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INTROBUCTION

Through this reader, we look at the institutional landscape as a
construction site. It’s a landscape made of all the institutions we see
and all those we picture in our minds. Many of them are theatres,
museums or art schools. Others are the bigger institutions constituting
their environment.

We observe them through plans and cross-sections. We can see how
deep their foundations lay and measure the thickness of their walls.

We can speculate on the best location of the door or get an in-sight on
what’s the load-bearing beam and what other elements are purely
ornamental. We can talk long on the size of the windows and get an idea
of the air quality. We can study the emergency exits and discuss the
maintenance of the main entrance.

The collected texts, more or less explicitly, dig holes into our ways of
thinking institutions. They go underground, into the dirt and the mud.

In this process, we understand fiction as our main tool to engage with the
landscape’s deconstruction and construction.

Rather than intending fiction as ‘non-existing’, we focus on the “fictional’
as that which is ‘constructed’ and thus always constructible otherwise.
We owe this meaning also to artists’ experimentations in the institutional
landscape. The fictional institutions they built were able to challenge
our perception of the existing ones and exposed the fiction at their core.

In this sense, the notion of fiction is close to that of performativity as
‘reality-making’: fiction is a tool to demolish naturalized institutions and
practices, and a tool to build using that which is not yet there. Fiction

is a dirty job.

Inspired by plants and squids, but also human artists, anthropologists,
anarchists and many more, we looked for different images of the

(art) institution: a cloud, a hole, a swamp, a garden...What forms and
processes emerge in the holes that have been dug?

ko gl

We enter our institutional landscape through the uncanny being in

the world of the Vampyroteuthis infernalis, from the eponymous treatise
by Vilém Flusser and Louis Bec and we take a look from the side.

What we see then are two opposite perspectives on institutions. In How
Institution Think, Mary Douglas explains how institutions limit our

ability to think and imagine; in Instincts et Institutions, Gilles Deleuze



understands them as what enables rather than limits human action.
The paradoxical conditionality of institutions, unfolding between
violence and protection, is the starting point of The Institutionalisation,
Precarity and the Rhythm of Work by Bojana Kunst, and the jump

we do into the ‘misty core’ of this landscape: the art institution. They
could still be The Fantastic Institutions pro-posed by Sarah Vanhee for a
‘feminisation, colouring and queering of the art institution’, with an in-
vi-tation to think of them as holes in the ground, somewhere to fall down
into rather than climb up to, and get a muddy perspective. Some

hole digging is performed by the students of the art school in Alasdair
Gray’s The cause of some recent changes, a short sci-fi story on how art
can destroy the planet, or to put it nicely, change the world.

Digging can be a singular or a joint effort. Or the chance to go beyond
this dichotomy. In The Soviets of the Multitude: On Collectivity and
Collective Work, Paolo Virno interviewed by Alexei Penzin reflects on
institutions as a space for collective action in a post-Fordist world,
where the whole is less than the sum of its parts. Such a world we might
be sharing with the Vampyroteuthis. In Its Social Life, the vampire
squid is compared with ants, humans and other animals regarding the
creation of super-organisms and the notion of freedom. This chapter
reveals the anarchist nature of Vampiroteuthis in-fernalis. What follows
is a human anarchist manifesto for destitution, questioning not only
institutions but also instituent practices. Now and The Coming
Insurrection by Comité Invisible confront us with the limits of our very
own attempt of rethinking institutions.

ot

As the holes multiply in our landscape and some unexpected con-
nections emerge through the tun-nels, we are immersed into

the complexity of its atmosphere. In The Life of Plants, Emanuele
Coccia looks at reason, creation and performativity as a cosmic force,
opening up a reflection on who’s part of and who can transform

the world. And, we get to imagine art institutions as amphibious beings,
connecting different environments and ‘becoming other’.

A world of metaphysical mixture made even more complex by

Donna Haraway’s SF: Science Fiction, Speculative Fabulation, String
Figures, So Far: can we imagine an art institution becoming world

and hosting many different weird creatures and entanglements? For the
moment, we tried to decipher a formula of Terrapolis and went back

to the perspective of the vampire squids populating it. Its Art is perform-
ative and intersubjective. It has to do with sex, and it is also an act of
violence. It is about immortality, deception and fiction. Through its
uncanny similarity with human art, we remember we cannot look from
the side, we’re in the very middle of it. From the middle, we can under-



stand our art institutions as sites of complexity, as suggested in Silvia
Bottiroli’'s Art schools as thinking entities, think our (art) education and
the world as reciprocal, and use fiction as a tool to do our dirty job.
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We put together the reader thinking that it should perform its title and
dig multiple holes in the way we think art institutions.

We annotated these texts focusing on the forms and images they
produced in the holes they dug, en-visioning the reader to be not so much
about art institutions, rather for them.

In our annotating process, we focused on the concrete questions that
came out of our building and un-building: who is part of or has access to
the institution? For whom is the institution (which bodies)? What times
and spaces does it build? How does it shape reality? How does it re-
distribute (the) power...? Can we escape institutions? Can we escape a
landscape? Can there be institutions in the ground and in the sky?

Can there be an institution without light? Can there be an institution that
is radically open? What does it look like....?

We also followed a set of rules:

~ Open dialogue (keeping in mind for whom we annotate:
dialogue between ourselves but as open as possible
to the reader).
~ Heike’s and Livia’s voices should be always distinct (colours).
~ Each annotation should be immediately understandable
(if the reader opens the reader on a random page).
~ No hole digging in the literal sense.
~ Annotation can be in the form of images.
~ Annotations can be annotated.

Through annotating, we thought and included other institutional
practices such as hosting, gardening, becoming other, caring, fertilising/
inseminating, protecting,...

They enriched our institutional landscape and, while the actual order

of texts represents the very specific tunnels we dug, the reader’s structure
is conceived as an atlas, openable, readable and ex-plorable from

any point.



There are thoughts we can anticipate, glimpsed in the distance along
existing thought pathways.

This is a future that is simply the present, stretched out further.

There is not-yet-thought that never arrives—yet here we are thinking
it in the paradoxical flicker of this very sentence.

If we want thought different from the present—if we want to change
the present—then thought must be aware of this kind of future.

It is not a future into which we can progress.

This future is unthinkable. Yet here we are, thinkingit,

Coexisting, we are thinking future coexistence. Predicting it and

more: keeping the unpredictable one open.

Yet such a future, the open future, has become taboo.

Because it is real, yet beyond concept.

Because it is weird.

Artis thought from the future. Thought we cannot explicitly think at
present. Thought we may not think or speak at all.

If we want thought different from the present, then thought must
veer toward art.

To be a thing at all—a rock, a lizard, a human—is to be in a twist.
How thought longs to twist and turn like the serpent poetry!

(AR EcoLogy — 7//%777;« ,t,a/zro;/)



Vampyroteuthic Culture 49

Homo sapiens sapiens is @ mammal that, having uplifted its
body carriage from the ground, has freely dangling forelimbs.
As is the case with all mammals, its eyes vefract vays of the sun,
and the data that it acquires in this way are transmitted from
the brain to the hands. Its hands, in turn, transmit this infor-
mation to its environment by handling it. Thus the human is
a sovt of feedback loop thvough which data, gathered from out
of the world, can re-enler into the world. But since the hu-
man ovganism (especially its brain) is complex, information
is distorted during this feedback process. It is processed by
the brain, which coovdinates it reflexively and transmits it in
a reconfigured form to the hand, by which it is retransmitled
onlo the world. In this sense, the data that humans cast back
into the world represent new information. This new informa-
tion is likewise perceived by the eyes, processed by the brain,
and returned to the wovld in a vestructured form. 1l is through
this process that the human transforms both its environment
and itself. In short: human history.
To understand this history further, it is necessary to know
that the existential focus of mammals is the stomach. The hu-
man, no exception, is motivated to transform the world and it-
self by its stomach. Human history has economic infrastruc-
tuves that are phenomenologically clear to see: The objects of
the world that are altered by human hands are meant, in the &
broadest sense, to semeﬂgestion. These same objects have H‘””"WS
hardly any sexual dimension. In fact, human sexual behavior \D"’Y T
has scarcely changed over the course of its history. Il has re- hVE »
“‘mained practically ani,mm;bistorical. i srfh{ch 7

~ This anomaly, thi§ suppression the sexual apparatus
by the digestive, caan explained by biology C" I)(‘U:Qé)
Humar BedT fAs AN l"*lﬁf'fT'Ur\'oL( y
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50 Vampyroteuthic Culture

alone. It cannot be explained, for instance, as an evolutionary
trend in the development of chordate intestines. On the con-
trary, this anomaly has mainly histovical voots. The human
male is somewhat lavger than the female. Sincethe g
of history, it seems as though the male ha§ oppressed’the fe-
male and has lived, ever since, in fear of female vebellion. Thus
have humans managed to lose the entive dimension of female
thought and activity. We vampyroteuthes are left with a rather
pathological impression history, one that can be un-
derstood in terms of t of sexuality for fear of the
female. Human history of affliction.

Humans are surrounded by a mixture of gases calle
Most inhabitants of the air possess an organ that can
thas gas to resonate. Among humans, these resonances ave cod-
afied and used, like our chromatophoric emissions, to transmit
intvaspecific information. Human memory is consequently de-
signed to stove information that is transmitled in this way.
Compared to ours, however, its memory seems rudimentary,
for the human is continuously reaching out for mnemonic
crutches. It channels the majorvity of what it wants to com-
municate onto inanimate objects, which exist in large num-
ber on the relatively infertile continents, and these newly
“(in)formed” objects are meant to sevve as mnemonic aids.

A peculiar consequence of this blunder is that human his-
tory, in contrast to a genuine history such as ours, can be as-
certained objectively—il can be established on the basis of
these “(in)formed” objects. Not only we vampyroteuthes but
even_a visitor from Mars could reconstruct human history
from these entities. Since.it.is.soaked up by objective mattey,
human history.is.not properly intersubjective. It is an ullex

Jailure,
S ——
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8 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

I have chosen to approach soli-
darity and cooperation through the work of Emile Durkheim and
Ludwik Fleck. For them, true solidarity is only possible to the
extent that individuals share the categories of their thought.

PND I.VS/I'T'TZ\ TONS HeLp us € 70&!7"6 L
/s CANGpAGe pn Ity ETTTY TRl

There is a tendency to dismiss Durkheim and Fleck because
they seem to be saying that institutions have minds of their own. Of
course institutions cannot have minds.

vs. liys—rirmrom A<
TINKING enTiTTES



10 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

Emile Durkheim had another way of thinking about the con-
flict between individual and society (Durkheim 1903, 1912). He
transferred it to warring elements within the person. For him the

initial error is to deny the social origins of individual thought.
Classifications, logical operations, and guiding metaphors are
given to the individual by society. Above all, the sense of a priori

rightness of some ideas and the nonsensicality of others are
handed out as part of the social environment.

AND INgTVIeNvS / TRANS "?/ Vi QUB_
RerLong To CUR - J¢€ Litherv Doy
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Institutions Are Founded on Analogy

At this point, it is perhaps worth introducing an elementary
theoretical distinction from Lacanian psychoanalysis which
ZiZek has done so much to give contemporary currency: the
difference between the Real and reality. As Alenka Zupancic
explains, psychoanalysis's positing of a reality principle invites us
to be suspicious of any reality that presents itself as natural, “The
reality principle’, Zupancic writes,

is not some kind of natural way associated with how things

re ... The reality principle itself is ideologically mediated;
one could even claim that it constitutes the highest form of
ideology, the ideology that presents itself as empirical fact (or
biological, economic...) necessity (and that we tend to
perceive as non-ideological). It is precisely here that we
should be most alert to the functioning of ideology.

For Lacan, the Real is what any ‘reality’ must suppress; indeed,
reality constitutes itself through just this repression. The Real is
an unrepresentable X, a traumatic void that can only be glimpsed
in the fractures and inconsistencies in the field of apparent
reality. So one strategy against capitalist realism could involve
invoking the Real(s) underlying the reality that capitalism
presents to us.

|
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A focus on the most

elementary forms of society brings to light the source of legitimacy

that will never appear in the balancing of individual interests. To

acquire legitimacy, every kind of institution needs a formula that
founds its rightness in reason and in nature. Half of our task is to
demonstrate this cognitive process at the foundation of the social
order. The other half of our task is to demonstrate that the individ-
ual’s most elementary cognitive process depends on social institu-

tions.

45
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Minimally, an institution is only a convention. David Lewis’ Conven -
definition is helpful: a convention arises when all parties have a 77apg 2
common interest in there being a rule to insure coordination, none ’
has a conflicting interest, and none will deviate lest the desired
coordination is lost (Lewis 1968). Thus, by definition, a convention
is to that extent self-policing. Whether village A holds its market
on Friday or Saturday is indifferent so long as it does not hold it on
the same day as neighboring village B. No one minds which side of
the road is the rule for drivers, but they want there to be a rule.

- What exactly is a rule?

Teseems that a rule is a paradox, a seemingly blatant contradic- |
tion. In order for a rule to exist, one must claim that it 15 impos-
sible to do certamn things that can be done.

fyme&ﬁyq 2epvirion
Jo: B Rune is B pie

The conditions for stable conventions to
arise are much more stringent than it might seem. Communities
do not grow up into little institutions and these do not grow into
big ones by any continuous process. For a convention to turn into a
legitimate social institution it needs a parallel ‘cognitive con-

vention to sustainit. = & &'Np 0L IDe ol ol r> A NI70LE— Sesiety 2

In the rest of this
volume, institution will be used in the sense of legitimized social
grouping. The institution in question may be a family, a game, or a
ceremony. The legitimating authority may be personal, such as a
father, doctor, judge, referee, or maitre d’hotel. Or it may be dif-
fused, for example, based by common assent on some general
founding principle. What is excluded from the idea of institution in
these pages is any purely instrumental or provisional practical
arrangement that is recognized as such. Here, it is assumed that
most established institutions, if challenged, are able to rest their
claims to legitimacy on their fit with the nature of the universe. A
convention is institutionalized when, in reply to the question,

:\. rule is therefore the collective and individual conception |
(whtch can transmit rules, such as moral rules) of the dyadic |
possibility and impossibility of possibilities. Some possibilities

are doubled — possible possibilia — while other possil

] : : silities are
contradictory — impossible possibilia.



FOUNDED ON ANALOGY 47

“Why do you do it like this?” although the first answer may be
framed in terms of mutual convenience, in response to further
questioning the final answer refers to the way the p_lanetg are ﬁxed“
in the sky or the way that plants or humans or animals naturally
behave. o

It is at this time fashionable to say that social institutions
encode information. They are credited with making routine dgcx-
sions, solving routine problems, and doing a lot of regular thinking
on behalf of individuals. This recent work is very pertinent. How-
ever, we find that there are many ways of talking about institutions
as organizers of information.

Human

rationality is inherently bounded. Institutional orgap,i_zation is
now widely treated as a way of solving problems arising from
bounded rationality. o

ART INSTTTy TienS COVLd Rée

TREATED AS PLAES NHERE PRORLeNS

ARE (REATED |,
TEE———————

Jee cocun
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OLIVIER ZAHM — The essence of|reason| is the seed?
il

EMANUELE COCCIA — The idea is that reason is not the awareness of
something but the capacity to transform, or fashion, the world. The
example par excellence of a rational event is when artis

iece of matter and makes somethi i gives it a form or a
function. That is rationality par excellence. we adopt this
perfectly reasonable point of view, then the seed is a force able to
draw_forth incredible forms from ma i i

no longer just a human or animal faculty; it’s a cosmic force.

——




48 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK
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A)pﬁ"’ Past experlglggi_s_e_ggapsﬂamd in an institu-
J'  tion’s rules so that it acts as a guide to what to expect from the

future. The more fully the institutions encode expectations, the
more they put uncertainty under control, with the further effect
that behavior tends to conform to the institutional matrix: if this
degree of coordination is achieved, disorder and confusion disap-
pear. Schotterpresents institutions as entropy-minimizing devices.
They start with rules of thumb and norms; eventually they can end
by storing all the useful information. When everything is institu-
tionalized, no history or other storage devices are necessary: “The
institution tells all” (Schotter 1981, p. 139).

This is fine and highly congenial to a Durkheimian analysis.
The one snag is that it does not say how institutions ever start and
get enough stability to do all of that. Schotter thinks that they
develop quite easily from conventions and from other strategies
described in game theory. He supposes they develop naturally out
of an equilibrium of conflicting powers and interests. Schotter is
one among many others who subscribe to this contemporary ver-
sion of functionalism that assumes in social forces a drive towards
equilibrium. However, the anthropologists went through this ques-
tion in the 1950s and must feel dubious about presupposing any
drive for equilibrium. If there is such a drive, its realization is very
precarious. Equilibrium cannot be assumed; it must be demon-
strated and with a different demonstration for each type of society.
Schotter reminds us that disorder is more probable than order.
Beforé it can perform its entropy-reducing work, the incipient
institution needs some stabilizing principle to stop-its premature
demise. That stabilizing principle is the naturalization of social
classifications. There needs to be an analogy by which the formal
structure of a crucial set of social relations is found in the physical
world, or in the supernatural world, or in eternity, anywhere, so
long as it is not seen as a socially contrived arrangement. When the
analogy is applied back and forth from one set social relations to
another and from these back to nature, its recurring formal struc-
ture becomes easily recognized and endowed with self-validating
truth.

Conventions may arise about the division of labor, but they
are likely to be challenged all the time unless their justifying
principle can be grounded in something other than conventions.

A peculiar consequence of this blunder is that hwman his-
tory, in contrast to a genuine history such as ours, can be as-
certained objectively—il can be :s[rlhlnl'u(l on the basis of

these “(in)formed” objects.



FOUNDED ON ANALOGY 49

The natural dis-
tinction of sex specializes women for childbearing and rearing.
Pressures of efficiency and the distribution of power may well
override individual preferences so as to produce a sexual division
of labor, but whenever the coercion relaxes, the principle will be
challenged.

female male

left right

people king
DARK-  UGQHT
GRoVYD  SKY

_ _ The institutions lock
into the structure of an analogy from the body. The more primitive
the division of labor, the more the same analogy can be deployed
from one social context to another. In modern industrial society
the analogical relation of head to hand was frequently used to
justify the class structure, the inequalities of the educational sys-
tem, and the division of labor between manual and intellectual
worker. The shared analogy is a device for legitimizing a set of
fragile institutions (Shapin and Barnes 1976).

BifY Nev c(N.'NS vP o BENg Lkg\'TTMH—TI— AND
Beccme PRAGLE iNsrend ?
~» VILBDIMIL MALGER. : §eTTi€ MeNT




50 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

Fleck insisted that the development
of knowledge depends on how the knowledge is expected to inter-
vene in practical life. Thinking has more to do with intervening
than with representing (Hacking 1983).

B T 8 THE cAge wiTH FRrdN A ART
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Pr— : -
| Fictional institutions are that which blur the solidity of existing

| institutions: they do not claim their realness, but rather transport ~
r“ the same ideas of institutionality as in the realm of fiction. In a blog ! I
l[ article from 2008 entitled The Fiction of Institutions: The Institution

of Fiction the American journalist Jerry Monaco wrote: h
|

As far as we know humans are the only life form evolved on our

planet that has developed flexible and changeable institutional struc-
| lures, such as states, bureaucratic entilies, organised religion, voluntary
: associations, and, mostimportantly today, business institutions, such

as the modern corporation. Such institutional entities are always a

‘fiction They are not ‘fictional’ in a trivial way bul ‘fictional’ to some
4 important extent that says something aboul human society, history,

and how we come to understand and misunderstand the world we
i have created for ourselves.

il In his text, Monaco explains that the use of the word fiction in
quotation marks is employed exactly to underline that these insti-
i tutional entities are not fictional social structures, but that they are
t sacial structures created by human beings and treated by us as if
they were natural,

Thus the institutions survive the stage of being fragile con-
ventions: they are founded in nature and therefore, in reason.
Being naturalized, they are part of the order of the universe and so
are ready to stand as the grounds of argument.

Nipiely cavieny
Frege MenN
THAT TheY ARE
MY OE /CROFTED
-3 S€€ CocliA

Moreover, the effort to build strength for fragile social



FOUNDED ON ANALOGY 53

institutions by grounding them in nature is defeated as soon as it is
recognized as such. That is why founding analogies have to be
hidden and why the hold of the thought style upon the thought
world has to be secret.

By using formal analogies that entrench an abstract structure of
social conventions in an abstract structure imposed upon nature,
institutions grow past the initial difficulties of collective action.



INSTITUTIONS CONFER IDENTITY| 63

Individuals, as they pick and choose
among the analogies from nature those they will give credence to,
are also picking and choosing at the same time their allies and
opponents and the pattern of their future relations. Constituting
their version of nature, they are monitoring the constitution of

their society. In short, they are constructing a machine for thinking #¢/#% -
and decision-making on their own behalf. WANVES
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Trepvonvad  Institutions Remember and Forget
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Institutions create shad-
owed places in which nothing can be seen and no questions asked.
They make other areas show finely discriminated detail, which is
closely scrutinized and ordered.
MNeT Y
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Institutions Do the Classifying

” WHEN THE INSTITUTIONS make classifications for us, we
seem to lose some independence that we might conceivably
have otherwise had.

