Introduction

Se cayeron las estatuas
al abrirse la gran puerta

The statues fell down

as the great door swung open

—FEDERICO GARCfA LORCA

The publication conveys a scene of pandemonium
(fig. 5). There is a church in ruins on the front
cover. In the center is the segmented arch of the
main nave before the chancel, which has survived
the flames. It is bare and exposed to the open sky
because the vaults are gone. The photograph is
taken from the interior of the church, and the bell

tower should not be visible from that position,

but it is because there is no roof. The composition
on the back cover is even more disturbing. Two
elongated volumes at the top suggest columns, or
the draping of a tunic, or both. They are losing
their original shapes, developing sharp and round
edges, and progressively lapsing into amorphism.
One stands vertical, while the other seems to be
collapsing. Both appear to rest behind or upon a
pile of shattered images of Jesus Christ as a baby
and adult and of the Virgin Mary. They have
mutilated limbs and gouged-out eyes or have
been beheaded. Some are burned. The heap of
damaged objects of worship creates a dramatic
contrast with the white space of the upper right
part of the composition. It emphasizes accu-
mulation and, consequently, systematicity. The
destruction, the image implies, was not an



Fig. 5 Military Government of Granada, “Report on the Losses
and Damages Suffered by Granada’s Artistic Treasure from 1931
to 1936, and Indication of the Artworks Salvaged from Marxist
Destruction,” July 1937. Biblioteca Auxiliar del Archivo Histérico
Provincial de Granada. Copia digital: Biblioteca Virtual de
Andalucia

isolated incident but a methodical profanation.
The book is an informe, or report, “On the Losses
and Damages Suffered by the Artistic Treasure

of Granada from 1931 to 1936, and Indication of
the Artworks Salvaged from Marxist Destruc-
tion.” The title appears in the lower part of the
front cover, over a watermark of a badge made up
of a yoke and a bundle of arrows, the emblem of
the Catholic Monarchs, Queen Isabella of Castile
and King Ferdinand II of Aragon (r. 1474—1504).
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Falange Espafiola de las JONS, the fascist and
traditionalist political forces that Francisco
Franco unified in April 1937, had taken it as its
own symbol. A line at the bottom of the cover
indicates that the book was published by the mili-
tary government of Granada in July 1937.

The interior pages of the informe suggest
the origin of the cover images. Although not
specifically mentioned, the church on the front
is probably the Church of San Salvador, previ-
ously a mosque in the Albaicin neighborhood
of Granada, “whose chancel was finished in
1592 by the stonemasons Juan Martinez and
Juan de la Vega, disciples of [Diego de] Siloé
[1495—1563, known for his work in the Cathe-
dral of Granada].” The church was attacked by



supporters of the Republic on March 10, 1936.
This and other images of the event were taken by
the local photographer Miguel Torres Molina.
The arrangement of profaned religious objects in
the back cover looks like a photomontage, but it is
not. An image signed by the photographer Crelios
in the interior pages of the informe shows it as a
collection that had been rescued from a ravine in
the coastal town of Salobrefia, forty miles south of
Granada by the Mediterranean Sea. The items had
belonged to local churches and private owners.
The caption states that they had been tossed there
“by the Marxists” (fig. 6).’
The informe includes more than 160 images
of damaged objects of worship and twenty-two
architectural images of facades and floor plans for
buildings that had been attacked. Different types
of profanations are explained in detail—physical
violence, arson, burglary, plunder of equipment,
smelting of bronze and other metals, and use of
religious imagery as firewood. The informe was
composed by a technical team from the Art Semi-
nar of the University of Granada and the Servicio
Artistico de Vanguardia, which had recently been
created on the Francoist side (see chapter 5). It
was both a denunciation of Marxist iconoclasm
and a celebration of the first anniversary of the
military coup d’état, which marked the beginning
of the end of the profanations. There were many
other similar reports, brochures, and exhibitions
produced by the Francoist side to document the
Republican destruction and justify the coup. They
nurtured abundant commemorations of the
so-called liberation war during the subsequent
thirty-six years of dictatorship, cementing an
image of the Republic as indelibly destructive that
persisted well into the parliamentary democracy
and survives today. This was one main reason

SALONRESRA (GRANADA)—HESTOS DE IMAGENES RECOGIDOS EX EL
BARRANCO, AL OUE FUERON ARROJADDE POR LOS MARXISTAS

Fig. 6 "Salobrefa (Granada).—Remains of religious images
collected from the ravine, where they had been tossed by the
Marxists.” Military Government of Granada, “Report on the
Losses and Damages Suffered by Granada’s Artistic Treasure
from 1931 to 1936, and Indication of the Artworks Salvaged from
Marxist Destruction,” July 1937. Biblioteca Auxiliar del Archivo
Histérico Provincial de Granada. Copia digital: Biblioteca Virtual
de Andalucia.

given for not considering the Second Republic
(1931—39) a democratic precedent for the current
liberal democracy created during the late 1970s
and early 1980s. Many Spaniards still see the
Second Republic as defined by destruction.
Certainly, revolutionary iconoclasm has
been rampant in Spain since the nineteenth
century and was particularly so during the Second
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Fig. 7 Ruins of Guernica after Legion Condor air raids, April
1937. Photo 12 / Alamy Stock Photo.

Republic, just like in other parts of the continent
since the French Revolution. However, in the last
few years, scholars, archivists, grassroots activists,
and multimedia artists have embarked on the
recovery of the ideas and practices that propelled
the Republican project in 1930s Spain and are
finding that conservation was also at its core. This
book contributes to this process of recovery. It
explores long traditions of critical conservation
that crystallized during the Republic and the
war. The governments led top-down systematic
campaigns to develop a collective sense of heritage
and to create projects of protection and conser-
vation against fascist destruction, revolutionary
iconoclasm, and the unprecedented devastation of
total war.

All eyes were on Spain in 1936, when the coup
against the democratically elected government
of the Popular Front eventually became a clash
between fascism, liberal democracy, communism,
anarchism, and other forces. The situation was
also radically polarized beyond Spain. The war’s
outcome could entail the expansion of any of these
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ideologies.? National and international audi-

ences followed the daily war reports, which were
produced closer to the battlefields than ever before
because technological developments made it possi-
ble for photojournalists to be at the front lines and
publish quickly.3 Furthermore, it was not only the
ideological confrontation but the achievements of
new techniques of destruction that simultaneously
terrified and fascinated the public. The Spanish
War became a laboratory for testing technologies
developed in previous years, particularly air raids.
Aviation, which was in its infancy during the

Great War, experienced significant developments
during the 1920s and 1930s. Spain, Italy, France,
the United States, and others had systematically
employed aircraft in colonial wars in Northern
Africa and other regions. Within Europe, Spain
was among the earliest to experience this type of
destruction in its own continental territory.

