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MARK JARZOMBEK

Daniel Bertrand Monk and Andrew Herscher argue that the
discipline of global history, because it supposedly champions
an “inclusive and heterogeneous arrays of ‘local’ sites across
the globe,” fails to diminish the sway of the universalist
assumptions of the Enlightenment. Even worse, global history
is a “perversion” of that older project. The newuniversalism—
by the sheer weight of its dialectical majesty—transforms the
great buildings of the past into sites of exclusion.! Monk and
Herscher use the word global as the telltale signifier of this
tragedy as it moves up and down various academic and economic
registers: from “global history,” to “global history of architec-
ture,” to “global architectural history,” to “global histories of
architecture,” to land ultimately at the doorstep of “the global-
ization of the history of architecture.”

I would like to disentangle the components of this position.
First I will differentiate the disciplinary project that goes by the
heading global history from “a global history of architecture.”
Then I will tackle the question of the geopolitical. In this, I feel
that Monk and Herscher’s argument would be strengthened by
broadening the historical focus rather than targeting the word
global. To demonstrate just how slippery the word is, let me
start by pointing out that though Monk and Herscher argue that
global history has reinforced the focus on “local sites,” the
more normative understanding of the task of global history is
that it tries to challenge the localist point of view. World history
is the more likely target of Monk and Herscher’s critique, espe-
cially since the scholar they cite in reference to the discipline,
William H. McNeill, is generally thought of as a world histo-
rian. Global history took shape only in the last ten years and
then as a general response to world history and the intensifica-
tion in the previous decades of a type of scholarship that was
nation-, region-, or locality-based.

I do not, however, want to belabor the difference, except to
point out that global history (or even world history) is an alto-
gether different animal from “a global history of architecture.”
Unlike world history and global history, no scholarly organiza-
tions, no established peer-reviewed publication venues, and
hardly even any conferences are dedicated to the subject.
Whereas global history is mainly taught in humanities pro-
grams, a global history of architecture is taught in the context
of a survey class in schools of architecture. If it is taught at all!
In the United States, most schools of architecture continue to
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teach from a Eurocentric platform, and only a small percentage
have adopted something like a global history perspective.? In
Europe, the situation is even worse. The dean in a top school
in Germany told me, “Why teach global history when our stu-
dents do not even know anything about German history?” The
only history class that is required at that institution is one on
German castles. The situation is no better in other places. A
global history of architecture thus has limited institutional
traction or support.

But what exactly is it then? A global history of architecture
is not a return to the encyclopedic worldview. Nor is it a bland
validation of the great monuments of the past or the rejection
of those buildings. Finally, it is not a prioritization of the
“everyday” world, and it does not dismiss the messy reality of
how people live in complex urban, peri-urban, village, and
rural environments. And because architecture’s history goes
back thousands of years, one cannot limit a global history of
architecture to the time period after colonialism. As history, it
is built on evidence as well as on conjecture and critique. A
global history of architecture can be written from a trans-
horizonal perspective, just as it can be written from a stationary
position.® All of this leaves open a vast intellectual and disci-
plinary territory for discussion and experimentation.

But a global history of architecture—as a still relatively empty
signifier—most certainly should not be confused with an actual
discipline such as global history. Even more important, although
global history and “a global history of architecture” have the
word global in their titles, neither is a global phenomenon.
In their separate ways they are esoteric academic projects. In
other words, just because the word global is in their titles does
not mean they are globalized or even have that ambition.

What is global, however, is the recently emerging, geopoliti-
cal institutionality of architecture’s history. That is the true
subject matter of Monk and Herscher’s critique, as indicated by
the last phrase in the catenation: “the globalization of the his-
tory of architecture.”* But why go after semiotic ghosts only to
let the real monster in the room off the hook.

Let me explain.