91



92 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

Each period is marked by its own thought style tailored to

the concerns of the dominant class. At each period, a particular
story of mankind drowns out other multiple, contradictory ver-
sions.

Ne Neen DIFEFeRENT ST ol €l
OF EARTHLY SvR VAL
CTERRAPOIIS | DONVA- {ARENAY)

MYRT IS EXCLABED, LEFT NEr D€, §€ TS LosT?

1 Institutions systematically direct individual memory
and channel our perceptions into forms compatible with the rela-

tions they authorize.
= MHAT THEY huoy ?

For us, the hope of intellectual independence is to resist, and the

necessary first step in resistance is to discover how the institu-

“tional grip is laid upon our mind.

CAN NE THNK D)fFerenTty IF THE CATEGoRIES
Pt  BRASED ‘:Z' CeWvenTr eNS§ CiNsiT Ty TI=AAE)
DEANE en Me IPIINK 2
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INSTITUTIONS DO-THE CLASSIFYING 93

In Durkheim'’s case the task
was to explain the general question of individual commitment to
the social order—the issue of solidarity, which is the same as
collective action. He found the answer in shared classification.
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94 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

That there was once a period of unquestioned
legitimacy is the idea that our institutions use for stigmatizing
subversive elements.
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INSTITUTIONS DO THE CLASSIFYING 99

To analyze our own collective representations, we should re-

~, late what is shared in our mental furnishing to our common expe-
_ rience of authority and work. To know how to resist the classifying

pressures of our institutions, we would like to start an independent
classificatory exercise. Unfortunately, all the classifications that we
have for thinking with are provided ready-made, along with our
social life. For thinking about society we have at hand the catego-

ries we use as members of society speaking to each other about
ourselves.

EXACTL! MY QuesSeN

Our minds are running on the old treadmill already. How can
we possibly think of ourselves in society except by using the classi-
fications established in our institutions? ‘

PRE THEY NS oF
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100 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

v THEY caw-D
de orqe'LM‘se

At the same time as institutions produce labels, there is a
feedback of Robert Merton’s self-fulfilling kind. The labels stabilize
the flux of social life and even create to some extent the realities to
which they apply. Ian Hacking has taken up the relation between
the label and the reality from cues laid by Michel Foucault’s study
of the “constitution of subjects.” This process Hacking calls “mak-
ing up people” by labeling them and in various ways insuring that
they will conform to the labels (1985).

. ,jq_s
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This is not like the naming that,
according to nominalist philosophers, creates a particular version
of the world by picking out certain sorts of things, for instance,
naming stars, foregroundmg some and letting others disappear
from sight. It is a much more dynamic process by which new

names are uttered and forthwith new creatures corresponding to
them emerge.
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Hacking is drawing a distinction between the effect of de-
scription on inanimate objects and the effect of names on humans.
A course of injections can kill microbes: “possibilities for microbes

PowT are delimited by nature, not by words.” However, the contrast is
HelLDS DS not so clear, for it iswes the words that do things to the people. The
N label does metscause them to change their posture and rearrange

Te re DpLE _ their bodies. A course of toxic injections could kill people too. Nor
are the microbes less responsive to words than humans. For the

fair comparison, the labeling process in both cases is part of a

larger constraining action, and in both cases the plants and ani-

mals and microbes respond even more vehemently than humans.

The individual bacillus may die, true enough, but in a very short

kDEWW space of time new breeds have emerged, not to conform to the
REGUONT labels but to defy them, millions of new bacilli appear, never
BEHAV fbVL‘ imagined before, but immune to the attacks mounted against them
under the old labels. In the same way as sexual perverts, hysterics,

or depressive maniacs, living creatures interacting with humans

transform themselves to adapt to the new system represented by

the labels. The real difference may be that life outside of human
societx transforms itself away from the labels in §§lf-defense, while
that within human society transforms itself towards them in hope
of reliet or expecting advantage. L"[Hlé' Do NE END uP
My T2 &
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102 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

) As we have already seen,
institutions survive by harnessing all information processes to the
task of establishing themselves. The instituted community blocks
personal curiosity, organizes public inemory, and heroically im-
poses certainty on uncertainty. In marking its own boundaries it
affects all lower level thinking, so that persons realize their own
identities and classify each other through community affiliation.
Since it uses the division of labor as a source of metaphors to
affirm itself, the community’s self-knowledge and knowledge of the
world must undergo change when the organization of work
changes. When it reaches a new level of economic activity new
forms of classification must be designed. But individual persons do
not control the classifying. It is a cognitive process that involves
them in the same way as they are involved in the strategies and
payoffs of the economic scene or in the constitution of language.
Individual persons make choices within the classifications. Some-
thing else governs their choites, some need of easier*communica-
tion, a call for a new focus for precision. The change will be a
response to the vision of a new kind of community.

7ow T7RN THAT woek JigeE
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Something happens to the insides of our heads when a dif-
ferent kind of organization had made obsolete the old classifica-
tions by places. The change is not a deliberate or conscious choice.

Institutions veil their influence, so that we hardly notice any
change.
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This is how the names get changed and how the people and
things are rejigged to fit the new categories. First the people are
tempted out of their niches by new possibilities of exercising or
evading control. Then they make new kinds of institutions, and the
institutions make new labels, and the label makes new kinds of
people.
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There is
nothing self-contradictory or absurd in taking a systematic look at
the classifications we make of ourselves. The logical difficulties
start when we try to develop value-free ideas about the good

iety.
society. Ne'RE NaT— FREE FRom L
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Institutions Make Life and Death Decisions
AIKE VA Pino T euns Qo

A COMFORTING but false idea about institutional thinking
has gained some recent currency. This is the notion that
institutions just do the routine, low-level, day-to-day thinking. An-
drew Schotter, who has so well described institutions as machines
for thinking, believes that the minor decisions get off-loaded for
institutional processing, while the mind of the individual is left
free to weigh- important and difficult matters (Schotter 1981 p. 149).
There is no reason to believe in any such benign dispensation. The
contrary is more likely to prevail. The individual tends to leave the
Aimportant decisions to his institutions while busying himself wit
tactics and details.
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112 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

Any institution that is going to keep its shape needs to gain
legitimacy by distinctive grounding in nature and in reason: then
it affords to its members a set of analogies with which to explore
the world and with which to justify the naturalness and reason-
ableness of the instituted rules, and it can keep its identifiable
continuing form.

Any institution then starts to control the memory of its mem-
bers; it causes them to forget experiences incompatible with its
righteous image, and it brings to their minds events which sustain
the view of nature that is complementary to itself. It provides the
categories of their thought, sets the terms for self-knowledge, and
fixes identities. All of this is not enough. It must secure the social
edifice by sacralizing the principles of justice.



LIFE AND DEATH DECISIONS 113

If we are ever to think against the pressure
of our institutions, this is the hardest place to try, where the
resistance is strongest.



128 HOW INSTITUTIONS THINK

For better or worse, individuals really do share their
thoughts and they do to some extent harmonize their preferences,
and they have no other way to make the big decisions except within
the scope of institutions they build.



Instincts and Institutions

What we call an instinct and what we call an institution essentially designate
procedures of satisfaction. On the one hand, an organism reacts instinctively to
external stimuli, extracting from the external world the elements which will sat-
isfy its tendencies and needs; these elements comprise worlds that are specific to
different animals. On the other hand, the subject institutes an original world

between its tendencies and the external milieu, developing artificial means of
satisfaction. These artificial means liberate an organism from nature though
they subject it to something else, transforming tendencies by introducing them
into a new milien. So money will liberate you from hunger, provided you have
money; and marriage will spare you from searching out a partner, though it sub-
jects you to other tasks. In other words, every individual experience
presupposes, as an a priori, the existence of a milieu in which that experience is
conducted, a species-specific milieu or an institutional milieu. Instinct and
institution are the two organized forms of a possible satisfaction.

There is no doubt that tendencies find satisfaction in the institution: sex-
uality finds it in marriage, and avarice in property. The example of an
institution like the State, it will be objected, does not have a tendency to
which it corresponds. But it is clear that such institutions are secondary: they
already presuppose institutionalized behaviors, recalling a derived utility that
is properly social. In the end, this utility locates the principle from which it is
derived in the relation of tendencies to the social. The institution is always
given;gs__ an organized system of means.]It is here, moreover, that we find the
difference between institution and law: law is a limitation of actions, institu-
tion a positive model for action. Contrary to theories of law which place the
positive outside the social (natural rights), and the social in the negative (con-
tractual limitation), the theory of the institution places the negative outside
the social (needs), so as to present society as essentially positive and inventive

19
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Observation 6

People are not desiring machines. They are not motor- & S
ised by their everlasting, insatiable chain of desires. No,{

on the contrary, they are liking machines. Our instrument, L %
‘the machine that we are, operates in the world through *
fthe simple equation: | like or | do not like. What one likes :{5
or dislikes can change and changes all the time. ﬁ

~Capitalism understands this and offers a constant chain <
of what we could like or not like. We call these fashions. ~ %
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(original means of satisfaction). Such a theory will afford us the following
political criteria: tyranny is a regime in which there are many laws and few
institutions; democracy is a regime in which there are many institutions, and
few laws. Oppression becomes apparent &g laws_bear_directly on people,
and not on the prior institutions that rotec?them.

But if it is true that tendencies are satisfied by the institution, the institu-
tion is not explained by tendencies. The same sexual needs will never explain
the multiple possible forms of marriage. Neither does the negative explain the
positive, nor the general the particular. The "desire to whet your appetite"
does not explain drinks before dinner, because there are a thousand other ways
to whet your appetite. Brutality does not explain war in the least; and yet bru-
tality discovers in war its best means. This is the paradox of society: we are
always talking about institutions, but we are in fact confronted by procedures
of satisfaction —and {he TeNdencIes §atistied by such Procedures neiihor trig-
Zer nor determine the procedures. Tendencies are satisfied by means that do
not depend on them. Therefore, no tendency exists which is not at the same
time constrained or harassed, and thus transformed, sublimated—to such an
extent that neurosis is possible. What is more, if needs find in the institution
only a very indirect satisfaction, an "oblique" satisfaction, it is not enough to
say "the institution is useful," one must still ask the question: useful for
whom? For all those whe-havg needs? Or just for a few (the privileged class)?
“Or only for those whb control tHe institution (the bureaucracy)? One of the
most profound sociol(ggltm-pﬁg;ems thus consists in seeking out the nature
of this other instance, on which the social forms of the satisfaction of ten-
dencies depend. The rituals of a civilization? The means of production?
Whatever this other instance is, human utility is always something else than
mere advantage. The institution sends us back to a social activity that is con-
stitutive of models of which we are not conscious, and which are not
explained either by tendencies or by utility, since human utility presupposes
tendencies in the first place. In this sense, the priest, the man of ritual, always
embodies the unconscious of the ritual's users.

How different is instinct? With instinct, nothing goes beyond utility,
except beauty. Whereas tendencies were indirectly satisfied by the institution,
they are directly satisfied by instinct. There are no instinctive prohibitions,
or instinctive coercions; only repugnancies are instinctive. In this case, it is
the tendencies themselves, in the form of internal psychological factors, that
trigger certain behaviors. Undoubtedly, too, these internal factors will not
explain how they, even if they were the self-same factors, trigger different
behaviors in different species. In other words, instinct finds itself at the inter-
section of a double causality, that of individual psychological factors and that
of the species itself—hormones and species-specificity. Thus, we ask our-
selves only to what extent instinct can be reduced to the simple interest of
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INSTINCTS AND INSTITUTIONS

710074' -
the individual: in which case, if we take it to the limit, we should no longer /797V’Juﬂyr‘f 2
H oW mct, but rather of reflex, of tropism, of habit and intelligence. — Jff'
: Or is it that instinct can be understood only within the framework of an
- advantage to the specnes a good for the species, an ultimate biological cause? V,

ARY A [ "Usefull for whom"" is the question we rediscover here, but its meaning has
VRRLLA changed Instinct, seen from both angles, is given as a tendency launched in
an organism at species-specific reactions.
The problem common to instinct and to institution is still this: how does
the synthesis of tendencies and the object that satisfies them come about?
Indeed, the water that I drink does not resemble at all the hydrates my organ-
ism lacks. The more perfect an instinct is in its domain, the more it belongs
to the species, and the more it seems to constitute an original, irreducible
power of synthesis. But the more perfectible instinct is, and thus imperfect,
the more it is subjected to variation, to indecision, and the more it allows
itself to be reduced to the mere play of internal individual factors and exteri-
or circumstances —the more it gives way to intelligence. However, if we take
this line of argument to its limit, how could such a synthesis, offering to the
tendency a suitable object, be intelligent when such a synthesis, to be realized,
implies a period of time too long for the individual to live, and experiments
which it would not survive?
We are forced back on the idea that intelligence is something more social
than individual, and that intelligence finds in the social its intermediate
milieu, the third term that makes _intelligence possible. What does the social
mean with respect to tendencies? It means integrating circumstances into a
system of anticipation, and internal factors into a system that regulates their
appearance, thus replacing the species. This is indeed the case with the insti-
tution. It is night because we sleep; we eat because it is lunchtime. There are
no soc:1al tenden01es but only those s0c1al means to sansfy tende

LJ s €& - 3'.7'3

intelligence a sort 6f1610w]edge a p0531b111ty of foresight a_SpI'O_]eCt scome
to the following conclusion: humans have no instincts, they builds institutions.— 714 ﬁNl‘/)’? Al_
~The Human is an animal decimating its species. Therefore, instinct would | INSI TV 77 NS ?
~ translate the urgent needs of the animal, and the institution the demands of 7 7
humanity: the urgency of hunger becomes in humanity the demand for bread.
In the end, the problem of instinct and institution will be grasped most acutely
not in animal "societies," but in relations of animal and humans, when the /))’TE&—JPE'& 'eg
demands of men come to bear on the animal by integrating it into institutions =
(totemism and domestication), when the urgent needs of the animal encounters /2649"7 6\7
the human, either fleeing or attacking us, or patiently waiting for nourish- |
ment and protection.
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The Institutionalisation, Precarity and the Rhythm of

Work

Bojana Kunst on the core of the art institution

It is essential to consider this misty unconditional core, when reflecting about the

: process of institutionalisation, especially in relation to the precarity of the human
4 . being. Such mist can be described as the dreamy, foggy, steamy matter, or to put it
5 differently, an uncontrollable and wet foam of imagination, which brings people,

o = —

animals and things together and is actually the perplexing condition of every

w™  institution. Perplexing, because it is also a reason why institutions, when established,
——try to erase their irrational, misty, impossible core and build monuments to
themselves in the form of solid spaces, rules of behaviour and protocols, and archival
possessions of the past. Because of this foggy imagination in their core, the institutions

rationalise their own progress and growth and relate it to the causality of history, they

try to systematically control the temporal rhythms in which the future is produced.‘ﬁ?

This misty substance of imagination is then so slippery and ungraspable, that it could "

be easily compared to the inflammatory dreams, to the phantasmagorias for which, as
it was believed at the beginning of modernity (when we actually saw the formation of

our current institutions) particularly women and children were sensible: it was




believed phantasmic imagination could harm their bodies and well being, it could
kindle their passions and transform them into hysterics, lunatics and loners. The misty
substance of this imagination is so elementary, that sometimes we are even ashamed
of it. It seems as if a life must have much more complexity as this misty phantasmic
idea, this foggy and slippery proposition: an imagination of living together, the
creative invention of forms of togetherness and capacity of formation of distinction,
the imagination of support and care; the capacity of taking care of our vulnerability

and enabling the ways in which we are actually not alone in our vulnerability.

(concerPrunL'y)
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This is why I would like to consider with you today how it is possible to takef
this foggy, imaginative, dreamy institutional core and why it is necessary to talk about
the poetic processes of institutionalisation through various forms of engagement, care
and persistence. The question then is how it is possible to practice processes of
institutionalisation inside this paradoxical knot: here the practice of
institutionalisation continuously needs phantasmic imagination and dedication to the
impossible, to actually make something possible. These are then poetic processes,
which can be placed very close to the performative action, to the engagement with

~ actuality through the invented, artificial and étaging procedures: in this sense actuality
is not something natural, something which is lying there, but it is also continuously
produced through our engagement. At the same time, poetic processes are part of the
performative actions of engagement, namely they deal with the invention of forms and
particular inclinations in language and subjectivity, they disclose the inventive and
imaginative side of being and working together. It is immensely productive for the
thinking about artistic institutions (but also institutions in general) when we bring
these two processes together — performative action (acting as if) and poetic capacity of

invention (imagining as if not yet).
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Bartleby's Tragic Aporia

Institutions offer real protection only and
exclusively if they use the same secondary
conditions that also fuel a threat, if they keep
feeding on their openness to the world and the
ability of negation, infinite regress and modality
of possibility, and, finally, if they demonstrate

at all times that they belong to the domain of

that which could be somethin

g other than it is,'2
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action when involved in the process of institutionalisation, or better to say, our €+ ‘

~ the 1nst1tut10ns yhow they are necessary to sustain human belngs and how at the same

,«/au Te MPORBL CAY /hy INSTITY 77'01\,

I was very much inspired to think further about thi aginary core of the institution, B€ ?

when I heard a lecture in October 2015, in Athehs, in Green Park, by Ahena }

located inside the city park, where in 2015, just before the conference, hundreds of

people were still sleeping, before moving forward to what, was then, still an open route

through the Balkans to the western countries of Europe. So, in Green Park, Athena
Athanasiou talked about the paradoxical conditionality of the institutions, the

conditionality that we have to take into consideration especially in the present |

moment, characterised by institutional distrust on one side and institutional failure on

the other (both actually coming from all political spectrums). Athanasiou was

describing a paradoxical temporal structure of institutions, which also defines our . |

institutional engagement: it is only possible in the persistence between fiction And

reahty still V1V1d1y remember Athena’s powerful thesis about paradoxical power of |

|
|
E
|
2 |
time they can also be violent, they can destroy human be1ngs< Institutions have namely |
a complex relationship with the precarity of the human bemg, they can support us but c;:i “
|
also take us down by the constitutional violence which intrinsically belongs to every i ii
process of institutionalisation; it then inhabits its core in the same way as the 'g
imaginative poetic mist I was talking about before. That’s why it is crucial to always ¢ H
think about institutions through the specific temporal perspective: even if they are & o |
(o C |
spatially bound, related to-heuses shelters, domains, abodes, constructions and 72:70% C
platforms, they should not be approached as facts, something which is given and '9

completed, but only as potential processes, space of the institution appears because of

il 8t Da
Wi &

the particular temporal constellation of forces. Institution is not a fact, is not an

achievement, butfﬂa conditionality,;’y which enables the simultaneity between performihg L OND)

then to defend the process of institutionalisation, when at the same time performing it |
as something that has yet to be constituted. Here the poetic side enters into the
process of institutionalisation: this process can only be done in a way that at the same

time imaginatively and politically Works against the very closure of the processes we

) are in. In that way, said Athanasiou, we have to act in the process of

institutionalisation as it would be possible, but at the same time, we also have to be

f

|

|
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the institution and resisting the very process of institutionalisation. It is only possible ’ : i
!

|

|

|

|

|

always aware of what do we lose if we win. This position opens a crack in time, a
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Viadimir Miller Settlement VIli!
14 September-2 October 2015 / a.pass studio! TOWARDS FRAGILITY!

(fragile: unstable, disintegrating, malleable, temporary, sketchy, self-sabotage, need@ gone
when not needed, anti-territorial, only there as long as invested in, can’t hold)!

| have some questions:!

What can be a truly feminist architecture? One that does not create territory, does not claim,
does not exclude. (Will society be different if it builds in another way, or is it the other way around,
or are they actually inseparable form one another?). How much of the utopia of Occupy is due to
the haphazard conditions of camping and DIY? Should we be sad that it’s gone? Or is its ability to
disappear its most precious, most pioneering trait? Every social movement must find, claim and
hold a space or perish, yes? — become an institution or die.!

But how to keep on dying?! A#ieH 7S Neor THE Sahe @S BeMNG Dend

Processes of institutionalization are also processes of architectural shifts away from the fragile:
from sticks and fabrics to metal and concrete, from sit-ins on the floor to tables and chairs, from
open spaces to chambers with doors, from expanding circles to sitting arrangements. All of these
we justify with productivity concerns. So maybe the question is: how to be productive and fragile
at the same time?!

collective project Viadimir Miller facilitated over several years on different
ject takes the form of a workshop and creates and inhabits a space full
ructures. Since Settlement starts from a space devoid of habitual work setups;

als present considered a common resource,all the structures are built from the
necessities of the individual and collective practices of its participants. A kind of a re-start on the
physical level and an attempted re-start on the level of the habitual and institutional structures
governing our spaces of production. The title is used as a provocation, as Settlement is a space
which, over the course of several weeks, tries very hard not to settle.!