It was no longer the case that the most lethal
attacks came only at the front, on the ground;
instead, they came from the sky. New strategies
of sheltering, protection, and propaganda were
needed.5 Trench warfare became total warfare
when devastation could reach any part of a
country at any time. During the Great War, the
mass mobilization of people to fight on the fronts
blurred the civilian-soldier divide. This process
peaked in the colonial wars of the 1920s—30s
because systematic air raids made everyone and
everything constantly exposed to sudden destruc-
tion without the need for mobilization; the cities
turned into front lines, too. Similarly, in Spain
the distinction between the military avant-garde
and rear guard became inoperative.” Using the
new technique of carpet bombing, military leaders
aspired to annihilate civilians and raze cities to

the ground in the shortest time possible, with



the purpose not only of depleting the enemy’s
resources but of producing a psychological shock
that would trigger a rapid surrender. Conse-
quently, some air raids also targeted civilians,
monuments, and emblematic sites, whose
elimination would mean the erasure of collective
memory. The Legion Condor’s razing of Guernica,
the historic city of the Basque people, became an
icon of this form of total devastation (fig. 7).

This book seeks to contribute to the scholar-
ship on both revolutionary iconoclasm and these
unprecedented techniques of destruction by taking
the opposite, yet complementary, approach: the
study of the Spanish War as a laboratory for ideas
and practices of conservation, with a focus on
the safeguarding of public monumentality and
the national heritage at large.? It argues that,
despite the enduring Francoist identification of
the Republic with destruction, pro-Republican
artistic and political avant-gardes engaged in
rich debates about conservation and took on
prominent roles in the protection of monuments
during the war because of their sincere interest in
cultural patrimony. While in those positions, they
experimented with innovative notions of monu-
mentality and performativity in the urban space.
The Monument of Tomorrow thus echoes Hugh
Ferriss’s famous The Metropolis of Tomorrow (1929)
and the motto of the 1939 New York’s World Fair,

“The World of Tomorrow,” to assert that monu-
ments were also a crucial part of the contemporary

debates about aspirational cities.

Iconoclasm Without Destruction

Spain’s Second Republic (1931—39) was a brief

democratic regime led by politicians with

agendas ranging from reformist to revolutionary,
representing a relative novelty in a country that
had forged its national identity on the alliance
between the monarchy and the Church. It was
trapped within the turbulent politics of the 1930s,
with reactionaries fervently opposing its reform-
ist agenda and fearing its revolutionary potential.
The latter considered the Republic an anti-Spanish
conspiracy of Marxists, Jews, and Freemasons
who were attempting to eradicate everything
that Spain had meant until then (the Crown, the
Church), including through the destruction or

)«

spoiling of the country’s “national treasures,” as
the historical-artistic heritage was then called.
There was internal opposition as well, coming
mainly from workers and landless peasants who
were frustrated because their high expectations
for the Republic’s reforms were taking too long to
fulfill. Some, particularly the miners of Asturias,
revolted against the government and were harshly
repressed.” The tension rose to its peak during the
elections of February 1936, which were won by the
Popular Front, a fragile alliance of liberals, social-
ists, communists, and regional nationalists that
was indirectly supported from the outside by the
anarchists.” Most of them shared the anti-fascist
motto of the “defense of culture,” coined at the
International Congress of Anti-Fascist Writers
in Paris a few months earlier. However, in Spain
these groups had different interpretations of
the role of the Republic in their reformist or
revolutionary agendas, as well as different under-
standings of, and proposals for, cultural heritage,
conservation, and iconoclasm.

After months of quarrels and provocations, the
Army eventually staged a coup d’état against the
Popular Front government in the summer, trig-

gering a long war. The Army’s aim was to prevent
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the implementation of the new government and
to annihilate the Republic once and for all. To
highlight the Republicans’ alleged foreignness, the
military rebels called themselves “the Nationals”
and sought to impose order through military and
social hierarchy. Because General Francisco Franco
soon became their leader, I call them “Francoists”
to avoid identifying the nation with only one side
of the war. I use “Republicans” for the other side;
this is the most common historiographical term,
although some forces included under this umbrella,
notably the anarchists, opposed the state at large
and only allied with the Republic strategically.s
“Loyalists” (that is, to the Popular Front govern-
ment) was also a term Republicans used broadly for
themselves at the time.

I join historians who have questioned the
term “Spanish Civil War” and use “Spanish War”
instead.* “Spanish Civil War” was used strategi-
cally by the supporters of the Non-Intervention
Agreement. It misrepresents the conflict by
obscuring the massive and crucial intervention
of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany from the
beginning, and of Soviet Russia and the Interna-
tional Brigades slightly later. The international
dimension of the Spanish War is fundamental
for the study of Spain as a laboratory of conser-
vation. Both factions saw themselves as the
defenders of the nation’s heritage, and both were
accused of destruction by their opponents and
the international community. Their foreign allies
also had bad records on heritage conservation.
Nazi Germany had labeled most avant-garde
art as degenerate and organized book-burning
rituals. Alongside the Italian Fascists, the Nazis
were using Spain as a testing ground for new war
machinery and destruction strategies that often

compromised or even directly targeted cultural
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symbols such as the Prado Museum or Guernica.s
Likewise, although the Comintern was leading
the “defense of culture” policy, the Soviet Union
had recently declared avant-garde art to be deca-
dent and was carrying out methodical anticlerical
campaigns, including some massive demolitions
such as the destruction of the Cathedral of Christ
the Savior (1931).’ Consequently, international
engineers, architects, and conservationists
went to Spain to attest to both factions’ claims
of conservation and to learn in situ from their
sheltering and conservation strategies. There was
a general fear that similar measures might need to
be applied in the rest of the world soon.
Monuments have been systematically
protected in Europe since at least the aftermath
of the French Revolution.”” The numerous revolts,
civil wars, communes, international conflicts, and
colonial wars that occurred during the nineteenth
century generated vast knowledge about conser-
vation and restoration techniques that were fully
implemented during the Great War and later.*
A commitment to transnational collaboration in
the protection and conservation of monuments
was finally declared in the 1931 Athens Charter.»
It was the first time that monuments were seen
as having a value surpassing national interests,
which implied that all nations should collaborate
in the protection of cultural heritage. Further-
more, the 1935 Anti-Fascist Congress of Cultural
Workers cemented the commitment to the
“defense of culture” for supporters of the emerging
Popular Fronts. The Spanish War was one of the
earliest challenges for internationalist collabora-
tion in conservation. Although the intention to
cooperate transnationally had been declared, the
supporting institutions, networks, and protocols
were still limited.>



