NPOW3BOACTBA,  NPE3EHTAlMd |
pacnpoctpaHeHnust); (ii) CCHCOPHOM M MEPLENTUBHOM ITOPOTe, Ha KOTOPOM BO3HHUKAET () (HEKT OCTpaHEeHUS; U
(ill) MHCTUTYLMOHANBHBIX M TEXHUYECKUX MeEXaHM3MaX, KOTOpbIe CTaHOBSTCS BUAUMBIMH Oiaropaps
«CMEIICHUIO MPOTOKONa» (protocol shift). Vicxons U3 3TUX KPUTEPUEB, aBTOP CO3HATEIHHO COMOCTABISACT
MPOM3BEACHHS, KOTOpbIE Ha NEPBBI B3MIAA KaXKyTCS «IKCIIEPUMEHTAJIBHBIMU», C IPOU3BEICHUSIMH,
3HAYUTEIBHO ITy0ke MpeoOpa3youMK SUCTEMUYECKHe ycIoBus. PaccMaTpuBatoTest Tpu napsl padbot: Land
Rover Surfs Up Huxa Busu (Nick Veasey) u GFP Bunny Dnyapno Kama (Eduardo Kac); Immersion (Piss
Christ) Aunpeca Ceppano (Andres Serrano) u Alison Lapper Pregnant Mapka Kynana (Marc Quinn); a Takxe
Crying Room Taunu bpyrepsi (Tania Bruguera) u Is the Museum a Battlefield? Xwuro lltaiiepns (Hito Steyerl).
Lenp uccnenoBaHus 3aKIFOYAETC HE CTOJBKO B (POPMYJIMPOBAHUM HEOOXOAUMBIX M TOCTATOYHBIX yCIOBHUIA
9KCIIEPHUMEHTAJIBHOTO HCKYCCTBa, CKOJBKO B CO3JAaHUM AHAIUTHYCCKOM DPAaMKH, MO3BOJIAIOIICH BBIIBHTDH
SMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKU MeXaHW3M (DYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS JAHHOTO IIOHATHS B KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHBIX
JIICKYyCCHU 00 XyI0)KECTBEHHOM UCCIIeI0BaHUY (artistic research).

HpOBeﬂéHHLIﬁ aHaJIN3 MOKa3bIBACT, YTO UCIIOJIb30BAHNEC HAYUYHbIX METOAOB, (bopMaanaﬂ HWHHOBAaIUs
WK IIOKMPYIOIIEE COJAEPXKAaHHE caMH M0 ce0e HEAOCTATOYHBI Ui KBATH(pHUKAIUK MNPOU3BEACHHUS Kak
«3KCIIepUMEHTaIbHOTO». B mepBoit mape, xota u Buzu, u Kaig ucnons3yioT Hay4Hble TEXHOJIOTHH, TIPAKTHKA
Busu B 3HauMTENBHON CTENeHH coxpaHseT (opMmaT «Oenoro kyba» (white cube) M MACCHUBHYIO MO3UIUIO
3puTeENs, KOHIICHTPUPYS JOMHHAHTY Ha 3Q(eKTHOM BusyanbHOCTH. HanpoTus, pabota Kama BEIXOIUT Taieko
3a TIpeZeNbl TEHETHIECKOM HHXKEeHepHH (DITyOPECIIEHTHOTO KPOJIMKA M BKJIFOYACT 3THUYECKHUE, MTPABOBBIE U
HHCTHUTYIIHOHAIBHBIE TIEPETOBOPHI, CBS3aHHBIE C BONPOCAMH COOCTBEHHOCTH, yXOJa W IyOJIMYHON
JIEMOHCTpAIINH, BCJICACTBHE YEro JOMHHAHTA CMEIIAETCsA ¢ M300pakeHHs Ha MPOTOKOJ. Bo BTOpOii mape
¢dortorpapuss  CeppaHO  BBI3BIBAET IIMPOKHIM  OONIECTBEHHBIN  pPE30HAHC, OMHAKO  TIPOMOJDKACT
(YHKIMOHMPOBATh B paMKax TPAJWIMOHHBIX (OTOTPAPHUIECKUX W BBHICTABOYHBIX MPOTOKOJIOB, TOTIA Kak
ckyabpnTypa KynHHa, HECMOTPSI Ha CBOIO ()OPMAIbHO KITACCHYECKYIO (OpMY, TPAaHCHOPMHUPYET MPOTOKOJIBI
oTOOpa, pempe3eHTAMd W KOMMEMOpPAIUH, ONPEACNSIONe MMyOIHYHOe MPOCTPAHCTBO, MPeBpaIiast
MHCTUTYLIUOHAJIbHOE NIPUHATHE PELICHUN B YaCTh COAECPKAHUS IPOU3BE/IeHUs. B TpeTbell nape HHCTaLILuUs
Bpyrepbl, HECMOTPSI Ha AMOLMOHAIBHYIO BBIPA3UTEIBHOCTh U TEXHUUECKYIO H300PETATENILHOCT, OCTABIISET
6a30BbIe My3eHHBIE MPOTOKOJIBI HEM3MEHHBIMH, TOTAa Kak Jekius-nepdopmanc lraiiepns mpociexuBaeTt
MyTh THIIB3BI OT MYJIK Yepe3 [EMOYKH BOEHHOTO MTPOM3BOICTBA, KOPIOPATUBHOIO CIIOHCOPCTBA U My3€HHOTO
(MHAHCUPOBAHKS, TEPEOCMBICIAA My3ed Kak WHPPACTPYKTYpYy, (POPMHUPYEMYIO TEOMOTUTHIECKHMH |
OKOHOMHUYECKHMH CHJIaMH, ¥ TEePEBOIS 3pHUTENs W3 TO3WIMH IACCHBHOTO HaOMIOIaTeNss B IMO3HUIIUIO
CBHETENS-YUACTHHKA. BO BCex TpEX cllydasx pernarormM (pakTopoM OKa3bIBAETCS TO, YTO aBTOP Ha3hIBAET
«CMEIIEHHEM TIPOTOKOJIA», MPOUCXOISAIIAM B YCIOBUSAX TPOM3BOJCTBA W IMPKYJSAIUH XYI0KECTBEHHOTO
3HAaHWs, NMPH KOTOPOM JIOMHHAHTA TIEPEHOCHUTCSA C YPOBHs HM300PaKEHHS WM COJNEPKAHHS Ha YPOBEHb
TPOTOKOJIOB TIPOM3BOJICTBA, IPE3CHTAIIMH U PACTIPOCTPAHEHHSI.

B 3akmouenue uccie[oBaHUE YTBEPXKIALT, YTO IKCIICPUMEHTAIBHOE HCKYCCTBO CIIEAYeT OIPeesTh
He 4Yepe3 HOBU3HY KaK TAKOBYIO M HE Yepe3 IPUHAUISKHOCTh K ONpeIeIEHHOMY CTHIIIO I JKaHPy, a yepes3
€ro CrocoOHOCTh co3/aBaTh A GHEKT OCTPAHESHUS U OJTHOBPEMEHHO MepepaclpeieNIaTh JOMHUHAHTY B CTOPOHY
YCJIOBUH, TPOTOKOJIOB ¥ HHPPACTPYKTYP, 00ECIISUHBAIOIINX XY 10KECTBEHHOE TIPOU3BOCTBO U IUPKYJISAIIUIO.
Takum 00pa3oM, OKCIIEPUMEHTAIbHOE WCKYCCTBO KOHIENTYaJU3UPYETCs KakK HeMpephIBHOE TOJIe
SMHUCTEMUYECKOTO HANPSDKEHMS, MIPOCTUPAIOIIEeCs «OT U300pakeHHs K MPOTOKOIIY», KOTOPOE COXPaHSIETCs
MOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO TI€pPEOTpeIessieT PeXKUMbI BUJCHUS, OJI0KEHHE 3PUTENSI U MHCTUTYIMOHAIbHEIE
nHppacTpyKTypsl MckyccTBa. [loguépkuBas 3T CMEIIEHHs, CTAaThs NpeaaraeT NMPaKTUUECKHH KpUTepHi
pa3IMyeHns] SKCHEPUMEHTAIBHBIX M JIMIIb WHHOBALMOHHBIX IPAKTUK: 110 MEpe TOro Kak JOMHUHAHTa
cMellaeTcss 0T N300paKEHHs K MPOTOKOIY, MPOU3BEJICHNE OJJHOBPEMEHHO CO3MAET IEpLENTUBHBIA pa3phiB
(ocTpaHeHune) U J1es1aeT BUAMMBIMU HHCTHTYLIMOHAJIBHBIE W TEXHHUYECKHE HHPPacTPyKTyphl, (hopMHUpPYIOIIIE
pexuMbl 3HaHUA. OTpaHUYCHHUE UCCIIETOBaHUs COCTOUT B TOM, UTO TpeJlaraéMblii KpUTEpU HE TIPETCHIYeT
Ha CTaTyC yHUBEPCAIbHOM KIIACCU(PUKAIIOHHOW MO/JISIIH U PACCMATPUBAETCS HA OCHOBE OIPAHUUEHHOTO KpyTra
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npuMepoB. B nanpHEHIIEM MpeacTaBIsIeTCs MEPCIIEKTUBHBIM CPABHUTEIBHOE H3yUEHHE TOT0, KAKHM 00pa3oM
CMEIIECHHE IPOTOKOJIA MPOSBIACTCS B PA3IMUHBIX Treorpa@uiecKux KOHTEKCTaX M XYJIOXKECTBEHHBIX
MeIuyMax, BKJIo4Yas u(poBsie IaT(OpPMbI, XyJ0)KECTBEHHOE NMPOU3BOACTBO HA OCHOBE HMCKYCCTBEHHOTO
MHTEJUIEKTA, a TAK)KE APXUBHBIC U MOJIEBBIC TPAKTHKH.

KiroueBble cjoBa: OKCIIEPUMEHTAJIBHOE HMCKYCCTBO, SJIHUCTEMOJIOTHA, CMEIICHHUE IIPOTOKOJIA,
AOMHHAaHTa, OCTPAHECHUE.

TRFId IRI:
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1 U IHHHIHSD (Epistemological) TIRSAT YK B BT 38T AT 8 | SATIIHD a1 ITHII G
UHR & a2l # “TRnTdEe” 3R “UanTeddr (Experlmentahty) DI Urg: Tt warpfa ot AdiFar,
BT AT U AT dh-ab! SATT B TR TR GRHTIYG faa S B 1 fobg ag efdaion 39 3ifiies Aiferes
T T IR To! odl [ Pls HaIPpd 3 R BT G forg YR @velt g o Areqw § war
T BT IdTEH, 6 3R TR ! 3| T8 T Iy U J 33 Ia1Re Rfad &1 Taifda o=ar gl
O ad o T B b UaiTeAdhdT &1 dhad AdiAaT Bt HE b i HR ST 39 Hiadl & & & 3R
DT SRYY PR a1 & S A T IT 3Y (Radical) & 3R 39 il & o ot IRAT B el 1 FHHHIED
R B =uialRd Bl 81 3T 3MUR TR L DT ILIT T TTGEIRG S B Rid B 8
S TS HATED TAgRI Dl dad Adrayl AIERI I JYd HR G| T Hcs BI HTGRIHdl
“YGIIHAS AT DI ATYRT & IRT 3R fFgae JaRe gyar ¥ Iad gid! 8, Fif 3 A-H
(Canonical) Fadl & FHafd ®U § YANTIHS H81 OI1dT &, STaid 3¢ GIT 991 aTd dedl R b1 JHT=a
RS IUAS 81 & | T 7 1t Ig! TR § &1 BT FH-3dTe o1 uRFRUfGT IR Hfgd Har
&, 1% HaldH® 9 &1 FHHHEHES [T B Wy a1 51 9% au1 g faxaman 51 9 fob wanmaean
! Tl Refhra on wrerTa Aot & SO U FAHIARTES SRIdT & U § T $ifid Iuged g |
YT BT BT b g & fob YIRS Bl BT YR ITB! T J 781, Sfep T 3101 i Uigpanait
D FUIARE BRA DI I &HdT I g1 ANy

T8 QMY Hifap—daTRe [y qu1 9afd Serpiad! & JaTes SHeqad S Qe H
areil Ul SOTr %I wﬁ@ﬁﬁ HERCEREE NS (Viktor Shklovsky) D a3 (Ostranenie;
W/Defamiliarization) P SATYURON qYUT J9 qThIeq— (Roman Jakobson) P “YIQEdr (The
Dominant) T SAYRUN TR SMYIRT & | ST &I DI UG ©U Y TG HRA TR TANTED Hell Bl 3 TR
& ¥u § uRyT foar Sirar 8 o g srafvadian?or € <ogaar s ol 81 39 fUfd & sanmefa
=i 1 e e fawrasg @ gera Aeuur 3iR Ue= & Uictaial 3! SR RIMidiRd HRdt &, o
FHATHDG I & Iad B UfhdT GHdd gIdl 81 3eqd- H Salpiadl b1 €xd U9 HuaiRe e
HADHRI & Jadadl, UGRHI-UT! aUT Hfadl & TR-HeH! IR eid fau=iias td SRINTd fazeyor &
T g =0 9 far 1 §1 favawur i amdEl W sneid 8 () 98 WR ol R $id BT <vEdr
faffa gkt § (o favrasg sryar Sare-IRdIaHRUI-TRIR & Wedia); (i) 98 Taal/arerete ST forg
TR ARGV BT YU IAF BIdT §; TUT (iii) I GRINTT TG db-lp! a7 fofe “Telbid gRad-”
(Protocol Shift) TX0 TG § | ST 3MYR TR 31eqg SHGHHR 3 Hfadl Bt g1 HRl § ol YyH =P o

TR Tdld gl & 3R 37 pladl I ot sel 3ifiie Texrs ¥ FrHAaeres uRfRufagt o) afafdd
HA B ERiED wﬁﬁ?@ﬁwﬁwmw% A dISit (Nick Veasey) DI Land Rover Surfs Up
GEI Q_Q'GTIST I (Eduardo Kac) P GFP Bunny; 3 YA (Andres Serrano) P Immersion (Piss Christ)
quT g1 f (Marc Quinn) P Alison Lapper Pregnant, 3R arferar W (Tania Bruguera) P Crying Room
YT BICl RERW (Hito Steyerl) B Is the Museum a Battlefield? | 3EHU D1 IR YAINTIEHD Dell Bl
3{TIRT e Td ATt et URdd BT e, Siceh U1 Ao grdl SUTs BT § ol GHBIC T HaTdD
egém (Artistic Research) Jatl 84 & TgH # 39 S@AURUN B FHHHIGHS HIAYUE 6! WY 6

|
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fa=aiwor § Ty gran § fob ai-es faferat &1 IuaiT, Siuenies FaraR S1yaT did arel favaasyg
A forddt Serdhia & “Tarmes” Rig H & fou waie =8 § | wm g 8, 7y dieht ok &1a gFl
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faudta, 16 B Ffd TP FRRIC WINY & ATIERG ARG T 3 dgar Wi, AU 3R
e yesiF ¥ Tafta Afaw, fafte qur dwirma fanet 9 faxgd gt 8, e aRumasy
mﬁaﬁmﬁﬁwﬁﬁwﬁaﬁmélw T H, WM 3T BTG TS
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WW%@;@@@W@&W&?&@E%% e XETIRA BT HRSA-UGR T Tl
F WA P T S I IJAGA, HIARE RIS 3R YU faaamor o1 gaarst & Ay § i o
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a1 8| o gl ® furfaes o 98 8 O sremge “Uieidla uikad” Fgdl 8, S haled I & I
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3 1 e § b TRiTate Sl &t Uga 7 df ad AdiFal & YR TR & ST A1y
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Ed1 ¢ 99 d% dg eB-awiisfl, axie @ fRURY quT Sall Bt IRITTT STURYT IRa-13i BT Gearem
mm%@qtﬁaﬁﬁ%@ﬁo—daﬂﬁ g G YIS 3R Had dIH Haldd FTERI &
9 3R HA 87 TP AGEING AFES Udd Bl o: ford JH1 a6 “oigaar o 9 Weidra &t ok
RIFTARA gidt 8, I AT 9 FaAIpa T 3R ST fawe (SaReriie ) Iad HRdl § 3R gad!
3R 3T TINTA T qh-ep! SMUYRYT TRTI3M B €2F § § off F-cgaeraif &7 Fmfor st €1
3 ! AT I8 | % vRga Ards [t ardvifie affersor aisa o1 grar 8t exar ok 33 it
JSTERUN & SMYR TR A Rid foran a1 81 yfaw & sriem fafte simifere e sik aremt— fawva:
fefored wiewml, T gfSam- s FarEes SdTe- auT TR Td & Fards TdgRi—
A “Tiepid aRad- & SRV &7 Ja-TeTd 31eqd- R Udhd gl