Settlement puts a spatial perspective on practice, identifying modes of institutionalization and habit
which keep the spaces of artistic production and education from becoming spaces of commoning.
These modes of ‘settling’ are embedded in many things: they are there in the ways the spaces are
designed and organized towards stability (supporting habit and the given hierarchy of
organization), they are there in the institutionalized processes of access and exclusion, and they
are there in our social habits (which structure the most empty and open space imaginable).
Looking at how the spaces of our practice prioritize the habitual, Settlement introduces
architectural fragility as a mode of destabilizing practice and the social agreements between the
participants. The spaces created within Settlement are m ift,and precarious and therefore
never suited to support a certain social constellation or tnitely. That introduces
another timing into the space, rendering all structures inherentfy temporary and unreliable. The
habit of regarding products of work as property becomes destabilized;-asall structures in the space
are short-lived and can become ‘material’ again very quickly. These and other changes occur
through fragility of the built environment and work effectively against the habitual ‘settling down’.
The transitien-ef.a-structure back to the common resource through collapse or re-appropriation is
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temporal conditional rupture. To act as it would be possible is also at the core of every
engagement in general; not because this would be a kind of individual superpower, a
tricky and tactical position of enlightened institutional worker and critical subjectivity,

1
if we go this way, we could soon end in exhaustion and loneliness. This conditionality

is rather at the core of engagement, which is always already, and engagement with

[

Surprising Oneself). The institutional practice is related to the opening of “space and

time which comes into being precisely through producing its own agents” (Athanasiou, |
: : : |

Becoming Engaged, Surprising Oneself) and this is only possible because this practice /

is already a common practice from the start, protecting the common precariousness of |

being. Nevertheless, at the same time, the threat of violence is always there, 'f‘/s
. St wAso
| originating in the erasure of this common pre-condition of every activity. —> Mo oN
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immediately related to the living subject. To recognize
that the world is a space of immersion means, on the
contrary, that there are no real or stable frontiers: the
world is the space that never lets itself be reduced to a
house, to what is one’s own, to one’s digs, to the imme-
diate. Being in the world means to exercise influence
especially outside one’s own space, outside one’s own
habitat, outside one’s own niche. It is always the totality

of the worl lives in, which is and will always be
infested by others.

43

. others,/The temporal quality of the process of the institutionalisation belongs to the
ific common practice, which is at the same time always incomplete, unforeseeable,

/ : ; ; 0 ; 5 5 .
rather a “co-existential history of surprising itself”. (Athanasiou, Becoming Engaged,
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Why is it so important to be reminded on this temporal dimension of the process of
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only apparently the production of things; in reality it is the

production of a social relation, i.e., the reproduction of

the relations of production.”™ The tendency to reproduce
artistic labour as an alternative to the production of
works, with the (cl)aim to destabilise a fetish of objects,a\
has actually turned into a fetishisation of process where
the so-called free, non-alienated artistic work became a

usable good, thereby erasing a difference between ar- -

tistic production (poiesis) and reproductions of modes of

production. Because they represent processes, art insti- =
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FErTsHiSATIoN OF THE
institutionalisation, to think about the conditionality that defines processes of being
and working together? And how this relates to the artistic institutions, especially to the
ones, which are characteristic today for the field of performance, choreography and the
visual arts, in which many freelance and flexible, nomadic artists are working today?
Something perplexing is happening with the precarious work of those artists, which
can be especially well observed in art institutions, particularly the ones, which are not
related to the historical model of national institutions, but appeared together with the
late gzapitalirs’rti economy from the 1990s onwards, supporting mostly contemporary ?é"s:faé“
performance practices. Institutions that produce and support dance and performance
are stiil somehow inheritors of the specific politic and economic situation in the early
9os and I would even state, they didn’t change much since then, even if their
conditions changed a lot. Those houses and spaces mostly arise from a particular
situation in Europe in the beginning of the nineties, a situation which resulted from
the economic growth, the fall of the Berlin Wall, neo-liberalism, internationalisation
and the overall economisation of production and creative imagination, rise of the
creative and attractive cities and discovery of the East (and South) of Europe. This
model, which was somehow directed to support the international, engaged and daring
practices through international collaboration and co-production, providing support to
nomadic, highly educated, internationally based artists, is nowadays deeply
questionable and full of paradoxes. This is because of the changed economic and
ideological situation, caused by overall governmental precarisation. Isabell Lorey used

this notion to describe the process of governing through continuous precarisation that

establishes social links, structures, relations and dynamics in society precisely with the
production of a pertinent feeling and fear of insecurity. (Lorey, Isabel (2015). State of
Insecurity: Government of the Precarious) In this sense the very daily reality of the
‘art institution is also governed by precarity — with the incredibly accelerated, regulated
and evaluated process of production, where it is only possibility to self-produce
continuously in between battles with politicians, marketing processes and continuous
self-invention. At first glance, such an institution looks far from being closed, bound to
space in a tradgci?gal seglgg,& lﬂlct ef}exible, continuously searching for young and
inventive artists, producing concepts, intervening in the surrounding, etc. However
such a mode of production should be thought of in relation to the fear of insecurity: art
institutions are not exceptions from governmental precarisation, but so deeply
involved in its normalisation that in many cases they became an utter example for it.

The art institutions themselves are deeply embedded in the constant use of

vulnerability as a main social capital today: not only that many of them work with a



GORAN SERGEJ PRISTAS
ANTI-PRODUCTION
OF ART

Institutional binding of an artist's praxis, coupled with
accountability for her work, creates a specific ecology,
where the artist becomes less and le:—[Tsented by her &
artworks, and more by and with hég labour, sfretching into
different social practices and temporalities. The conse-
quence of that is the fact that the artist does not have any =
time left to actually engage in her art. Or, if we put it dif-
ferently, the artist does not have any time left whatsoever, ,‘_‘“
because there is none left at their disposal. At least, not
with the time as we know it. The artist has an application, r
a formula, and a regime of abstraction that enfolds her "i
labour and sets it in a relation with the capital, concretis- =
ing it in a project to which projective time' is “the general
equivalent”. b |

Above all, the old thesis that performance is ephemeral
and volatile and subversive to time no longer applies: time
has disappeared into expanding performance. Practices,
practical education, dwelling as labour, workshops, lab-
oratories, exchanges of methodology and knowledge,
consultations, performance lectures, research, newslet-
ters, diaries, documentation, archives. All of these former
forms of production and reflection today shape our ways =
of performing, dispersing and atomising artistic labour,
only to make it seemingly more transparent, organized |
and useful. L

This atomisation of the artist’s work is symptomatic for “"
various cultural institutions whose mission is no longer
the production of art, but rather the reproduction of con-
sumer relations with a work of art. Art institutions no long-
er figure as disciplinary instances whose task is to take ©
care of artists and the production of artworks just like the
milk industry, whose purpose is not to produce the best, =
but rather the most wanted yogurt. Contemporary per-
forming arts institutions (including festivals, galleries and
museums that present performances and curated confer-
encing) today no longer produce works of art in order to _"'f
present them to the public, who then have the opportunity
to valorise it; rather, valorisation itself is being reproduced
and exchanged. The curatorial turn in performing arts, i.e.

T ———

1 Kun§t. Bojana., A)tist at Work, Proximity of Art and Capitalism, Win-
chester, UK coks 2015 2
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very badly paid or voluntary workforce (and paradoxically this especially goes for the
ones who are the most stable and can use their symbolic value for even greater
exploitation), but they also work under extremely Vulnerable and unstable conditions,
which demand the constant implication of protectlonJ measures. To protect their own
vulnerability they have to continuously reach out, develop themselves as social places
and continuously give a new form to the glittering force of human productivity. The,

result is that most of the time they function as logistical and production knots for

many simultaneous projects, which have to continuously compete in terms of
P S

cleverness, cu ness and tactical strength, but at the same time also nourish the

values offcollaboration friendship.dmong cultural agents and the surrounding

society. AT TNSH L TTenN
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Therefore today, institutions mostly offer the mfrastructure of support for the Wi CLet

practlces of art, which also demand dlfferent modes of orgamslngﬁ and 1nvent1ng a(3
RLBE -
LAVOR

invention: but these institutions themselves are today in a very pecuhar SItuatlon On
the one hand, they are under threat to protect themselves as much as possible and on
the other, they have to endure somehow and sustain their own progressivity, develop
experimentally, etc. What I mean by that is, that we are living in the time, when with
the one swing coming from the populist and nationalistic cultural “reformations® on
the march throughout Europe, such institutions could be erased; and there are
currently many places in Europe where this is going on. This also shows us, how
problematic the idea of the progressive institution is, on the kind of shallow
foundation this idea is built, ;M@Ma{gumem today, where
progression is actually one o(che main ideological falsehoods ojneo—liberalism. So

institutions are continuously un ressure to prod provide evidence of their

“social and political“ value to fight the pressures coming from financial cuts and

cultural reforms and with that turning themselves into a good and obedient cultural 1%
agent. However the infrastructure they offer can be actually used and developed

further if there is space for the persistence in the mist, for the fogginess of imagination
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and opening up new processes. Institutions should today enable a persistent and
demanding fight in the field where values are produced and where imagination is not
yet colonised; so it should become something that is opposed to the transparency and —

logistical and spinning managerial evidence of success (a crucial institutional criteria

and violence inherent to the institution, is especially important at a time of immense

i

|

|

!

of evaluation nowadays). Such awareness about the contradictory process of support l
distrust in the institutions, at a time of pop)%lésm which is deeply intertwined with i
1

processes of de-institutionalisation, resulting-in-the destruction of the forms of social

support, care and common infrastructure. So this is the real power of unconditional |
conditionality, of the crack in time opened up in the process of institutionalisation: the |
|
|

appropriate time for the scrutiny of institutional operations should be exactly a time

% ~  when they are also thoroughly endangered: because thls is the only way they will not 4%

be protected in the sense of keeplng them as they are. Therefore the institutions with ,:?.., TV

Wthh we work should not be defended as monuments to freedom and experiment, but

!
invented anew inside the utterly chan olitical a ural circumstances. 7_ o |
€ |

scrutiny also cannot come from the outside, bfit is rather a power of the poetic and Z e |
(V] |

|

inventive action, a persistent working towards impossibility, which opens new forms of ## |
77yST7 MDM/S‘ |

l imagination and being together. —=» NyAT BN
Iy STFTRTICH
CRZ1s AS & leﬁk/(f‘ L,Sz;/cl/l_b BE For .

The poetic capacity of invention also has much to do with a particular rhythm, and

rhythm is, at least in theories of poetics, crucial for poetics and poetry, because it is

dlstmctlon in common. Perhaps th1s could be one way of thmkmg about the poetlc TRTY

capacity of invention in the relationship to the institution; how this poetic action can | iy
change the rhythm of work and the ways in which we operate and organise ourselves -
through work, how we organise ourselves inside the foggy mist. I don’t want to ,
propose slowing down and similar pieces of advice, etc., even if this is a much desu ed

wish of many cultural operators and artists. Something else is at stake here: the need

to develop imaginative temporal forms of working, which would have the power to

resist the flexibility and precarity of contemporary work: Instead of framing and
disseminating (which figures today as a better word than selling) the work would

rather be dealing with infrastructural care, support, some kind of groundwork on

TownARDS New INSITTVITONAL . PRA-LIT CES
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foundations, where it is possible to stand and occupy the place or time for some fixed
loundatio

® 4 period of time. How would it be possible to change the temporal rhythm in a way that

¥

>
>

%’

The holes in the ground are also holes in time.

it would not depend on future applications and evaluations, speculations about the
precarious future, to change the rhythm and resist the fear and continuous need for
protection? In this sense it is necessary to work imaginatively and resist the closure of
the institution as a possibility, and perform the process of institutionalisation in a way

that has yet to be constituted.

There should be a radical shift in a temporal dimension o i hting the

project logic, however at the same time allowing amultiplicity of proposals and

imagination, through which modes of work and thinking are enabled, supported and
also sustained. This can be only possible if this process is understood as a conditional

persistence (a dedication to what is yet to come) W]th 1deas political imagination and affueld

15 the only

proposals, a dedication to movemenﬂ in the | present t1me which is not the time Twt wa wave

| e————

dedicated to the acceleration and enumeration of projects and ideas about them. It is
rather a dedication to openness towards the present time, which includes something
restorative and re-establishing along something unfinished and incomplete. In this
sense the process of institutionalisation is not to take care of the past (and freeze it),
but also not about pushing it on the future (and leave ruins around), but much more

about a difficult process of giving change to the present — visible between the
HolE DMGLUNSG (N T\NAFE

)

Maybe this is exactly what many of the artistic attempts of institutionalising, thinking

repetition of the past and imagination of the future.

differently, trying different modes of living together, do today and why there is such a
need for bringing back fantasy and imagination when thinking about the institution:
this proposal trying to bathe and take place in this fragile foam, is a poetic proposal.
“Pget}e in the sense that it-tries-te makes the production itself visible, how something
comes into being, disclose and not yet hold this in eternity, which is so crucial when
thinking about the temporal frame of the institution. New attempts at
institutionalisation should open up this process as a poetic process, a process that is
not only an invention, but a specific production of fo;ttl, a generation of the visibility of
production, of bringing something into bei instituti ind of establishes and
makes visible the distinctionwm% he

e —

B,

JE€&
spatiality, which is not so much related to the constructlon of the house, with the AG#A/ 'f

N : CocaP—
transparency of the spaces and their orgamsatlon (rooms, venues, cafes, corridors

fogginess of institutionalising also opens up the nstitution to a ve% Sfecial idea of
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etc.), but belongs much more to the ungraspable cloud, ’a swamp maybg, garden, a_ A

kitchen, a forgotten space or time, sometimes with no light, often in semi-darkness or "\.“
Y

%

even underground, flat, dispersed and mutable, nevertheless not immaterial, very \

— e
% much connected to matter. Only in this way can the misty core be continuously
A;Mz

revealed and not hidden in the procedures, which fix the temporality of action into a j

specific kind of causality. Only in this way can the institution exist as a condltlonal and /

—

not as a fact, the institution should namely never be understood as an achlevemen/) /

Sy
but it is a complex rhythmical loop betweeng;’?nhlé as if and imagining that which is
UATHEL THan /
not yet. WHAT (F /

JWAM () AUB

ﬂ/m ’7-»*‘ Qib YL ZA:, 13




STHGE
S ) THEATIE

" e ' ey
Wie oniy wéwr To

,_)'gw IR

L Dow.'( - L BMW
ﬁ HQLVE
FoL. Livvg HiNG=m ¥
flele — FREP LA L
+OoR., Pﬁ‘“{f&'h{f |
- $TVb 10
PAL

OQ(LE'MN‘CI STOMC{E'
Tol |iSTENING

BapA

L ENTRANCR é’ﬁmmﬁé
royen/

TECHNICAL

OFFICE



Sarah Vanhee on the art institution ag a hole in the ground

1'Co.

.0 crazy things, dom . «

azing statement for me here is tt
f the corporations, quite contr
‘te funny in relation to the -

ments of the ir

I don’t think we need the fantastic institution. We need a plurality of institutions. I like

to think of this plurality of institutions being connected to different and heterogeneous

forms of living and being. Living and being before presentation or representation.

One of the reasons why I chose to be an artist is because I don’t want to be only one

person, I don’t want to be confined to only one reality or only to the dominant realities

proposed to me, [ want to be able to use my intuition, intellect and power to invent or

invite other realities. Awds MO ThevviA. L c
» — How To WoyC oCht 10AC\&2 [ /XY B8LA Ck BoxeELL
I think every person should have the right and the access to the creation and MipTE (09553

imagination of different realities via art. And every person should have the pos
of being more than one person. Some weeks ago a study got published that in

Flanders, one out of two people who are employed think their job is not workable and
that in the near future they will not be able to keep up any longer because of too much

not enough motivation, physical or mental exhaustion, the impossibility to
t regions in Europe

sibility *

stress,
combine work and family life etc. This means in one of the riches

half of the people who have a job find their job reality unbearable. |
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In 2013 I started the/project Lecture For fvery Une, a series of surprise interventions
into different gatherings where I share a text about the world’s state of affairs and the
ways we live together. People were sometimes shocked and angry by my intervention
but mostly they were touched, appreciating the cut in their daily life reality where

usually there is nof[ime to pause, to imagine, to reflect or to care]One manager at this
L)

high profile insurance company in Talinn for instance, gave us as feedback: “LFEO is
very different to the life in a corporation and all the bullshit that goes on in
corporations. Fake stuff. Fake people. People playing roles they think are necessary
to play. LFEO makes you think‘of how. far from real life a corporation life can be.
These big glass houses are filled with hypocrisy and with boring people. I often think
_ he continued- about how Kindergardens, schools, universities are producing the
grey mass, the work force. This society system pushes people to become those who

pay taxes, don’t do crazy things, don’t complain, which is good for the system.”

The most amazing statement for me here is that I as an artist “bring the real life” into

§ 3\ the “fake” life of the corporations, quite contrary to the populist idea that artists live in

& » a bubble, #nd quite funny in relation to the current demand for art to engage more

3
=
<

L

X

&

with real life. The statements of the insurance-guy were often repeated by other people

in various environments.

On another instance I had a talk with a taxi-driver in Paris, who was driving me to a
theatre. He said “it’s such a pity people don’t go to theatre any more; society just
wears them out. They don’t have the mental space any more for it.” And he explained
me that in his memory 20 years ago more people would go out in the evening (I could
not verify this) but now people are simply too tired to go anywhere, they cannot insert
another activity in their dense family planning, and buying tickets to the theatre for
two plus a babysit is too expensive. For kkem 3 77 € ivgT urvon ?

There you go then as an art institution trying to reach audience numbers, targeting
groups according to race, gender, class, selling the art works as an event in the hope
that with a nice glass of wine and a catchy image it will all feel a little less demanding.

But people are just tired.
We cannot speak of institutions unless we speak of the world. ¢

Etymologically institution (from Latin instituere) means to establish something long

term, with a clear rolerin society and cultu;e, with values beyond the now. - ,‘4’15977 9
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JE€ }RMVRY
ARENDT



-
L

“ An institution is not a business and can never be run as a business.

Now I would first like to address some elements for great art institutions and then

share with you a very rough sketch of phantasmagorical institutions.
Three desires for great art institutions |

I will mainly refer here to the publicly funded arts institutions in Flanders, since that’s
the situation I know best. ‘ v L

(1) The subsidized art institutions today in Flanders are generally conservative white
male hetero patriarchal vertical structures. The progressive politics presented on the
programs on their facades do not even remotely correspond to the interior politics.
There seems to be a tacit mutual agreement on this hypocritical attitude by almost all
parties involved with the institution: board, directors, employees, artists, audience.
Working inside these structures and complying with them takes away most of the
potential political capacities of the work. I would sugg.est the existing institutions — the
ones that have a little bit of resistance left towards t}lefif own ongoing

neoliberalization- could attempt to engage in a process of transformation towards a

taird describe when they a'r_gue for a feminization of

politics. - "EFT-WING fofualm | HT FEW

They put forward three points. First, gender equality in institutional representation
and public participation. Second, a commitment to public policies that challenge
gender roles and seek to break down patriarchy. Third, a different way of doing
politics, based on values and practices that put an emphasis on everyday life,

relationships, the role of the community and the common good.
We could translate these points towards the politics of the art institution.

If we think of feminizing the art institution the first paradigm to be questioned is “art”

itself. This would mean a de-linking from preconceived ideas, unwritten fules, Z’,’;";t ¥
protectionist policies and a widening of the understanding of what art is. It would @& °
ﬁLu” e

mean shifting focus away from the known aesthetic categories, giving up white
privileges, as well as re- defining the meaning, importance and role of professionalism

within the arts.



CRSE Ié ARE TIRED...

- will do WIthout gluing i

Therefore:
The times where revolutions will be made by streamlining
what all people should think and do, are over. The future

revolutionary force will be much stronger and 3
sustainable as it will be based on personal a M’
perspectives that produce the will nge Torabest
thinkable world, that will change ho@ant to live to-

gether into so g radically else. odern revolu-

leaders, no one ideology. It will be an army of\
of which the army of artists can play an initiatin
opening up unexpected perspectives. The new common

isim nd invisible. It is not a tool, just a giver.. The
gﬂ@}l, however, be together, and they iﬂ
interes e gestalt that might emerge from & collec-
bathering.

Instead of working on the monument that is calle@
that operates in the clou iefs and ungrounded
convictions. Instead of expressing themselves, showing

- to themselves that they can do it. Writing a novel, mak-
~ ing a movie, a painting or a dance solo, in order to prove

to themselves that they can do it. They better forget to

- reproduce themselves under the capitalistic conditions.

As Foucault said: “Self-interest is non transferable and in-
exchangeable” It only separates!