The task was particularly demanding because
some within the Republic questioned the author-
ity of monuments and other built heritage to
construct a narrative of the nation’s history,
values, and projects. Religious heritage was,
indeed, particularly targeted. Recurrent episodes
of anticlericalism began in the early nineteenth
century in Spain and reached unprecedented
peaks of destruction during the proclamation of
the Republic (1931) and the first weeks of the war
(1936).* The news of church arson spread quickly
in the international press, with the government
making enormous efforts to stop the attacks and
rectify the image of the iconoclastic Republic that
the world was receiving. Prominent Republican
politicians and intellectuals provided differing,
even opposing, views on the anticlerical attacks.
For some, the burning of Catholic churches was
the unavoidable, if undesirable, consequence
of a never-fulfilled liberal revolution that was
finally taking place in Spain. For others, the war
was the long-awaited opportunity for a social
revolution that would result in the destruction of
exploitative, unjust, or useless symbols of the past,
including the churches. A third position, which is
the central one in this book, was that of those who,
inspired by the “defense of culture” motto, sought
to make profound, even revolutionary, social
transformations while still protecting the monu-
ments, art, and relics of the past. In other words,
they wanted to make iconoclasm and conser-
vation compatible. This was the position that, I
argue, the different Republican governments
strove to make hegemonic. They tried to impose
it—with the assistance of numerous writers,
artists, and architects—against Francoist, Nazi,
and Fascist practices of total destruction, the reac-

tionary conservation of Spanish traditionalists,

and the revolutionary iconoclasm of some of the

Republic’s supporters.

Conservation and the Avant-Gardes

Professional conservators in Spain were in sync
with the latest debates in international circles.
They participated in the 1931 First International
Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic
Monuments in Athens, whose conclusions
inspired the 1933 Republican Law of National
Artistic Patrimony.** However, conservation is
never only a technical endeavor carried out by
professional conservationists, and this is even less
so in moments of political frenzy, regime change,
and war. At those turning points, the population
atlarge participates in debates and practices
about what should be kept and what should be
destroyed.= In the short period between the
proclamation of the Republicin 1931 and the end
of the war in 1939, the progressive Republican
governments (1931-33, 1936—39) experienced
a dramatic transformation in the way they
embraced conservation and prosecuted icono-
clasm.* They moved from a relative indifference
toward the destruction of religious and regal heri-
tage at the time of the Republic’s proclamation to
the earnest conservation of patrimony, including
Catholic and monarchic, during the war. Manuel
Azafa’s asymmetrical yet revealing statements
from 1931 and 1936 epitomize this transformation.
“All convents of Spain are worth less than the life
of a single Republican,” he said as a prime minis-
ter of the transition government in 1931, which
connotes the refusal to prosecute the church
arson that occurred at the time of the Republi-

can proclamation.? In contrast, around the fall
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0f 1936, during the war, he famously stated that
“the Prado Museum is more important for Spain
than the Republic and the monarchy combined,”
including the prevalent monarchic and Catholic
art the Prado hosts. This implies the priority of
artistic heritage over political systems in a time
of total war.>¢ The elements in these comparisons
are not exactly the same, yet their contrast reveals
how inaction regarding the destruction of cultural
heritage became a firm commitment to protec-
tion only a few years later.

Parallel to this transformation among
moderates, the most revolutionary sectors of the
Republic still defended an iconoclastic posi-
tion during the war. One example is the poster
designed by Herreros, an anarchist worker at the
General Motors factory in Barcelona (collectivized
at that time), and distributed by the anarchist
publishing house Biblioteca Vértice at an undeter-
mined date during the war (fig. 8).”7 He composed
an anti-fascist visual and textual narrative of
resistance, as was common in the Republican bloc.
Furthermore, he used architectural and human
forms to depict a profound transformation of
the political system and hierarchy of values, as
highlighted in the caption: “Triumphant wORK
and LOVE in the face of the disappearance of
the capitalist system, whose ruins represent the
infamous stigma of a past of horror and crimes”
(my translation). There are different temporalities
represented spatially. In the foreground, capital-
ism is equated to academicist, neoclassical ruins
through a building with rounded arches and a
damaged statue wearing a toga and holding a
dagger. (In Barcelona, such architecture could
be found, for example, in the Llotja de Mar, or
harbor market, which served as the headquarters
of Barcelona’s Art School at the time—although

The Monument of Tomorrow

in the case of the poster, it is probably just a
generic neoclassical building.) In the background,
machinery, factory equipment such as liquid
tanks and chimneys, and a conglomerate of
high-rises illustrate the desirable future. Three
transportation vehicles—a steamship, a zeppelin,
and an aircraft—flank the buildings. In the late
1930s, the former two were in their last years of
relevance, while airplanes were just beginning
their dazzling history.

Herreros’s imagination of a desirable future
speaks to the particularities of Spanish modernity,
which aspired to import technologies that were
becoming obsolete in other Western countries.
Simultaneously, the country was experiencing the
ideological clash and the total war that the rest of
the continent and a great part of the world would
face shortly thereafter.>® Herreros’s light planes
resemble the Soviet Polikarpovs, the German
Henkels, or the Italian Capronis that could be seen
in Spain during the war. Barcelona was systemati-
cally bombed by the Italian Fascists, although the
Caproni was not the most prevalent model used
there; the one in the poster may represent just a
prototypical aircraft. The lack of automobiles in
the poster is also surprising. Herreros, a General
Motors worker who celebrated automobile manu-
facturing in other works, chose not to depict a car
in this one.

There is also a third temporal dimension
represented by the two human figures corre-
sponding to the war and revolution. They are
placed in an interregnum between past and future,
death and rebirth, two kinds of cities, and two
forms of monumentality. They are monumental-
ized, which is a common trope in revolutionary
art that signifies the centrality of the people in
the radical construction of a new political system.
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Fig. 8 Herreros. Future Vision, ca. 1936-39, Barcelona, Biblio-
teca Vértice. 52 x 65 cm. 912/M-109. Espafa, Ministerio de
Culturay Deporte. Centro Documental de la Memoria Histérica.
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The man points toward the future, implying a
teleological development in which the destruction
of architectural heritage (and the political system
that erected it) is their accomplished task and the
construction of the new city is their upcoming
mission.