In the 1970s, the world was still understood as “The World.”
Books were written with titles such as World History in the
Making (1934), World History: The Story of Man through the Ages
(1949), History of World Peoples (1954), and World History: The
Story of Man’s Achievements (1962). In the field of architec-
ture, Sigfried Giedion’s The Eternal Present (1964) represents
the last hurrah of this approach. In good Hegelian fashion it
divides history into three ages, with modernism the culmina-
tion of all architectural and space-making sensibilities. In the
1980s, this worldview began to be challenged, as was the prover-
bial canon. Universalism was the accusatory word. In the field
of architectural studies, a generation of scholars and intellec-
tuals entered into the breach, following one of perhaps four
approaches: semiotics, phenomenology, contextualism, and
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tradition/vernacular studies/preservation. Among these, the
last two are relevant to our discussion for the way in which
they took up the question of the local.

The contextualists were inspired by Jean-Frangois Lyotard
(The Postmodern Condition, 1979), who argued that we had
reached the end of the writing of history as the story of human-
ity and should thus seek out the plurality of small narratives
that compete with one another. Peter Unger (Philosophical
Relativity, 1984) went so far as to state that different contexts
set different epistemic standards. In the field of cultural his-
tory, Carl Schorske (Fin-de-siécle Vienna: Politics and Culture,
1980) exemplified the contextualist view. In the field of archi-
tectural history, Manfredo Tafuri (Venezia e il rinascimento,
1985) offered a thesis about microhistory. Contextualists tended

to view buildings not as the product of autonomous design
thinking but as cultural phenomena or manifestations of power
and ideology. “Critical Regionalism,” made popular by Kenneth
Frampton, could also be seen as a branch of contextualism; it
spawned a minidiscipline that scoured the world for over-
looked local architects who could be both modern and yet close
to their supposed roots.

This prolocalist attitude took shape, that is, in the era of
postmodern recuperation, long before the discipline of global
history even existed.® The prolocalist attitude emerged at a time
when no one wanted anything to do with a history that went
back to the much-maligned origins of civilization, a tendency
identified as the toxic residue of Enlightenment pretensions.
But what at the time was an opening in the discursive/political
arena quickly became a narrowing, at least in the discipline of
architecture. Revisionism morphed into discipline creation.
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Though the emergence of localist historiography is usually
associated with postmodernism (speaking generally here for
the sake of argument), one cannot see this in isolation. In fact, it
paralleled the emergence of another new discipline, the “his-
tory of modern architecture.” We might forget that until the
1970s modern architecture did not have a dedicated scholarly
“history.” The only history it had was given either through
Giedion’s high, civilizational perspective or through the lens of
“great men.” Modernist history was also taught not by scholars
but by interested practitioners in the context of the studio. Only
in the late 1970s did modern architecture become a proper his-
torical field. Freed from the obligation of having to deal with
architecture’s problematic “origins,” this discipline began to
look almost exclusively to the history in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. The Museum of Modern Art played its
part with shows such as Louis Kahn: 1901-1974 (1974); The
Architecture of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts (1976); Le Corbusier:
Architectural Drawings (1978); The Architecture of Gunnar
Asplund (1978); and Russia: The Avant Garde (1979). Frampton’s
Modern Architecture: A Critical History appeared in 1980.

The disciplinary restructuring of the late 1970s and 1980s is
important to my argument, since the history of modern archi-
tecture in the United States usually begins with Philip Johnson
and Henry-Russell Hitchcock’s International Style exhibition
(Museum of Modern Art, 193 2), then moves to the arrival of
Walter Gropius, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, and others, before
coming to the gradual dissemination of modernism Into  Left: Nine covers of
professional practices. In my view, however, modernism’s self- Z‘;‘*T::‘It":',‘\"z:ne:g’w‘
naturalization as an architectural practice differs from the type e [Traditional
of modernism that began to take form as a complex, multiva-  Japanese Houses],
lent geopolitical institution in the 1980s. In that context, one  With photographs by
has to include the first Ph.D. programs created in schools of Zlg;?fg:;;klo
architecture, such as MIT’s in 1975. Soon followed by others,  Right: Cover of Teiji
most have produced graduates with a specialty in twentieth- ltoh, Traditional

. . " i Domestic Architecture

century modernism. One can also point to the Venice Architecture o (Eniglish
Biennale of 1980, titled The Presence of the Past, for which Rem  translation, 1973).
Koolhaas penned a polemical piece titled “Our New Sobriety.””
Architecture’s return to functionalism would be marked, so
Koolhaas hoped, by methodological rigor. The emergence in the
1990s of computation as a research field added to the discipli-
nary thickening around the modernist ethos.