Therefore:
hey)better sit together to find that which onlan

L /do in that specific constellation, by embracing lazi-
ness (meaning how to avoid oEerating under and in capi-
tali iti doing nothing else than sit and talk
i riosity about what might be
produced. hout a goal, not even the
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Concretely some axes should be re re-balanced with regard to feminizing, coloring and

queering the art institution, such as:

precarization versus protection ~ =» Be)A N A W&

consumers versus c1tlzens
the 1nd1v1dua% versus the communal - JAN ATSehH-L Vfﬂy (TRANS iy ViD)

the importance of styl ¢ versus the question of aesthetics

publicity versus communication

review versus critique

% A i s 2 0 Y givep 20 far e, ST Faghi the
representation versus imagination il ;’;.ifvljn'l‘])('!((,l'.l;y\: gy Sy oFics time, g ity = B
_— e N IV gk ] o Tioeo
competition versus support tble ang o .,fﬁ"" hitiegs, g uot Yet
it o ~tbnB ) o 7 cally N-cq the risk
. i i 5 2 ’“ltn
the notion of taste versus the notion of quality <A ety ol '5;}\‘- 9"‘

an open closure versus a closed openness C'AIV Tllf&f A¢ Iw/ uySrTVINN T v i s
the fashlon of the moment versus a sustainability encompassing past and future etc. RADs -

e ﬂuur

With the rising of the extreme right and the all-devouring power of co

capitalism and orchestrated fear, it would be a historical failure-ffom art institutions

now not to be resilient. Now is precisely the moment te"practice resistance, which

means doing things differently, proposing a eveloping alternatives. This means an
engagement from all of us involved. F we all stay as individuals just doing our jobs,
obeying an unquestioned hierarelical structure, we will quickly be blown away. But ‘

when we work critically and’collectively from a deep trust, in practical collaboration,

with radical inclusiveness ‘and real involvement, we will be weaponed and have more
chances to survive.( “We” )«vill then probably also be a different “we” than “us” who are

sitting here today. How to not just stand by and watch.

| desire a feminisation, colouring and queering of the art
institutions. | desire art institutions that practice alternative
politics instead of presenting art programs about alternative
politics. 170 CHe w!

iNSTERD OF ARTISTVS.
(2) This is a very brief point and it has to do with precarization versus protection. Or: ART
|look for the Qgiﬁfinside your own institution. The 50 pet of employees for whom the lﬂmw
jobis unbearablé are also working inside art institutions. Tendentiously this means
overproduction by an undermanned team working for underpaid artists. Alongside

with the feminization of the art institution, comes the importance of caring for every



human being who is in some way connected to the institution.
Cmvo erre SPEUES 2 (HARAWRY)

I desire art institutions that take care of the people who wor|
there, care of every one who is there, care of every one '“V°|Ved
with the institution. Jin which another kind of 1

| social cooperation is allowed to temporarily become the predominant logic:
Lo expeneme of the presence of others as a source of pleasure.

(3) There is some violence in the relations the art institution prodllces and we havye =
grown used to it. Staff working for the institution seems to be constantly fighting .
fighting for money, fighting to be original, fighting to get things done in time, ﬁghting
to defend arts place in society, fighting for audience, fighting for legitimacy which
often means fighting for the pretension of being unique which often means ﬁghting
with other institutions. The people working for the institutions feel like they do
everything for art and the artists. Meanwhile the artist feels like she’s the last one oy,
the ladder. The one who has to hold up her hand and be happy if she gets something.
| Paradoxically the main reason why this art institution at all exists and its core function
o ( is supposed to be supporting the agtm-tog’? What if we would pause for a moment ang pe.-
<0 W"f think this function: to support artists? How does the institution do that? If I say thepe
X “'5 is a violence in the relations the institution produces, I don’t solely mean the aboy,e
“\,\(c\‘\ *mentloned collective suffering, I also mean there is a fundamental political questioy,
gyt"‘ .( about how this support takes place, mostly in the form of “offering” and “giving”
Because maybe the artist does not want to “receive” certain things but could suggegt
herself how she would like to be supported by the institution. Not only to be able ¢
practice her art in a good way but also how she thinks this art could resonate with th
world. Hardly ever any art institution has asked me what I would need. As an opep,
question. Not in the sense of what I need in terms of studio or technical means or
budget... No. What do you need as an artist to be able to perform your artistic practjce
now in this world, and how could we work on this together? How would it be if we stbp

thinking of the institution as a brand, but consider it as a tool,a devise for usage?

There are some good examples in that direction, I had the luck to experience some, )
The relations change when projects can develop through an open, eye-level dialogye CFTIVG
instead of a giving-and-taking directed to filling out streamlined formats. But more

often, when I challenged the institution to work as a a tool it turned out to be very g;f

ficult, because most institutions struggle to function outside their usual patterns

PROVT seory T
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.| desire more art in non-violent art institutions.

Now I move to the phantasmagorical side of this story:

INSTITUIT™NY IF NoT A

It’s mainly a rough image, like a dream.

v/

Movements or organisations don’t please politicians, buildings do. Our art institutions
today mirror the dominant powers. All this uprightness all this straightness all this
visibility all this representation all this pride all these facades When I thlnk of all the
exhausted, uninspired, stressed and demotivated sleepwalklng people when I think of

all the fearful, divided , badly informed people with or without job, with or without J

papers, I can imagine they don’t feel any need or cannot bring up the courage to walk

up fancy stairs to find enlightenment in the temples of art.

2 o fhe B
| 7 NE
Maybe it would be nicer for them and for us if we could just fall down,

éive in to gravity | A9

tumble or stumble or jump or slowly sink

intola hole in the ground }

This hole can be any size
large or small

to put your head in so you don’t have to see forawhile =~ 7 @ FAUSE

to sink your ass in so you can stay steady for a while
a hiding place — hiding things or animals or people
a protective shelter — a sanctuary

a fireplace

a cave

a trench, a place to shoot from

a:void to restin

. » - = .
e LIRS . e

holes can be there spontaneously or planned long in advance
dug by one person with a shovel

or an entire construction team

there can be very specific holes like
a girls only hole (FemiviPHir @ 7)
a hole for people who want to do

a hole for people who only want to lie down

/wy;;r IS oUR 1 Den oF
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=24 424—)/:.1 NYI

UsNY

-

SN2 (2

C. G/V/Iﬂé 2HL A



ot

CRUSS -HOLES 9

OLIVIER ZAHM - You speak next of leaves and roots. You analyze the Life
of plants in two respects: underground and in the SRy, You make us
aware that plants maintain the Link between earth and SRy, from root to
Leaf.

EMANUELE COCCIA — Well, plants are the only living beings to live
simultaneously in two contrary environments: underground and in the
air. In the case of amphibious animals, we speak of living beings that
can pass from one milieu to the other, in succession. Whereas any plant
lives simultaneously in two different milieus, which are structured
around completely different forces. The aerial part, for example, has
an anti-gravitational tropism, whereas the underground part reinforces
gravity because it goes downward, toward the center of the earth, to
seek out water and minerals.

OLIVIER ZAHM — Do plants establish a cosmic Link between earth and sky?

EMANUELE COCCIA — Plants are double. They’re aerial and subterranean.
They’re amphibious. They’re the mediating agent between earth and sky.
And the link in question is, of course, photosynthesis: plants’ ability
to transform solar energy into biomass, into living matter. Life on
earth is possible thanks exclusively to that energy source on earth,
which is also the chief énergy source on earth. We always forget that
the foundation of our existence is extraterrestrial: it comes from the
sun! The foundation of all life on earth is that extraterrestrial star.
Plants are the beings that terrestrialize the sun. They convey sunshine
on earth. They render that extraterrestrial force terrestrial, and thus
establish a link between extraterrestrial space and the earth. This is
something that we manage to do with solar panels, but plants do it with
their own bodies, and their own

aesthetics, their own forms.

RPLE: Coclmr oN PLANTS BY Qlavien FEahM




a hole for listening
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a hole for laughing Note
a hole for dancing

a hole for healing a hole for painting
a hole for fighting —

a groove

for rapping

a.crater for objects — or one object

a furrow for stories

a vacuum for nothing
a nook like a tomb ~—
a chamber that lifts unheard voices — I think I once visited such a hole already, at
Teatr.doc in Moskow, I sat in a cellar there squeezed together with many other people
engaging with a sober play sharing the daily life reality of living under repression.

70 CARE
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a hollow without people
an abyss with only smoke
a fissure for madness

a crack for failure

a pit for everything that is there already and we don’t need anything more

a cavern for how to get the billions from the one percent To REFCECT
a ditch for looking back —

many chinks for the unn

of course there can bé cross-holes

“. You don’t'have to be seduced to go into ahole

you just fall in there, or maybe you’re being gent]ypushed in there.

X -

It’s clear that there is no place in those holes for the 'a'rtist or the curator as individual
stars anyway no individual star artist or curator would like to hang out in a hole. There

are no prices to win there, no prestige, no decorum. A hole in the ground is not a job

Ty A

M ha B TR./I2
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opportunity or a career step, it’'s a commitment. ' **

e AND B DIRTY Arorpe !

AN [ £

There are parties, there is celebration.

A hole for what we lost.
A hole for the forgotten.
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The Vampyroteuthic World

Seawater is largely impervious to the cosmic rays that bom-
bard the earth. Nearly all of such rays are absorbed by the wa-
ter surface itself, sunlight by the first 300 meters or so. The great
bodies of water are immersed in eternal night, and only the biolu-
minescent organs of its inhabitants puncture the darkness. This
eternal night is, however, incredibly noisy: Seawater is an excel-
lent conductor of sound, and the speed of sound waves acceler-
ates even more in increased concentrations of salt and in higher
water pressures. The intensity of sounds depends, incidentally,

on whether they are emitted horizontally or vertically. The eter-
nal night reverberates with an incessant noise that would be
deafening to us.

\




In the holes the new does not exist ¢y - C°77‘E & o Mﬂv

Holes are run collectively...When you enter the hole — no matter who you are — you are
A——

first an apprentice. You learn from every one present in the hole: builders, cleaners,

communicators, thinkers, spectators, dancers, writers, translators etc. — of course

every one has more than one role. You observe and you help till you understand the

politics of the space, then you can participate. For some holes you need a long

apprenticeship, some holes you will understand in 10 seconds. SCHoot RS R
HOLE FN THE GRoVNY
A hole does not always have to be open it can be a 24/7 but maybe some holes only

open once a year. When obsolete a hole can be covered or filled and it can also be re-

=

opened. One can be a hole-hopper or a long term rebsjider{tj CAN THERE B& AN
W N T - Ny
/ST v NW Fon - 2V
The holes go more or less deep into the ground. There is the potential to get in contact 2

with other holes through underground corridors like moles. There is no gallery map

however. Moles don’t see much, our skills of reception and listening will be strongly

developed in the holes.

P et Canv Ne
| . e Cocena) €t
Since we are in the ground, we will be closer to the dead. We will be close to the past 7z ee Vol
and to our collective memory. The holes in the ground are also holes in time. =
P Nypore?
If those holes now sound like a sort of subversive escapism, an underworld, 7T

disconnected from “reality”; we can maybe think back of the insurance employee I

mentioned in the beginning, the one who described corporations as fake and art as the

]
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7%e chusSe- of
SOME rECanT

X ¢

real world.

T

Sarah Vanhee

C7M6 es "
/7, hY e o o
T, About Perspective: Art Institution
“-~,_"//
This text was a contribution on The Fantastic Institution, a symposium of Kunstencentrum

BUDA on the role of the art institution. Kunstenpunt / Flanders Arts Institute publishes texts
and talks in the framework of its R&D trajectory ‘Perspecitve: Artist’, in which we search for
ways to strengthen the role of the artist. More information on this trajectory via Joris
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THE CAUSE OF SOME
RECENT CHANGES _ p 5544 Gray

The painting ents of modern art schools’
are full of < people. One day Mildred
said to me, “I° of- wasting time. We start wask 75

at ten and tire after half an hour and the boys throw
paper pellets at each other and the girls stand round
the radiators talking. Then Nio= i1y

we get boked“4nd go to the [NEBY
refectory and drink coffee \‘. = f
and we aress¥ enjoying our- '.‘ |

selves, but what else can we

]
oo e— do? I’'m tired of it. | want to |-
tenrnivg?! do somcthing vigorous and 'i d S
constructive.” [ T = .9
I said, “Dig a tunnel.” ni o e
“What do you mean?” o "o 23
“Instead of drinking coffec [ $ %2

wul

when you feel y BO
down to the basement and
dig an cscape tunnel.”

“But if T wanted to escape |

Yo

could walk through the front ¥ SmN
door and not come back.” 332,
ou can't escape that way., S35
“cducation dcpartment Y R3S
\nould stop your bursa A
and you would have to wo;{ x31 /
for a living.” | 2 oY
“But where would I be! S 3 ﬁ
cscaping to?"? b n

4 JCI/OOL Derives FRo G REEK.
LEIrSupeE.

—

2 To "”’"P'&‘T'?UT//;J‘ ART JC700L./ 169
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12 THE CAUSE OF

:}(:f‘ = *That isn’t important. To travel hopefully is better

Sare
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THar!
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than to arrive.”

My suggestion was not meant seriously but it
gained much support in the painting department.
In the seldom-visited sub-basement a flagstone was
replaced by a disguised trap-door. Under this a
room was dug into|the school’s foundation] The

tunnel began here, and here the various shifts

operated the winch which pulled up boxes of waste
stuff, and put the waste into small sacks casily
smuggled out under the clothing. The school was

built on a bank of igncous quartz so there was no J

danger of the walls caving in and no need of
pitprops. Digging was simplified by the use of a
chemical solvent which, applied to the rock surface
with a handspray, rendered it gravelly and workable. &
The credit for this invention belonged to the in- ¢
dustrial design department. The students of this #
department despised the painters digging the tunnel |
but it interested them as a technical challenge.
Without their help it could not have reached the

depths it did.

In spite of the 3project's successful beginning 1
expected it 1o fail
magazine, the debating socicty and the outing to ¢
Linlithgow had failed, so I was surprised to find -
after three months that enthusiasm was increasing,
The Students’ Representative Council was packed §
with members of the twnnel committee and 4
continually organized dances to pay for the B
installation of more powerful machinery. A sort of ‘.1
tension became obvious throughout the building. =
People jumped at small sounds, laughed loudly at 8
feeble jokes and quarrelled without provocation.
Perhaps they unconsciously feared the tunnel would N

cten

.‘

Zo
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3 T°o SE€E ALTERNATE ENDING — /N CASE OF Fairure '™
PSs h ColLECTIVE PRo)ecr — CONSUAT— ESCAPISM . CC
RND  IMAGES OF LERINE ki )Nsha-

through lack of support as the | v
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How do you decide where to make the tunnels and how big to make them? O U FA v "
I start by making one hole. Then I inspect the soil, and it really depends on how &\»\s éﬁ' o ‘i{\‘\’ v
dry it is, how stony it is, how safe it is. I it's really, really hard, the tunnel can be R Mln 12 trg\*
shorter. If the soil is firm, I can go for it and make it longer. I get really excited ’) b ) Q{\kj O\J
about it. Now they're all about the same length, between 2-4 meters. P e &\
o o
Wt
* “Escape is an action triggered by the paradox of freedom. Littered with choices.

| ! g our society offers an apparent freedom. Video streamed on demand anytime, even
3 P the most bizarre questions answered via online search, products you weren't yet
aware of you needed recommended specifically for you. Escape is a response to
this world in which everything seems possible, in which we are always connected,
always available. The digging is a basic act to escape and to disconnect. The act
itself is an important experience, digging the soil to find fundament and autonomy.
Escape is an urge to do something really banal yet essential. The tunnel doesn’t

lead to freedom. You'll see that the tunnel ends just a few meters from where it
starts. The choice to dig however becomes the freedom itself.”

A tunng in Berlin, Photo courtesy of L2anne Winsma

P byt

Photo courtesy of Leanne Wijnsma ™\

Leanne Wijnsma is digging. A trained designer living in Amsterdam, Wijnsma éolé' ’ 4,‘8
has been digging tunnels with her bare hands for two years, in the city center v £ AD 49

and all around Europe. After a day of digging, Wijnsma refills her tunnels with {é" g :?‘:S) ,,f‘:?/
dirt and goes home. Her ongoing project, Escape, stems from the familiar desire// . g’i‘q,\ Al
to get away from our computer screens and the human instinet to go into the
earth. This year, Wijnsma will invite others to go tunneling with her in
Amsterdam, as a form of modern therapy. VICE spoke with Wijnsma to learn
more about her artistic practice, her decision to move to the woods (and then
move back), and her affinity for digging holes in the ground.

Jee ALSo smrAy VvaNHEE
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meeting the president of the committee in a lonely |
"o upper corridor one evening, I said, “Hullo, Mul- S"%g
ow _ dred,” and would have passed on, but she gripped | 538
““my arm and said, “Come with me.” g9
? She led me a few yards to the open door of what I| 35S
had thought was a disused service lift. She said,| 2 ¢
“You’d better sit on the floor,” and closed the gates f T 8
behind us and pulled a lever. The lift fell like a stone| T £
with 2 noise so h?h-puched that s i was somenimes| 2 8
inaudible. After fificen minutes it decclerated in| £ 3
violent jerks, then stopped. Mildred opened the| 2 3
gates and we stepped out, &
In spite of myself 1 was impressed by what I saw. § ‘3
HE:
R

RECENT CHANGES 13
open a volcanic vent, though things like increase of
temperature, water seepage and the presence of gas
had been so far absent. Sometimes | wondered how

(the project remained free from interference. An

| engineering venture supported by several hundrcd‘

"  people can hardly be called a secret. It was mmrah / Frou€NT-

I[ for thosc outside the school to regard rumours as|
| fantastic inventions, but why did none of d\e\\

anchers interfere’ Only a minority were active |

- supporters of the project; two were being bribed ]

Lto remain silent. [ am sure the director and deputy}
director did not know, but what about the rest who
knew and said nothing? Perhaps rded o
the tunnel as a possible means of esca One ay_ J‘;ﬂu
“work on the tunne stopped. The first sEnEi‘: goingto o
work in the momning cofiee-break discovered that the
basement entrance was locked. There were several
tunncl entrances now but all were found to
be locked, and since the wnnel committee had
vanished it was assumed they were inside. This
caused a deal of speculation.

UQ@ 3 T
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=

/‘\_.
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I have always kept clear of mass movements, soon —




4 THE CAUSE OF

We stood in a corridor with an arched ceiling,
asphalt floor and walls of white tile. It swept left
and right in a curve that prevented secing more than
a mile in each direction. “Very good,” I said, “very
good indeed. How did you manage it? The fluor-

escent lighting alone must have cost a fortune.” 7
Mildred said gloomil‘y, “We didn’t make this place.

We only ed it.’

At that moment an elderly man passed us on a
bicycle. He wore a peaked cap, an armband with
some kind of badge on it and was otherwise naked,
for the air was warm, As he passed he raised a hand
in a friendly gesture, I said, “Who was thac?"’
“Some kind of official. There aren’t many of them
on this level.”

“How many levels are there?”

“Three. This one has dormitories and canteens for
the swuaff, and underneath are the offices of the
administration, and under that is the engine.”

- “What engine?"

“The onc that drives us round the sun.”

“But gravity drives the world round the sun.”
“Has anyone ever told you what gravity is and how it
operates?”’

1 realized nobody ever had. Mildred said, “Gravity
is nothing but a word top-level scientists use to hide
their ignorance.”

I asked her how the engine was powered. She said,
“Steam.”

“Not nuclear fission?”

“No, the industrial design boys arc quite certain it's
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a steam engine of the most primitive sort imaginable. —

They're down there measuring and sketching with

the rest of the committee. We'll show you a picture L

in a day or two."”
“Does nobody ask what right you have to go poking
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RECENT CHANGES 15
about inside this thing?”

“No. l‘;i lik; Q]A]fbiigrganiutions. Thc_sg[f,am_,so |

S e ==

numerous that you can go where you like if you look

I had to meet a friend in half an hour so we got
into the lift and started back up. I said, “Well,
Mildred, it’s interesting of course, but I don’t know
why you brought me to sce it.”

She said, “I'm worried. The others keep laughing at
the machinery and discussing how to alter it. They
think they can improve the climate by taking us
nearer the sun. I'm afraid we're doing wrong.”
“Of course you're doing wrong! You're supposed to
be studying art, not planctary motion. I would never
have suggested the project if I'd thought you would
take it to this length.”

She let me out on the ground floor saying, “We can’t
turn back now.”

I suppose she redescended for I never saw her again,

That night | was wakened by an explosion and my
bed falling heavily to the ceiling. The sun, which had
just set, came up again. The city was inundated by
sca. We survivors crouched a long time among ruins
threatened by carthquakes, avalanches and whirl-
winds. All clocks were working at different speeds
and the sun, after reaching the height of noon, stayed
there. At length the clements calmed and we ex-
amined the new situation. It is clear that the planet
has broken into several bits. Qur bit is not nvolving.
To enjoy starlight and darkness, to get a good night's
slecp, we have to walk to the other side of our new
world, a journcy of several miles, with an equally
long journey back when we want daylight.

It will be hard to remake life on the old basis.
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of the old globe. B

[t seems likely
that the accndent resulted Bis

from a chance remark
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Alexei Penzin interviews Paolo Virno

The Soviets of
the Multitude;
On Collectivity and
Collective Work

Paolo Virno is one of the most radical
and lucid thinkers of the postoperaist
political and intellectual tradition. Of
all the heterodox Marxist currents,
postoperaismo has found itself at the
very cenier of debates in contemporary
philosophy. Its analytics of post-Ford-
ist capitalism refer to Wittgenstein’s
philosophy of language, to Heidegger
and his Daseinsanalysis, to German
“philosophical anthropology,” and

to Foucault and Deleuze with their
problematization of power, desire and
control apparatuses. Subjectivity, lan-
guage, body, affects or, in other words,
life itself, are captured by this regime
of post-Fordist production. These “ab-
stract” concepts and discourses have
entered the reality of contemporary
capitalism and become fundamental
to it, as real, functioning abstractions.
Such theoretical suggestions have
launched enormous polemics over the
last two decades.