However, this depiction is rather conserva-
tive in terms of gender, despite the anarchists’
alleged commitment to relative gender equality.>
Herreros portrays the male figure as a leader,
showing the path to his female counterpart (and
the viewers) and protecting her with his muscu-
lar body. The values they represent, according
to the caption, are traditional as well: work for
the man and love for the woman. Nevertheless,
when analyzed more closely, these elements
appear more nuanced. Although their genitals
are concealed, both figures are naked, connecting
with a tradition of anarchist nudism, despite the
more modest etiquette imposed by the war.3° This
also highlights the idea of rebirth after destruc-
tion. She leans on factory machinery, which may
suggest that she is a worker. Additionally, the
anarchist idea of love that she represents was far
from bourgeois romance. For anarchists, love
was understood as a counterweapon against the

“horror and crimes” characterizing capitalism, as
suggested by the olive branch the female figure
holds in her hand.

The poster follows the Bakuninesque notion
of creative destruction, as well as the Nietzschean
premise that “if a shrine is to be set up, a shrine
has to be destroyed.” Destruction was consid-
ered necessary for the dismantling of a callous
regime and the construction of peace and a new,
emancipating society.’* Although in the poster
machinery and factories survive the revolution
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and have a central role in the new system, there
seems to be no place for the academicist, neoclas-
sical art associated with capitalism. There is no
sense of heritage conservation, no detachment
of art from the political and economic system
that made it possible, and no plan to use artistic
heritage to teach future generations or serve as
artifacts of communal remembrance. The ruins
appear out of focus and will unfortunately remain
as a loathsome mark of the past, a “stigma.” The
need for destruction depicted in this poster can
be interpreted literally or metaphorically, but it is
representative of a prevalent position at the time:
some form of destruction was necessary to build
peace and justice.

Another remarkable aspect of this poster is
the choice of high-rises to symbolize the aspi-
rational future. At the time, high-rises were
recurrent architectural icons in a number of
utopian proposals, although a surprising choice
for anarchists, since high-rises were most often
considered emblems of the capitalist metaphori-
cal conquest of everything, including the skies.3
This choice is even more astonishing because
Herreros was unable to detach academicist
neoclassicism from capitalism, but he was appar-
ently keen to do so in the case of high-rises. This
may be because high-rises had not yet been built
in Barcelona (or in most of Europe) and thus were
available to incarnate a diversity of aspirations.
Herreros’s utopian buildings are solid prisms,
with no doors or windows, composing a ziggu-
rat. The buildings are framed four times—by
the external black frame, the ruins of capital-
ism, the human figures pointing and looking
toward them, and the vehicles—and the overall
composition of the poster draws the spectator’s



attention toward them. The new world under
construction will be fairer. This poster reveals not
only contempt for the artistic heritage produced
by previous regimes but also speaks to the great
evocative power of this kind of vertical archi-
tecture of sharp geometric lines, available to
incarnate numerous hopes, even to become the
object of desire of an anarchist future.

Herreros’s poster can be contrasted to a
composition of photographs taken in Madrid in
late 1937 and published in 1938 by the Commit-
tee for Reform, Reconstruction, and Sanitation
(CRRS) (fig. 9). The CRRS was created in June
1937 by the Defense Junta governing Madrid
(the actual government had left the city for safer
Valencia during the previous autumn) and led
by some of the most avant-garde architects of
Madrid, including attendees of the first Interna-
tional Congress of Modern Architecture (CIAM).
They invited Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, Theo
van Doesburg, and Erich Mendelsohn to Spain in
the late 1920s and built some of the first buildings
following the postulates of the Modern Move-
ment in the country. The creation of the CRRS
relied on the premise that wartime precedes a
period of fervent urban development, as was the
case with the Great War.33 Its main self-imposed
task was to facilitate this process, which it did, for
example, by turning the need to clear rubble into
an opportunity to widen downtown Madrid’s
narrow streets. The protection of monuments
was initially charged to a different institution,
the Command of Engineers. However, the
CRRS lobbied for oversight and won, making
the protection of monuments part of a broader
project of preparing the city for future renewal in
a hypothetical postwar Republican Madrid. This

had key consequences for the design of the monu-
ments’ protective structures.

The Royal Hospice of San Fernando (fig. 9) is
one of the best examples of baroque architecture
conceived under early Bourbon rule. Built by
Pedro Ribera between 1721 and 1726, the facade
glorifies the Catholic Church and the monar-
chy. Itis structured as an altarpiece, with stone
curtains framing the building’s entry, exuber-
ant ornamentation using plant motifs, estipite
columns, and heraldry. An icon of the Virgin
Mary’s coronation leads up to the main niche,
which houses Juan Ron’s aggrandizing image of
King Ferdinand III (1201—52). The king is cele-
brated as a leader of the Christian conquest of a
significant part of southern Iberia after centuries
of Muslim rule. Canonized in 1671, he is known
as King Ferdinand the Saint, a quintessential
representation of the alliance between monarchy
and Catholicism in the construction of Spain,
precisely the national identity the Republic was
challenging.34 The scene in the niche represents
the surrender of Seville, with the king holding a
sword and the kneeling Andalusi governor hand-
ing over the keys to the city, as they both stand
upon the corpses of defeated Muslim soldiers.

Since 1919, the Royal Hospice had been
protected as a Historical-Artistic Monument.
Starting in 1929, it served as Museum of History
of Madrid. In its 1938 memoria, the CRRS
explains that the wartime protection project
followed historical-artistic criteria, prioritizing
monuments representative of the three peri-
ods in which it divided the history of Madrid:
village (until the sixteenth century), Habsburg
court (1516—1700; Madrid became the capital

of Spain in 1561), and Bourbon court (starting
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in 1700). However, it was not only the Hospice’s
historical-artistic value as a jewel of Bourbon
baroque but its relative proximity to Gran Via
and the Telefénica building, which were target
areas for artillery and air raids, that likely caused
its early protection during the war.