(Defamiliarization) |

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bu ¢aligmanin amact, sanattaki “deney” kavramini bigimsel yenilik, teknik risk ya da sok edici igerikle
Ozdeslestiren yaygin anlayistan ayrilarak, deneysel sanata iliskin epistemolojik bir ¢erceve dnermektir. Hem
elestirel hem giindelik kullanimda “deneysel” ve “deneysellik” terimleri ¢ogunlukla bir yapitin ne kadar yeni,
sarsict ya da teknolojik agidan ileri olduguyla 6zdeslestirilmekte; oysa bir yapitin sanatin bilgi iiretme,
diizenleme ve dolasima sokma kosullarini nasil yeniden kurdugu sorusu yanitsiz kalmaktadir. Caligma tam da
bu boslugu ele alir. Deneyselligin yenilik derecesine indirgenmesinin, yalnizca yenilik¢i ya da radikal olan
yapitlar ile sanatin epistemik kosullarini gercekten doniistiiren yapitlar arasindaki ayrimi gériinmez kildigini
ileri siirer. Bu dogrultuda ¢alisma, deneysel pratikleri yalnizca yenilik¢i olanlardan ayirt eden iglevsel bir 6l¢iit
gelistirmeyi hedefler. Boyle bir olgiitiin gerekliligi, “deneysel sanat” kavramini g¢evreleyen kavramsal
belirsizlikten dogar: kanonik ornekler, onlar1 deneysel kilan seye dair ortak bir agiklama olmaksizin siklikla
“deneysel” olarak etiketlenmektedir. Soruyu imgenin yiizeyinden bilgi {iretiminin kosullarina tagiyan ¢alisma,
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sanatsal bilginin epistemolojik statiislinii acikliga kavusturmay1 ve deneyselligin bigimsel ya da donemsel bir
etiketten cok epistemik bir yonelim olarak daha iyi anlasilabilecegini gostermeyi amaclar. Caligmanin temel
arglimani, deneysel sanatin yeniligin derecesiyle degil, bilme bicimlerini doniistirme kapasitesiyle
belirlenebilecegidir.

Aragtirma, kuramsal-kavramsal ¢oziimleme ile segili yapitlarin karsilastirmali analizini bir araya getiren
bir yontem izler. Kuramsal ¢erceve, Viktor Shklovsky’nin ostranenie (yabancilagtirma) kavrami ile Roman
Jakobson’un “egemen 6ge” (the dominant) diisiincesine dayanir. Bu iki kavram birlikte diisliniildiiglinde
deneysel sanat, yabancilastirmanin bizzat egemen dge héline gelmesi olarak tanimlanir. Yapit, dikkati temsil
edilen igerikten temsil ve sunum protokollerine kaydirarak sanatsal bilginin ortaya ¢ikis bi¢imini yeniden
orgiitler. Analiz, yapitlarin gorsel/bigimsel ¢6ziimlemesini; sanat¢i beyanlari, sergi metinleri ve yapitlarin
dolagim baglamlari lizerinden yiiriitiilen sdylem ve kurum ¢oziimlemesiyle birlikte ele alir. Coziimlemeyi li¢
Ol¢iit yonlendirir: (i) yapitin egemen 6gesinin hangi diizlemde kuruldugu (imge/igerik mi, yoksa iiretim—
sunum—dolasim protokolleri mi); (ii) yabancilagtirma etkisinin hangi duyusal/algisal esikte iiretildigi; (iii)
“protokol kaymasi”nin hangi kurumsal ve teknik diizenekleri goriiniir kildig1. Bu temelde ¢alisma, ilk bakista
“deneysel” goriinen yapitlari, epistemik kosullari daha koklii bigimde doniistiiren yapitlarla bilingli olarak
eslestirir ve ¢ ¢ifti inceler: Nick Veasey’nin Land Rover Surfs Up yapiti ile Eduardo Kac’in GFP Bunny’si;
Andres Serrano’nun Immersion (Piss Christ) yapit1 ile Marc Quinn’in Alison Lapper Pregnant’t; Tania
Bruguera’nin Crying Room’u ile Hito Steyerl’in Is the Museum a Battlefield? baslikli ¢alismasi. Amag,
deneysel sanat i¢in zorunlu ve yeterli kosullar nermekten ¢ok, kavramin epistemik isleyisini goriiniir kilan ve
giincel sanatsal arastirma tartigmalariyla diyalog i¢inde diisiiniilen analitik bir ¢er¢ceve sunmaktir.

Coziimleme, bilimsel yontem kullaniminin, bigimsel yeniligin ya da igerik sokunun tek basmna bir
yapit1 “deneysel” kilmaya yetmedigini gdstermektedir. lk ciftte, hem Veasey hem Kac bilimsel teknolojiler
kullansa da, Veasey’nin pratigi biiylik 6l¢iide beyaz kiip diizenini ve edilgen izleyici konumunu korur ve
egemen Ogeyi gosterisli imgede yogunlastirirken; Kac’in yapiti floresan bir tavsanin genetik {iretiminden
miilkiyet, bakim ve kamusal sergilemeye iligkin etik, hukuki ve kurumsal miizakerelere uzanir ve egemen 6ge
imgeden protokole kayar. ikinci giftte, Serrano’nun fotografi yogun bir kamusal tartisma yaratsa da geleneksel
fotograf ve sergileme protokolleri i¢inde isler; Quinn’in heykeli ise bigcimsel olarak klasik kalmasina karsin
kamusal alan1 yoneten se¢im, temsil ve anma protokollerini yerinden ederek kurumsal karar mekanizmasini
iceriginin bir pargas1 haline getirir. Ugiincii ¢iftte, Bruguera’nin yerlestirmesi duygusal etkisine ve teknik
ustaligina ragmen temel miize protokollerini oldugu gibi birakirken; Steyerl’in konferans-performansi bir
mermi kovanini askeri {iretim, sirket sponsorlugu ve miize finansmani zincirleri boyunca ters yonde takip eder,
miizeyi jeopolitik ve ekonomik iktidarin bigimlendirdigi bir altyap1 olarak yeniden gergeveler ve izleyiciyi
edilgen seyirciden tanik-katihmci konumuna tagir. Ug giftte de belirleyici unsur, ¢alismanmn “protokol
kaymasi1” olarak adlandirdigi durumdur: sanat bilgisinin {iretim ve dolagim kosullarinda gergeklesen ve egemen
Ogeyi imge ya da igerik diizeyinden iiretim, sunum ve dolasim protokollerine kaydiran bir kayma.

Calisma, deneysel sanatin yeniligin kendisiyle veya sabit bir {islup ya da bir tiirle 6zdeslestirilmesi
yerine, egemen 0geyi sanatsal iiretim ve dolagimi miimkiin kilan kosullara, protokollere ve altyapilara dogru
yeniden dagitma kapasitesiyle tanimlanmasi gerektigi sonucuna varir. Bdylece deneysel sanat, “gdriintiiden
protokole” uzanan; gorme rejimlerini, izleyici konumunu ve sanatin kurumsal altyapilarini yeniden
yapilandirdigi 6lgiide siireklilik kazanan bir epistemik gerilim alani olarak kavramsallagtirilir. Bu kaymalar
One ¢ikararak makale, deneysel pratikleri yalnizca yenilik¢i olanlardan ayirt eden islevsel bir 6lgiit Gnerir:
egemen Oge imgeden protokole kaydigi dlgilide, yapit hem algisal bir kirilma (yabancilagtirma) tiretir hem de
bilgi rejimlerini kuran kurumsal ve teknik altyapilari goriiniir kilar. Caligmanin sinirliligi, bu 6lgiitiin evrensel
bir siiflandirma modeli olma iddias1 tasitmamas1 ve sinirli sayida drnek iizerinden tartisiimasidir. flerideki
arastirmalar, protokol kaymasiin farkli cografyalarda ve farkli mecralarda dijital platformlar, yapay zeka
temelli liretimler, arsiv ve saha ¢aligmalar1 dahil nasil igledigini karsilagtirmali olarak izleyebilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Deneysel sanat, epistemoloji, protokol kaymasi, egemen 6ge, yabancilastirma
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From Image to Protocol: The Epistemology of Experimental Art

Introduction

Within the known and established historical trajectory of art, certain artists and works are
positioned outside prevailing opinion through such designations as new, radical, or avant-garde, in
contrast to the dominant aesthetic understandings of their time. When considered in the context of
the “destructive creativity” that may itself be regarded as a constitutive quality of art, the artists and
works that trigger a transformation are naturally expected to attract these designations; yet only some
of them, in addition to the qualities noted above, come to belong to the category of experimental art.
From this perspective, the questions “What is experimental art?” and ‘“What makes a work
experimental?” are among the fundamental questions that have recurred in various forms throughout
the history of art and have been debated in order to analyze the condition of experimentality. These
questions also require making visible the distinction between works characterized as innovative or
radical and those evaluated as experimental.

To make this distinction visible, experimentality must be treated not merely as a degree of
“novelty” but as an intervention in the conditions of knowledge production. In these questions —
frequently invoked today in both conceptual and practical senses, yet often answered superficially
— the term “experimentality” is most commonly identified with formal innovation, technical
exploration, or thematic risk alone. Beneath this term, however, it would be apt to argue that there
lies a mode of thinking that radically transforms art’s relationship with knowledge. Experimental art
is not merely an aesthetic pursuit but also an epistemic act that may be grasped as “an alternative
way of knowing the world.”

Rather than constructing a chronological account of the history of experimental art, this study
aims to address the experimental quality of art beyond formal innovations, within the context of the
processes of knowledge production. Experimentality is here understood as a form of inquiry into how
artistic knowledge is produced, shared, and perceived. Drawing on Roman Jakobson’s concept of
“the dominant” and Viktor Shklovsky’s notion of “defamiliarization” (ostranenie), the study seeks
the essence of experimental art in the process of the reorganization of perception. In this context, the
idea that experimental art can be determined not by its degree of novelty but by its capacity to
transform modes of knowing constitutes the study’s central argument. This article, titled From Image
to Protocol: The Epistemology of Experimental Art, characterizes experimental art through the
concept of the “protocol shift.” What is meant here by protocol shift is the concentration of the work’s
dominant not in the represented image or in shocking content, but in the institutional, economic, and
technical operations that make the work possible (the laboratory, the museum, sponsorship, law,
circulation routes, and so on). The experimental work thereby shifts the viewer’s attention from the
question of what the image shows to the questions of the conditions under which that image is
produced, legitimated, and put into circulation.
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On this basis, experimental art, while transforming the viewer’s way of perceiving and
making sense of the world, simultaneously redefines art’s knowledge-producing function. The works
of artists such as Hito Steyerl, Marc Quinn, and Eduardo Kac offer contemporary instances of this
transformation. Beyond formal innovation, these examples demonstrate how the epistemic
relationship that art establishes with knowledge is itself transformed. Accordingly, the study
addresses the following questions: Beyond formal innovation, what kind of knowledge production
does experimental art enable? What is the epistemological status of artistic knowledge? If what
defines experimentality is not merely a matter of “novelty,” might it instead be related to how art
brings knowledge to light? These questions form the focus of the article and carry the concept of
“experimental art” into the domain of epistemological debate.

Method and Scope

This article combines theoretical-conceptual analysis with a comparative analysis of
selected works. Within this framework, the analysis treats the visual/formal examination of
the works together with a discursive and institutional analysis conducted through artists’
statements, exhibition texts, and the circulation contexts of the works. The study is carried
out according to three criteria: (i) the plane on which the work’s dominant is constituted (the
image/content, or the protocols of production—presentation—circulation); (ii) the
sensory/perceptual threshold at which the effect of defamiliarization is produced; and (iii)
which institutional/technical apparatuses the “protocol shift” renders visible.

The examples are paired in three couples because, while each invokes a different strategy for
claiming “experiment” (scientific method, the body/shock, spatial arrangement, documentary
evidence, and so on), they nevertheless diverge in the degree of the protocol shift. The study reads
the works alongside artists’ statements and exhibition texts; its aim is less to propose necessary and
sufficient conditions for experimental art than to offer an analytical framework that renders visible
the concept’s epistemic operation. This framework considers art’s claim to knowledge production in
dialogue with current debates on artistic research (Borgdorff, Peters, & Pinch, 2020; Solberg, 2020;
Boyd & Barry, 2024).

Experiment, Knowledge, and Experimentality

Although the concept of experiment is today frequently associated with the production of
scientific knowledge, its historical roots extend far deeper than the understanding of experiment
implied by the scientific method. As a method, the idea of attaining knowledge by trying has played
an important role throughout history in the cognitive relationship human beings establish with their
environment. This word, whose relationship with knowledge is quite evident, is defined in the
Turkish Language Association’s Contemporary Turkish Dictionary as follows: “l. (noun) an
operation carried out in order to demonstrate a scientific fact, verify a law, or prove a hypothesis;
trial. 2. (noun) experience.” As the definition makes clear, the word’s first sense refers to practices
undertaken to support, refute, or verify a hypothesis, while its second sense expresses what is also
called “experience” — the knowledge a person acquires over the course of a life or within a particular
span of time.

Examining the etymological origin of the concept of “experience” that constitutes the word’s
second sense proves instructive for grasping the historical depth of the concept. The word’s
equivalents in Arabic and English are as follows: in Arabic, tajriba, derived from the root j-r-b, carries
the meanings of trying, testing, and putting to the test, while the English word experience derives
from the Latin experientia. Experientia, in turn, derives from experiens (its nominative form), bearing
the meanings “one who has experience, experienced, based on experience.” This multilayered
semantic structure shows that the concept of experiment is connected not only with scientific
verification but also with the cognitive relationship human beings establish with the world.

www.turkishstudies.net/turkishstudies



4876 Engin Esen

Experiment, therefore, must be grasped not merely as an objective method of verification but also as
a form of the subjective relationships established with knowledge.