Collectivity and subjectivity are two
poles of the contemporary “culture in-
dustry.” Virno proposes to rethink the
meaning of this Adornian notion. “Cul-
ture industry” is a model for the whole
network of production in the post-
Fordist economy in which each subject-
producer is a “virtuoso.” In fact, in

the actual conditions that have led to
the disappearance of the standardized
molds of the industrial Fordist epoch,
there hias been a profusion of perfor-
mances without any pre-established
scripts. This is one of the reasons

why contemporary art provides the
quintessence of virtuosic practices: the
subjectivity of the contemporary artist
is probably the brightest expression of
the flexible, mobile, non-specialized
substance of contemporary “living la-
bor.” However, there is still the need to
identify its antipode, which classically
isthe collectivity.



Manifesta Journal 8 — 2010

To outline the opposite pole of subjec-
tivity, I questioned Paolo Virno about
the use of the term “multitude”—as a
new political articulation of labor that
avoids a repressive unification in the
One (the State, nation, or a cultural
“grand style”)—in order to understand
how it is possible to think its mode

of unity, how new forms of micro-
collectives work and how one might
explain their explosive proliferation
and creativity.

It is particularly interesting for me to
ask the following questions not from a
post-Fordist position, but rather from
the post-socialist world, being myself
part of a collective initiative that works
in a space between theory, activism and
artistic practices. In the post-socialist
zone, new forms of labor (as well as
poverty, extreme precariousness and
anomie), which replaced the Soviet an-
cient régime under neo-liberal slogans
with furious, destructive negativity,
presented themselves as urgent or
necessary components to the “transi-
tion to free market and democracy.”
We witnessed the atomization and
fragmentation of post-socialist societ-
ies, the horrifying violence of “primi-
tive accumulation” (Marx) in the 1990s,
followed by the violence of “primitive
political accumulation” (Althusser) as
the rebirth of some mutant form of a
repressive State in the 2000s. Maybe
we should break up forever with the
historical past of State socialism with
its pompous glorification of monumen-
tal collectivity. However, is it really

the case that, in the end, State social-
ism hes to become the “communism of
capital,” to use Virno’s words? Virno's
contribution is especially pertinent

to understanding whether these new
developments are forcing us torecall
those revolutionary political institu-
tions after which the Soviet Union

was named: the soviets, or workers’

councils, which served as tools for
democratic self-organization. This is

the context in which we finally came to
discuss “The Soviets of the Multitude.”

AP: Re-thinking the collective or
“collectivity” occupies an important
place in your theoretical work. In

A Grammar of the Multitude, you
speak of the necessity for a new
articulation of relations between
the collective and the individual.
That would mean blurring the
borders between the individual and
the collective, private and public in
contemporary post-Fordist produc-
tion, understood as a “broad-based
experience of the world.” You take as
a point of departure Gilbert Simon-
don’s conception of the collective as
something that is not opposed to the
individual but, on the contrary,is
a field of radical individualization;
the collective refines our singularity.
Recalling Marx’s notion of the “so-
cial individual,” which presupposes
that the collective (language, social
cooperation, etc.) and the individual
coexist, you elaborate quite a para-
doxical definition of Marx’s theory

4
1)

- /9
7 CeMrT |

F)

K q \C A E: RoeTS /'y
Lormennees THECKY

( cocun)
+ RE€E -JSET oF Rem'v'oyx

Co-Hab ’rz;—r;‘o/y

MiIXRE

E

PARY DOXES
_ CHIASM



48

Discourse

NOTES

1—Lev Semyonovich
Vygotskij (1896-1934) was
a Soviet psychologist and
internationally-known
founder of cultural-
historical psychology.
Vygotskij was a highly
prolific author. His major
works span six volumes,
written over roughly ten
years, from his Psychology
of Art (1925) to Thought
and Language (1934). The
philosophical framework
he provided includes

not only insightful
interpretations about the
cognitive role of tools

of mediation, but also

the re-interpretation of
well-known concepts in
psychology such as the
notion of internalization
of knowledge.

as a “doctrine of rigorous individu-
alism.” On the other hand, taking
into account contemporary forms
of labor, you propose the model of
the individual “virtuoso,” which,

as it seems, does not presuppose
any other dimension of collectivity
with the exception of the situation
of public performance itself. Can we
think of the realm of the collective
as just a background, or a pre-indi-
vidual material involved in a kind of
teleology of individuation, oris the
collective just a passive audience?

Is the collective deprived of any
constituent, affirmative or creative
function? Could you clarify the place
of the collectivity in your thinking?

PV:1owealot to Lev S. Vygotskij’s
thoughts on the collective, on the
relation between the collective and
singularity.! His main idea is that the
social relation precedes and allows for

Alexei Penzin interviews Paolo Virno

the social to the individual.” Gradually
the child acquires the collective “us,”
which we can define as an interpsy-
chical dimension, turning it into an
intrapsychical reality: something
intimate, personal, unique. However,
this introversion of the interpsychi-
cal dimension, this singularization of
the “primordial us,” does not happen
definitively during childhood: it always
repeats itself during adulthood. Expe-
rience is always measured—either in
an insurrectibn, a friendship, or a work
of art—through the transformation df
the interpsychical into intrapsychical.
We constantly have to deal with the
interiority of the public and with the
publicity of the interior.

This means that the human nature
cannot be defined through the observa-
tion of a single member of its species,
of his own perceptions, affects and
cognitions. Instead, the human nature
consists of a set of relations established

the formation of the auto-conscious
“I.” Let me explain: initially there isan

— i
“us”; yet—and here lies the paradox—

this “us” is not equivalent to the sum of
many well-defined “I's.” In sum, even
if we cannot yet speak of real subjects,
there is still an inter-subjectivity. For
Vygotskij, the mind of the individual,
rather than an incontrovertible depart-
ing point, is the result of a process of
differentiation that happens in a pri-
meval society: “the real movement of
the development process of the child’s
thought is accomplished not from the
individual to the socialized, but Eml

between a plurality of individuals. To
be more precise: instead of connecting
given singularities, this “set of relation-
ships” constitutes these single individu-
als as such. Human nature is located

in such a thing that—not belonging to
any individual mind—only exists in the
relation between the many. To speak of
human nature means to develop a phi-
losophy of the preposition “between.”
Tunderstand your objection regarding
the “virtuoso”: in this case transin-
dividuality, the collective dimension,
seems to remain in the background,
reduced to being the stalls of passive
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spectators, that in the maximum can
applaud or boo the performance they
are seeing.

Butis that really the case? Maybe not.
Let's try to consider l'artista esecu-
tore (the performing artist) through
Vygotskij’s eyes. The audience—

with its habitudes, competences and
emotions—constitutes the interpsychic
ambit, the preliminary “us” that the
virtuoso introverts, turning it into
something intrapsychic, singular. The
virtuosic execution stages this trans-
formation. If we think of contempo-
rary production, we must understand
that each individual is, at the same

and the audience: he performs indi-
vidually while he assists the other’s

I performances.

In those factories in which cogni-

tive work is predominant and verbal
language constitutes the main produc-
tive instrument, the “public” is made

of other virtuosi who, in their turn,
head for the stage. At the end, what the
single producer executes is the “score,”

deconstructs politically dangerous
essentialist representations of com-
munity as One (a unified political
body, the Leader, the State). At the
same time, by introducing the logic
of multiplicity and singularity, this
thought confronts the vision of sin-
gularities as active and productive
forces, considering them as a kind
of static “being-together” of passive
existences exposing themselves one
to another. How does a political
thinking that elaborates the concept
of the multitude relate to this “com-
munity” discourse?

PV: The thought of “community” car-
ries a basic defect: it neglects the prin-
ciple of individualization, that is, the
process of the formation of singularities
from something all its elements share.
The logic of mulitiplicity and singularity
is not sufficient, and we need to clarify
the premise, or the condition of pos-
sibility, of a multitude of singulariries.
Enouncing it as a provocation: we need

be it either collective or transindividu
2_1; In fact, this “score” is made of socia
cooperation, of the set of relations thatj
define us, of the faculty of language,
and so on.

AP: Contemporary philosophical
thought proposes critical models
for understanding collectivity,
reintroduced under the name of
“community” (Jean-Luc Nancy,
Giorgio Agamben). This thought

™ oW CAN INSTTuIToNS Jigep VS Ts

to say something about the One that
allows the existence of many unrepeat-
able individuals. The discourse about
the “community” prudishly eludes the
discourse about the One. Yet, the politi-
cal existence of the “many” as “many”
isrooted in a homogeneous and shared
ambit; it is hacked out of an impersonal
background.

Itis with respect to the One that the
opposition between the categories

of “people” and “multitude” clearly
emerges. Most importantly, there is

49
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areversion in the order of things:
while the Beogle tend to the One, the
multitude derives from the One. For
the people, the One is a promise; for the
“many,” it is a premise.

Furthermore, it also mutes the defini-
tion of what is common or shared. The
One around which the people gravitate
is the State, the sovereign, the volonté
générale. Instead, the One carried on
the backs of the multitude consists of
the language, the intellect as a public or
interpsychical resource, of the generic
faculties of the species. If the multi-
tude shuns the unity of the State, this
is simply because the former isrelated
to a completely different One, which is
preliminary instead of being conclu-
sive. We could say: the One of the mul-
titude collimates in many ways with

that transindividual reality that Marx
called the “general intellect” or the

“social brain.” The general intellect cor-

responds to the moment in which the
banal human capacity of thinking with
words becomes the main productive
force of matured capitalism. However,
it can also constitute the foundations of
arepublic that has lost the characteris-

In conclusion, the thought of the
“community,” even if laudable in many
respects, is an impolitic thought, It
takes into account only some emotional
and existential aspects of the multi-
tude: in short, a lifestyle. It is obviously
important, but what it is fundamental
to understand the work and the days

Alexei Penzin interviews Paolo Virno

of the multitude as the raw matter to
define a well-rounded political model
that moves away from that mediocre
artefact of the modern State, which

is at once rudimentary (regarding

the social cooperation) and ferocious.
What is fundamental is to conceive the
relation between the One and the Many
in a radically different way from that
of Hobbes, Rousseau, Lenin or Carl
Schmitt.

AP: Your argument related to

our subject also develops on the
level of the critical appropriation
of concepts in German “philosophi-
cal anthropology” (Arnold Gelen,
Helmut Plessner). As you say, what
we nowadays call “human nature”
is the basic “raw material” for the
capitalist production. “Human
nature” interpreted as a set of
“bio-anthropological invariants,”
as a kind of potentiality referring to
the faculty of language, to neoteny
as the retention of juvenile traits

in adult behavior, to “openness to
the world” (i.e. the absence of fixed
environment), etc. You state that
these anthropological invariants
become sociological traits of a
post-Fordist labor force, expressing
themselves as permanent precari-
ousness, flexibility and the need to
act in unpredictable situations.
Post-Fordist capitalism does not
“alienate” human nature, but rather
reveals it at the center of contempo-
rary production, and by the same
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move, exposes it to apparatuses of
exploitation and control. Former
ways of easing the painful uncer-
tainty and instability of human be-
havior through ritual mechanisms
and traditional social institutions
melt into air. How does this new
moment change the specificity of
collective work today? [s it possible

to speak of the collective dimension
as a practice of self—o_r'g}bnlzatlon

al | protection wn‘hout
ar;y msn Vutxonal framework9 Can
we say that this collectivity is now
 forming in the context of life outside
of the sites of production, in the
space of “socialization outside of
the working place”?

PV: Let us agree on the use of the word

“institution.” Is it a term that belongs
exclusively to the vocabulary of the.
adversary? I don’t think so. I believe
that the concept of “institution” is also
(and perhaps mainly) decisive to the
politics of the multitude. Institutions
constitute the way in which our species

“monopoly of the political decision”
incarnated by the State. It should
single out the institutions that meet the
“general intellect” referred by Marx,
that “social brain” that is, at the same
time, the main productive force and a
principle of republican organization.
The modern central state is facing a
radical crisis, but it has not ceased to
reproduce itself through a series of
disturbing metamorphosis. The “state
of permanent exception” is surely one
of the ways in which sovereignty sur-
vives itself, indefinitely postponing its
decline. The same applies to what Marx
said about joint-stock companies: these
constituted “an overtaking of private
property operated on the same basis of
private property.” To put it differently,
joint-stock companies allowed the over-
coming of private property but, at the
same time, articulated this possibility in
such a way that they qualitatively rein-
forced and developed that same private
property. In our case, we could say: - the,
state of permanent exception indicates
an overcoming of the form of the State

protects itself from uncertainty and
with which it creates rules to protect its
own praxis. Therefore, an institution
{salso a collective, such as Chto delat/
What is to be done??

The institution is the mother tongue.
Institutions are the rituals we use to

~ heal and resolve the crisis of a com-
munity. The true debate should not be
between institutional and anti-institu-
tional forces; instead, it should 1dent1fy
the institutions that lay beyond the

/479?.(- ARE 7;7(-‘7 Iyth'_?

on the same basis of its “statuality.” It is
a perpetuation of the State, of sover-
eignty, but also the exhibition of its
irreversible crisis, of the full maturity
of a past statal republic.

So, I believe that the “state of excep-
tion” allows us to reflect on the institu-
tions of the multitude, about their
possible functioning and their rules.
An example: in the “state of exception,”
the difference between “matters of
right” (de jure) and “matters of fact”
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2—Chto delat/What is to
be done? (www.chtodelat.
org) was founded in

2003 in Petersburg by a
group of artists, critics,
philosophers and writers
from Petersburg, Moscow,
and Nizhny Novgorod
with the goal of merging
political theory, art and
activism. Since then, Chto
delat has been publishing
an English-Russian
newspaper on issues
central to engaged culture,
with a special focus on the
relationship between a re-
politicization of Russian
intellectual culture and
its broader international
context.
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(de facto) is so attenuated that it almost
disappears. Once more, the rules
become empirical data that can even
acquire a normative power. Now, this
relative distinction between norms and
facts that nowadays produces special
laws and such prisons as Guantanamo
can suffer an alternative declension,
becoming a “constitutional” principle
of the public sphere of the multitude.
The decisive point is that the norm
should exhibit not only the possibility
of returning into the ambit of facts,
but also to its factual origin. In short,
it should exhibit its revocability and
its substitutability; each rule should
present itself as both a unit of measure
of the Vpra_Xiﬁs and as some,thing&that -

should continuously be re-evaluated.

AP: On an empirical level, the
specificity of contemporary
production saturated by “mass
intellectuality”—both in main-
stream currents of business and
cultural industry, and on the side
of alternative or resistant politi-

cal and cultural forms—consists
of the formation of relatively small
collectives, workgroups, research
teams, organizational committees,
various collaborations, initiatives,
etc. They have definite and more or
less long-term tasks like realizing a
project, preparing a publication or a
conference, designing an exhibition
or, on the other hand, organizing a
social movement with regard to this
or that pretext, initiating protests

Alexei Penzin interviews Paolo Virno
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around this or that event, etc. How
would you locate this proliferation
of micro-collectives in a broader
context of recent developments in
post-Fordist production?

PV: Micro-collectives, workgroups,
research teams, etc. are half-produc-
tive, half-political structures. If we
want, they are the no man’s land in
which social cooperation stops being
exclusively an economic resource and
starts appearing as a public, non-
stately sphere. If examined as produc-
tive realities, the micro-collectives
you mention have mainly the merit of
socializing the entrepreneurial func-
tion: instead of being separated and
hierarchically dominant, this function
is progressively reabsorbed by the
living labor, thus becoming a pervasive
element of social cooperation.

We are ali entrepreneurs, even if an in-
termittent, occasional, contingent way.
But, as I was saying, micro-collectives
have an ambivalent character: apart
from being productive structures, they
are also germs of political organiza-

tion. What is the importance of such

ambivalence? What can it suggest in

terms of the theory of the organiza-
tion? In my opinion, this is the crucial
issue: nowadays the subversion of the
capitalistic relations of production can
manifest itself through the institu-
tion of a public, non-stately sphere,

of a political community oriented
towards the general intellect. In order
to allow this subversion, the distinctive
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features of post-Fordist production
(the valorization of its own faculty of
language, a fundamental relation with
the presence of the other, etc.) demand
a radically new form of democracy.
Micro-collectives are the symptom—as
fragile and contradictory as they may

v be—of an exodus, of an enterprising

A

\D subtraction of the rules of wage labor.

AP: In the contemporary “creative
industry,” collective work often
takes the paradigmatic form of
“brainstorming.” It consists of the
discussion and production of both
ideas and solutions, even if a con-
siderable part of them are rejected
after critical examination, though
this work sometimes opens the door
for unexpected innovations. In the
conditions of Fordism, massive
collectivities—organized through

a strict disciplinary division of
labor—produced the well-known ef-
fect of the multiplication of separate
productive forces of workers (“the
whole is more than the sum of the
parts”). Maybe it would be possible
to make a (disputable) assumption:
under the conditions of post-Ford-
ism, collective work can be orga-
nized through “subtraction” when
the result of the work is inferior to
the sum of the collective effort. This
becomes a sort of exception, an
unexpected innovation (“the whole
is less than the sum of the parts”).
On the other hand, if not considered
in terms of products, such collective

work produces a feeling of strong
subjectivity and strength, valorizing
each member of the collective. What
is your opinion? Would it be possible
to connect this “subtractive” mode
of functioning with the disap-
pearance of a measure for work in
contemporary production?

PV:That’s the perfect way of saying
it, that in post-Fordism, “the whole is
less than the sum of the parts”—I will
repeat this expression from now on. It
is a formula that correctly expresses
the copiousness of social cooperation
regarding its economical-productive
finality. We are currently witnessing a
phenomenon in collective intelligence
that is identical to what happened
thirty years ago in Italy, with the Sicil-
ian oranges, when tons of fruit were
destroyed in order to keep prices high.
But this comparison only works to a
certain extent. Nowadays, the quota of
collective intelligence that is thrown
away in the production of goods is not
physically destroyed, but somehow
remains there, as a ghost, as a non-
used resource that is still available.
The power that is freed by the sum of

‘the parts, even if not expressed in its

whole, meet a very different destiny.
Sometimes it becomes frustration and
melancholic inertia, or it generates
pitiless competition and hysterical
ambition. In other cases, it can be used
asa propeller for subversive political
action. Also, here we need to bear in
mind an essential ambivalence: the
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3—See, for example, Sonja
Lavaert and Pascal Gielen,
“The Dismeasure of Art:
An Interview with Paolo
Virno" in Open. Cahier on
Art and the Public Domain
17, 2009. http://www.
skor.nl/article-4178-nl.
html?lang=en.
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same phenomenon can become both
adanger and a salvation. The copi-
ousness of collective intélli_gpnce is,
altogether, heimlich—familiar and '
propitious—and unheimlich—disturb-
ing and extraneous. '

AP: Inone of your statements in
which you discuss the contemporary
culture industry, you argue that
post-Fordist capitalism provides
relative autonomy for creativity.

It can only capture and appropri-
ate its products, commercializing
and instrumentalizing the inno-
vations emerging in subcultures,

in “ghettos"—alternatives to the
mainstream—as well as, we can
suppose, in the field of production
of critical knowledge and art. Refer-
ring to Marx’s dichotomy, you say
that this means a return to “formal
subsumption.” Therefore, capital-
ists do not organize the whole chain
of production process, they just cap-
ture, and commodify, spontaneous,
“self-organized” social collabora-
tions and their products. This thesis
seems to be contrary to the position
of Negri and Hardt. They describe
postmodern “biopolitical produc-
tion” as an effect of real subsump-
tion of labor under capital. Could
you explain your argument and the
differences of your position regard-
ing this question?

PV: Those who study communications
are very attentive to the so-called

“pragmatic paradoxes.” What is that

all about? Of exhortations or intrinsi-
cally contradictory orders, such as

“I order you to be spontaneous.” The
‘consequence is an obvious antinomy: I
cannot be spontaneous if I am obeying
to an order and, vice-versa, I cannot
obey to an order if I am behaving in

a spontaneous way. Alas, something
similar happens in contemporary pro-
duction in which there is the impera-
tive to be efficacious through behav-
iors that cannot be conformed to any
predetermined obligation. To show this
paradox, I sometimes speak of a return
of the “formal subsumption” of labor
under capital. With this expression,
Marx designates that moment in the in-
dustrial revolution in which capitalists
appropriated a production that was still
organized in a traditional way (crafts-
manship, small rural property, etc). It
isobvious that, in our case, itis a very
particular “formal subsumption,” for
the capitalists appropriate not some-
thing that already existed but, on the
contrary, an innovation that can only
exist with the recognition of a certain
autonomy of social cooperation. This

is a rough similarity. It is obvious,
however, that the paradox “I order you
to be spontaneous” tests the contempo-
raneous social conflict: the match point
liesin the stress of either “I order you”
or of “to be spontaneous.”

In our present time, the labor force
enriches the capital only if it takes part
in a form of social cooperation that is
wider than the one presupposed by the
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factory or the office. In post-Fordism,
the efficient worker includes—in the

execution of his own labor—attitudes,
competences, wisdoms, tastes and
‘inclinations matured somewhere else,
outside that time specifically dedicated
to the production of goods. Nowadays,
he who deserves the title of Stakhanov
is he who is professionally entangled
in a net of relations that exceeds (or
contradicts) the social restrictions of

his given “profession.”