The Royal Hospice’s facade could have been
safeguarded by a screen of sandbags and a brick
or wood wall, as was a common solution during
the Great War, elsewhere in Madrid during the
Spanish War, and later during the Second World
War.35 However, in this case the CRRS designed
a protective structure that was not purely utili-
tarian, since, as visual artist Fernando Sanchez
Castillo has highlighted in his work Monumentos
ciegos (Blind monuments) (2006—; see coda), it
involved an extra design, an aesthetic statement.
The structure is conceived as an icon, a monument
in and of itself, a shielding ziggurat, similar to
Herreros’s utopian buildings discussed above. The
structure may have been given an experimental
form to try to mitigate the damaging effect of
shock waves, but the memoria does not discuss

design details, so this choice remains unexplained.

The memoria merely addresses the materials
used—mostly brick, cement, and sandbags—and
the adaptations implemented by the architects
and engineers, who faced shortages of these mate-
rials as the siege of Madrid continued.

The before-and-after composition of the two
photographs is revealing, not only highlighting
the commitment of the Republic to protecting

Fig. 9 Protection of the baroque facade of the Royal Hospice of
San Fernando. CRRS, Memoria, 1937-1938 (Madrid: Ministry of
Communication, Transportation, and Public Works, 1938), 37.
Courtesy of the Robert D. Farber University Archives & Special
Collections Department, Brandeis University.

art produced during previous regimes but also
prompting a comparison between two types of
monumentality. The first is represented by a
baroque facade built when Madrid was the capital
of a Catholic empire. This facade is simultane-
ously protected and concealed by the second form
of monumentality, represented by the protective
structure designed by avant-garde architects for
the era of total war, as part of a reform project
meant to inspire the future postwar Madrid.
Hence, the latter can be seen as the wartime
version of avant-garde architecture, with the
expressionist overtones that the critic Oriol Bohi-
gas identified in Spanish modern architecture
built during the Republic and radicalized by the
urgency of the war.3¢ The Royal Hospice was not
the only monument safeguarded this way but one
among at least six the CRRS covered under iconic
protective structures. For example, the fountains
of pagan divinities on the Paseo del Prado, includ-
ing the emblematic Cibeles, were buried in sand
and protected under whimsical shapes. All of
them survived thanks to the CRRS protections, as
did the Royal Hospice, which still serves as the
Museum of History of Madrid today.

In both Herreros’s proposal and the CRRS’s
protective works, there is an aspiration to
another kind of city incarnated in the aesthetics
of the ascending ziggurat, the conglomeration
of skyscrapers, the evocative power of geometry,
and clean surfaces. However, their stances on
the protection of heritage are radically differ-
ent. Herreros despises academicist architecture
as a symbol of oppression; the CRRS protects
the baroque, securing its survival for a post-
war future. Proposals such as Herreros’s were
common during the 1930s in Spain, when many

considered destruction a necessary step toward
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building either a liberal democracy, a social-

ist system, or an anarchist society. For them,
cultural heritage did not have inherent moral
value or educational potential.3” Total war made
the Republican government fight this faith in the
necessity of destruction. Hence, the Spanish War
was a fundamental chapter in the international
progression from a suspicion of, or even overt
hostility toward, traditional monuments (in the
case of Herreros) to the anxiety of the imminent
possibility of actually losing the monuments

due to the real threat of destruction wrought

by total war (in the case of the CRRS protective
measures).

[ use the term “avant-garde” applied to both
the political and artistic avant-gardes, under-
standing it in a contextualized manner. Politically,
I refer to the Spanish ideological forces that set
the masses at the forefront of their ideological
systems and tried to transform the country
through democratic, socialist, anarchist, or fascist
reform or revolution (without disregarding their
essential differences). Additionally, I contrast
their proposals with those of the traditionalist
forces. For art, I use “avant-garde” to name the
architects who attended the CIAM and follow-
ers of the Modern Movement at large, as well
as the artists of photomontage and propaganda,
futurist and surrealist writers and artists, and
experimentalist novelists. This terminology needs
further clarification in relation to architecture. In
Spain, the architecture of the Modern Movement
was most often called rationalist, international,
or new architecture.’® The terms “modern” or

“modernist” coincide with Catalan “Modern-
isme” or Latin American “Modernismo,” whose
sensibilities are closer to art nouveau, Symbol-
ism, and Parnassianism than to Le Corbusier and

The Monument of Tomorrow

the Bauhaus. Throughout the book, I call these
architects “modern architects” to conform with
the transnational bibliography of the Modern
Movement while avoiding instances of ambiguity
with the other senses “modern” has in the Iberian
and Latin American context.

Regarding the architects participating in the
CRRS, the level of commitment to the postulates
of Modern Architecture varied. In some cases,
they had been fierce promoters of the new ideas,
as was Fernando Garcia Mercadal (1896-1985),
although by the mid-1930s he had partially
relinquished some of his avant-garde ambitions
(see chapters 1 and 3). Others had always been
more prone to compromise in favor of traditional
architecture. Despite their differences, I call
them avant-garde architects also because their
protection project for the CRRS encompassed the
experimental elements of avant-garde art and
conservation. They were avant-garde in military
terms as well, as they were building at the front
lines, which in the total wars of the 1930s were the
cities themselves. Some even died during their
service, as was the case for Teodoro de Anasagasti
(1880-1938). Avant-garde is, ultimately, a mili-
tary term that artists borrowed. Hence, thisis a
book about the architectural avant-gardes in their
indigenous spatiotemporal habitat, war. In this
regard, I join other scholars in countering the idea
that architectural practice almost fully disap-
peared during wartime.3?

The transformation I describe in this book
from iconoclasm to conservation was not a radical
substitution of the former for the latter. Instead,
as the CRRS protection shows, architects, artists,
and writers sought to incorporate their interest in
artistic and political iconoclasm and the war tech-

niques of total destruction they were witnessing



into practices of protection. As stated above, they
aspired to make iconoclasm and conservation
compatible—to protect the monuments of the
past while building other monuments that were
relevant for the modern times. They sought to
domesticate destruction while still being icono-
clastic and making conservation both a defense
tool and an avant-garde weapon. As a laboratory
of conservation, the Spanish War is a forgotten yet
crucial chapter in the history of the avant-garde.
The lessons extracted from these experiences
were thoroughly disseminated throughout
Europe and the Soviet Union, making them a key
learning experience for sheltering projects and
methods of heritage protection employed during
the Second World War, for postwar urban destruc-
tion and reconstruction, and for the sensibilities
and conceptualization that eventually led to the
creation of the notion of World Heritage.+