This dual meaning places the concept of experiment on common ground shared by both
science and art; yet this commonality does not imply a complete overlap or continuity in their
methods of acquiring knowledge or experience. Scientific experiments are conducted to verify or
refute particular hypotheses; by showing which result emerges when certain factors are manipulated,
they produce knowledge about cause-and-effect relationships. Artistic experiment, on the other hand,
renders visible how artistic knowledge is produced and how it is experienced; in other words, its aim
is not to prove a repeatable result but to interrogate the nature of artistic knowledge production. In
this sense, art appears not as the object of experiment but as itself a field of experiment. Whereas the
limits of scientific experiment are drawn by measurability and repeatability, those of artistic
experiment are defined by subjectivity, uncertainty, and risk. This difference radically sharpens art’s
relationship with knowledge: while scientific knowledge tends toward objectification, artistic
knowledge transforms subjective experience into an epistemic value. This transformation
reconstitutes not only the form of knowledge but also the ontology of knowing.

At this stage it is apt to grasp the concept of experimentality as a dynamic element that binds
together the knowledge arising from the subject’s orientation toward what lies outside itself and
experiment as the mode of access to that knowledge. To treat experimentality merely as a feature of
method or style remains superficial; for experimentality is an attitude immanent to the process of
knowledge formation, one that continually reconstitutes the relationship between experiment and
knowledge. Whereas scientific experimentality tests the truth of knowledge, artistic experimentality
interrogates the nature of knowledge. In this sense, artistic experimentality must be grasped as a
mode of thinking that continually reorganizes the conditions of artistic knowledge production and
the forms of representation. In short, experimentality emerges as an epistemic tension that persists
within the ontology of art; every new pursuit should be understood not as a way of attaining
knowledge but as a way of producing artistic knowledge and expanding the limits of its
representation. It is apt to ground this epistemic quality of experimentality through Viktor
Shklovsky’s concept of defamiliarization and Roman Jakobson’s concept of the dominant.

The conception of art as knowledge production has been reformulated, particularly within
the literature on artistic research, through debates that place the epistemic role of the artwork — the
work itself, its making process, and its contexts of circulation — at their center (Borgdorft, Peters,
& Pinch, 2020; Solberg, 2020; Boyd & Barry, 2024). Engaging with these debates, this article reads
the epistemic status of experimental art through the infrastructures that the “protocol shift” renders
visible.

The Russian Formalist critic Viktor Shklovsky, in his text Art as Technique, defines the
function of art as making difficult and slowing down the perception that habit has dulled. Shklovsky
argues that in everyday life perception becomes automatic and that we begin to live by shortcut
schemata, without noticing the world. As language, behavior, seeing, and hearing become routinized,
the “stoniness” of objects (their distinctive texture) is lost; art breaks precisely this automatization.
For him, one of the principal ways of achieving this is to resharpen perception through ostranenie
(defamiliarization). Shklovsky opposes the art conception of his time that placed the proposition “the
essence of art is the image” at its center, arguing that this is a reductive stance. What is decisive in
his core argument is not the image itself but how the image is constructed and put to work; in short,
art emerges through how something is said rather than what is said (1965, pp. 3—24). From this point,
defamiliarization can be regarded as one of the principal operations through which experimentality
is concretized. Here experimentality appears not simply as an effect of novelty or surprise but as a
strategy that brings the viewer toward knowledge through a different regime of attention — and thus
as an epistemic arrangement. For this reason, Shklovsky’s concept of defamiliarization allows us to
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grasp experimentality as a mode of thinking that reorganizes the conditions of artistic knowledge
production and the forms of representation.

The second theoretical proposition concerning the epistemic quality of experimentality in art
is Roman Jakobson’s concept of “the dominant.” The dominant is the focusing component within an
artwork; it is the immanent principle that governs, determines, and transforms the other components.
It establishes the work’s hierarchy, subordinates the other elements to itself, and thereby secures the
coherence of the whole structure; moreover, it is dynamic, capable of changing across historical
periods as well as among different parts of the same work (Jakobson, 1971, p. 82). Jakobson’s idea
can be concretized in the context of the plastic arts through the following examples: (i) Material
regime: in Richard Serra, the weight/gravity relationship of the steel plates becomes the dominant;
form, scale, and configuration are shaped according to this relationship. (ii) Conceptual convention:
in Marcel Duchamp’s readymades, naming and the shift of context overshadow all formal elements;
the supporting form is instrumentalized. (iii) Medium focus: in installations, space itself (circulation,
scale, acoustics, light) becomes dominant, determining everything from the choice of material to the
order of presentation.

In short, the dominant, as an immanent regulator that establishes the structural hierarchy of
the artwork, constitutes a determining operation that articulates all formal and conceptual parameters
— including theme, color, scale, and the choreography of the viewer — into its own logical order.
In Jakobson’s conception of the dominant, experimentality produces an epistemic effect by
prioritizing the question “where/how is knowledge constituted?”” As representation cedes its place to
the conditions of display, the work renders visible the conditions of knowledge production;
experimentality, in turn, comes to the fore as a practice of redistributing and reordering these
conditions. While defamiliarization removes perception from automatism, the concept of the
dominant reorganizes the work’s internal hierarchy; together they position experimentality less as
new form than as a transformation of the modes of knowledge production. At this stage, it is apt to
consider the epistemic regime shifts that have accompanied the historical visibility of
experimentality.

Regimes of Knowledge in Art: A Historical View

The encounter with an artwork is a multilayered cognitive activity that has sensory and
emotional dimensions and that often results in the production of meaning. Meaning is constructed
not in the purely sensory process but through the integration of sensations within perception;
perception, by structuring scattered data, enables us to attribute meaning to objects. The precondition
for an art object to acquire aesthetic value is that it be perceptible; aesthetic orientation therefore
inevitably brings a series of epistemological questions into play. For instance, alongside questions
such as “What do we learn from art? Can art convey truth?”, the fact that viewers from different
disciplines frequently state that they learn something from art and that art transforms the ways of
perceiving and making sense of the world also renders this context visible. From this perspective,
the relationship between art and knowledge has throughout history been addressed not only through
the question “Does art provide true knowledge?” but, in certain periods, also through the question
“Where and how is truth rendered visible through art?”” As the answers to such questions changed,
so too did art’s epistemic regime.

The continual change in art’s appearance, content, and reception has always kept debates of
this kind alive, yet no clear consensus has been reached regarding the answers. It should be
underlined that what keeps the debate over how artistic knowledge emerges alive stems from the
tension between objective reality and the subjective/representational reality that art produces.
Although the phenomena art takes as its subject are “real” on a historical or factual plane, they always
assume a relative character through the modes of image, fiction, imitation, and representation that
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the work triggers. The approach of Plato, one of the first thinkers to interrogate the relationship
between art and knowledge, sheds light on the nature of this tension. Opening art’s relationship with
knowledge to debate centuries ago, Plato regarded art as an illusion grounded in fiction and imitation;
he argued that art does not offer true knowledge (episteme) and may even foster false beliefs by
inflaming the emotions (Plato, 1999). For him, artworks ought to be of a knowledge-providing nature
and should serve truth rather than imagination or the emotions (Burkaz, 2022, p. 9). In short, for
Plato art produces not episteme (true knowledge) but doxa (opinion) grounded in imitation (Worth,
2003). Aristotle, in the Poetics, argues that learning through mimesis gives human beings pleasure
and that tragedy produces an effect of emotional purification in the spectator through catharsis
(2002). Thus, while art’s relationship with truth is coded in Plato as a dangerous illusion, in Aristotle
it is repositioned as a practice that transforms human experience through mimetic pleasure and
catharsis.

In the Middle Ages, the foundation of true knowledge rests not on reason and observation
but on revelation (Scripture) and church tradition. “Truth,” therefore, is accepted not as something
to be verified through experiment but as a content that is disclosed and made manifest. In his book
Likeness and Presence: A History of the Image before the Era of Art, Hans Belting emphasizes that
icons are not paintings attempting to copy “what appears true” but surfaces on which the sacred is
rendered visible; the truth of art is measured not by the accuracy of imitative representation but by
its power to make the truth of revelation manifest and to teach right belief (2025). In this context,
medieval artistic knowledge is regarded not as knowledge tested by rational reason but as a didactic
and spiritual means of transmitting knowledge along the axis of faith and allegorical interpretation.

The Renaissance is a period in which the relationship between art and knowledge was
redefined; in this process art, shedding the craft status of the Middle Ages, was positioned as an
intellectual activity. According to Lewis (2025), Leon Battista Alberti, in his 1435 work De Pictura
(On Painting), defines painting as the intersection of the visual pyramid with the picture plane and,
by ordering drawing, composition, and the use of light through geometric principles, carries painting
onto a measurable, rule-governed, and reproducible plane. With the systematization of central linear
perspective, the picture surface begins to be accepted as a plane amenable to knowledge in terms of
measurement, rule-governed construction, and repeatability. In Perspective as Symbolic Form, Erwin
Panofsky emphasizes that linear perspective transforms psychophysiological space into
mathematical space, arguing that perspective is not merely a technical instrument but also a visual
epistemology (1991, pp. 67—68). When Alberti’s geometry-based program and Panofsky’s
interpretation are considered together, it becomes apparent that the production of painting ceased to
be merely an aesthetic activity and became a rule-governed protocol of knowledge production
operating through the principles of seeing, measure, and representation. The formulation of
perspective as a theoretical system rather than a mere invention also allowed painting to be positioned
as an epistemic apparatus.

The eighteenth-century Enlightenment is an important threshold at which aesthetic
philosophy — which theoretically frames the relationship between art and knowledge — was born.
The German thinker Alexander Gottliecb Baumgarten, in his Aesthetica (1750), names this new
discipline with the Latin expression scientia cognitionis sensitivae (the science of sensory
knowledge). In Baumgarten’s thought, it is argued that knowledge acquired through the senses can,
just like logic, constitute a systematic field of inquiry. With the birth of aesthetics, the experience of
beauty and art becomes for the first time a legitimate part of the theory of knowledge (epistemology)
(Guyer, 2016). Another important stage in this period appears in the philosophy of Immanuel Kant.
Especially in his 1790 Critique of the Power of Judgment, Kant analyzes aesthetic judgment in an
attempt to determine what artistic knowledge is and is not. For him, aesthetic judgment is a subjective
evaluation regarding a work’s being “beautiful”; yet this evaluation, through the presupposition of
common sense (sensus communis), carries a claim to validity for everyone. For this reason, aesthetic
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judgment is neither a wholly subjective and arbitrary opinion nor a verifiable judgment like objective
scientific propositions (1790/2006, p. 82). Aesthetic judgments are judgments dependent on the
feeling of pleasure or displeasure; they do not rest on concepts of the understanding or of reason. In
this respect they are distinguished from theoretical-logical and moral judgments as much as from
judgments of pleasure/displeasure based on mere sensation (Sar1, 2024, p. 33).

With Baumgarten and Kant, two important consequences regarding the knowledge of art
emerge. The first is aesthetic autonomy: the knowledge-value of art begins to be addressed through
its own distinctive criteria, different from those of science or morality. The second is the grounding
of sensory—imaginative knowledge; it comes to be accepted that the human apprehension of the world
not only through reason but also through the senses and imagination is a valuable kind of knowledge.
By the end of the eighteenth century, art had been categorized under the heading of “fine arts,”
academies had been founded, and the idea that artworks — even if they lack the capacity to provide
knowledge — are an activity that develops and liberates the human being began to spread. In this
era, philosophers such as Schiller and Schelling exalted art as a privileged path to truth alongside
religion and philosophy.

The nineteenth century is a period in which new and varied orientations emerged in art’s
relationship with knowledge. At the beginning of the century, Romanticism, as a reaction against the
Enlightenment’s emphasis on rationalist reason and universal order, foregrounded imagination and
subjective experience; new possibilities thereby opened up for art’s knowledge-producing function.
In the introduction to his book The Mirror and the Lamp, the literary critic Meyer Howard Abrams
classifies the answers to the question “How can we explain and evaluate works of art?”” around four
orientations: the mimetic (imitation, representation, truth, realism), the pragmatic (rhetoric, catharsis,
didactic effect, reception), the expressive (inner world, imagination, genius, emotion), and the
objective (organic form, structural unity). The decisive innovation of Romantic poetics is that it made
the expressive orientation dominant among these axes. According to Abrams, the problem of the
Romantic artist is not to “mirror” the world but to construct and illuminate it with an inner light; in
this context, what art says about truth should be sought not in an accurate copy of the external world
but in the intense and transformative expression of subjective experience (1953, pp. 3—6). Within this
framework, in the nineteenth century, with Romantic aesthetics, expression, imagination, and
subjective experience became epistemically constitutive elements in art’s relationship with truth; in
parallel, the idea gained acceptance that there is no single correct way of knowing and that seeing,
experiencing, and reconstructing the world are possible in plural modes.

In the nineteenth century, the inventions of photography (1839), the telephone (1880), and
the phonograph (1887), respectively, not only gave rise to new conceptions in artists’ relationships
with the image but also played a leading role in opening the path to modernist aesthetics. Photography
eased the burden of documentation and realistic depiction that painting had borne for centuries; the
phonograph, by revealing a sonic universe not directly heard by the human ear, prepared the ground
for the emancipation of Western classical music; and the telephone, by carrying sound over long
distances, eliminated the necessity for the sound source and the sound to occupy the same space.
Thus, in the twentieth century, artists turned toward a new paradigm shift in art’s knowledge-
producing function through methods that prioritized interpretation, emotion, experiment, negation,
and destruction.

The historical legacy of modernist and avant-garde artists was to interrogate the conditions
of seeing by breaking art’s imitation-based regime of representation. Cubism, by abandoning the
single-viewpoint Renaissance perspective, made visible the fact that we apprehend an object not from
a single stance but by moving around it over time, and thereby assumed a pioneering role in
expanding the knowledge domain of representation. Another turning point of modernism is Marcel
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Duchamp’s readymades. Fountain, by proposing that the artwork may be an attributed idea rather
than a craftsmanly object, opens to debate whether artistic knowledge lies in the object or in the
interpretive context. This line was systematized in the 1960s with Conceptual Art; at this stage the
subject of the work became a conceptual proposition rather than an object. Joseph Kosuth’s One and
Three Chairs, by placing the question “What do we know, and how?” at the center — among the
perceptual, visual, and linguistic modes — situates epistemic inquiry rather than aesthetic taste at the
focus of the artwork. With these transformations, it becomes apparent that the knowledge of art has
become a context-sensitive, dynamic process constructed together with the viewer rather than
residing in a single object. With the modernist rupture, representation’s claim to “correct appearance”
was suspended; thus a lasting paradigm shift occurred, accompanied both by a defamiliarization that
removes perception from automatism and by a tendency toward a reorganization that displaces the
dominant within the work. It is apt to interpret this change in terms of the regime of seeing and the
distribution of functional priorities rather than in terms of form.

In contemporary art today, the art—knowledge relationship has become far tighter and more
intricate, particularly in the context of critical art practices. As indicated by examples since the 1990s
such as Mark Dion’s Thames Dig (1999), Trevor Paglen’s The Other Night Sky (2011), and Hito
Steyerl’s Is the Museum a Battlefield? (2013), research-based art practice has become widespread.
With this understanding, while findings derived from archives, fieldwork, documentary practice, and
data analysis were added to artists’ methods of production, new social roles were at the same time
assigned to artists. The works of contemporary artists become at times the aesthetic expression of
dominant ideologies and at other times the site of counter-knowledge production that critiques those
very orders. A work exhibited within a museum can simultaneously bring to light values opposed to
the knowledge/power regime that the institution represents. In short, in today’s art the artist is
positioned as an actor producing critical knowledge about society.