AP: Asis well known, many avant-
garde movements in twentieth-cen-
tury art were organized by the logic
of groups and collectives, which
claimed that their programs aimed
at revolutionizing the traditional
aesthetic forms (dada, surrealism,
Soviet avant-garde, situationism,
etc). Over the past twenty years,
artists and curators have visibly
become more and more interested
i’ collective work, and they make
this interest the subject of research
and representation in their practice.
Probably, the logic of innovation

in contemporary art depends on
collective work and co-authorship,
and the artistic collectivity is not
just a matter of some “Party-style”
sharing of a common program. You
work on a theory of innovation in
your recent texts, which has been
partially published in the book
Multitude between Innovation and
Negation. How do you take into ac-
count this dimension of collectivity

®Trte AESIENTS 0F

and co-authorship? Could we say
that the moments of co-innovation
are simultaneously the moments
in which the subjectivization of the
collective takes place?

PV:1believe that there are two main
differences between the avant-gardes
of the first part of the twentieth cen-
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4—Alexey Stakhanov
(1906-1977) was a miner

in the Soviet Union,
member of the CPSU (1936)
and Hero of Socialist
Labor (1970). He became

a celebrity in 1935 as
partof a movement that
was intended to increase
worker productivity

=N and demonstrate the

tury and the present collective artistic
practice. The first concerns the relation
with reproducibility of the work of

art. Walter Benjamin noted that the
dadaists and surrealists anticipated,
with their expressive inventions, the
functioning of techniques that, within
a short period of time, would guarantee
the unlimited reproduction of artistic
objects. The historical avant-gardes
tried to manage the transformation

of the unicity attributed to the aura of
the work of art into the condition of
seriality in which the “prototype”—the
original model—Ilost its weight. Obvi-
ously, the present collective artistic
work accepts, from the beginning,
technical reproduction, using this
characteristic as the starting point to
produce a sparkle of unicity, of unmis-
takable singularity. Using a slogan, I
would say that the challenge is a sort
of unicity without aura: a non-orig-
inal unicity that originates in—and
exclusively in—the anonymous and
impersonal character of the technical
Tepro

The second difference concerns poli-
tics. The historical avant-gardes were
inspired by the centralized political

superiority of the socialist
economic system.
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parties. In contrast, today’s collective

practices are connected to the decen-

tered and heterogeneous net that com-

poses post-Fordist social cooperation,
Reusing your nice formula, I would

 say that co- o-authorship is an attempt to

' correcton an aésthenc level the reahty

| ofa productlon in Wmch “the whole is
| less than the sum of the parts »Itisan
 attempt to exhibit what would be the
sum of the parts if it was not reduced to

that whole.

AP: In conclusion, I'd like to ask
You a question that departs from
the local situation I share with my
friends from the Chto delat/What
is to be done? group as well as other
new initiatives, movements, politi-
cal and artistic collectives from the
post-socialist, or post-Soviet world.
Here, collectivity has a different
wager in the course of the history of
the revolutionary movement—from
the “soviets” (worker councils) as
organs of direct democracy and
self-government, to their function
as organizers of the production
process in the early USSR, and
finally their bureaucratization and
submission to Party control, We are
also aware of Stalin’s “collectiviza-
tion.” This complicated historical
experience also had an artistic
dimension—just think of Alexan-
der Rodchenko’s famous idea of
“workers’ clubs” as places of mass
engagement and politization. Nowa-
days, the activists of new political

Alexei Penzin interviews Paolo Virno

movements in post-Soviet countries
try to rethink this political, histori-
cal and aesthetic experience. What
is your relation with the experience
of the soviets? Was it important for
Your political formation?

PV: Before saying something about

the soviets, I'd like to gesture to the
political-intellectual tradition from
which—without meriting it—I come.
The critique of that modern barbarity
that is the wage labor, dependent on the
employer, the critique of that “monop-
oly of the political decision” that is the
State—these were our references in the
1960s and 1970s, and they still are to-
day. These references made us enemies
of the real and ideal socialism. From
the beginning, our tradition longed for
the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dis-
solution of the CPSU. It was divorced
from the culture and the values of the
“labor movement,” and this allowed it
to understand the meaning of the labor
fights against the wage. It recognized
capitalism’s devotion to the “perma-
nent revolution,” to the continuing
innovation of the labor process and the
ways of life, in order to avoid astonish-
ment or lament, since the production
of surplus value is no longer connected
to the factory and sovereignty does not
coincide any more with the nation-
states.

No nostalgia, hence. On the contrary,
there is a lasting sense of relief for the
fall of a regime founded on the cancer-
ous metastasis of the State and on the
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glorification of labor (of that work that
any laborer desired to suppress). Say-
ing so, now we can speak of the soviets.
The problem is: how do you articulate a
pubhc sphere that is no longer connect-
ed to the State? What are the 1nst1tu—
tions of the multltude’f‘

The democracy of the multitude takes
seriously the diagnosis that Carl
Schmitt proposed, somewhat bitterly,
in the last years of his life: “The era

of the State is now coming to an end
[...]. The State as a model of political
unity, the State as title-holder of the
most extraordinary of all monopo-
lies, in other words, the monopoly of
political decision-making, is about to
be dethroned.” With one important
addition: the monopoly of decision
making can only really be taken away
from the State if it ceases once and for
all to be a monopoly. The public sphere

of the multitude is a centrifugal force.

In other words, it excludes not only ‘]
the continued existence, but also the
reconstitution in any form of a unitary
“political body.” But here, the crucial
question returns: which democratic
bodies embody this centrifugal force?
Hobbes felt a well-known contempt for
those “irregular political systems” in

which the multitude adumbrated itself:
“Nothing but leagues, or sometimes

mere assemblies of people, without
union to any particular designee, nor
determined by obligations of one to
another.” Well, the democracy of the
multitude consists precisely of such
institutions: leagues, assemblies and,

CoMmunES

why not, councils (“soviets” in Rus-

S AMISHINAs
sian). Except that, contrary to Hobbes’s
negative judgment, here we surely are
not dealing with ephemeral appear-
ances The leagues, the assemblies, the
s—in short, the organs of non-
representatlve democracy—glve pohti-
cal expression to the productive coop-
eration that has at its core the general
intellect. The soviets of the multitude
produce a conflict with the State’s ad-
ministrative apparatuses, with the aim
of eating away at its prerogatives and
absorbing its functions. Those same
basic resources—knowledge, commu-
nication, etc.—that are the order of the
day in the post-Fordist production are
translated into political praxis.
What I mean is that the word “soviet,”
which became unpronounceable due to
solid historical reasons, has now, and
maybe only now, acquired a pregnant
meaning. We can only realistically
speak of the soviet at the dawn of the
State, in the period of the cogni-
tive work in which we must valorize
whatever is singular and unique in the
experience of each member of our spe-
cies. Of course, to say that, we need to
find other words. m
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EMANUELE COCCIA — Yes. Before we ever start eating, moving, or

speaking, we live off their life. Indeed, animal life is always thelife ||
of other living beings. Whereas plants are the sole autotrophs: they
don’t need other living beings to survive and find nourishment. They
live off sunshine, carbon

dioxide, and water. Animals, on the other hand, live by absorbing the
life of others, by feeding off it.

OLIVIER ZAHM — Plants don’t feed on other plants. Aside from
carnivorous plants, which constitute an exception. They’re Like the
black sheep of the plant world.

EMANUELE COCCIA — Yes, but that exception goes to show that life is a
process of reciprocal cannibalism. Life is always feeding off itself,
and no living being can survive without feeding on, consuming, and
cannibalizing other_living beings.

OLIVIER ZAHM — Except for plants.

EMANUELE COCCIA — Yes. But, although they eat no other living beings,
plants are nonetheless themselves eaten by other living beings. They

don’t escape the cannibalistic system, whose law of life is that life
feeds on itself.

EMANUELE COCCIA — Our link with plants goes beyond agriculture or .
gardening or long walks in the countryside.Every time we breathe, in
fact, we come into close or distant contact with plants. We feed on
their detritus, on what they expel — on their shit, so to speak, which
is oxygen. This banal

event is the basis of all existence. Respiration is an act through
which we immerse ourselves in the world and allow the world to immerse
itself in us — the world of plants. It’s an astonishing dynamic in
which the container becomes the content and vice versa.

OLIVIER ZAHM — So oxygen isn’t just a vital need, but also our Link
with plants, as if we breathed plants.

Its Social Life

THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS ARE BASED ON THE
presupposition that what we call “evolution” is, essentially, the
tendency of life toward socialization. Life is made up of cells.
They are the building blocks, the “atoms,” of life. From a pre-
biological perspective, of course, cells are complex structures in
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themselves, but they are regarded as the fundamental elements
of biology proper. It is possible, in fact, to erstand life on
earth as nothing more than the shuffling isolated
cells—Ilike the tiles of a mosaic in progres a way that
the cells divide and multiply without dying in the process. For an
idea of this teeming and immortal mosaic of life, simply consider
the current population of protozoa, the single-celled life-forms
that still constitute the gre tecity of biomass on earth.

The tendency to li ose at a very early stage in
the development of life. ough, this tendency can also be
regarded as a tendency towarddeath, This is because an organi-

ellula{ community, cannot divide itself—as an
g its_embodied information.
organization of cells divides, its information decom-
poses, and the decomposition of information is precisely what
is meant by “death.” Surely there are numerous causal explana-
tions—biochemical, for instance—for this death drive in life, but
these are of little concern to this fable. The goal here is rather
to relocate the discourse concerned with the tendency of life to-
ward socialization. To be precise, the aim is to transplant this

discourse from the optimistic perspective of “progressive” think-
ing into the more sobering perspective of the post-Auschwitz,
thermonuclear era.

the

others. Prom this stage, evolution then leaped to that of meta-
zoa, a truly startling transition. At this stage, cells forsake their

individuality and live only as a function of society: they become

specialized functionaries. What is more, a hierarchy of functions

emerges that resembles human bureaucracies. The lowest level

of this hierarchy is represented b ue, the next by organs,
and the highest by organis m ells work in the ser-

vice of tissues, which work in the ‘e of the organs, which in

Amseeiety” cach member lives for itself in collaboration with %
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turn serve organisms (by which I mean something like the hu-
man body, not a totalitarian state). Certain cells, however, have
managed to evade this process of specialization and have thus re-
tained their individuality, namely, gametes. Ova and spermato-
zoa behave like protozoa; being immortal, they hold organisms
in contempt.

Yet we have not fully appreciated the evolutionary transition
into metazoic life, for organisms—complex organizations of cel-
lular hierarchies—gome to acquire an individuality of their own,
an “indivisibility” (as_etymology 1mphe?§1ﬁm the perverse
outcome of cellular socialization. An organism is not a society o
cells but rather an individual; it is like ap individual cell, only on
a higher level. It should come as no surprise, then, that the same
tendency toward socialization and death that manifests itself in
individual cells is observable in organisms as well. Individual
organisms of the same type are inclined to live together, and it
is this inclination that leads to the formation of such groups as
herds, packs, and human society. Though on a higher level, such
groups are analogous to the loose societies of mesozoa and para-
zoa: they are porous and poorly established organizations.

In the case of insects, however, and especially Hymenoptera,
evolution leaped from its metazoic stage to an even higher level of
socialization. Supersocieties developed (anthills and beehives), in
which individual organisms acquired specialized functions and

sacrificed their organic individuality to perform them (as queens,
L =l

drones, workers, and so on). Such a novel process of socialization
warrants critical attention, if for no other reason than it might
provide a model for the future of human interaction.

Though often ngﬁlv cerebralized organisms, insects suffer

from a major design flaw, namely, their exoskeleton This has to
be shed from time to time as insects grow, leavmg them periodi-
cally vulnerable. Moreover, if they were comparable in size to us,
insects would be crushed to death by their own weight. As indi-
vidual organisms, insects are thus condemned to be very small.
The purpose of the superorganism is to overcome this design
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c pevodt 1 battle, but s battie s which one has deliberately
wen (o participrate. Lhe instant of revolt determiy

s seif-reatization and self-objectification as pant of a collectiv

Mlectivity | all huve the xame weapons, all face the same obstacies,
b same eneiiy. Al expenence the epiphany of the same symbaly

i one's ndividual space, domunated by one’s personal symbols,
shelrer from historical tme that evervone enjovs in their own
widual symibadopy and myvthology, widens, beooming the sym-
space common 1o an entire colloctivity, the shelter from hus-
ume i which @ whole collcetiviey finds safery.

Bvery tovolt i ciroumseribed by precise borders in historical
and histoncal space. Before st and after it hie the ne-man's-land
pd duration of cach and evervone's fives. in which are fought un-
pred ndividual batiles. The concepr of permanent revolu-
reveals—rather than an uninterrupted duration of sevelt in
ical tme—the will o succeed, at each and every moment, in

pspending historical time 5o as to find collective refuge in the sym-
gpace and tme of revolt. Unul @ moment before the clash, or
t before the programmed action with which the revolt begins,

pth his relatives; and as much as that residence and that environ-
may be provisional, precarious, conditioned by the imminent
until the revelt begins they are the site of & more or less sali-
individual battle, which continues to be the same as in the days
hich the revolt did not seem imminent the individuat baule
been good and evil, survival and death, success and falure. The

p before the revolt—presurning the revolt begins at dawn!—

even be as wanquil as that of the Prince of Condé, but it does
possess the paradoxical tranguithty ¢ 3
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56 Vampyroteuthic Culture

flaw. Superorganisms have a tessellated brain, the capacity of
which rivals our own. It is for this reason that ants, for instance.
are capable of challenging our putative dominion over the conti-
nents. That matter aside, what is essential about a society of ants
is the following: It is an individual, albeit on a higher level than
that of an individual organism. The functions of the individual

£a s A QAL
ants are not social but biological. The queen ant does not behave
‘toward a worker ant as a general does toward a common soldier,
no—their relationship is rather like that between a stomach and
a liver. The society of an anthill operates according to biological
rather than political rules. If myrmecological politics can be said
to exist, it would come into play only between one anthill and an-
other, never between individual ants.

ism, cells have done the same. A consequence of this sacrifice is
the creation of a new-freedom, namely, that of the su perorganism

and the organism. This new freedom is created because the pre- s

ceding and sacrificed freedom was biologized. Put another way,
freedom exists where biological rules (regulations) have not fully
encroached upon life. Freedom is a provisional stage in the ten-
dency of evolution toward socialization and death. Those who
explain human life as a function of biology—this would include
economic explanations, since the economy is a digestive func-
tion—are “progressive”™ They are wallowing in the evolutionary
tendency toward socialization and death and are thereby contrib-
uting to the abolishment of freedom. Those who champion free-
dom, on the other hand, are “reactionary”: they are attempting to
resist the biological tendency toward socialization and death in
order to conserve space for a fleeting, provisional condition..

Unlike and bees, vampyroteuthes and humans are individ-
ual organisms that live in poorly organized societies. They are,
“as organisms, free individuals, but their freedom is threatened
by their societies, which are becoming ever better organized and
thus ever more conscious of biological regulations. They are in
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Vampyroteuthic Culture 57
danger of becoming, sooner or later, like ants or bees. Like hu-
mans, that is, the vampyroteuthis is also confronted with the
problem of freedom in the form of an antibiological struggle, but
at the bottom of the sea this conflict manifests itself in an entirely
different way. Let us then make an effort to extract the politi-
cal engagements of the vampyroteuthis from the darkness of its
abyss.

We know the following facts about the social life of the
vampyroteuthis: the female lays its eggs in clusters; both the
male and the female protect the eggs; the hatched young arrange
themselves into groups according to these clusters; the vampyro-
teuthis is inclined toward suicide and cannibalism; it communi-
cates in intraspecific codes. For now we will have to be content
with these few details.

The central social phenomenon is the clustered configuration
of the oviposited eggs, just as the central social phenomenon of
humans, by way of analogy, is the structure of the family. Each
egg cluster contains a group of “twins” (simultaneously hatched
individuals) that are interrelated according to a genetically pre-
determined hierarchy. Human siblings are also hierarchized—a
fact that explains the great discrepancy between our conceptions
of fraternity and equality—but our fraternal hierarchies are, for
the most part, culturally determined. The hierarchical structures
in African tribes, for instance, can differ from those in China or
the West. If we were to advocate, that is, for equality and against
fraternity (or vice versa), we would be agitating for or against
historical contingencies. If the vampyroteuthis, on the contrary,
should take the side of equality over fraternity, it would be agi-
tating against its own biological condition.

For the vampyroteuthis, fraternity is_synonvmous with so-
ciety; vampyroteuthes live in clusters of twins. If, in the name
:)-f_eauality. the vampyroteuthis were to settle against fraternity,
this settlement would not only be antibiological but also anti-
social. If we are to understand political activity as the attempt
to change the structure of society. then v s ic “politics”
would represent the attempt to abolish, outright, its iniquitous
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social structyre. In other words, its “politics” is synonymous with,
anarchy. Because the hierarchy of the ovular clusters isibiblogiij
cally determined, there can be no other social structure, and thus
the political ideal of the vampyroteuthis is anarchic, fraternal
strife. Of course, fraternity has lost some of its shine for us, too, at
least since Freud shared his thoughts about brotherly hatred—
or, perhaps, ever since there have been Big Brothers. To some de-
gree, at least, we can 1 relate to the vampyroteuthic struggle.

In comparing its political activity Lo ours, we recognize at
once that the tension underlying its efforts is far more taut and
volatile than that which drives our own. It is true that all of our
p_olitical activity is likewise directed against our biological condi-
tion, against biologically predetermined inequalities. The differ-
ence is that our biologically predetermined inequalities also have

its kin. Although the vampyroteuthic and the liberal conceptions
mdom have unmistakable similarities, their origins differ.
The vampyroteuthis derives from animals that would develop
into ants, and so the inclination to form an ant-like society is in-
grained in its “collective unconscious.” Much more than we do,
it feels threatened by the anthill—that is, by absolute socializa-
tion—and its political activity is, therefore, far more antisocialist /
than ours. Hardly a Utopia, its liberalism is rather the denial of /

e

its biological condition. e — wa
It could even be said that its cannibalistic antisocialism rep- \’\ 2

resents a “hate movement,” whereas our hymenopteric social- NE

em represents a "love movement.” Its political liberation comes v

Th the form of brotherly hatred, ours as a sacrifice of Jindivid-
_ ual freedom to our beloved brother—an anthropomorphizing er- ol At

N el $ o : e ~ —— -L’l-"ﬁ"’ .
alarge and overlying cultural component. Qur political str /" ror on its part, a myrmecomorphizing error on ours. So much w 1{,1]
are thus against this cultural superstructure, which we strive to /" of vampyroteuthic behavior (its copulation, monogamous fi- oM

B
i

TebUlTMorcover, we are able Lo imagine cultural structures
(“Utopias”) in which even our biological constraints are done
away with. The vampyroteuthis cannot fathom Utopias, for the
structure of its society is not a cultural product (it is not a “fac-
m”)ﬂ rather a biological given (a “datum”). When it engages
in politics; it does so against its own “nature”—it commits a vio-
lent act against itself. In the end, however, is not all human po-
litical activity contra nature? Are not those who defend nature—
those who defend such natural “realities” as race, the dominion ? .

elity, brood care) reveals it to be a lovable and loving being.
An examination of our society, however, reveals haraly any evi-
dence of human lovability, If anything, the following is true:_I:’gL
the vampyroteuthis, it is precisely lov ition of oth-
ers, and orgasm that constitute the natural state of its Dasein.
The natural state of human Dasein, on the contrary, is defined ‘dufwﬁ ‘F‘W’W
by universal hatred, by the universal struggle for survival—one 4 50 d W eie
against all. By overcomiggiﬁanimality, therefore, the vampyro- / welV [

R Gns
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teuthis learns to hate; by overcoming ours, we learn to love, This Je Vb o
overcoming can be called “spirit” ( “Geist”), and it expresses it- \\w:;, ,W,.gg;r’ o
. self in the vampyroteuthis as hatred and in us as love. In Judeo- WA
* Christian terms, vampyroteuthic behavior might be said to ap-

proximate “sins against the spirit” (Sunde wider den Geist).

of mankind, even ecological balance—somehow betrayers of the
human Geigstp

WA

L+
FO_T us, political activity is a question of freedom that poses it- Lg ;

s?lf dialectically: as the self-assertion of an individual within so- -g

ciety, on the one hand, and as the individual acknowledgement %

of other humans, on the other. Over time we have tried, with The foregoing discussion, in a word, has been about “hell,” about

negligible success, to overcome this inhere iction, For )’3 | Geist and freedom as sins. In this regard we should not forget i‘“:f:( AR
.the vampyroteuthis there is no dialectic of political freedom. It - that the vampyroteuthis stands on its head: its hell is our heavcn,g:_f'_j;,
18 biologically necessitated to recognize the hierarchical rank of its heaven our hell. For us, its murderous and suicidal anarchy O _ .
its brother, and it can only become free if it disposes of this ne- would be an infernal society, and XI‘OT———\—_ isuchamal’t:h yIep- f_;,c:}. AR

cessity. For it, then, freedom is cannibalism—the right to devour

S

resents an inaccessible heaven of freedom. Loving and socialist
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collaboration and cohabitation represent, to us, an inaccessible
and heavenly Utopia, a messianic state of being, to it nothing
more than a hellish anthill. Is there not a third possibility, a mid-

dle road, a tertius gaudens? Can an “absolute good” and an “ab-

solute evil” really be said to exist?