The Monument Revisited

Monuments have a heterogeneous nature, as
works of art, architectural units, and city planning
devices. Sometimes they are built as monuments,
and other times they only become so a posteriori,
when later generations consider them worthy of
protection as representatives of a bygone artistic
time or historical period. The statue of a victori-
ous king is a case of the first kind of monument,
which Alois Riegl calls a “deliberate monument.”
A nineteenth-century paper mill protected as
industrial heritage is a monument of the second
kind, which Riegl calls a “historical monument.”+
As artifacts of public art, monuments are in fact
ideal for exploring the avant-garde’s aim of merg-
ing art and life.#* They can be sculptures, buildings,

or surfaces with inscriptions, erected in the public
space to commemorate people or events or to
serve as reference points within the city. They

are conceived as, or can become, worship objects,
either religious or secular, where people gather as
a culmination of pilgrimages or demonstrations.
The opposite is also possible: monuments can be
rejected by neighboring communities, who may
show indifference or verbal opposition, or even
physically attack them. During the Spanish War,
no ideology, activist group, literary or artistic
collective rejected monuments tout court. Even
when despising, condemning, or ridiculing them,
they all made proposals for how monuments
should be in the future. Implicitly, they assumed
that commemoration would be more difficult

or deficient if lacking a special artifact to bring
people together.

Historically, large stone monuments had been
built by the king, the state, or local authorities to
celebrate their own caste. They marked territories
as belonging to a certain power. However, the rise
of mass politics in the nineteenth century chal-
lenged this. In Western Europe, the First World
War entailed the consolidation of monuments to
unknown soldiers.4 This was also a time of great
creativity for revolutionaries exploring what an
emancipatory monument could be, not only in
stone and other permanent constructions but
also in ephemeral and performative forms. In
Spain, the relationship between the colossal scale
of construction and the mass scale of political
participation was questioned. For some, colossal
buildings were a demonstration of greatness and
eternity. For others, they were an expression of

lack of purpose, insatiable appetite, and barbarism.

In practice, anything can be monumentalized.

Since the beginning of the modern conservation
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movement in Europe, any object imbued with
collective memory could be considered a monu-
ment. James Osborne has demonstrated how
monuments do not even need to be constructed
on a monumental scale, because communities
and individuals sometimes treat tiny artifacts

as monuments.* Thus, the term “monument”
can broaden its scope to become a metaphor

for something of any scale that is precious and
protected. This is particularly relevant for this
study, as those involved in protection and destruc-
tion during the Spanish War were attempting to
redefine what Rosalind Krauss called the “logic of
the monument”—*“commemorative representa-

” «

tion,” “symbolical tongue,” governmental power,
authority for marking a space, verticality.4 In
Spain, monuments triggered discussions about
the opposition between elite and popular, excess
and deprivation, comfort and labor, ornament
and hunger. The most basic aspects of the
traditional meaning of monument were also chal-
lenged: its nature as a reliquary for memory and
its attachment to the past, its immobility, mutism,
materiality, stability, pretensions to eternity, scale,
artistic and historical value, national identity,

and conservation. However, although there were
important discussions about Spain’s imperial past
and present, there was no anti-colonial approach
to monumentality and the historical-artistic heri-
tage at large.

To “catch up with [these] wild innovations,” the
methodology I employ in this study is to “follow
the actors themselves,” as Bruno Latour proposed
as a procedure for the Actor-Network Theory.4¢ In
addition to Herreros and the CRRS, this is a study
of many other actors involved in experimental
heritage conservation and destruction: architects,

artists, writers, philosophers, urban workers, and

The Monument of Tomorrow

peasants. Generally, heritage conservation is
understood as protection and care of monuments
and other artifacts, sites, rituals, and customs to
secure their survival. Iconoclasm is an attitude
of rebellion against authorities, beliefs, and
institutions, as well as an opposition, sometimes
including physical attack, to the material symbols
that embody their values and power. Because the
actors in this book were making the two terms
compatible, I consider conservation and icon-
oclasm whatever they considered conservation
and iconoclasm. Similarly with monuments; the
actors defined them in different ways, resulting in
adiverse array: statues, buildings, ritual gath-
erings, bonfires, and cultivated fields were all
considered monuments by some. While the term
“monument” is often used in a metaphorical sense,
my focus is on proposals of monumentality that
were literal. When some proposed the cultivated
fields as monuments to an anarchist future, they
really meant it: the cultivated fields were to be
worshipped and conserved just like religious
icons. If monuments were so fiercely destroyed
and protected, it is because they embodied the
myriad socio-political dilemmas at the core of
the ideological tensions of the 1930s. By follow-
ing these actors’ definitions instead of imposing
external ones, we get to know their motivations,
frustrations, interests, and conflicts.

The Monument of Tomorrow

What is the best medium through which to
learn about the past? Literature or architecture?
Texts or ruins? Writings or monuments? In her
canonical study, Francoise Choay explores how

early humanists raised these questions as they



assessed what medium provided the most direct
evidence of antiquity. For example, Petrarch
followed a classical tradition of poets, notably
Horace, to adduce the superiority of poetry over
stone monuments in standing the test of time.+”
His followers favored writing to the extent that
they paid closer attention to inscriptions carved
on ancient monuments than to the monuments
themselves. Architects Filippo Brunelleschi
and Leon Battista Alberti challenged this posi-
tion. They sought to reassess the architectural
ruins of Rome as a site of learning, arguing that
monuments were less contaminated sources than
literature on which to base the production of
knowledge about the past.+®
What about the future? How do different artis-
tic media explore alternative realities or visions
of the future? These have been pressing questions
for thinkers from Plato to artists committed to
revolutionary politics, to the twentieth-century
avant-gardes. Before the development of cinema,
writing was the great medium for speculating
about what was to come, due to literature’s flexi-
bility for creating alternative worlds and different
temporalities. Seemingly, monuments lack this
capacity because they seem to always have a refer-
ence point in the past. They either commemorate
a historical event or are conserved as an achieve-
ment of a particular historical period that is gone.
However, etymology reveals that monuments are
not foreign to the idea of the future. The word
“monument” comes from Latin “monumentum,”
or “reminder,” and ultimately from the verb
“monere,” which means both “to remind” and “to
warn.” Hence, a monument stipulates remember-
ing not just for the sake of remembering but with
the awareness that time repeats itself and similar

dangers may return. Monuments keep alive the

events of the past that those in the present need to
comprehend in order to overcome potential hard-
shipsin the future. A monument is a communal
code of conduct to apply during challenging times,
an antidote that may help to defeat returning
threats.