The Impossibility of Defining Experimental Art: An Epistemic Way Out

The previous section briefly summarized how art has been positioned in each period as a
different “way of knowing” in its relationship with knowledge throughout history. In these stages,
artistic knowledge was seen to emerge at times as a knowledge of the senses and emotions, at times
as an intuitive or symbolic knowledge, and at times in the form of critical thinking and conceptual
analysis. Although works that triggered historical ruptures — Edouard Manet’s Le Dejeuner sur
I’herbe (1863), Pablo Picasso’s Les Demoiselles d’Avignon (1907), Luigi Russolo’s L’arte dei
rumori and Intonarumori (1916), Marcel Duchamp’s Fountain (1917), and John Cage’s 4°33”
(1952) — are frequently referred to as “experimental,” it does not appear possible to produce a direct
and comprehensive definition on the basis of these examples alone.

Within this framework, three groups of questions come to the fore: (i) Method/technique:
Does a scientific method or a new instrument suffice in itself for experimentality? (i) Form/content:
Can one be “experimental” at the level of content alone; does a radical content within a traditional
form satisfy experimentality? (iii) Novelty/innovation: Is experimental quality measured by the
degree of novelty, or does not every novelty amount to experimentality? These questions are less
definitive criteria than the steps of a movement of epistemic reduction; once the surface layers are
stripped away, what remains is the question of how knowledge is constituted and justified. In this
section, these questions will be used not as definitive criteria but as instruments of thought for
discussing the claim to experimentality. At this stage it is apt to formulate the article’s central
argument explicitly: when Viktor Shklovsky’s concept of defamiliarization and Roman Jakobson’s
concept of the dominant are thought together, experimentality becomes visible at the point where a
work’s dominant becomes defamiliarization itself. In this context, by removing perception from
automatism, the work carries the conditions of showing (surface, framing, context, exhibition
protocol, chain of evidence) to the center as the dominant and thereby reorganizes the manner in
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which artistic knowledge is constituted. Experimentality must be grasped as an operation that
changes where and how knowledge is constituted and thus redistributes the epistemic order.

The question of whether using scientific methods in production suffices to make a work
experimental art can be opened to discussion through the works of the British artist Nick Veasey and
the Brazilian-born American artist Eduardo Kac. Since the 2000s, Nick Veasey has carried out his
production using X-rays (radiographic technology). With his 2008 series X-ray: See Through the
World Around You, he put X-ray technology to artistic use beyond its medical application;
particularly in his work Boeing 777, in which he used the X-ray image of a passenger aircraft, he
departed from convention by employing the X-ray apparatus on an extraordinary scale. Veasey’s
practice is fundamentally a radiography-based production: it involves a process in which, within a
lead-lined studio setup, multiple X-ray tubes are used to distinguish different material densities; dose
and leakage are monitored with a Geiger counter; and the resulting films are scanned and digitally
overlaid to be transformed into composite images.

Figure 1. Nick Veasey, Land Rover Surfs Up, 2022, chromalux print on metal, 119 x 230 cm, Process
Gallery, Kent, England. https://www.nickveasey.com/classics (Accessed: 11.11.2025).

Although this work transfers the established protocols of medical and industrial imaging
methods into the field of art, it does not display an experimental quality in terms of the criteria
proposed in this article. While the work’s production and exhibition protocol remains faithful to the
large-format photograph and the “white cube” arrangement, the viewer’s position is configured as
passive. The work’s dominant is concentrated essentially at the level of a “shocking” visual effect;
the conditions of representation and the institutional protocols are not displaced. Therefore, despite
its powerful visual impact, neither a protocol shift nor a becoming-visible of the conditions of
representation occurs; for this reason, it does not produce an epistemic reconstitution.

Eduardo Kac is an artist who has worked on biotechnology and genetic science since the
1990s, who first used the term bioart, and who defines himself as a “transgenic artist” (Kac, 2021,
p. 1367). The artist’s 2000 work GF'P Bunny encompasses the creation of a green fluorescent rabbit
he named Alba, the proposal regarding this animal’s integration into social life, and the public debate
that followed. Alba, shown in Figure 2, was defined by Kac as a “transgenic creature” that does not
exist in nature and was designed in a laboratory environment, and was first presented to the public
in Avignon, France. In an article published in The Boston Globe after the exhibition, the French
geneticist Louis-Marie Houdebine, who developed Alba, stated that research groups were already
working on rabbits, but that Kac’s desire to ensure public participation had attracted his interest and
that he had never considered whether an entire animal would glow in the dark (Cook, 2000). These
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statements paved the way for the public debate developing around Kac’s project to enter circulation
in the press. Thus, the work became not merely a visual image but a field of experiment operating
through the relationships it established among the biotechnological production process, media
discourse, and the domain of public debate.

To see how this field of experiment is concretely constituted, it is necessary to look briefly
at the work’s biotechnological production process. This study in the field of molecular biology rests
on the formation of a transgenic organism by transferring the Green Fluorescent Protein gene,
obtained from a jellyfish of the species Aequorea victoria, into a rabbit. In the project, the scope of
the work is not limited to the creation of Alba alone but also includes the processes of public debate
and social integration (Kac, n.d.). Precisely for this reason, the experimental quality of the work
emerges in its working directly with the boundaries of laboratory—museum—public space and in its
rendering visible the protocols of ownership, ethics, and exhibition. Here the dominant is not the
living being itself or its image but the protocol/ethics as such; conditions of representation such as
life, care, ownership, and exhibitability turn into the content of the work. Epistemically, the work
reconstitutes the question “how does art know?” along the axes of intervention in the living,
institutional power, ethics, and public deliberation, and turns the viewer into the subject of the debate.

Figure 2. Eduardo Kac, GFP Bunny (Alba), 2000, transgenic organism / bioart project, dimensions not
specified, Avignon, France. https://www.ekac.org/gfpbunny.html (Accessed: 11.11.2025).

Following this example, in which the conditions of protocol and representation turn into the
very content of the work, it is apt to open the following questions to discussion: Can one be
“experimental” at the level of content alone? Does producing a radical content within a traditional
form suffice to satisfy experimentality? These questions can be traced through the works of the
American photographer Andres Serrano and the British sculptor Marc Quinn. Andres Serrano’s 1987
work Immersion (Piss Christ) was created by photographing a small crucifix figure placed inside a
glass container filled with the artist’s own urine and transforming this image into a print measuring
152.4 x 101.6 cm. Serrano’s work was carried out with the support of the United States National
Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and received an award in 1989 while being exhibited at the
Southeastern Center for Contemporary Art. This gave rise to social unrest and provoked heated
debates in the U.S. Congress. While some senators protested the NEA, the work came to occupy the
center of a nationwide crisis around the funding of culture and the arts and around freedom of
expression (National Coalition Against Censorship, 2019).
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Figure 3. Andres Serrano, Immersion (Piss Christ), 1987, C-print photograph, 152.4 x 101.6 cm, Stux
Gallery, New York. https://andresserrano.org/series/immersions (Accessed: 12.11.2025).

Similarly, in 2011, at an exhibition in Avignon, France, the work was attacked and damaged
with hammers by a group of activists on the Sunday before Easter; the incident reignited debates
over religion, secularism, and censorship in France (Brody, 2011). As can be seen, this work, created
with a sacred image, produced a shock effect in public; while it became an item on the agenda of the
U.S. Congress, it was also subjected to vandalism. When evaluated within the framework of the
criteria set out in this article, it becomes apparent that the work’s form/exhibition protocol is
positioned on the traditional side (large-format photograph, white cube, passive viewer), while the
dominant largely cannot exceed the bounds of “disturbing content.” In this context, because the
production and exhibition protocol is not displaced and the institution, the viewer’s role, and the
conditions of representation are not transformed, the work — however violent the polemic it
generates — does not produce an epistemic reconstitution. In terms of the article’s argument,
although the work is provocative at the level of content, it is positioned as one that sustains
established institutional operation in terms of its production and exhibition protocol.

Marc Quinn’s marble sculpture Alison Lapper Pregnant was exhibited between 2005 and
2007 on the long-empty Fourth Plinth in Trafalgar Square, London. Made of white Carrara marble,
this monumental sculpture depicts the pregnant and disabled body of Alison Lapper, a victim of
thalidomide!. By choosing Carrara marble for this sculpture, Quinn opens to debate, on the one hand,
this material’s association with the perception of the “ideal form/body” in Western art history and,
on the other, enters into a reckoning with the tradition of monumental sculpture. By rendering the
themes of disability and pregnancy visible on a monumental scale, the work opens to debate the
canonical conception of the monument centered on heroism, masculinity, and military glory. Thus,
elements pertaining to the monumental tradition — the constitutive conditions of the monument,
such as decision-making and authorizing bodies, choices of design and representation, spatial

! Thalidomide, sold under the brand names Contergan, Distaval, and Thalomid, is an orally administered drug used to treat
a number of cancers (e.g., multiple myeloma), graft-versus-host disease, and several skin disorders (e.g., leprosy
complications such as skin lesions) (Thalidomide monograph, n.d.). In the late 1950s and early 1960s, more than 10,000
children in 46 countries were born with deformities such as phocomelia as a result of thalidomide use (Bren, 2001).
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placement, and public memory — are incorporated into the content of the work. Although it remains
formally traditional, this installation, which draws the viewer’s position in public space and the
procedures of institutional decision-making to the center of debate, renders visible not only what the
monument depicts but also how and through which protocols it is brought into being. Here Quinn,
by shifting the dominant from the represented object to the protocol of the public monument,
produces an epistemic reconstitution in the viewer’s regime of perception. Thus the monument turns
into a critical apparatus in which it is not the represented figure but the public and institutional
protocols that make it possible that become visible.

Figure 4. Marc Quinn, Alison Lapper Pregnant, 2005, marble sculpture, 355 x 180 x 120 cm, Trafalgar
Square, London. https://marcquinn.com/artworks/alison-lapper-pregnant (Accessed: 12.11.2025).

Following the examples in which experimental art was examined at the level of content
alone, in the contexts of traditional form and new content, the following question arises: Is the
“experimental” quality of art measured by the degree of novelty or by innovation? This question can
be opened to discussion through the works of the Cuban artist Tania Bruguera and the German artist
Hito Steyerl. In her work Crying Room, included in the 2018 Tate Modern exhibition realized with
Hyundai’s funding support, Tania Bruguera set up a highly innovative, participatory—interactive
apparatus. Inside a small room called the Crying Room, a system was installed that, by releasing an
organic compound, triggered tears in the exposed viewers and thereby made them cry. At the entrance
to the room, an attendant stamped a number onto the participants’ hands; visitors learned the meaning
of this number after leaving the room. This number is the number of irregular migrants who lost their
lives in the refugee crisis arising from the Syrian civil war. However high in impact and unusual this
crying experience that viewers undergo without any emotional content or narrative may be, it cannot
be included in the experimental category within the context of the article’s argument. The work
neither displaces the production—exhibition protocol nor triggers a lasting transformation in terms of
space, the viewer’s role, or institutional operation; the innovative device ultimately remains an
affective trick. Although the other works that form part of the large-scale exhibition at Tate Modern
(the heat-sensitive installation on the floor, the renaming of the building after a local activist, and so
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on) are significant as institutional gestures, the Crying Room, as an individual module, does not
produce an epistemic reconstitution.

Figure 5. Tania Bruguera, Crying Room, 2018, installation, menthol vapor, Tate Modern, London.
https://www.bbc.com/news/entertainment-arts-45708599 (Accessed: 13.11.2025).

In her work in the form of a lecture—video titled Is the Museum a Battlefield?, dated 2013
and first presented at the 13th Istanbul Biennial, Hito Steyerl, starting from an individual story, traces
the global economic network and exposes the knowledge/power regimes of art institutions. In 2011,
Steyerl learned that the body of her friend Andrea Wolf, who died during an armed clash, had been
found in a mass grave in the rural area of the village of Dokmektas in the Catak district of Van, and
she came to Turkey. Pursuing the empty bullet casing she found at the site of the clash, Steyerl not
only determined that the firm producing this casing was the U.S.-based Lockheed Martin and its
subsidiary General Dynamics, but also revealed that these companies were among the major sponsors
of the Museum of Contemporary Art Chicago (Aikens, 2014, pp. 183-193).

Istanbul Biennial, Istanbul. https://www.holo.mg/stream/heidelberger-kunstverein-normality-hito-steyerl/
(Accessed: 13.11.2025).

In the context of the Istanbul Biennial, Steyerl, noting during her presentation that the bullet
that caused her friend’s death was fired from the cannon of a Cobra helicopter, makes the following
observation: these vehicles are produced or maintained by the sponsors of the previous three
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biennials — Zorlu/Vestel’s AYESAS, Thomson-Tekfen Radar, Koc Holding’s Otokar, and
Siemens-affiliated Krauss-Maffei Wegmann (Steyerl, 2013, p. 242). By tracing the fired bullet in
reverse, Steyerl exposes not only the connections between the war economy and the art market but
also the sequence of visual codes that this same economy produces. The open-ended methodology
of artistic thought, grounded in personal creativity and experience, merges with the critical field in
which it is situated and inserts the question of how something is known among the layers of what,
why, when, and who of knowledge; knowledge thereby acquires a subjective, living, and dialectical
quality.

At this point, the chain of evidence and institutional protocol take the place of the object.
The museum ceases to be merely a space in which works are exhibited; it is reframed as the
knowledge infrastructure of geopolitical and economic relations. Here the dominant is not the image
but the protocol/infrastructure itself; the viewer is shifted from the position of passive spectator to
that of witness and subject of the investigation. As a result, because the work produces an epistemic
reconstitution regarding how the institution operates and how knowledge circulates, in terms of the
article’s argument it is positioned not as novelty but as an experimental mode of operation.

Conclusion

By departing from the widespread approaches that define experimental art through criteria
such as formal innovation, technical mastery, or shocking content, this article has positioned
experimentality as an epistemic act that transforms the manner in which artistic knowledge emerges.
When the scientific and practical layers of meaning of the concept of experiment are unfolded, it
becomes apparent that experimental art renders visible the conditions of where and how knowledge
is constituted, rather than producing verifiable results. Within this framework, experimentality has
been described not as the “new” itself but as an orientation that, by suspending habitual ways of
knowing and seeing, problematizes the art-knowledge relationship.

Roman Jakobson’s concept of the “dominant” and Viktor Shklovsky’s notion of
“defamiliarization” have provided a fundamental framework for conceptualizing the distinctive
quality of experimental art in this discussion. While in Shklovsky defamiliarization is conceived as
a technique that removes perception from automatism, in Jakobson the dominant is the functional
center that organizes all the elements of the work according to itself. When these two concepts are
brought together, it can be said that experimental art makes defamiliarization the dominant of the
work and foregrounds the conditions of showing, the protocols, and the infrastructure rather than the
represented content. The expression “protocol shift” proposed in this article comes into play precisely
at this point: it names the moment at which the dominant shifts from the level of the image toward
the institutional, economic, and technical operations that make the work possible.

The examples addressed have concretized this conceptual proposal. In Eduardo Kac’s GFP
Bunny project, as much as the genetic intervention, the laboratory protocols, ethics boards, museum
decisions, and public debate also become part of the work. Marc Quinn’s Alison Lapper Pregnant,
while reproducing the classical sculptural form, intervenes in who is to be represented in public
space, how bodily normality is defined, and through which protocols monumental visibility is
determined. Hito Steyerl’s Is the Museum a Battlefield?, by tracing the fired bullet in reverse, exposes
the relationships between the war economy and the museum institution; it thereby reframes the
museum not as a neutral ground on which works are merely exhibited but as a knowledge
infrastructure where geopolitical and economic networks of power are knotted together. In these
examples, what is experimental lies neither in the technology used nor in the radicalism of the content
alone; it lies principally in the fact that the protocols governing the production and circulation of
artistic knowledge become the dominant of the work.