There is indeed a third possibility, however unappealing it
may be: there is, namely, a Geist that is both human and vam-
pyroteuthic, and it is not difficult to find. For there is something
of the vampyroteuthis in each cg_u‘s, otherwise we would not
be able to recognize aspects of its heaven and hell. And there is
something of the human Geist in each vampyroteuthis, For us,
too, hell is the company of others (l'infer, ce sont les autres); and
for us, too, freedom is the opportunity—ever at hand—to com-
mit suicide. The vam is is the reverse side of our own
Geist, and if we could encounter both sides simultaneously, the
question of heaven and hell, of good and evil, would be no more.
In fact, it is likely that no questions would remain at all, for this
encounter would mark the end of Geist. That is the risk we take
when we face the vampyroteuthis eve to eye. What we would be-
hold would be our own reflection, above all the reflection of our
grotesque political folly.
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No more waiting.
No more hoping.
No more letting ourselves be distracted, unnerved.
Break and enter,

Put untruth back in its place.
—— =

Believe in what we feel.
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Act accordingly.
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Force our way into the present.-

ﬁ
Try. Fail this time. Try again. Fail better.
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Persist. Attack. Build.
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Go down one’s road.
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Win perhaps.
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In any case, overcome.
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Live, therefore.
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Now...
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As Lyotard reportedly said: “Economy—a thing we needed to find a way out of, not Griticize!”
Communism is not a “superior economic organization of society” but{the destitution ¢f economy.

~ = AVTONO MOV) AND I
Economy rests on a pair of fictions, therefore, that of society and that o he individlal. Destituting it
involves situating this false antinomy and bringing to light that which it means to cover up. What
these fictions have in common is making us see entities, closed units and their relations, whereas
what there is in fact are ties. Society presents itself as the superior entity that aggregates all the
individual entities. Since Hobbes and the frontispiece of Leviathan, it's always the same image: the
great body of the sovereign, composed of all the minuscule, homogenized, serialized bodies of his
subjects. The operation which the social fiction depends on consists in trampling on everything that
forms the situated existence of each singular human being, in wiping out the ties that constitute us,
in denying the assemblages we enter into, and then forcing the depleted atoms thus obtained into
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a completely fictitious, spectral association known as the “social bond.” A  THAT
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Even though 80% of French people declared that they no longer expect anything from the -4 NV OR I&_
politicians, the same 80% have confidence in the state and its institutions. No scandal, no\ 4 chﬁfm'ay
evidence, no personal experience manages to make a dent in the respect owed to the institutional
framework in this country. It's always the men who embody it who are to blame. There have been
__blunders, abuses, extraordinary breakdowns. The institutions, similar to ideology in this respect,
" are sheltered from the contradiction of facts, however recurrent. It was enough for the National
““ Front to promise to restore the institutions to become reassuring instead of troubling. There’s
" nothing surprising in that. The real has something intrinsicall chaotic about it that humans need to
‘stabilize by imposing a legibility, and thereby a foreseeability, on_it. And what every institution
| provides Is precisely a stationary legibility of the real, an ultimate stabilization of phenomena. If the
“institution suits us so well, it's because the sort of legibility it guarantees saves us above all, each
one of us, from affirming anything whatsoever, from risking our singular reading of life and of
things, from producing together an intelligibility of the world that is properly ours and shared in
common. The problem is that choosing not to do that is the same-as hoosing not to exist. It’s to
., resign from life. In reality, what we need are not institutions b m t so happens, in fact, that
life, whether biological, singular or collective, is precisely a continual creation of forms. It suffices to
perceive them, to accept allowing them to arise, to make a place for them and accompany their
metamorphosis. A habit is a form. A thought is a form. A friendship is a form. A work is a form. A

S‘Ub l}".« profession is a form. Everything that lives is only forms and interactions of forms. '

?

(f Except that, voila, we are in France, the country where even the Revolution has become an
institution, and which has exported that ambivalence to the four corners of the world. There is a
specifically French love of the institution that must be dealt with if we wish to talk again about
revolution one day, if not make one. Here the most libertarian of the psychotherapies has seen fit
to label itself “institutional,” the most critical of the sociologies has given itself the name
“institutional analysis.” If the principle comes to us from ancient Rome, the affect that accompanies
it is clearly Christian in origin. The French passion for the institution is a flagrant symptom of the
lasting Christian impregnation of a country that believes itself to be delivered from that. All the more
lasting, moreover, as it believes itself to be delivered. We should never forget that the first modern
thinker of the institution was that lunatic Calvin, that model of all the despisers of life, and that he
was born in Picardy. The French passion for the institution co m_a properly Christian dj

(49 towards life. The great malice of the institution idea is in its claiming to free us from the rule of the

passions, from the uncontrollable hazards of existence, that it would be a transcendence of the
passions when it is actually just one of them, and assuredly one of the most morbid. The institution
claims to be a remedy against men, none of whom can be trusted, whether the people or the
leader, the neighbor or the brother or the stranger. What governs it is always the same idiocy of
sinful humanity, subject to desire, selfishness, and lust, and who must keep from loving anything
whatsoever in this world and from giving in to their inclinations, which are all uniformly vicious. It's
not his fault if an economist like Frederic Lordon can'’t picture a revolution that is not a new
institution. Because all economic science, and not just its “institutional” current, has its basis finally
in the lessons of Saint Augustine. Through its name and its language, what the institution promises

is that a single thing, in this lower world, will have transcended time, will h ithdrawn itself from
the unpredictable flux of becoming, will have established a bit of tangiblé eternity,/an unequivocal
meaning, free of human ties and situations—a definitive stabilization of al, like death.

PROUSES OF TNSCTIVNSNV

This whole mirage dissolves when a revolution breaks out. Suddenly what seemed eternal

collapses into time as though into a bottomless pit. What seemed to plunge its roots into the

human heart turns out to have been nothing but a fable for dupes. The palaces are vacated and

one discovers in the prince’s abandoned jumble of papers that he no longer believed in it all, if he

ever had. For behind the fagade of the institution, what goes on is always something other than it
claims to be, its precisely what the institution claimed to have delivered the world from: the very

\ human comedy of the coexistence of networks, of loyalties, of clans, interests, lineages, dynasties
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We use the word revodr to designate an insurrectional move-
ment that differs from revolution. The difference between revolt
and reveluton should net be sought in their respective aims; they
can both have the same aiy o see power. What principally dis-
unguishes revolt from revolution i instead a different experience
of time. If, on the basus of the ordingry meaning of the tve words, KW K
revolt 8 & sudden insurrectional explosion, which can be placed 9
within @ strategic horizon but which in tself does not imply a long- )’Vdod.lMly
distanoe strategy, and revolution s mstead a steategic complex
of inswrrectiona! movements, coordinated and oriented over the IWYCl v L’M
mid- to leng-term toward ultimate obiectives, then we could sav aU' C.\wu_.
that revelt suspends historicad nme, suddenly establishing a tme in
whech cvervthing that s done has a value in tsell, independentiy of
w3 comequences and of s relanions with the ransitory of porens
ntal vomples that constitutes hstory, Revolution woukd matead be
wholly and dehberatcly immersed 1n historical ame.
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even, a logic of fierce struggles for territories, resources, miserable titles, influence— stories of
sexual conquest and pure folly, of old friendships and rekindled hatreds. Every institution is, in its
very regularity, the result of an intense bricolage and, as an institution, of a denial of that bricolage.
It's supposed fixity masks a gluttonous appetite for absorbing, controlling, institutionalizing
everything that’son its nargins and harbors a bit of life. The real model of every institution is
universally the(Church. Just as the Church clearly does not have as its goal leading the human
flock to its divin lon, but rather achieving its own salvation in time, the alleged function of an
institution is only a pretext for its existence. In every institution the Legend of the Grand Inquisitor is

re-enacted year after year. lts true purpose is.to persist. No need to specify how many souls and
bodies must be ground down in order to secure this result, and even within its own hierarchy. One

doesn’t become a leader without being basically the most ground down—the king of the ground-

down. Reducing delinquency and “defending society” are only the pretext of the carceral institution.
If, during the centuries it has existed, it has never succeeded at these things—on the contrary—

this is because its purpose is different; it is to go on existing and growing if possible, which means
eriding to the breeding ground of delinquency and managing the illegalities. The purpose of the

medical institution is not to care for people’s health, but to produce the patients that justify its

> orfesponding.definition of health. Nothing new on this subject since Ivan Tllich and

discourages children from learning, this is not fortuitously: it's because-children With-a_desife to
learn would make school next to useless. The same goes for thhose purpose is
manifestly not the emancipation of workers, but rather the perpetuationof their condition. What
could the bureaucrats of the labor unions do with their life, in fact, if the workers had the bad idea
of actually freeing themselves? Of course in every institution there are sincere people who really
think they are there to accomplish their mission. But it's no accident if those people see themselves
systematically obstructed, are systematically kept out of the loop, punished, bullied, eventually
ostracized, with the complicity of all the “realists” who keep their mouths shut. These choice victims
of the institution have a hard time understanding its double talk, and what is really being asked of
them. Their fate is to always be treated there as killjoys, as rebels, and to be endlessly surprised

by that. re : WEE | Lo

Against the slightest revolutionary possibility in France, one will always find the institution of the
Self and the Self of the institution. Inasmuch as “being someone” always comes down finally to the
recognition of, the allegiance to, some institution, inasmuch as succeeding involves conforming to

the reflection that yowre'shown in the hall of mirrors of the social game, the institution has a grip on
everyone through tIl this couldn't last, would be too rigid, not dynamic enough, if the
institution wasn't deté ed to compensate for its rigidity by a constant attention to the
movements that jostle it. There’s a perverse dialectic between institution and movements, which
testifies to the former’s relentless survival instinct. A reality as ancient, massive, and hieratic as
that, inscribed in the bodies and minds of its subjects for the hundreds of years the French state
has existed, could not have lasted so long if it had not been able to tolerate, monitor, and
recuperate critics and revolutionaries as they presented themselves. The carnivalesque ritual of
social movements function within it as a safety valve, as a tool for managing the social as well as
for renewing the institution. They bring it the flexibility, the young flesh, the new blood that it so
cruelly lacks. Generation after generation, in its great wisdom, the state has been able to coopt
those who showed themselves amenable to being bought off, and crush those who acted
intransigent. It’s not for nothing that so many leaders of student movements have so naturally
advanced to ministerial posts, being people who are sure to have a feel for the state, that is, an
appreciation of the institution as mask.
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industries are perfect servants for the capitalist operat|o N
of constantly changing the likings of people. More ofter

Observation 7
Artists are distributors of values, among others, like
teachers, journalists and scientists. They are what Noam
Chomsky calls “manufacturers of consent”. They have the
tools to formulate, to propose, to present, to disguise, to
modulate, to transpose, to mutate, to mutilate (togeth
with others) what people might start to like. '

than not, changing them into their opposites.

Imagine that artists become aware of their historical posi=
tion and put up resistance to being instrumentalised for
the purposes of others, namely the capital or state. Would
it be necessary that they formulate common goals and de-
velop the same perspectives for a future society? | don’t
think so. The times of the common and the communal
are over. ThlS was anays already an
that could only be 1mplemented by force, _despite its i ideal
perspectlves Can people then still make history and
conscious of doing so? Can they do this consciously, on
purpose? Yes, they can. They can break the circumstanc-
es, change them into something else, but nowadays they
have to break them alone, without being connected to &
common goal or ideology.
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To DESTVTE

Breaking the circle that turns our contestation into a fuel for what dominates us, marking a rupture
in the fatality that condemns revolutions to reproduce what they have driven out, shattering the iron
cage of counter-revolution—this is the purpose of destitution. The notion of destitution js necessary
in order to free the revolutionary imaginary of all the old constituent fantasies that weigh it down, of
the whole deceptive legacy of the French Revolution. It is necessary to intervene in revolutionary
logic, in order to establish a division within the idea of insurrection. For there are constituent
insurrections, those that end like all the revolutions up to now have ended: by turning back into
mmmmw whom or what? the
people, the working class, or God, it matters little. And there are destituent insurrections, such as
May ‘68, the Italian creeping May and so many insurrectionary communes. Despite all that it may
have manifested that was cool, lively, unexpected, Nuit debout—like the Spanish movement of the
squares or Occupy Wall Street previously—was troubled by the old constituent itch. What was
staged spontaneously was the old revolutionary dialectic that would oppose the “constituted
powers” with the “constituent power” of the people taking over the public space. There’s a good
reason that in the first three weeks of Nuit debout, Place de la Republique, no fewer than three
committees appeared that gave themselves the mission of rewriting a Constitution. What was re-
enacted there was the old debate that's been performed to a full house in France since 1792. And
it seems there’s no getting enough of it. It's a national sport. There’s not even any need to spruce
up the decor to please today'’s taste. It must be said that the idea of constitutional reform presents
the advantage of satisfying both the desire to change thing and the desire that everything :
stay the same—it’s just a matter, finally, of changing a few lines, of symbolic modifications. As long

as one debates words, as long as revolution is formulated in the language of rights and the law, the
ways of neutralizing it are well-known and marked out.

When sincere Marxists proclaim in a union leaflet, “We are the real power!” it's still the same
constituent fiction that is operating, and that distances us from strategic thinking. The revolutionary
aura of this old logic is such that in its name the worst mystifications manage to pose as self-
evident truths. “To speak of constituent power is to speak of democracy.” It's with this risible lie that
Toni Negri begins his book on the subject, and he’s not the only one to trumpet these kinds of
inanities that defy good sense. It's enough to have opened the pages of Constitutional Theory by
Carl Schmitt, who can't exactly be counted among the good friends of democracy, to realize the
contrary. The fiction of constituent power suits monarchy as well as it suits dictatorship. Doesn’t
that pretty presidential slogan, “in the name of the people,” say anything to anybody? It's
regrettable to have to point out that Abbe Sieyes, inventor of the disastrous distinction between
constituent power and constituted power, that brilliant sleight of hand, was never a democrat. This
is what he said in his famous speech of September 7, 1789: “The citizens who appoint
representatives refrain and must refrain from making the law themselves: they do not have any
particular will to impose. If they dictated wills, France would no longer be this representative state:
it would be a democratic state. The people, | repeat, in a country that is not a democracy (and
France cannot be one), the people cannot speak, cannot act, except through its representatives.” If
to speak of “constituent power” is not necessarily to speak of “democracy,” both these notions do,
however, always lead revolutions into a cul-de-sac.

Destituere in Latin means: to place standing se arate, raise up in isolation: to abandon: put aside
let drop, knock down; to let down, deceive. Whereas constituent logic crashes against the power
‘apparatus it means to take control of, a destituent potential is concerned instead with escaping
from it, with removing any hold on it which the apparatus might have, as it increases ifs hold on the
world in the separate space that it forms. Its characteristic gesture is exiting, just as the typical
constituent gesture is taking by storm. In terms of a destituent logic, the struggle against state and
capital is valuable first of all for the exit from capitalist normality that is experienced therein, for the
desertion from the shitty relations with oneself, others, and the world under capitalism. Thus, where

the “constituents” place themselves in a dialectical relation of struggle with the ruling authority in

EXiT ESCAPE -
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order to take possession of it, destituent logic obeys the vital need to disengage from it. It doesn't
abandon the struggle; it fastens on to the struggles positivity. It doesn’t adjust itself to the
movements of the adversary but to what is required for the increase of its own potential. So it has
little use for criticizing: “The choice is either to get out without delay, without wasting one’s time
criticizing, simply because one is placed elsewhere than in the region of the adversary, or else one
criticizes, one keeps one foot in it, and has the other one outside. We need to lea outside and
dance ab it,” as Jean-Francois Lyotard explained, by way of recognizing the gesture of Deleuze
and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus. And Deleuze made this remark: “Roughly speaking, one recognizes a
Marxist by their saying that a society contradicts itself, is defined by its contradictions, especially its
class contradictions. We say rather is that in a society everything is escaping, that a society is

defined by its lines of escape [...] Escape, but while escaping look for a weapon.” It's not a question
of fighting for communism. What matters is the communism that is lived in the fight itself. The true

&Y. richness of an action lies within itself. This doesn’t mean that for us there’s no question of the
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observable effectiveness of an action. It means that the impact potential of an action doesn't reside
in its effects, but in what is immediately expressed in it. What is constructed on the basis of effort
always ends up collapsing from exhaustion. Typically, the operation that the cortege de tete
causes the processional setup of union demonstrations to undergo is an operation of destitution.
With the vital joy it expressed, the rightness of its gesture, its determination, with its affirmative as
well as offensive character, the cortege de tete drew in all that was still lively in the militant ranks
and it destituted demonstrations as an institution. Not with a critique of the rest of the march but
something other than a symbolic use of capturing the street. Withdrawing from the institutions is

anything but leaving a void, it's suppressing them in a positive way.

To destitute is not primarily to attack t”he'institution, but to attack the need we have of it. It's notto

criticize it—the first critics of the state are the civil servants themselves; as to the militant, the more
they criticize power the more they desire it and the more they refuse to acknowledge theif desite
but to take to heart what the institution is meant to do, from outside it. To destitute t ‘
to establish, at a distance, the places of research, of education and thought, that are\more vibfant

——

and more demanding than it is—which would not be hard—and to greet the arrival of the last

vigorous minds who are tireg-of frequenting the academic zombies, and only then to administer its
death blow. To destitute thé judicial system |s to learn to settle our disputes ourselves, applying
some method to this, paralyzing-its faculty of judgment and driving its henchmen from our lives. To
destitute medicine is to know what is good for us and what makes us sick, to rescue from the
institution the passionate kn dges that survive there out of view, and never again to find oneself
alone at the hospital, with one’s body handed over to the artistic sovereignty of a disdainful
surgeon. To destitute the governmept'is to make ourselves ungovernable. Who said anything
about winning? Overcom erything. WHAT Bo Yeou

The destituent gesture does not oppose the institution. It doesn’t even mount a frontal f-:
neutralizes it, empties it of its substance, then steps to the side and watch~--
down to the incoherent ensemble of its practices and makes A~=:

ions to bury the conflict would have all been for
drew and abandoned the idea of doing battle faced with the
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threat posed by the very positivity of the bonds formed in the “Attack!” assembly and the
determination emanating from them. In exactly the same way, it's the potential of the connections
that are formed around the ZAD that protects it, and not its military strength. The finest destituent
victories are often those where the battle simply never takes place.

Fernand Deligny said: “In order to fight agaifist language,&nd the institution, the right phrase is
erhaps not to fight against, but to take the ntest distefice ossible, even if this means signaling

one’s position. Why would we go and press ourselves against the wall? Our project is not to take
and hold the square.” !

Destitution makes it possible to rethink what we mean by revolution. The traditional revolutionary
program involved a reclaiming of the world, an expropriation of the expropriators, a violent
appropriation of that which is ours, but which we have been deprived of. But here’s the problem:
capital has taken hold of every detail and every dimension of existence. It has created a world in its
image. From being an exploitation of the existing forms of life, it has transformed itself into a total
universe. It has configured, equipped, and made desirable the ways of speaking, thinking, eating,
working and vacationing, of obeying and rebelling, that suit its purpose. In doing so, it has reduced |
to very little the share of things in this world that one might want to reappropriate. W ul

to reappropriate nuclear power plants, Amazons warehouses, the expressways, ad agencies, hi
rains, Dassault, La Defense business complex, auditing firms otechnologies,
supermarkets and their poisonous merchandise? Who imagines a people’s takeover of industrial
arming operations where a single man plows hectares of eroded ground at the wheel of his
megatractor piloted via satellite? No one with any sense. What complicates the task for
revolutionaries is that the old constituent gesture no longer works there either. With the result that
the most desperate, the most determined to save it, have finally found the winning formula: in order
to have done with capitalism, all we have to do is reappropriate money itself ! A Negriist deduces
this from the spring of 2016 conflict: “Our goal is the following: transformation of the rivers of
command money that flow from the faucets of the European Central Bank into money as money,
into unconditional social income! Bring the fiscal paradises back down to Earth, attack the citadels
of offshore finance, confiscate the deposits of liquid returns, secure everyone’s access to the world
of commodities—the world in which we really live, whether that pleases us or not. The only
universalism that people love is that of money! Let anyone wishing to take power begin by taking
the money! Let anyone wishing to institute the commons of counter-power begin by securing the
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ON SETTLEMENT by VLADIMIR MILLER
Vladimir Miller Settlement VIII

14 September-2 October 2015/ a.pass studio
TOWARDS FRAGILITY

(fragile: unstable, disintegrating, malleable, temporary, sketchy, self-sabotage, needs care, gone when not
needed, anti-territorial, only there as long as invested in, can’t hold)

| have some questions:

What can be a truly feminist architecture? One that does not create rritory, does not claim, does not
gxclude. (Will society be different if it builds in another way, or is it the other way around, or are they
actually inseparable form one another?). How much of the utopia of Occupy is due to the haphazard
conditions of camping and DIY? Should we be sad that it's gone? Or is its ability to disappear its most
precious, most pioneering trait? Every social movement must find, claim and hold a space or perish, yes? —
become an institution or die. =4 . 4 ' \ ' :

But how to keep on dying?