In the context of the avant-garde agitations
and political polarizations of the first third of
the twentieth century, the apparent attachment
to history turned monuments into undesirable
relics for many artists and intellectuals, who
fantasized about getting rid of them. Monuments
were considered idle ornaments, degenerate and
even criminal, antagonistic to the quintessen-
tial values of modernity such as transformation,
utility, movement, and speed. They were also
seen as celebrating oppressive regimes.4 Lewis
Mumford’s condemnation in 1937, when he
declared “The Death of the Monument,” seemed
like the final blow.5° I argue that Mumford’s death
declaration was highly influential, yet short-lived.
Just as he published his text, the ritualistic burial
of historic monuments and the construction of
iconic protective structures—the CRRS protec-
tion—was taking place in Madrid at the peak
of the Spanish War. This was just one of several
projects that sought to make iconoclasm compat-
ible with conservation and that used protection
as an opportunity to probe other radical forms of
modern monumentality.

The intellectual interest in the knowledge and
care of monuments in Spain dates back to the
Romantic movement, the architects that followed
Viollet-le-Duc, and eventually to Regenerationism,
the nineteenth-century intellectual movement
partially inspired by the philosophy of Karl Chris-
tian Frederik Krause that was highly influential

for the generations of writers and artists that
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followed.>' The Institucién Libre de Ensefianza was
a private school based on Krause’s philosophical
precepts where many of those in charge of the
protection of cultural heritage during the war
were educated or from which they received indi-
rect influence. Among its fundamental teaching
methods were visiting heritage sites and articu-
lating critical reflections about them. As Jordana
Mendelson has studied, this interest in documen-
tation consolidated during the Republic through
the works of the Pedagogic Missions, which also
expanded the interest from material to immaterial
heritage.>* The definitive alignment of conserva-
tion with experimentation came from the 1930s
Popular Front’s “defense of culture” policy, which
implied the need to incorporate conservation into
revolutionary thinking as an anti-fascist strategy.
Hence, when the war started, there was already a
solid attempt to conceive a form of conservation
that was modern and radical.

Although some revolutionaries still believed
that iconoclasm was unavoidable for the libera-
tion of the working class, many saw conservation
as an avant-garde weapon to claim the territory
and its patrimony, counteracting the air raids
and the fascist glorification of war destruc-
tion. The conservation they practiced was not
traditionalist but linked to a process of reconsid-
eration of the heritage artifacts. Together with
the Popular Front’s policies, the philosophies
of vitalism, voluntarism, and irrationalism that
were booming in early twentieth-century Spain
and elsewhere were resignifying conservation in
a similar vein. They were reacting against positiv-
ism, which understood life as an aspiration for the
conservation of matter and energy, hence making
conservation an end in itself.53 For the critics of

positivism, conservation was indeed crucial for

The Monument of Tomorrow

life but insufficient. This is so because a conserva-
tion conceptualized as an end leads to immobility,
alife reduced to pure survival. Conservation
should therefore not be considered an end but
the opposite, a point of departure, thus securing
that life is not merely restricted to survival and
reproduction but open to new forms and new
experiences.

With the exception of the most traditionalist
sectors of society, the entire ideological spectrum
in Spain was influenced by the idea of taking
conservation as a starting point and making it
inherently linked to experimentation. In order to
make this possible, it was crucial to foreground the
monument’s ability to project its meaning toward
the future. Hence, the Renaissance question about
whether texts or monuments were the most
uncontaminated sources of information about
the past was implicitly reformulated as an explo-
ration of whether monuments could also serve,
just like literature, as tools for prompting political
imaginaries to construct a desirable future. In this
regard, the CRRS’s protection project is heir to
the Corbusian idea that architecture can stimu-
late political imaginaries alongside, or even more
effectively than, revolution. Moreover, it is also
indebted to the extensive experimentation with
monumentality as a way to boost political projects
that occurred in revolutionary Russia and the early
Soviet Union, including the paradigmatic, though
never built, case of Vladimir Tatlin’s tower.54
With their iconic designs and utopian geometries,
Madrid’s protective structures were meant to be
boundary stones, the first—though provisional —
architectural artifacts conceived for a modern city
that did not exist yet. Both protecting the past
and forming part of a project of urban renewal,

they were designed to preserve the traditional



monuments and as an aspirational glimpse into a
future where the other reforms promised by the
Republic—agrarian reform, separation of Church
and state, universal education, and a modernized
army—would be carried out.

Monuments and Literature

This book participates in a scholarly conversa-
tion with different fields, mainly Iberian studies,
modernist / avant-garde studies, and cultural
heritage studies. In conversation with Iberian
studies, it questions the persistent narrative

of an iconoclastic Second Republic by show-

ing the Republic’s determined commitment to
conservation and experimentation. Speaking

to modernist / avant-garde studies, it identifies
within avant-garde aesthetics and revolutionary
politics a subterranean drive to conserve that
emerged fully with the experience of total war
and anti-fascism. Finally, it helps cultural heri-
tage studies to theorize the role of literature in the
conservation of cultural heritage.

The consolidation of cultural heritage as a
concept took place in the nineteenth century, as
an offshoot of European nationalism, impe-
rialism, and Romanticism that was eventually
imposed on the rest of the world. Among many
other forms of heritage, the monument is the
most privileged type, charged with all its Euro-
centric overtones, which has resulted in a long
battle for other forms of heritage, particularly
the immaterial, to be considered and respected
as such by national and transnational institu-
tions. Although idealized studies of heritage still
persist, scholars now address heritage through

more critical lenses: under the premises that they

are triggers of conflict, objects of a narcissist cult,
assets of competitive identity, tools to pursue
domestic political goals, or artifacts of world
governance and colonization. The role of narra-
tives, and literature in particular, is fundamental
to these goals, as has been acknowledged since the
beginnings of heritage studies as a discipline in
the 1980s.5 It was Laurajane Smith who in 2006
set narratives at the center of heritage studies

by coining the notion of Authorized Heritage
Discourse (AHD). She proposed understanding
heritage above all as a hegemonic discourse estab-
lishing who can speak for the past and its objects
and, in doing so, who gets to articulate different
types of social relations, standards of value, and
meaning for the present.>”