In conclusion, experimental art has been defined in this article not as a fixed style or a label
for a historical period but as a continuous field of epistemic tension extending “from image to
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protocol.” By shifting the viewer’s attention from the represented image to the questions of the
institutional conditions under which that image is produced, legitimated, and put into circulation, the
experimental work situates art within a debate over a regime of knowledge. Such a perspective makes
it possible to think of experimentality not as reducible to a singular moment of novelty but as a
dynamic line of inquiry that can be traced across different disciplines, geographies, and institutional
contexts. It can be said that this line confers upon art history a critical awareness not only of “new”
images but also of the invisible protocols that surround those images.

For this reason, the article’s contribution is that, by inverting the definitions that equate
experimental art with “novelty,” it proposes a criterion showing the conditions under which the claim
to being experimental becomes sustainable: to the extent that the dominant shifts from the image
toward the protocol, the work both produces a perceptual rupture (defamiliarization) and renders
visible the institutional and technical infrastructures that constitute regimes of knowledge. The
limitation of the study is that this criterion does not claim to be transformable into a universal model
of classification and is discussed through selected examples; future research may comparatively trace
how the protocol shift operates in different geographies and in different media (digital platforms, Al-
based production, archival/field work)
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Goriintiiden Protokole: Deneysel Sanatin Epistemolojisi

Giris

Sanatin bilinen, kabul edilmis tarihsel seriiveni ig¢inde bazi sanat¢1i ve yapitlarin,
donemlerinin hakim estetik anlayislarindan farkli olarak yeni, radikal ya da avangart gibi
nitelemelerle yaygin kaninin disinda konumlandirildiklar1 goriilmektedir. Sanatin bir 6z niteligi
olarak da kabul edilebilecek “yikici yaraticilik” baglaminda diistintildiigiinde, sanatta bir doniistimii
tetikleyen sanat¢1 ve yapitlarin s6z konusu nitelikleri dogal olarak kendilerine ¢ekmesi beklenir,
ancak bunlarn i¢inden yalnizca bir kismi yukarida belirtilen niteliklere ek olarak deneysel sanat
kategorisine dahil olurlar. Bu agidan bakildiginda “Deneysel sanat nedir?” ya da “Bir yapit1 deneysel
yapan nedir?” sorulari, sanat tarihi boyunca gesitli yonleriyle yinelenen ve deneysellik durumunu
cOziimleme adina tartigilan temel sorular arasinda yer alirlar. Bu sorular ayni zamanda sanatta
yenilik¢i ya da radikal olarak nitelenen yapitlarla, deneysel olarak degerlendirilen yapitlar arasindaki
ayrimi da goriiniir kilmay1 gerektirir.

Bu ayrimi goriiniir kilmak i¢in deneyselligi yalnizca “yenilik” derecesiyle degil, bilgi
iiretiminin kosullarina miidahale olarak ele almak gerekir. Glinlimiizde hem kavramsal hem de pratik
anlamda sik¢a bagvurulan, fakat ¢ogu zaman yiizeysel bigimde yanitlanan bu sorulardaki
“deneysellik” terimi, ¢cogunlukla yalnizca bigimsel yenilik, teknik kesif ya da tematik risk ile
0zdeslestirilmektedir. Oysa bu terimin derininde, sanatin bilgiyle kurdugu iliskiyi kdkten doniistiiren
bir diigtinme bi¢iminin yattigini ileri siirmek yerinde olacaktir. Deneysel sanat, yalnizca estetik bir
aray1s degil, ayn1 zamanda “diinyay1 bilmenin alternatif bir yolu” olarak kavranabilecek bir epistemik
eylemdir.

Bu calisma, deneysel sanatin tarihine iliskin kronolojik bir izlek olusturmak yerine, sanatin
deneysel niteligini bi¢imsel yeniliklerin 6tesinde, bilginin liretim siiregleri baglaminda ele almay1
amagclamaktadir. Deneysellik burada, sanatsal bilginin nasil iiretildigi, paylasildig1 ve algilandigina
iligkin bir sorgulama bi¢imi olarak kavranmaktadir. Calisma, Roman Jakobson’un “egemen 6ge” (the
dominant) kavrami ve Viktor Shklovsky’nin “yabancilagtirma” (ostranenie) diisiincesinden yola
cikarak, deneysel sanatin 6zilinii alginin yeniden diizenlenme siirecinde arar. Bu baglamda deneysel
sanatin, yeniligin derecesiyle degil, bilme bi¢imlerini doniistiirme kapasitesiyle belirlenebilecegi
fikri galismanin temel arglimanini olusturur. Goriintiiden Protokole: Deneysel Sanatin Epistemolojisi
baslikli bu makale, deneysel sanat1 “protokol kaymasi” kavrami {izerinden tarif eder. Burada protokol
kaymasi ile kastedilen, yapitin egemen 6gesinin temsil edilen imge ya da soke edici igerikte degil,
eseri miimkiin kilan kurumsal, ekonomik ve teknik isleyislerde (laboratuvar, miize, sponsorluk,
hukuk, dolasim rotalar1 vb.) yogunlagmasidir. Bdylece deneysel yapit, izleyicinin dikkatini
gorilintliniin ne gosterdigi sorusundan bu goriintiiniin hangi kosullarda iretildigi, mesrulastirildig: ve
dolasima sokuldugu sorularma kaydirir.
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Buradan hareketle deneysel sanat, izleyicinin diinyay1 algilama ve anlamlandirma bi¢imini
doniistliriirken, ayn1 zamanda sanatin bilgi iiretme islevini de yeniden tamimlar. Hito Steyerl, Marc
Quinn ve Eduardo Kac gibi sanat¢ilarin ¢alismalari, bu doniistimiin cagdas orneklerini sunar. Bu
ornekler, bicimsel yeniligin 6tesinde, sanatin bilgiyle kurdugu epistemik iliskinin nasil doniistiigiinii
gosterir. Bu dogrultuda ¢alismada su sorulara yanit aranacaktir: Deneysel sanat, bigimsel yeniligin
Otesinde nasil bir bilgi tiretimi saglar? Sanatsal bilginin epistemolojik statiisii nedir? Deneyselligi
tanimlayan sey salt “yenilik” ile ilgili degilse, sanatin bilgiyi nasil agiga ¢ikardigiyla iliskili olabilir
mi? Bu sorular, makalenin odak noktasini olusturur ve “deneysel sanat” kavramini epistemolojik bir
tartisma alanina tagir.

Yontem ve Kapsam

Makale, kuramsal-kavramsal c¢oziimleme ile secili yapitlarin karsilagtirmali analizini
birlestirir. Bu ¢ergevede analiz, eserlerin gorsel/bigimsel ¢oziimlemesini; sanat¢i beyanlari, sergi
metinleri ve yapitlarin dolasim baglamlar tizerinden yiiriitiilen sdylem ve kurum g¢oziimlemesiyle
birlikte ele alir. Calisma, (i) yapitin egemen 6gesinin hangi diizlemde kuruldugu (imge/igerik mi,
yoksa liretim—sunum—dolagim protokolleri mi), (ii) yabancilastirma etkisinin hangi duyusal/algisal
esikte iretildigi ve (iii) “protokol kaymasi”nin hangi kurumsal/teknik diizenekleri goriiniir kildigi
Olciitleriyle yiiriitiilmiistiir.

Ornekler, “deney” iddiasin1 cagiran farkl stratejileri (bilimsel yontem, beden/sok, mekansal
diizenleme, belgesel kanit vb.) icermeleri; buna karsin protokol kaymasinin derecesi bakimindan
ayrigmalar1 nedeniyle ii¢ ¢ift halinde eslestirilmistir. Calisma, yapitlar1 sanat¢1 beyanlar1 ve sergi
metinleriyle birlikte okur; amaci deneysel sanat i¢in zorunlu ve yeterli kosullar 6nermekten cok,
kavramin epistemik isleyisini goriiniir kilan bir analitik ¢ergeve dnermektir. Bu gerceve, sanatin bilgi
iretimi iddiasini glincel “artistic research” (sanatsal arastirma) tartismalariyla diyalog iginde diisiiniir
(Borgdorff, Peters & Pinch, 2020; Solberg, 2020; Boyd & Barry, 2024).

Deney, Bilgi ve Deneysellik

Deney kavrami giiniimiizde siklikla bilimsel bilgi tiretimiyle iligkilendirilse de kavramin
tarihsel kokleri, bilimsel yontemin ima ettigi deney anlayisindan ¢ok daha derinlere uzanmaktadir.
Bir yontem olarak deneyerek bilgiye ulagsma fikri, insanin gevresiyle kurdugu bilissel iliskide tarih
boyunca onemli bir rol oynamugtir. Bilgiyle iligkisi olduk¢a agik olan bu sozciik, Tiirk Dil
Kurumu’nun Giincel Tiirkge Sozliik’tinde su sekilde agiklanmaktadir: “1. (isim) Bilimsel bir gergegi
gostermek, bir yasay1 dogrulamak, bir varsayimi kanitlamak amaciyla yapilan iglem; tecriibe. 2.
(isim) Deneyim, tecriibe.” Sozliik tanimindan da anlasilacag iizere, kelimenin ilk anlami bir hipotezi
desteklemek, ciiriitmek veya dogrulamak icin gerceklestirilen uygulamalari; ikinci anlami ise
“deneyim” olarak da adlandirilan, bir kisinin yasami ya da belirli bir zaman araliginda edindigi
bilgileri ifade etmektedir.

Kelimenin ikinci anlamini olusturan “deneyim/tecriilbe” kavraminin etimolojik kdkenini
incelemek, kavramin tarihsel derinligini anlamak agisindan yol gosterici olacaktir. Kelimenin Arapga
ve Ingilizcedeki karsiliklari su sekildedir: Arapcada c-r-b kdkiinden gelen tacribat kelimesi “deneme,
sinama, sinavdan gecirme” anlamlara gelirken; Ingilizcedeki experience kelimesi Latince
experientia’dan tiiremistir. Experientia, experientem (yalin hali experiens) sozciiglinden tiiremekte
olup “deneyim sahibi olan, deneyimli, deneyime dayanan” anlamlarim tasir. Kelimelerin bu ¢ok
katmanli anlam yapisi, deney kavraminin yalnizca bilimsel dogrulamayla degil, aynm1 zamanda
insanin diinyayla kurdugu bilissel iliskiyle baglantili oldugunu gosterir. Dolayisiyla da deney,
yalmzca nesnel bir dogrulama yontemi degil, bilgiyle kurulan 6znel iliskilerin de bir bigimi olarak
kavranmalidir.
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Kelimenin sahip oldugu bu ikili anlam, deney kavramini hem bilimin hem de sanatin
paylastig1 ortak bir zemine yerlestirir; ancak bu paydaslik, bilgi ya da deneyim edinme ydntemleri
bakimindan tam bir 6rtiigme veya siireklilik anlamina gelmez. Bilimsel deneyler, belirli hipotezleri
dogrulamak veya c¢iiriitmek icin gerceklestirilir; belirli faktorler manipiile edildiklerinde hangi
sonucun ortaya ¢iktigini gostererek neden—sonug iliskisine dair bilgi tiretirler. Diger yandan sanatsal
deney, sanatsal bilginin nasil {iretildigini ve nasil deneyimlendigini goriiniir kilar; baska bir deyisle,
sanatsal deneyde amag tekrar edilebilir bir sonucu kanitlamak degil, sanat bilgisi iiretiminin dogasini
sorgulamaktir. Bu baglamda sanat, deneyin nesnesi degil, kendisi bir deney alani olarak belirir.
Bilimsel deneyin sinirlan dlgiilebilirlik ve tekrarlanabilirlikle ¢izilirken, sanatsal deneyin sinirlar
oznellik, belirsizlik ve riskle belirlenir. Bu fark, sanatin bilgiyle kurdugu iliskiyi radikal bigimde
belirginlestirir: bilimsel bilgi nesnellesme egilimindeyken, sanatsal bilgi 6znel deneyimi epistemik
bir degere doniistiiriir. Bu doniislim, yalnizca bilginin bigimini degil, bilmenin ontolojisini de yeniden
kurar.

Bu asamada deneysellik kavramini, 6znenin kendisi diginda olana yoneliminden dogan
bilgiyle, bu bilgiye erisme bi¢imi olarak deneyi birbirine baglayan dinamik bir 6ge olarak kavramak
yerinde olacaktir. Deneyselligi yalnizca bir yontem ya da iislup 6zelligi olarak degerlendirmek ise
kavrami anlamak ag¢isindan yiizeysel kalir; zira deneysellik, deney ile bilgi arasindaki iliskiyi stirekli
yeniden kuran, bilginin olusum siirecine ickin bir tavirdir. Bilimsel deneysellik, bilginin dogrulugunu
sinarken, sanatsal deneysellik, bilginin dogasini sorgular. Bu baglamda sanatsal deneysellik, sanatsal
bilgi iiretim kosullarin1 ve temsil bigimlerini siirekli yeniden diizenleyen bir diisiinme pratigi olarak
kavranmalidir. Ozetle deneysellik, sanatin ontolojisinde siireklilik gdsteren bir epistemik gerilim
olarak ortaya ¢ikar; her yeni arayis, bilgiye ulagsmanin degil, sanatsal bilgi {iretimi ile onun temsil
sinirlarin1 genigletmenin bir yolu olarak anlasilmalidir. Deneyselligin s6zii edilen bu epistemik
niteligini Viktor Shklovsky’nin yabancilagtirma ve Roman Jakobson’un egemen 6ge kavramlari
iizerinden temellendirmek yerinde olacaktir.

Sanatin bilgi tiretimi olarak kavranmasi, 6zellikle “sanatsal aragtirma’ literatiiriinde, sanat
yapitinin epistemik roliinii (yapitin kendisi, yapim siireci ve dolasim baglamlar1) merkeze alan
tartismalarla yeniden formiile edilmistir (Borgdorff, Peters & Pinch, 2020; Solberg, 2020; Boyd &
Barry, 2024). Bu makale, bu tartismalarla temas ederek, deneysel sanatin epistemik statiisiinii
“protokol kaymas1’nin goriiniir kildig1 altyapilar tizerinden okur.

Rus formalist elestirmen Viktor Shklovsky, Art as Technique (Teknik Olarak Sanat) adl
metninde sanatin islevini, aligkanligin korelttigi algiy1 zorlagtirmak ve yavaslatmak olarak tanimlar.
Shklovsky, giindelik yasamda algiin otomatiklestigini, diinyay1 fark etmeden, kestirme semalarla
yasamaya basladigimiz ileri siirer. Dil, davranig, gérme ve isitme rutinlestikce nesnelerin “taglig1”
(kendine 6zgili dokusu) kaybolur; sanat tam da bu otomatiklesmeyi kirar. Ona gdre bunu saglayan
temel yollardan biri de algiyr “ostranenie” (yabancilastirma) yoluyla yeniden keskinlestirmektir.
Shklovsky, donemindeki “sanatin 6zii imgedir” dnermesini merkeze alan sanat anlayisina karsi ¢ikar
ve bunun indirgemeci bir tavir oldugunu savunur. Onun temel argiimaninda belirleyici olan, imgenin
kendisinden ¢ok, imgenin nasil kuruldugu ve nasil ise kosuldugudur; 6zetle sanat, ne sdylendiginden
ziyade nasil sdylendigi iizerinden belirir (1965, s. 3-24). Bu noktadan hareketle yabancilagtirma,
deneyselligin somutlastigi baslica iglemlerden biri olarak diisiliniilebilir. Burada deneysellik, basitce
bir yenilik ya da sasirtma etkisi degil, izleyiciyi bilgiye farkli bir dikkat rejimi tizerinden yaklastiran
bir strateji, dolayisiyla epistemik bir diizenleme olarak belirir. Bu nedenle Shklovsky’nin
yabancilagtirma kavrami, deneyselligi sanatsal bilgi iiretim kosullarini ve temsil bigimlerini yeniden
diizenleyen bir diisiinme bi¢imi olarak kavramamiza imkan tanir.

