PP 1 Forensic Architecture is an independent research agency based at Goldsmith, University of London. It consists of a large group of architects, artists and scholars, but also film makers and lawyers, archaeologists and scientists. As you can imagine, their goal is not to build but to represent, visually and discursively render evidence about crimes against humanity. Their evidence – presented as quite canonical exhibitions and presentations – is actually used in political debates and truth commissions, courts and human rights reports. 

Having the ambition to transparently represent situations where crimes took place, the work of Forensic Architecture consists in detailed reconstruction of wrongdoings of political and economic powers, from the holocaust to contemporary ecological crises.  Transparent representation, based on visually undeniable proof is the outcome of their investigations, graphic, photographic and topographic analyses. They try to resolve what Lyotard would call a “differend”, a situation where the victim is rendered completely silent and thus fails to defend itself in the court of law. Cases vary from trying to identify and reconstruct Josef Mengele’s skull (the executioner of Auschwitz) by superposing different facial prototypes on his skull to the case of the Holocaust denier, the historian David Irving. 
When it comes to transparent representation and the relation of the image-object (this immaterial appearance that we all perceive when we look at a photograph) and the image support, this case of the Holocaust denier Irving is quite relevant. 

PP 2 What happened? David Irving questioned the Holocaust by pointing to the architecture of the concentration camp arguing that there are no traces of the holes through which Zyklon B patricide was dissipated onto the victims. Without the holes, Auschwitz was just a prison and not a mass murder camp. The trial of this historian took place in the English High Court between January and April 2000 and it is considered as the most detailed architectural analysis ever presented in a court of law. It echoed another case debated by Lyotard in The Differend, the embarrassing argument of Robert Faurisson who argued that no persona actually witnessed a gas chamber because no one came back from one. 
In this image, you see the ruins of the crematorium II, the arrows pointing to the probable location of the holes in the ceiling. Now, for a long time there was indeed no proof of the holes. 

PP 3 However, in a different situation, later on, a proof was found from what Forensic Architecture calls the “building surveyors”. For them a building is not a static entity but a continuously transforming process, depending on the external environment. So the proof about a building depends on how natural or artificial causes transform it, either in its pure material nature (concrete, plaster, wood, etc.) or because of external human alterations (bombardment, re-appropriation and adaptation). 

The image that you see is a photograph taken by a US reconnaissance mission on August 25 1944, a mission sent to photograph what because the subcamp of Auschwitz, Monowitz Buna petrochemical factory, a photograph also included the Crematorium II. However, the picture was discovered and analysed in 1978 by two CIA image analysts (Dino Brugioni and Robert Poirer). They focused on the image, detected four holes that they thought were vents in the roof. Can it be that the four holes were actually used to pour poisonous gas and the interference on the right hole is a member of the SS on the roof? Regardless, the holocaust denier David Irving refuted the evidence as an interference onto the negative itself. Later, a NASA cartographic analyst, Nevin Bryant, researched the molecular composition of the film itself. Considering that the photograph was taken from an altitude of 15.000 feet and considering the resolution of the negative, a single grain captured about half a square-meter on the ground. This interference pattern occurs at the level of the structure of the film to the point that the photographed objects overlap with the grains in the negative’s emulsion. Hence the question: How does a film capture an object on the scale of the silver halide crystals (or “salts”) of which the medium itself, the film, is made? 

The representation is no longer transparent (as any other photo) in the condition when the distance from which it is taken and its resolution basically annihilates the conditions of the Albertian costruzione legitima – drawing equivalent proportions is no longer possible because material support and represented object are superimposed. 
The risk is that the image-object is the material support (a situation that is at least problematic for Husserl’s phenomenology of the image). 
This brings transparent representation to its limit and it does happen in political situations that are very serious: “when the size of the object recorded on the negative is close to the size of the material element that records it, the single silver salt grain.” 
The problem is that of a tactile superposition between the representing negative and the represented object. 

The conclusion of Forensic Architecture is that the negative is not just an image but a presence that has be studies just like the object that it records. 
Which bring me to the title of my paper, Troppo Verro, the words that pope Innocent X uttered when he saw Velazquez portrait. Too true, too close. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The history of transparency that I try to sketch in this paper echoes this remark in the sense that transparency requires absence, the opacity of the object because in order to interpret we need to approximate, all interpretation requiring a critical distance, “critical” in two senses: in the sense of crucial and in the sense of being able to assess or evaluate a representation.  
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