Parallel to this was the rise of a movement that at first blush
seemed to be a reactionary gesture: traditional architecture.
Old buildings have been discussed for centuries, but the idea
of putting the word traditional in front of the word architecture
to indicate a type of disciplinary thinking and production
developed only in the mid-to-late 1970s. Book titles demon-
strate this. Take the example of Japan:

1927: A Brief History of Japanese Architecture
1930: Impressions of Japanese Architecture and the
Allied Arts
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1935: Japanese Architecture

1936: Fundamentals of Japanese Architecture
1941: A Short History of Japanese Architecture
1962: Guide Book to Japanese Architecture

1972: Traditional Domestic Architecture of Japan
1989: Traditional Japanese Architecture (film)

The rise of traditional architecture and its corollary vernac-
ular architecture can easily be indexed as part of an interroga-
tion of modernity that began in the 1960s. But it was more than
that. From the start, both were geopolitical movements. One
need only point to legislation such as the British Museum Act
(1963), the U.S. Wilderness Act (1964), the National Hispanic
Heritage Week (1968), and the Indian Antiquities and Art
Treasures Act (1972), all leading to the International Convention
on Conservation of Natural and Cultural Heritage (1981).

THE HEIBONSHA SURVEY: OF JAPANESE/ART

Traditional Domestic
Architecture of Japan "

The creation of the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO) Convention Concerning
the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage
(1972) expanded the realm of traditional architecture to the
great monuments of civilization. To be placed on the Heritage
List, nation-states had to propose buildings to UNESCO, with
the result being an increased focus on the nation-state and its
architecture. Not only did we get an officially sanctioned list of
great buildings, cleaned of squatters and restored for posterity;
we also got apps such as Heritage, Heritage of Southeast Asia,
and UNESCO World Heritage that feature thousands of pictures
that reinforce the aesthetic beauty of the various national sites.

The dynamic of the purification of architectural/national
imaginaries played itself out at the Erbil Citadel in Iraqgi
Kurdistan, the subject of Monk and Herscher’s analysis. First,
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the ostensibly “difficult social and health conditions within the
Citadel,” as local authorities described it, convinced the
Kurdistan Regional Government to evacuate the citadel, which
they did in 2006. The High Commission for Erbil Citadel
Revitalisation was then established and mandated to document
the citadel’s historic heritage and plan for its so-called revital-
ization.® The International Council on Monuments and Sites
noted, in the language of modernization, that “the erection of
shelters using looted building materials (252 shacks out of 588
inventoried buildings) have considerably undermined the
integrity of the nominated property.”? Nonetheless, in 2014, the
site, which by then was “not inhabited,” was accepted for
inclusion on the Heritage List.10

The effort is symptomatic of the newly globalized connec-
tion between modernization and the UNESCO-approved

nationalization of architecture’s history. Restored gate of the
All this was magnified by the emergence of national museums. z'ft:’:t'o‘::: ;:Z St::t’e
More national museums have been created in the last twenty  ibarak Ben Ahr:,ned
years than in the previous one hundred. These museums need  Sharaf-Aldin (1169-
exhibitions (and curators) that emphasize the priority of ;i-"*t’)'_'il'b_ig "3291)20_07-
the nation-state. We increasingly get books with titles along CCOB?{'_N:J:]_:,; 3|.0.an.
the lines of The Art and Architecture of Turkey, The Art and
Architecture of Cambodia, The Architecture of Kenya,
Mongolian Architecture, Chinese Architecture, The Temples of
Korea, and so forth. This type of cultural nationalism has now
become standard operating procedure around the world." As a
result, the proverbial canon, critiqued so strongly in the 1970s,
is stronger today than it ever was, for it was in essence out-
sourced to the geopolitics of the nation-state.
The ethics of the alliance between local planning boards,
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