Sanatta deneyselligin epistemik niteligine dair ikinci kuramsal 6nerme, Roman Jakobson’un
“the dominant” (egemen 0ge) kavramidir. Egemen 0ge, bir sanat yapitindaki odaklayici bilesen;
diger bilesenleri yoneten, belirleyen ve doniistiiren ickin ilkedir. Yapitin hiyerarsisini kurar, 6teki
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Ogeleri kendisine tabi kilar ve boylece biitiin yapinin tutarliligini saglar; iistelik dinamiktir, tarihsel
donemler arasinda oldugu kadar ayni yapitin farkli boliimlerinde de degisebilir (Jakobson, 1971, s.
82). Jakobson’un diisiincesi plastik sanatlar baglaminda su 6rneklerle somutlagtirilabilir: (i) Malzeme
rejimi: Richard Serra’da c¢elik levhalarin agirlik/yercekimi iligkisi egemen 6ge haline gelir; bigim,
Olcek ve kurgu bu iligkiye gore sekillenir. (ii) Kavramsal sozlesme: Marcel Duchamp’in hazir
nesnelerinde adlandirma ve baglam kaydirmasi tiim bicimsel 6geleri golgeler; tasiyici form
aracsallasir. (iii) Ortam odaklilik: Yerlestirmelerde mekanin kendisi (sirkiilasyon, lgek, akustik,
151k) egemen hale gelerek malzeme se¢iminden sunum diizenine dek her seyi belirler.

Ozetle egemen &ge, sanat yapitinin yapisal hiyerarsisini kuran ickin bir diizenleyici olarak
tema, renk, dlgcek ve izleyici koreografisi dahil tiim bicimsel ve kavramsal parametreleri kendi
mantiksal diizenine eklemleyen belirleyici bir isleyis olusturur. Jakobson’un egemen 0ge
kavrayisinda deneysellik, “bilgi nerede/nasil kurulur?” sorusunu onceleyerek epistemik bir etki
iretir. Temsil, yerini gosterim kosullaria devrederken yapit, bilgi liretiminin kosullarim1 goriiniir
kilar; deneysellik de bu kosullar1 yeniden dagitma ve siralama pratigi olarak one c¢ikar.
Yabancilagtirma algiyr otomatiklikten cikarirken, egemen 6ge kavrami yapitin i¢ hiyerarsisini
yeniden diizenler; ikisi birlikte deneyselligi yeni formdan ¢ok, bilgi iiretim kiplerinin doniisiimii
olarak konumlar. Bu asamada, deneyselligin tarih boyunca hangi epistemik rejim kaymalari esliginde
goriiniir olduguna bakmak yerinde olacaktir.

Sanatta Bilginin Rejimleri: Tarihsel Bir Bakis

Sanat yapitiyla karsilasma, duyusal ve duygusal boyutlari olan ve ¢ogu zaman anlam
iiretimiyle sonuclanan ¢ok katmanli bir bilissel etkinliktir. Anlam, salt duyusal siirecte degil,
duyumlarin algida biitiinlestirilmesiyle insa olur; algi, daginik verileri yapilandirarak nesnelere
anlam atfetmemizi saglar. Bir sanat nesnesinin estetik deger kazanmasinin 6nkosulu algilanabilir
olmasidir; dolayisiyla estetik yonelim, kaginilmaz olarak bir dizi epistemolojik soruyu devreye sokar.
Ornegin, “Sanattan ne Ogreniriz? Sanat hakikati iletebilir mi?” gibi sorularm yam sira, farkl
disiplinlerden izleyicilerin sanattan bir seyler Ogrendiklerini, sanatin diinyay1 algilama ve
anlamlandirma yollarin1 doniistiirdiigiinii siklikla dile getirmeleri de bu baglami goriiniir kilar. Bu
acidan bakildiginda tarih boyunca sanat ile bilgi arasindaki iligki yalnizca “Sanat dogru bilgi verir
mi?” sorusuyla degil, kimi donemlerde “Hakikat sanat yoluyla nerede ve nasil goriinir kilinir?”
sorusuyla da ele alinmistir. Bu tiir sorulara verilen yanitlar degistikce, sanatin epistemik rejimi de
donlismiistiir.

Sanatin goriiniimii, icerigi ve algilanisindaki siirekli degisim yukarida bahsi gegen tiirden
tartismalar1 her daim diri tutmus ancak yanitlar agisindan net bir uzlasiyla da varilamamistir. Sanat
bilgisinin nasil ortaya ¢iktig1 tartismasini bu baglamda diri tutan seyin, nesnel gerceklik ile sanatin
iirettigi 6znel/temsili gerceklik arasindaki gerilimden kaynaklandiginin altin1 ¢izmek gerekir. Her ne
kadar sanatin konu aldigi olgular tarihsel ya da olgusal diizlemde “gercek” olsa da yapitin tetikledigi
imge, kurgu, taklit ve temsil kipleriyle daima goreli bir nitelik tasir. Sanat ve bilgi arasindaki iliskiyi
sorgulayan ilk diistiniirlerden biri olan Platon’un yaklasimi, bu gerilimin dogasina 1s1k tutar. Sanatin
bilgiyle iligkisini yiizyillar Oonce tartismaya acan Platon, sanati kurmaca ve taklide dayali bir
yanilsama olarak degerlendirir; sanatin hakiki bilgi (epistétm&) sunmadigini, hatta duygulari
kiskirtarak yanlis inanglar1 besleyebilecegini savunur (Platon, 1999). Ona gdre sanat yapitlar1 bilgi
saglayan nitelikte olmali, hayal giicli ya da duygulara degil, hakikate hizmet etmelidir (Burkaz, 2022,
s. 9). Kisacasi Platon i¢in sanat, epistemeé (hakiki bilgi) degil, taklide dayali doxa (sam) iiretir (Worth,
2003). Aristoteles ise Poetika’da mimesis araciligiyla Ogrenmenin insana haz verdigini ve
tragedyanin katharsis yoluyla izleyicide duygusal bir arinma etkisi yarattigim ileri siirer (2002).
Boylece sanatin hakikatle iliskisi Platon’da tehlikeli bir yanilsama olarak kodlanirken, Aristoteles’te
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mimetik haz ve katharsis iizerinden insan deneyimini doniistiiren bir pratik olarak yeniden
konumlanir.

Orta Cag’a gelindiginde dogru bilginin temeli, akil ve gdozlemden ¢ok vahiy (Kutsal Kitap)
ve kilise gelenegine dayandirilir. Dolayisiyla “hakikat”, deneyle dogrulanacak bir seyden ¢ok, agiga
vurulan/iletilen (tecelli eden) bir icerik olarak kabul gériir. Hans Belting Imge ve Kiilt: Sanat Cagr
Oncesi Imgenin Tarihi adl kitabinda ikonlarm “dogru gériinen”i kopyalamaya calisan resimler degil,
kutsalin goriiniir kilindig1 yilizeyler oldugunu vurgular; sanatin dogrulugu, taklide dayali temsilin
isabetiyle degil, vahyin hakikatini tecelli ettirme ve dogru inanci 6gretme giiciiyle ol¢iiliir (2025). Bu
baglamda orta ¢agin sanat bilgisi rasyonel akilla sinanan bir bilgi olarak degil iman ve alegorik yorum
ekseninde, didaktik ve ruhsal bir bilgi aktarimi araci olarak degerlendirilir.

Ronesans, sanat ile bilgi arasindaki iligkinin yeniden tanimlandigi bir dénemdir, bu siirecte
sanat, Orta Cag’in zanaat statiistinden siyrilarak entelektiiel bir etkinlik olarak konumlanir. Lewis’e
(2025) gore Leon Battista Alberti, 1435 tarihli De Pictura (Resim Uzerine) adli eserinde resmi
“gdrme piramidinin resim diizlemiyle kesisimi” olarak tanimlar ve c¢izim, kompozisyon, 1sik
kullanimin1 geometrik ilkelerle diizenleyerek resmi Olgiilebilir, kuralli ve yeniden {iretilebilir bir
diizleme tagir. Bu baglamda, merkezi dogrusal perspektifin sistemlestirilmesiyle resim yiizeyi 6l¢tim,
kuralli inga ve tekrarlanabilirlik yonlerinden bilgiye elverigli bir diizlem olarak kabul gérmeye baslar.
Erwin Panofsky, Perspective as Symbolic Form (Perspektif: Simgesel Bir Bigim) adli kitabinda
dogrusal perspektifin psikofizyolojik mekani matematiksel mekana doniistiirdiigiinii vurgulayarak
perspektifin yalnizca teknik bir ara¢ degil, ayn1 zamanda gorsel bir epistemoloji oldugunu savunur
(1991, s. 67-68). Alberti’nin geometriye dayali programi ile Panofsky’nin yorumu birlikte
diistiniildiigiinde, resim {iretiminin yalnizca estetik bir etkinlik olmaktan ¢ikarak gérme, Ol¢ii ve
temsil ilkeleri {izerinden isleyen kurall bir bilgi iiretim protokolii haline geldigi goriiliir. Perspektifin
bir bulustan ¢ok kuramsal bir sistem olarak formiile edilmesi, resmin epistemik bir aygit olarak
konumlanmasina da imkan tanir.

18. yiizy1l Aydinlanma ¢agi, sanat ve bilgi iliskisini kuramsal olarak ¢ergeveleyen estetik
felsefenin dogdugu dnemli bir esiktir. Alman diisiiniir Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, 1750 yilinda
yayimladig1 Aesthetica adli eserinde bu yeni disiplinin adin1 Latince scientia cognitionis sensitivae
(duyusal bilginin bilimi) ifadesiyle tanimlar. Baumgarten’in diisiincesinde duyular araciligiyla
edinilen bilgilerin, tipki mantik gibi sistemli bir inceleme alani olabilecegi ileri siiriiliir. Estetigin
dogusuyla birlikte ilk defa giizellik ve sanat deneyimi, bilgi kuraminin (epistemolojinin) mesru bir
pargasi haline gelir (Guyer, 2016). Bu donemdeki bir diger onemli asama Immanuel Kant’in
felsefesinde kendini gosterir. Ozellikle 1790 tarihli Yarg: Yetisinin Elestirisi adli eserinde Kant,
estetik yargiy1 ¢oziimleyerek sanat bilgisinin ne olup ne olmadigim belirlemeye calisir. Ona gore
estetik yargi, bir yapitin “gilizel” olduguna iliskin 6znel bir degerlendirmedir; ancak bu
degerlendirme, ortakduyu (sensus communis) varsayimiyla “herkes i¢in gegerli olma” iddiasi tasir.
Bu nedenle estetik yargi, ne biitiiniiyle 6znel ve keyfi bir kanaat ne de nesnel bilimsel 6nermeler gibi
dogrulanabilir bir yargidir (1790/2006, s. 82). Estetik yargilar, haz duyma veya haz duymamaya bagh
yargilardir; anlama yetisi ya da akil kavramlarina dayanmazlar. Bu bakimdan teorik-mantiksal
yargilardan ve ahlaki yargilardan oldugu kadar, salt duyuma dayali haz/hosnutsuzluk yargilarindan
da ayrilirlar (Sari, 2024, s.33).

Baumgarten ve Kant ile birlikte sanatin bilgisine dair iki 6nemli sonu¢ ortaya cikar.
Bunlardan ilki estetik otonomidir: sanatin bilgi degeri, bilimden veya ahlaktan farkli, kendine 6zgii
olgiitlerle ele alinmaya baslanir. Ikincisi ise duyusal-hayali bilgiye zemin kazandirilmasidir; insanin
diinyay1 yalnizca akil yoluyla degil, duyular ve imgelem yoluyla da kavrayisinin degerli bir bilgi tiirii
oldugu kabul goriir. 18. ylizyilin sonu itibariyla sanat, “giizel sanatlar” baghigi altinda
kategorilendirilmis, akademiler kurulmus; sanat eserlerinin bilgi saglama kapasitesi olmasa bile
insam gelistiren, 6zglirlestiren bir etkinlik oldugu fikri yayginlagsmaya baslamistir. Bu ¢agda Schiller
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ve Schelling gibi filozoflar sanati, din ve felsefenin yaninda hakikate ulasmanin ayricalikli bir yolu
olarak yliceltmislerdir.

19. yiizyil, sanatin bilgiyle iliskisinde yeni ve cesitli yonelimlerin ortaya ¢iktig1 bir ddnemdir.
Yiizyilin baglarinda Romantizm, Aydinlanma’nin rasyonalist akil ve evrensel diizen vurgusuna tepki
olarak hayal giiclinii ve 6znel deneyimi One ¢ikarir; boylece sanatin bilgi liretme islevi agisindan yeni
imkéanlar aciga cikar. Edebiyat elestirmeni Meyer Howard Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp (Ayna
ve Lamba) adli kitabinin giris boliimiinde “Sanat yapitlarini nasil agiklayip degerlendirebiliriz?”
sorusuna verilen yanitlar1 dort odak etrafinda siniflandirir: mimetik yonelim (taklit, temsil, dogruluk,
gergekeilik), pragmatik yonelim (retorik, katharsis, didaktik etki, alimlama), ifadeci yonelim (i¢
diinya, imgelem, deha, duygu) ve nesnel yonelim (organik form, yapisal biitiinliik). Romantik
poetikanin belirleyici yeniligi, bu eksenler i¢inde ifadeci yonelimi baskin kilmasidir. Abrams’a gore
Romantik sanatginin  problemi  diinyayr “aynalamak” degil, icsel 1s181yla diinyay1
kurmak/aydinlatmaktir; bu baglamda sanatin hakikate dair soyledigi sey, dis diinyanin dogru
kopyasinda degil, 6znel deneyimin yogun ve doniistiiriicii ifadesinde aranmalidir (1953, s. 3-6). Bu
cercevede 19. yiizyilda, Romantik estetikle birlikte sanatin hakikatle iligskisinde ifade, imgelem ve
0znel deneyim epistemik agidan kurucu 6geler haline gelmis; buna paralel olarak tek bir dogru bilme
yolunun bulunmadigi, diinyay1 gérme, deneyimleme ve yeniden kurmanin ¢ogul kiplerde miimkiin
oldugu diisiincesi kabul gérmiistiir.