As reliquaries of collective memories, books
had been considered monuments since the first
theorizations of heritage in the West. Moreover,
as a type of discourse that has the reputation and
power of the written letter, literature has been
key to configuring the AHD. However, making
heritage through literature, or making heritage
the topic of literature, can have a wide range of
consequences not always conducive to conserva-
tion. The intimate relationship between writing,
reading, and individual/collective memory has
made literature a great tool for highlighting the
commemorative value of monuments and postu-
lating their conservation. The impact of Victor
Hugo’s Notre-Dame de Paris (1831) on the early
French conservationist sensibility is well known,
asis the role of writers Prosper Merimée and Paul
Valéry. As David Lowenthal stated, “To know is
to care,” and the process of writing or reading
about something implies a thorough knowledge
of it that may result in a profound appreciation

of, and argument about, its value.5® Similarly, the
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battle for the conservation of the Prado Museum
during the Spanish War cannot be fully under-
stood independently from the abundance of
literature about the museum published during
the first decades of the twentieth century, includ-
ing Miguel de Unamuno’s El Cristo de Veldzquez
(1920) and Eugeni D’Ors’s Tres horas en el Museo
del Prado (1922).

On the other hand, heroic, fantastic, and exoti-
cizing literature about heritage can, besides feeding
nationalism and pride, also stimulate the circu-
lation of people to visit heritage sites not only as
researchers or tourists but as plunderers.* During
the war, Spanish conservationists raised their
voices against domestic and international antiquar-
ians. The latter arrived from all around the world,
moved by the exoticism of nineteenth-century
literary and artistic accounts of Spain and with
the purpose of benefiting from the country’s
instability to steal art objects and sell them on the
illicit market. This has happened and continues to
happen in war zones all around the world.

As scholars of material culture have
suggested, objects, including monuments and
historic-artistic heritage at large, also have
agency.® They can produce relations and
networks in which we humans participate. In
other words, we get to define cultural heritage,
and cultural heritage gets to define us. Literature
has contributed to the revelation of the type of
value individuals and communities confer on
artifacts with historical and artistic relevance, as
it gets to name them as heritage, gifts, commod-
ities, ruins, rubble, or waste. Literature is also
extensively used to explore the fact that the rela-
tions between subjects and objects and between
communities and their objects of worship are

blurry. In the literature analyzed in this book, we

see animated monuments interacting with people,
making their own decisions, questioning the war,
or actively fighting in it; derision of monuments
and condemnations of heritage to be destroyed;
and laments of personal and communal loss upon
the destruction of monuments. All these uses
of literature in favor of or against monuments
ultimately raise questions about who has the legit-
imacy to speak for cultural heritage, how cultural
heritage speaks for us, and how we relate those
legacies to the articulation of aspirational futures.
Literature is also key to articulating imagina-
tion and perception. Regarding the former, it can
have a (re)constructive role. As Susan Larson has
highlighted for Madrid, interventions in the urban
landscape had to be first imagined and then built,
and literature, less dependent on capital than
architecture is, offers excellent conditions for this
kind of imaginative inquiry.® The potentialities of
fiction to imagine other worlds and the flexibility
of literary temporalities made novels, poetry, and
plays ideal for conceiving new forms and new
roles. Experimental monuments likewise had to
be imagined before they could be built. In that
regard, avant-garde literature was a great source of
proposals due to its iconoclastic drive, ironic tone,
and interest in the urban and the performative.
Writers questioned both the monuments’ produc-
tion process and the modes by which they were

perceived by the consolidating mass societies.

Book Structure

The Monument of Tomorrow is composed of six
chapters and a coda. The first two chapters
address prewar intellectual and artistic debates

on avant-garde conservation, in chapter 1, and



on reactionary conservation, in chapter 2. These
debates are structured around cultural agitators
whose ideas had great impact: writer Ramoén
Gomez de la Serna and architect Fernando Garcia
Mercadal in the first case, and writer Agustin de
Foxa and philosopher José Ortega y Gasset in the
second.

The next two chapters focus on the war. Chap-
ter 3 examines the project of protecting Madrid’s
monuments from the Nazi air raids. It contrib-
utes to Fernando Sanchez Castillo’s thesis that
the CRRS protective structures were themselves
monuments by doing a psychoanalytic reading
of the covered monuments through the concept
of agalma, which Lacan borrows from Greek
philosophy: a statue within a statue (just like the
CRRS protections), where the interior statue is
hidden yet hypervisible and irresistible. Chap-
ter 4 examines the domestication of destruction.
Specifically, it analyzes artist and Republican
Director of Graphic Propaganda Josep Renau’s
proposal of the fallas festival as a model for eman-
cipatory communist monumentality, as well as
the construction of the two fallas monuments that
were built in Valencia and sent to the Soviet Union
in1937.

The last two chapters study the postwar period
in Francoist Spain and the Republican exile.
Chapter 5 scrutinizes newly uncovered archival
evidence revealing Francoist Spain’s dismantling
of the CRRS protective structures and systematic
erasure of the history of Republican conservation.
Additionally, it explores the competition between
two models of monumentality—the fascist and
the traditionalist—within the emerging Fran-
coist state. This analysis is particularly centered
around the work of poet and Francoist Director of

Propaganda Dionisio Ridruejo. Chapter 6 explores

how exiled authors and artists, including Maria
Teresa Leon, Pedro Salinas, Rafael Alberti, and
Josep Renau, preserved the memory of Repub-
lican conservation and sustained the radical
exploration of heritage. It also investigates how
their wartime experiences influenced their theo-
ries and practices of monumentality carried out
after the war, within the context of the creation
of UNESCO, the Cold War, and anti-colonial
struggles.

The book closes with a coda that takes the
reader to the present day and the analysis of
the art installation that triggered this research,
Fernando Sanchez Castillo’s recuperation of
the CRRS protections in Monumentos ciegos
(2011-). Furthermore, it provides an analysis of
Ephemeral Treasures (2019), the falla gift reen-
actment that Sdnchez Castillo and I organized
at the Schusev State Museum of Architecture in
Moscow, with the support of professor Robert
Bird and the sponsorship of the Neubauer Colle-
gium for Culture and Society and the Spanish
Embassy. From construction to ashes, the process
is carefully documented and discussed in the
coda. Ephemeral Treasures was our way to expe-
rience a generating exchange between art and
academia. Furthermore, we sought to recover the
history of experimentalism with conservation
and monuments in the Spanish Republic and
also to intervene in contemporary debates about
the defacement of historical monuments and the
construction of the emancipatory monuments of

our own tomorrow.
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