19. yiizyilda sirasiyla fotografin (1839), telefonun (1880) ve fonografin (1887) icadi,
sanat¢ilarin imge ile iligkilerinde yeni kavrayislar dogurmakla kalmamis, modernist estetige giden
yolun ag¢ilmasinda da basat rol oynamistir. Fotograf, resmin yiizyillar boyunca iistlendigi belgeleme
ve gergekei betimleme yiikiinii hafifletmis; fonograf, insan kulagimin dogrudan isitmedigi bir ses
evrenini agiga c¢ikararak Bati klasik miiziginin 6zglirlesme silirecine zemin hazirlamis; telefon ise
uzak mesafelere ses tagiyabilmesiyle ses kaynagi ile sesin ayni mekanda olma zorunlulugunu ortadan
kaldirmigtir. Béylece 20. yiizyilda sanat¢ilar yorumu, duyguyu, deneyi, inkari ve yikiciligi 6nceleyen
yontemlerle sanatin bilgi iiretme iglevinde yeni bir paradigma degisimine yonelmislerdir.

Modernist ve avangard sanatgilarin tarihsel mirasi, sanatin taklide dayali temsil rejimini
kirarak gormenin kosullarim1 sorgulamak olmustur. Kiibizm, sanatin “tek bakisli” Ronesans
perspektifini terk ederek nesneyi tek bir durustan degil, zaman i¢inde dolasarak kavradigimiz
gergegini goriiniir kilmis ve boylece temsilin bilgi alanin1 genisletmede 6ncii bir rol istlenmistir.
Modernizmin bir diger doniim noktas1 Marcel Duchamp’in hazir-nesneleridir. Fountain (Cesme),
sanat yapitinin zanaatkarane bir nesneden cok atfedilen fikir olabilecegini One siirerek sanat
bilgisinin nesnede mi yoksa yorumsal baglamda m1 yattigini tartismaya acar. Bu ¢izgi, 1960’larda
Kavramsal Sanat ile sistemlesmis; bu agsamada yapitin 6znesi nesneden ¢ok kavramsal dnerme haline
gelmistir. Joseph Kosuth’un One and Three Chairs (Bir ve Ug Sandalye) adli yapiti, algisal, gérsel
ve dilsel kipler arasinda “Neyi, nasil biliyoruz?” sorusunu merkeze alarak sanat yapitinin odagina
estetik begeniden c¢ok epistemik sorgulamayi yerlestirir. Bu doniisiimlerle birlikte sanatin bilgisinin
tekil bir nesneden ¢ok, izleyiciyle birlikte kurulan, baglama duyarli, dinamik bir siire¢ héline geldigi
anlagilmaktadir. Modernist kopusla birlikte temsilin “dogru goriiniis” iddiasi1 askiya alinmig; boylece
hem algiy1 otomatiklikten ¢ikaran bir yabancilastirma hem de yapit i¢i egemen 6geyi yerinden eden
bir yeniden diizenleme egilimiyle birlikte kalic1 bir paradigma degisimi yasanmistir. Bu degisimi,
bigimden c¢ok gorme rejimi ve islevsel Onceliklerin dagilimi baglammda yorumlamak yerinde
olacaktir.

Gilinlimiiz cagdas sanatinda, 6zellikle elestirel sanat pratikleri baglaminda sanat—bilgi iliskisi
cok daha siki ve girift bir hal almistir. 1990’lardan bu yana Mark Dion’un 1999 tarihli Thames Dig
(Thames Nehri Kazist), Trevor Paglen’in 2011 tarihli The Other Night Sky (Diger Gece Gékyiizii) ve
Hito Steyerl’in 2013 tarihli Is the Museum a Battlefield? (Miize Bir Savas Alani midir?) gibi
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orneklerin de isaret ettigi lizere, cagdas sanatta aragtirma temelli sanat pratigi yayginlasmistir. Bu
anlayisla birlikte sanatgilarin iiretim yoOntemlerine arsiv, saha c¢alismasi, belgeselcilik ve veri
analizinden elde edilen bulgular eklenirken, bir yandan da sanatcilara yeni toplumsal roller
yliklenmistir. Cagdas sanatgilarin yapitlar1 kimi zaman egemen ideolojilerin estetik ifadesi, kimi
zaman da aymi diizenleri elestiren karsi-bilgi {iretimlerinin mek&ni héline gelir. Miize i¢inde
sergilenen bir yapit, ayn1 anda kurumun temsil ettigi bilgi/iktidar rejimine karsit degerleri agiga
cikarabilmektedir. Ozetle giiniimiiz sanatinda sanatg1, topluma dair elestirel bilgi iireten bir aktor
olarak konumlanmaktadir.

Deneysel Sanati Tanimlamanin Olanaksizhigi: Epistemik Bir Cikis

Bir 6nceki boliimde, sanatin tarih boyunca bilgiyle kurdugu iliskide her donemde farkli bir
“bilme bicimi” olarak nasil konumlandig1 kisaca 6zetlendi. Bu asamalarda sanat bilgisinin kimi
zaman duyularm ve duygularin bilgisi, kimi zaman sezgisel ya da simgesel bir bilgi, kimi zaman da
elestirel diisinme ve kavramsal analiz bi¢iminde ortaya ¢iktifi goriildii. Tarihsel kirilmalar
tetikleyen Edouard Manet’nin 1863 tarihli Le Déjeuner sur I'herbe (Kirda Ogle Yemegi), Pablo
Picasso’nun 1907 tarihli Les Demoiselles d’Avignon (Avignonlu Kizlar), Luigi Russolo’nun 1916
tarihli L’arte dei rumori ve Intonarumori (Giiriltii Sanati ve Giiriiltii Makineleri), Marcel
Duchamp’in 1917 tarihli Fountain (Cesme) ve John Cage’in 1952 tarihli 4'33" gibi yapitlar siklikla
“deneysel” olarak anilsalar da, yalnizca bu 6rneklerden hareketle dogrudan ve kapsayict bir tanim
iiretmek miimkiin gériinmemektedir.

Bu ¢ercevede ti¢ grup soru 6ne cikar: (i) Yontem/teknik: Bilimsel yontem ya da yeni bir arag
basli basina deneysellige yeter mi? (ii) Bigim/icerik: Yalnizca igerik diizeyinde “deneysel” olunabilir
mi; geleneksel bir bigimle radikal bir igerik, deneyselligi karsilar mi1? (iii) Yenilik/inovasyon:
Deneysel kalite, yenilik derecesiyle mi dl¢iiliir; yoksa her yenilik deneysellik anlamina gelmez mi?
Bu sorular, birer kesin 6l¢iit olmaktan ¢ok, epistemik bir indirgeme hareketinin adimlaridir; ylizey
katmanlar1 ayiklandiginda geriye “bilginin nasil kuruldugu ve gerekgelendirildigi” sorusu kalir. Bu
boliimde s6z konusu sorular kesin dlgiitler olarak degil, deneysellik iddiasini tartigmak igin diisiinme
araclart olarak kullanilacaktir. Bu asamada makalenin temel argiimanini agik¢a formiile etmek
yerinde olacaktir: Viktor Shklovsky’nin yabancilastirma kavrami ile Roman Jakobson’un egemen
0ge kavram birlikte diigiiniildiigiinde, bir yapitin egemen 0gesinin yabancilastirma haline geldigi
yerde deneysellik goriiniir olur. Bu baglamda yapit, algiy1 otomatiklikten c¢ikararak gosterme
kosullarin (ylizey, kadraj, baglam, sergileme protokolii, kanit zinciri) egemen 6ge olarak merkeze
tasir ve bdylece sanat bilgisinin kurulma bi¢imini yeniden orgiitler. Deneysellik, bilginin nerede ve
nasil kuruldugunu degistiren, dolayisiyla epistemik diizeni yeniden dagitan bir isleyis olarak
kavranmalidir.

Uretimde bilimsel ydntemler kullanmak yapiti deneysel sanat yapmak igin yeterli midir?
sorusu Ingiliz sanat¢1 Nick Veasey ve Brezilya kokenli Amerikan sanat¢1 Eduardo Kac’in yapitlar
iizerinden tartigsmaya acilabilir. Nick Veasey, 2000’li yillardan bu yana iiretimini X-1ginlar1 (rontgen
teknolojisi) kullanarak gerceklestirmektedir. 2008 tarihli X-ray: See Through the World Around You
(Rontgen: Cevrenizdeki Diinya) serisiyle, tiptaki kullaniminin diginda rontgen teknolojisini sanatsal
amaglarla devreye sokmus; 6zellikle bir yolcu u¢aginin rontgen goriintiisiinii kullandig1 Boeing 777
adli yapitinda rontgen cihazini sira dist bir 6lgekte kullanarak alisilmisin disina ¢ikmistir. Veasey nin
pratigi temelde radyografiye dayali bir {liretimdir: kursun kapl bir stiidyo diizeninde, farkli madde
yogunluklarini ayirt etmek {lizere birden fazla X-ray tiipiiniin kullanildigi; doz ve sizintinin Geiger
sayaciyla izlendigi; elde edilen filmlerin taranip dijital ortamda {ist iiste bindirilerek kompozit
goriintiilere doniistiiriildiigii bir siire¢ s6z konusudur.
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Gorsel 1. Nick Veasey, Land Rover Surfs Up, 2022, metal {izeri chromalux baski, 119 x 230cm, Process
Gallery, Kent, Ingiltere. https://www.nickveasey.com/classics (Erisim: 11.11.2025).

Bu yapit, tibbi ve endiistriyel goriintiileme yontemlerinin yerlesik protokollerini sanat
alanina transfer etmesine ragmen, makalede Onerilen Olgiitler bakimindan deneysel bir nitelik
gostermemektedir. Eserin iiretim ve sergileme protokolii biiyiik format fotograf ve “beyaz kiip”
diizenine sadik kalirken, izleyici konumu edilgin olarak kurgulanir. Yapitin egemen 6gesi esasen
“sok edici” gorsel etki diizeyinde yogunlasir; temsilin kosullar1 ve kurumsal protokoller yerinden
edilmez. Dolayisiyla giiglii gorsel etkiye ragmen ne bir protokol kaydirmasi ne de temsil kosullarinin
goriliniirlesmesi gerceklesir; bu nedenle epistemik bir yeniden-kurulus iiretmez.

Eduardo Kac, 1990’11 yillardan bu yana biyoteknoloji ve gen bilim iizerine ¢aligan, bioart
(biyosanat) terimini ilk kez kullanan ve kendisini “transgenic artist” (transgenik sanatci) olarak
tanimlayan bir sanat¢idir (Kac, 2021, s. 1367). Sanatc¢inin 2000 yilinda gergeklestirdigi GFP Bunny
adli yapiti, Alba adin1 verdigi yesil floresan tavsanin yaratimini, bu hayvanin toplumsal hayata
entegrasyonuna dair Oneriyi ve bunu izleyen kamusal tartismay1 kapsar. Gorsel 2°de gosterilen Alba,
Kac tarafindan dogada var olmayan, laboratuvar ortaminda tasarlanmis bir “transgenik yaratik”
olarak tanimlanmis ve ilk kez Fransa’nin Avignon kentinde kamuya sunulmustur. Serginin ardindan
The Boston Globe’da yayimlanan bir yazida, Alba’y1 gelistiren Fransiz genetik¢i Louis-Marie
Houdebine, arastirma gruplarinin zaten tavsanlar ilizerinde galistigini; ancak Kac’in kamuoyu
katilimini saglama yoniindeki arzusunun ilgisini ¢ektigini ve “tiim bir hayvanin karanlikta parlayip
parlamayacagini hi¢ diisiinmemis oldugunu” belirtmistir (Cook, 2000). Bu agiklamalar, Kac’in
projesi etrafinda gelisen kamusal tartigmanin basinda dolasima girmesine zemin hazirlamistir.
Boylece yapit, yalnizca gorsel bir imge olarak degil, biyoteknolojik iiretim siireci, medya séylemi ve
kamusal tartisma alani arasinda kurdugu iliskiler iizerinden isleyen bir deney alani haline gelmistir.

Bu deney alaninin somut bigimde nasil kuruldugunu gérmek icin, yapitin biyoteknolojik
iiretim stirecine kisaca bakmak gerekir. Molekiiler biyoloji alaninda yapilan bu ¢alisma, Aequorea
victoria tlirli bir denizanasindan elde edilen Green Fluorescent Protein (Yesil Floresan Protein)
geninin bir tavsana aktarilarak transgenik organizma olusturulmasina dayanmaktadir. Projede eserin
kapsami yalnizca Alba’nin yaratimiyla sinirhi kalmaz, kamusal tartisma ve toplumsal entegrasyon
stireclerini de i¢ine alir (Kac, t.y.). Tam da bu nedenle yapitin deneysel niteligi, laboratuvar—-miize—
kamusal alan smirlariyla dogrudan ¢alismasinda, miilkiyet, etik ve sergilemeye iliskin protokolleri
goriiniir kilmasinda ortaya ¢ikar. Burada egemen 6ge canlinin kendisi veya imgesi degil, bizzat
protokol/etiktir; yasam, bakim, miilkiyet ve gosterilebilirlik gibi temsil kosullar1 yapitin igerigine
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doniisiir. Epistemik acidan yapit, “sanat nasil bilir?” sorusunu canliya miidahale, kurumsal iktidar,
etik ve kamusal miizakere eksenlerinde yeniden kurar ve izleyiciyi tartismanin 6znesi haline getirir.

Gorsel 2. Eduardo Kac, GFP Bunny (Alba), 2000, transgenik organizma / biyosanat projesi, dl¢ii
belirtilmemis, Avignon, Fransa. https://www.ekac.org/gfpbunny.html (Erigsim: 11.11.2025).

Protokol ve temsil kosullarinin bizzat eserin igerigine doniistiigii bu 6rnegin ardindan, su
sorular1 tartismaya agmak yerinde olacaktir: Salt icerik diizeyinde “deneysel” olunabilir mi?
Geleneksel bir bigimle radikal bir igerik iiretmek, deneyselligi karsilamaya yeter mi? Bu sorulart,
Amerikali fotograf sanatcis1 Andres Serrano ile Ingiliz heykeltiras Marc Quinn’in yapitlari iizerinden
izlemek miimkiindiir. Andres Serrano’nun 1987 tarihli Immersion (Piss Christ) (Idrara Daldirilmus
Isa) adli yapit1, sanat¢min kendi idrariyla doldurdugu bir cam kap icine yerlestirilmis carmiha
gerilmis Isa heykelciginin fotografinin ¢ekilmesi ve bu goriintiiniin 152,4 x 101,6 cm boyutlarinda
bir baskiya doniistiiriilmesiyle olusturulmustur.

Serrano’nun bu eseri, ABD Ulusal Sanat Fonu’nun (National Endowment for the Arts, NEA)
destegiyle gerceklestirilmis ve 1989’da yine ABD’de Southeastern Center for Contemporary Art’ta
sergilenirken 6diil almistir. Bu durum toplumsal bir huzursuzluga yol agmis, ABD Kongresi’nde
hararetli tartismalara neden olmustur. Baz1 senatoérler NEA’y1 protesto ederken, eser kiiltiir-sanat
finansman1 ve ifade 6zgiirligi etrafinda ulusal Glgekli bir krizin odagina yerlesmistir (National
Coalition Against Censorship, 2019).
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Gorsel 3. Andres Serrano, Immersion (Piss Christ), 1987, C-print fotograf, 152,4 x 101,6 cm, Stux Gallery,
New York. https://andresserrano.org/series/immersions (Erisim: 12.11.2025).

Benzer sekilde, 2011 yilinda Fransa’nin Avignon kentindeki bir sergide eser, Paskalya
Yortusu’ndan 6nceki pazar giinii bir grup eylemci tarafindan cekiglerle saldirtya ugrayarak tahrip
edilmis; olay, Fransa’da din, laiklik ve sansiir tartismalarini yeniden alevlendirmistir (Brody, 2011).
Goriildiigii tizere kutsal bir imgeyle gerceklestirilen bu yapit, kamuda sok etkisi yaratmis; bir yandan
ABD Kongresi’nde giindem olurken, diger yandan vandalliga ugramistir. Makalede yer alan 6lgiitler
cergevesinde degerlendirildiginde, eserin bigim/sergileme protokoliiniin geleneksel (biiyiik format
fotograf, beyaz kiip, edilgin izleyici) tarafta konumlandigi; egemen Ggenin ise agirlikla “sarsict
icerik” smirlarmi agamadigr goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda iiretim ve sergileme protokolii yerinden
edilmedigi, kurum, izleyici rolii ve temsil kosullar1 doniismedigi i¢in, yapit her ne kadar siddetli
polemik yaratiyor olsa da epistemik bir yeniden-kurulus iiretmez. Makalenin argiimani agisindan
yapit igerik diizeyinde provokatif olmasina karsin, {iretim ve sergileme protokolii bakimindan
yerlesik kurumsal isleyisi siirdiiren bir yapit olarak konumlanir.

Marc Quinn’in Alison Lapper Pregnant (Hamile Alison Lapper) adlt mermer heykeli, Londra
Trafalgar Meydani’nda yer alan ve uzun siire bos kalan dordiincii kaide iizerinde 2005-2007 yillar
arasinda sergilenmistir. Beyaz Carrara mermerinden yapilan bu anit heykel, Talidomid* magduru
olan Alison Lapper’in hamile ve engelli bedenini tasvir eder. Quinn, bu heykelde Carrara mermerini
secgerek bir yandan bu malzemenin Bati sanat tarihindeki “ideal form/beden’ algisini tartismaya acar;
diger yandan da anit heykel gelenegiyle hesaplasmaya girer.

Yapit, engellilik ve hamilelik temalarim1 anitsal 6lgekte gorliniir kilarak kahramanlik,
erkeklik ve askeri yiicelik eksenli kanonik anit anlayisini tartismaya agar. Boylece anitin kurucu
kosullar1 olan karar ve yetki mercileri, tasarim ve temsil tercihleri, mekansal yerlesim ve kamusal
bellek gibi amit gelenegine dair 6geler yapitin igerigine dahil edilir. Bigcimsel olarak geleneksel

2 Contergan, Distaval ve Thalomid markalari altinda satilan talidomid, bir dizi kanseri (6rnegin, multipl miyelom), greft
kars1 konake1 hastaligi ve birgok cilt bozuklugunu (6rnegin, cilt lezyonlar gibi clizzam komplikasyonlari) tedavi etmek
i¢in kullanilan oral olarak uygulanan bir ilagtir (Thalidomide, t.y.). 1950'lerin sonunda ve 1960'larin basinda, 46 iilkede
10.000'den fazla ¢ocuk, talidomid kullaniminin bir sonucu olarak fokomeli gibi deformitelerle dogmustur (Bren, 2001).
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kalmasina karsin, izleyicinin kamusal mekéandaki konumunu ve kurumsal karar prosediirlerini
tartismanin merkezine ¢eken bu yerlestirme, anitin yalnizca neyi tasvir ettigini degil, nasil ve hangi
protokoller araciligryla var edildigini de goriiniir kilar. Quinn burada egemen 6geyi temsil edilen
nesneden kamusal anit protokoliine kaydirarak izleyicinin algi rejiminde epistemik bir yeniden
kurulus iiretir. Boylece anit, temsil edilen figiirden ziyade onu miimkiin kilan kamusal ve kurumsal
protokollerin goriiniir hale geldigi elestirel bir aygita doniisiir.

Gorsel 4. Marc Quinn, Alison Lapper Pregnant, 2005, mermer heykel, 355 x 180 x 120 cm, Trafalgar
Meydani, Londra. https://marcquinn.com/artworks/alison-lapper-pregnant (Erisim: 12.11.2025).

Deneysel sanatin salt igerik diizeyinde, geleneksel bigim—yeni igerik baglamlarinda
incelendigi Orneklerin ardindan su soru giindeme gelir: Sanatin “deneysel” niteligi, yenilik
derecesiyle ya da inovasyonla m1 6l¢iiliir? Bu soru, Kiibali sanat¢1 Tania Bruguera ve Alman sanatg1
Hito Steyerl’in yapitlari tizerinden tartismaya agilabilir. Tania Bruguera, Hyundai’nin fon destegiyle
gerceklestirilen 2018 tarihli Tate Modern sergisinde yer alan Crying Room (Aglama Odast) adl
yapitinda son derece yenilikci, katilimci—etkilesimli bir diizenek kurmustur. Aglama Odasi1 adim
tagiyan kiiciik bir odanin igine, organik bir bilesik salarak maruz kalan izleyicilerde gozyasim
tetikleyen ve boOylece onlarin aglamasini saglayan bir sistem yerlestirilmistir. Odanin giriginde
gorevli, katilimcilarin eline damga ile bir say1 basmakta; ziyaretgiler bu sayinin anlamini1 odadan
¢iktiktan sonra 6grenmektedir. Bu say1, Suriye i¢ savasi sebebiyle ortaya ¢ikan miilteci krizinde
hayatini1 kaybeden yasa dig1 gdogmenlerin sayisidir.

Izleyicilerin duygusal bir igerik ya da anlati olmaksizin yasadiklar1 bu aglama deneyimi ne
kadar yiiksek etkili ve alisilmadik olsa da makalenin argiimani baglaminda deneysel kategoriye dahil
edilemez. Yapit, liretim—sergileme protokoliinii yerinden etmedigi gibi, mekén, izleyici rolii ve
kurum isleyisi agisindan kalici bir doniisiim de tetiklemez; yenilik¢i bulus, sonugta bir duygulanim
hilesi olarak kalir. Tate Modern’deki genis kapsamli serginin pargasi olan diger yapitlar (zemindeki
1si-duyarli yerlestirme, binay1 yerel bir aktivistin adiyla yeniden adlandirma vb.) kurumsal jestler
bakimindan 6nemli olsa da, Aglama Odasi tekil modiil olarak epistemik bir yeniden-kurulus {iretmez.

Turkish Studies, 21(3)



From Image to Protocol: The Epistemology of Experimental Art 4899

Gorsel S. Tania Bruguera, Crying Room, 2018, yerlestirme, mentollii buhar, Tate Modern, Londra.
https://www.bbc.com/news/entertainment-arts-45708599 (Erisim: 13.11.2025).

Hito Steyerl, 2013 tarihli ve ilk kez 13. Istanbul Bienali’nde sundugu Is the Museum a
Battlefield? (Miize Bir Savas Alani midir?) baslikli konferans—video formundaki yapitinda, bireysel
bir hikayeden yola cikarak kiiresel ekonomik agin izini siirer ve sanat kurumlarimin bilgi/iktidar
rejimlerini ifsa eder. 2011 yilinda Steyerl, bir catisma sirasinda 6len arkadast Andrea Wolf un
cesedinin Van’in Catak ilgesine baglh Dokmektas koyii kirsalindaki bir toplu mezarda bulundugunu
Ogrenir ve Tiirkiye’ye gelir. Catigsma alaninda buldugu bos mermi kovaninin pesine diisen Steyerl,
bu kovani iireten firmanin ABD merkezli Lockheed Martin ve istiraki General Dynamics oldugunu
saptamakla kalmaz; ayn1 zamanda Chicago Cagdas Sanat Miizesi’nin biiyiik sponsorlarinin da bu
sirketler oldugunu ortaya koyar (Aikens, 2014, s. 183-193)

Bienali, Istanbul. https://www.holo.mg/stream/heidelberger-kunstverein-normality-hito-steyerl/ (Erisim:
13.11.2025).

Istanbul Bienali baglaminda Steyerl, sunum sirasinda arkadasinin Sliimiine sebep olan
kursunun bir Kobra helikopterinin topundan ateslendigini belirterek su saptamay1 yapar: Bu araclar,
onceki lic bienalin sponsorlar1 tarafindan firetilmekte ya da bakimlar gerceklestirilmektedir;
Zorlu/Vestel’in AYESAS’1, Thomson—Tekfen Radar, Ko¢ Holding’in Otokar’1 ve Siemens’e bagh
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Krauss-Maftei Wegmann (Steyerl, 2013, s. 242). Steyerl, ateslenen mermiyi ters yonde takip ederek
yalnizca savas ekonomisi ile sanat piyasasi arasindaki baglantilar1 degil, ayn1 ekonominin {irettigi
gorsel kod dizisini de agiga ¢ikarir. Sanatsal diisiincenin kisisel yaraticilik ve deneyime dayanan agik
uclu metodolojisi, konumlandig: elestirel alanla birleserek bilginin ne, neden, ne zaman, kim gibi
katmanlarinin arasina nasil bilindigi sorusunu yerlestirir; boylece bilgi 6znel, canli ve diyalektik bir
nitelik kazanir.

Bu noktada nesnenin yerini kanit zinciri ve kurumsal protokol alir. Miize, yalnizca eserlerin
sergilendigi bir mekén olmaktan ¢ikar; jeopolitik ve ekonomik iligkilerin bilgi altyapisi olarak
yeniden ¢ercevelenir. Burada egemen 6ge gorlintii degil, bizzat protokol/altyapidir; izleyici pasif
seyirci konumundan sorusturmanin tanigi ve Oznesi konumuna kaydirilir. Sonu¢ olarak yapit,
kurumun nasil isledigine ve bilginin nasil dolastigina iliskin bir epistemik yeniden-kurulus iirettigi
i¢in, makalenin argiimani a¢isindan yenilikten ¢ok, deneysel bir isleyis bigimi olarak konumlanir.

Sonug¢

Bu makale, deneysel sanati bigimsel yenilik, teknik ustalik ya da sok edici icerik gibi
Olciitlerle tanimlayan yaygin yaklasimlardan ayrilarak, deneyselligi sanat bilgisinin ortaya ¢ikig
tarzin1 doniistiiren bir epistemik eylem olarak konumlandirmistir. Deney kavraminin bilimsel ve
pratige dair anlam katmanlar1 agildiginda, deneysel sanatin dogrulanabilir sonuglar iiretmekten ¢ok,
bilginin nerede ve nasil kurulduguna dair kosullar1 gériiniir kildig1 ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede
deneysellik, “yeni’nin kendisinden ziyade, alisildik bilme ve gdrme bigimlerini askiya alarak, sanat—
bilgi iliskisini sorunsallastiran bir yonelim olarak tarif edilmistir.

Roman Jakobson’un “egemen 6ge” ve Viktor Shklovsky’nin “aliskanligi kirma” kavramlari,
bu tartismada deneysel sanatin ayirt edici niteligini kavramsallagtirmak iizere temel bir ¢ergeve
sunmustur. Shklovsky’de yabancilagtirma, algiyr otomatiklikten ¢ikaran bir teknik olarak
diisiiniiliirken, Jakobson’da egemen 6ge, yapitin biitiin 6gelerini kendisine gore orgiitleyen iglevsel
merkezdir. Bu iki kavram bir araya getirildiginde, deneysel sanatin, yabancilastirmayi yapitin
egemen Ogesi haline getirdigi; temsili i¢erikten ¢ok gdsterme kosullarini, protokolleri ve altyapiyi
one ¢ikardigi sdylenebilir. Makalede 6nerilen “protokol kaymasi” ifadesi tam da bu noktada devreye
girmektedir: egemen 6genin goriintii diizeyinden, eseri miimkiin kilan kurumsal, ekonomik ve teknik
isleyislere dogru yer degistirdigi an1 adlandirmaktadir.

Ele alinan 6rnekler, bu kavramsal 6neriyi somutlastirmistir. Eduardo Kac’in GFP Tavsan
projesinde genetik miidahale kadar, laboratuvar protokolleri, etik kurullar, miize kararlar1 ve kamusal
tartisma da yapitin pargasi haline gelmektedir. Marc Quinn’in Hamile Alison Lapper heykeli ise
klasik heykel formunu yeniden iiretirken, kamusal alanda kimin temsil edilecegine, bedensel
normalligin nasil tanimlandigina ve anitsal goriiniirliiglin hangi protokollerle belirlendigine
miidahale eder. Hito Steyerl’in Miize Bir Savas Alani midir? projesi, ateslenen mermiyi ters yonde
takip ederek savas ekonomisi ile miize kurumu arasindaki iligkileri agiga ¢ikarir; bdylece miizeyi
yalnizca eserlerin sergilendigi tarafsiz bir zemin degil, jeopolitik ve ekonomik giic aglarinin
diigiimlendigi bir bilgi altyapist olarak yeniden gerceveler. Bu drneklerde deneysel olan ne yalnizca
kullanilan teknolojide ne de igerigin radikalliginde; asil olarak, sanat bilgisinin iiretim ve dolagimina
yon veren protokollerin yapitin egemen 6gesi haline gelmesindedir.

Sonug olarak, deneysel sanat bu makalede, sabit bir {islup ya da tarihsel donem etiketi degil,
“goriintiiden protokole” uzanan siireklilik arz eden bir epistemik gerilim alan1 olarak tanimlanmustir.
Deneysel yapit, izleyicinin dikkatini temsil edilen imgeden ¢ok, bu imgenin hangi kurumsal
kosullarda iiretildigi, mesrulastirildigi ve dolasima sokuldugu sorularia kaydirarak, sanati bir bilgi
rejimi tartigmast i¢ine yerlestirir. Boyle bir perspektif, deneyselligi tekil bir yenilik anina indirgemek
yerine, farkli disiplin, cografya ve kurumsal baglamlarda izlenebilecek dinamik bir aragtirma hatti
olarak diisiinmeyi miimkiin kilar. Bu hattin, sanat tarihine yalnizca “yeni” imgeler degil, bu imgeleri
kusatan gdriinmez protokollere dair elestirel bir farkindalik kazandirdig1 sylenebilir.
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Bu nedenle makalenin katkisi, deneysel sanati “yenilik” ile esitleyen tanimlar tersyiiz
ederek, deneysel iddianin hangi kosullarda siirdiiriilebilir hale geldigini gdsteren bir oOlgiit
onermesidir: egemen 6ge goriintiiden ¢ok protokole kaydigi dlciide, yapit hem algisal bir kirilma
(yabancilagtirma) iiretir hem de bilgi rejimlerini kuran kurumsal/teknik altyapilar1 goriiniir kilar.
Calismanin sinirliligi, bu 6l¢iitiin evrensel bir siniflandirma modeline doniistiirme iddiasi tagimamasi
ve secili Ornekler lizerinden tartisilmasidir; ilerideki arastirmalar, protokol kaymasimin farkli
cografyalarda ve farkli mecralarda (dijital platformlar, Al-temelli {iretimler, arsiv/saha ¢alismalari)
nasil isledigini karsilastirmali olarak izleyebilir.
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ETIK BEYANLAR

Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi
Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigin1 beyan ederim. Makale daha once herhangi bir yerde
yayimmlanmamig olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; aragtirma
bulgularinin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.
Yazar Katkisi
Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yiirtitmiistiir. Makalenin son halini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.
Cikar Catismasi
Bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iliskin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismas1 bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.
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Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirlt 6l¢iide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zeka araglari
tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglar1 ¢alismanin bilimsel iceriginin, arastirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin igerigine iliskin tim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigimi ve galigmanin
herhangi bir fikrl miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onayi
Makalenin son halini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.
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