Processes of institutionalization are also processes of architectural shifts away from the fragile: from sticks
and fabrics to metal and concrete, from sit-ins on the floor to tables and chairs, from open spaces to
chambers with doors, from expanding circles to sitting arrangements. All of these we justify with productivity
concerns. So maybe the question is: how to be productive and fragile at the same time? _ 1t A

Settlement is a spatial proposal that tries to sustain its architectural fragility hoping in this way to initiate a
temporary social, organisational and ideological one. Simply put, itis a collective workspace, a camp and a
hangout, open to all who step by and would like to contribute to it. Like many other such meetings itis a

» place of informal exchange and presentation. It is a space for practices instead of products, a place where

our individual ideas and processes have not yet achieved a solid state and can flow into each other.

Settlement starts with a haphazard collection of materials in an otherwise empty space Everything one
might need for one’s work has to be built and (re)invented there. There are no tables, no chairs, and the
materials and objects resist easy categorization and usability. They have to be mis-used, adapted, they have
a will of their own. The built environment has to be negotiated (with) on the level of the object. There is a
potential in a thing being one thing one day, and a totally different thing the day after. There is also a

potential in a thing changing hands. (You will be surprised how quickly ownership is established from
Qmmunal beginnings: you just have to take pick up something and move it somewhere else.)

Settlement is a space that tries very hard not to settle. Its instability naturally works against the establishing
of clear boundaries between ,your space” and ,my space*, what hopefully follows from that is that it is very

" difficult to establish boundaries between ,your work® and “my work”. | believe that practice is bound by
space, and if space gets shaky, unstable, shareable, so does the practice.

By starting from scratch Settlement invites a re-negotiation of the specific conditions of each practice. Inthe
course of the three weeks Settlement lets your particular method of production and sharing find its own
intrinsic spatial conditions, free from the encoded behaviors of ready-made spaces such as “table”, “studio”,
“meeting”, “gallery”, “venue”, “library”, etc. The politics of practice in terms of co-habitation and co-working,
of claiming one’s own space, inviting or excluding the outside, communication of ideas, inviting change and
influence are all there to be questioned within this setup. As a practice is (in some ways) ,re-built* during

Settlement, one can come to question its very construction.
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" divides into two. On the one hand, there are
+* from what reigns, including

material conditions on the basis of which those counter-powers can actually be constructed! Let

anyone preferring the destituent exodus consider the objective possibilities of a wi al from the
production of the dominant social relations that are inherent in the possession @f money! Let

anyone in favor of a general and renewable strike reflect at the margins of the w nomy
granted by a socialization of income worthy of that name! Let anyone wishing for an insurrection of
the subalterns not forget the powerful promise of liberation contained in the slogan “Let’s take the
money!" A revolutionary who cares about their mental health will want to leave constituent logic
and its rivers of imaginary money behind them.

0 be made
Dy salvaging w lat carbe salvaged f W'-lli present state of things,
and on the other, there is the imperative to attack, to simply destroy the world of capital’ A two-
Lo g S ————

So the revolutionary gesture no longer consis !!!!' i

; pronged gesture that divides again: it's clear that the worlds one constructs can maintain their

apartness from capital only together with the fact of attacking it and conspiring against it. It’s clear
that attacks not inspired by a different heartfelt idea of the world would have no real reach, would
exhaust themselves in a sterile activism. In destruction the complicity is constructed on the basis of
which the sense of destroying is constructed. And vice versa. It's only from the destituent
standpoint that one can grasp all that is incredibly constructive in the breakage. Without that, one

_would not understand how a whole segment of a union demonstration can applaud and chant when
* the window of a car dealership finally gives way and falls to the ground or when a piece of urban

furniture is smashed to pieces. Nor that it seems so natural for a cortege de tete of 10,000 persons
to break everything deserving to be broken, and even a bit more, along the whole route of a
demonstration such as that of June 14, 2016 in Paris. Nor that all the anti-smashers rhetoric of the
government apparatus, so well-established and normally so effective, lost its traction and was no
longer convincing to anyone. Breaking is understandable, among other things, as an open debate
in public on the question of property. The bad-faith reproach “they always break what is not theirs”
needs to be turned back around. How can you break something unless, at the moment of breaking
it,.the thing is.in your hands, is.in a sense yours? Recall the Civil Code: “As regards furniture,
possession can be taken as ownership.” In effect, someone who breaks doesn’t engage in an act
of negation, but in a paradoxical, counterintuitive affirmation. They affirm, against all appearances:
“This is ours!” Breaking, therefore, is affirmation, is appropriation. It discloses the problematic
character of the property regime that now governs all things. Or at least it opens the debate on this
thorny point. And there is scarcely a different way to begin it than this, so prone it is to close back
down as soon as it is opened in a peaceful manner. Everyone will have noted, moreover, how the
conflict of the spring of 2016 served as a divine lull in the deterioration of public debate.

L o

Only an affirmation has the potential for accomplishing the work of destruction. The destituent
gesture is thus desertion and attack, creation and wrecking, and all at once, in tmre. e
defies the accepted logics of alternativism and activism at the same time. It forms a linkage

between the extended time of construction and the spasmodic time of intervention, between the
disposition to enjoy our piece of the world and the disposition to place it at stake. Along with the

taste for risk-taking, the reasons for living disappear. Comfort—which clouds perceptions, takes
pleasure in repeating words that it empties of any meaning, and prefers not to know anything—is

the real enemy, the enemy within. Here it is not a question of a new social contract, but of a new

strategic composition of worlds. :
CompPaoss el
Communism is the real movement that destitutes the existing state of things. N

) NoRLBS

We don't have any program, any solutions to sell. To destitute, in Latin, also means to disappoint.
All expectations will be disappointed. Te—— S —

To DiSAPPOWNT
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continuous {light of moments, as a manilestation of timelessness within time. Visual art, architecture and narrative
prose too give mankind access Lo its original time dimension and space of its belonging to the world. Art gives people a
place, a shelter in which they can determine the benchmarks of their stay on Earth and find their own truth (rhythni) in
the unstoppable flow of linear time. As rhythm, art stops time and beats time. It is the gift of a place of one’s own. That
is why all art, regardless of its medium, is architecture. And that is also why all art, regardless of its content. N

i disamernCing. ind eads
Exercises in Exodus 7‘“\“’ d a." o ,'

The analogy between Agan en’s considerations and Vifno’s theories is striking. Bartleby’s passive resistance s

reminiscent of the disobedience of leaving and ignoring, The “prefer not to”, the negation and the searching fora -

different — place are exercises in contingency, o use Agamben’s {erminology, or in exodus, to use Virna's image. To

Virno as well. contingency is the main characteristic of human practice, institulions arc incomplete and provisional, and

art gives mankind a place in time, enabling us to acquire familiarity with the disturbing. But art 100 is disturbing, and an

exercise in exodus. 1t is “dismeasure™ that challenges benchmarks.' The biblical image of the exodus has been used for

centurics as a metaphor for liberation and revolution. 1t is a paradigm for revolutionary politics. according to Michael

Walzer in Exodus and Revolution (1985). Evodus is a story that is embedded in our collective memory, a judicial-

theological text intended for analogous application, an example of an act of resistance (o “4ry at home”, a realistic

prescnlalion." The image of the exodus reminds Virno of this revolutionary practice, and vice versa: because of his

experiences in the movement of 1968-77. he recognizes what Walzer says. The exodus also remind him of how Marx

described, in Das Kapital, the early stages of North-American capitalism when frontier man Jeft wage labour in drove

and headed west. and vice versa: the practice of the frontiers may scrve as an example of disobeying the laws of the

capitalist labour market."® Virmo's reflections, in the wake of Garroni and Agamben, shed some light on the current

gituation, They revoke the romantic notions and compel us invert the questions. Is there still something to be learned

from this? Creativity is the central concept in current labour processes, which are based on knowledge and verbal

communication. Creativity takes place in the application of the rules. It is adaption to the environment. but this means

that human adaption to the environment, such as creativity, is by definition incomplete and tentative. The rules are WUE(

being changed in the course of the application, but this means that there is no application of k8 that does not foresee

this changing. Art is the non-knowledge-based specialization of crealivity that coincides with the typically human

potentiality. which therefore belongs to everyone. Art belongs to everyone. This of course has consequences for

institutions. We can apply Les Ballets C de B's motto here: “This dance belongs to the world and the world belongs to wnmwb
everyone” * Fully aware the contingency and even for the sake of contingency. the tragic aporia, ambiguity, instability mu‘
and the danger of the multitude, for everyone’s sake therefore. Virno makes a plea for institutions — political “
institutions, but bay extension also art institutions — that are open to their own negation as forces that impede. A

This means that they do not suppress the fight against them, the disobedicence; the unruly iggagination or the (ﬁNfEM""
tendency to change them. It means that they become stronger and serve their purpose better - offering a space —as (¥ {1

Mey no iongcr suppress opposition and make room for the confrontation with themselves. thereby enabling themselves Fo& m
{o change. In opposition to the institutions are we. the people, the multitude. the makers of arl, everyone. And for us it’s = ij‘
the other way around: we are called to arms, to resistance, imagination, autonomy, rebellion, disobedience, |Nﬂ\ W
innovation, appropriation and change. We are called upon to enterprisingly withdraw ourselves from the

institutions that make many the slave of few and make these few the slaves o themselyes and their own illusions.

disturbing ad revolutionary.

THIS TIME
Fok WEAL

16 Paolo Vimo in Gielen and Lavaert, op. cit., p. 18.

17 Michael Walzer, Esodo e rivoluzione, trans. M. D’ Alessandro (Milan: Feltrinelli, 1986/1985), pp. 13-14.

b Paolo Virno, Esercizi di esodo [Exercises in Exodus] (Verona: Ombre Corte, 2002), pp. 177-82; Karl Marx, Das Kapital: Kritik
der politschen Okonomie: Erster Band (Berlin, 1987/1867), pp. 792-802.

19 Quoted in the programme of C(h)oeurs, 12.06.12 — 14.06.12. Concertgebouw Brugge.
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The coming insurrection

(..)

Expect nothing from organizations.
Beware of all existing social milieus,
and above all, don’t become one.

It's not uncommon, in the course of a significant breaking of the social bond, to cross paths with
organizations — political, labor, humanitarian, community associations, etc. Among their members,
one may even find individuals who are sincere — if a little desperate — who are enthusiastic — if a
little conniving. Organizations are attractive due to their apparent consistency — they have a
history, a head office, a name, resources, a leader, a strategy and a discourse. They are
nonetheless empty structures, which, in spite of their grand origins, can never be filled. In all their
affairs, at every level, these organizations are concerned above all with their own survival as
organizations, and little else. Their repeated betrayals have often alienated the commitment of their
own rank and file. And this is why you can, on occasion, run into worthy beings within them. But
the promise of the encounter can only be realized outside the organization and, unavoidably, at
odds with it.

hierareh ilieus. Each and every mllleu |s one 3 c eutralization of some

o withhold the implications © F research from the majority of
people today. {6 contain in their gyms the various forms of life they should create.
Particularly to bé are the cultural and activist circles. They are the old people’s homes
where all revolutionary desires traditionally go to die. The task of cultural circles is to spot nascent
intensities and to explain away the sense of whatever it is you're doing, while the task of activist

ofd| z tact| s
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~“circles is to sap your energy for doing it. Activist milieus spread their diffuse web throughout the

French territory, and are encountered on the path of every revolutionary development. They offer
nothing but the story of their many defeats and the bitterness these have produced. Their
exhaustion has made them incapable of seizing the possibilities of the present. Besides, to nurture
their wretched passivity they talk far too much and this makes them unreliable when it comes to the
police. Just as it’'s useless to expect anything from them, it’s stupid to be disappointed by their
sclerosis. It's best to just abandon this dead weight.

All milieus are counter-revolutionary because they are only concerned with the preservation of their
e

sad comfort.

(Form communes

normally part ways. It’s the joy of an encounter that survives its expected end. It's what makes us
say “we,” and makes that an event. What's strange isn’t that people who are attuned to each other
form communes, but that they remain separated. Why shouldn’t communes proliferate
everywhere? In every factory, every street, every village, every school. At long last, the reign of the
base committees! Communes that accept being what they are, where they are. And if possibleﬁ
multiplicity of communes that will displace the institutions of society: family, school, union, sports

COUMMNES INSTERD o ¢ tulicus oR TNSTITuTIeNS
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COMMONS
UNDERCOMMONS

TkH 23

Until now, almost noone dares to leave the quasi-safe ha-
ven of the bubble of individuality, self-interest, and indi-
vidual liberty.

But | think we have no choice.

Let's have fun and go for the new revolution.
Let’s help to push history in another direction.

Let's make a movement for 21st century schools, elderly
houses, prisons, hospitals, psychiatric asylums. The 19%°
century that invented and installed the existing discipli=*
nary models has already violently passed away some two.
centuries ago. i

Let’s contest these institutions of slavery and barbaris
firmly and offer the new models. The non-disciplina
ones. The reasonable ones. Let’'s embrace the many but &%
rare examples that exist already in all the domains men- ]
tioned, but are dispersed all over the globe. All alone.
Let's come together now (and do nothing)! «-—

Or. \
We the people have to start to organize ourselves, our
work, our education, our medical care, and our infrastru -5
tures (transport, public space). We have to start to man-{
age ourselves and go for highly flexible models of this self=
organized work, and we need to restart currency (money)
and the way we use it. We have no choice but to act, but *
before acting we have to think of a better post-capitalistic <&
future. Implement think-tanks and research institutes. Find
instruments/tools/models/concepts that show us, the peo-"
ple, that we can manage ourselves easily, better and mo o
efficiently. That we can think of society as radically differ- <&
ent. This can only be done in cooperation and together. S&
But as | said, a lot has to be thought through thoroughly:
and has to be invented and imagined. For this we need to &
think less of strategies and do more thinking and imagin- &
ing of models/concepts.

There is work to be done! Systematically and regularly
and consequently!

Who wants to be no longer busy with themselves but with.
the world?

In the army of artists is situated a huge potential for these
think-tanks or these purposeless gatherings. Please un-
derstand that these are needed, urgently. Understand -

that the stakes are high and solutions and results are not
easily available. b
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club, etc. Communes that aren't afraid, beyond their specifically political activities, to organize
themselves for the material and moral survival of each of their members and of all those around
them who remain adrift. Communes that would not define themselves — as collectives fend fo do
:by what's inside and what's outside them, but by the density of the ties at their core. Not by their
membership, but by the spirit that animates them. HoW TO FHALEC ELRAC TY 7

A commune forms every time a few people, freed of their individual straitjackets, decide to rely only
on themselves and measure their strength against reality. Every wildcat strike is a commune:; every
building occupied collectively and on a clear basis is a commune, the action committees of 1968
were communes, as were the slave maroons in the United States, or Radio Alice in Bologna in
1977. Every commune seeks to be its own base. It seeks to dissolve the question of needs. It

seek | eco ic dependency and all political subjugation; it degenerates into a milieu
the moment it loses contact with the truths on which it is founded. There are all kinds of communes
that wait neither for the numbers nor the means to get organized, and even less for the “right
moment” — which never arrives.

https:/theanarchistlibrary.org/library/comite-invisible-the-coming-insurrection P g,‘g- “r
oM ENT ?
- A MYTH:
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The Life of Plants

A Metaphysics of Mixture

Emanuele Coccia

Translated by Dylan J. Montanari
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Theory of the Flower

The Reason of Forms
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Flowers

inﬁg,'/«/g THEe IysnryrieN. .,

To cling to the surface of the Earth to better penetrate
the air and the ground. To moor at random and then to
expose and open oneself to anything in the surround-
ing world, regardless of its form or nature. Never to
move, in order to allow for the world to be swallowed
up in one’s breast all the more. Never to tire of building
canals, of opening holes for the world to fall, slip, or
seep into oneself. For sessile beings, the encounter with
the other—regardless of the qualification of this other—
will never be a simple question of waiting and chance.
Where no movement, no action, no choice are possible,
meeting someone or something is possible exclusively
through a metamorphosis of the self. It is only within
itself that a being without motion can encounter the
world. There is no geography, no intermediary space
that might welcome the body of the one and that of
the other and that might make this encounter pos-
sible. Every sessile being has to make itself world for
the world, has to construct within itself the paradoxi-
cal site of an environment for the world itself. What is

99
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Theory of the Flower: The Reason of Forms

more, faced with another sessile being, the world does
not offer itself to experience as a multiplicity of sub-
stances separated by contours that one may touch or
may observe with one’s eyes; it is a single substance of
variable intensity and density. To distinguish means to
filter, to distill this continuous flux of the essence of
things, to concentrate it into an image. To perceive the
world in depth means to be touched and penetrated

by it to the point of being changed and modified by it.
For a sessile being, knowing the world coincides with a
variation of its own form—a metamorphosis provoked
by the outside. This is what one calls sex: the supreme
form of sensibility, that which allows us to conceive of
the other at the very moment when the other modifies
our way of being and obliges us to go. to change, to
become other. The flower is the appendage that makes
it possible for plants—or, more precisely, for their most
evolved component, angiosperms—to accomplish the
process of absorption and capture of the world. The
flower is a_cosmic attractor, an ephemeral, unstable
body that allows one to perceive—that is, to absorb—
the world and to filter its more precious forms in order
to be modified by it, to prolong one’s being there, in the
place where its form would not know how to lead it.!
It is, first and foremost, an attractor: instead of going
toward the world, it attracts the world to it. Thanks to
flowers, plant life becomes the site of an explosion of
colors and forms and of a conquest of the domain of
appearances. Sex, forms, and appearances all merge in
the flower. Also, forms and appearances are freed from
any expressive or identitarian logic: they do not have to

express an individual truth, or define a nature, or com-

municate an essence: “The mode of the structure of the
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Presentation on the “production of subjectivity” in the autonomous education seminar “Cartography of the

struggles”

The current historical moment can be described as the predominance of the individual over the
collective. The individual reigns supreme in politics, as an ethic of individual rights and freedoms
displaces any project of collective liberation. In economics this is even more the case, as the utility
maximizing individual of neoliberal economics trumps not only any other idea of economic relations, but
. subsumes all social relations. Traditions and institutions have been stripped bare, revealing the.
calculating, self-interested individual that always lurked underneath. Individual self-interest has become
the template through which all actions can be interpreted. The political and economic assertion of the
individual is completed by a cultural ideal of complete and utter self-expression and independence. To
deny this dominance, to assert that there might be other forces at work politically, other causes to be
considered economically, and other values to aspire to ethically or culturally, is to be branded as a
collectivist, to be burdened with the ghost of the past century’s crimes and catastrophes. The individue individual
has become not only the basis of political, cultural, and economic understanding but the extent of all of
our aspirations; it is simultaneously all one needs to make sense of the world and the best that one
could hope from it.

That we live in an “age of individualism” perhaps goes without saying. However, such a judgment raises

as ma tions as it answers. At what level are we to locate the individual? Is it, to borrow words
from(Foucault, ah “illusion,” an “ideological effect,” or is it a real functioning element of society? In short,

are pemded into seeing themselves as individuals, or is individuation a material effect of
practices? Much of the contemporary valorization of the multitude, and with it the cooperative dimension
of labor has stressed that the individuation can only be a distortion of the actually existing collective
conditions of production. rites with respect to neoliberalism, “The only problem is that
extreme liberalization of the € Veals its opposite, namely that the social and productive
environment is not made up of atomized individuals...the real environment is made up of cclltﬂ\fe\
individuals.”[1] In a related manner other theorists in the post-autonomist tradition, such as-Raolo Vo~
have stressed that contemporary production, with its emphasis on intellectual labor, cooperation, and the
production of social relations, has made the social individual, and not the individual, the contemporary
laboring subject. Against this tendency we have post-Foucauldian critiques of neoliberalism, which argue

that far from being an ideological illusion, neoliberalism is an effective production of subjectivity. * /Y

Neoliberalism functions as a set of institutional and political transformations that compels people to

adopt its worldview. The parents sending their children to a charter school in place of underfunded public
schools, or the college student trying to figure out the best major to go into debt to study, may not
believe in the ideal of competitive individuals or market relations as the ideal model of social relations,
but they are compelled to act as if they do just to survive. Neoliberal theory declares that everyone is an
isfolated individual, maximizing self-interest, while neoliberal practice, the constitution of market based
solutions for everything from education to the environment, works to actively produce this tendency,
destroying the possibility and desire to act in any collective manner.

There is thus a strong opposition between those who claim that the individual is nothing but the
ideological representation of a society that increasingly puts to work the collective intelligence of society, |
and those who claim the contemporary society has destroyed any collective sense of belonging or action
in favor of an increasingly isolated or individual subject. If one of these statements is true the other must
be false.
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Flowers

plant also has something purely demonstrative [and] has
no relation with its use.”” Forms and appearances do
not have to communicate meaning or content; they have
to establish communication between different beings—
different not only in number (the male and female of
the same species), but in species, in realm, in ontological
domain (plants and insects, dogs, humans. ..). In the

oM S

flower, the form is the laboratory of conjunction, the

space of the mixture of what is disparate.
Among the modes of self-multiplication, sexual repro-
duction is the one that transfor

tive) process of invention an

¢ flower, reproduction ceases to be the instrument of
individual or specific narcissism to become an ecology
of condensation and mixture, because the individual
makes the world and the whole world is in labor with
the new individual. The relation between individuals of
the same species has to pass through the relation with
other individuals from other realms. Not only is there
nothing private or occult in the sexual act (this is what
gets expressed in the concept of phanerogam), but,_to
accomplish a sexual act, one must pass through the
world: sex is the most worldly and cosmic thing. The
encounter with the other is always, by necessity, a union
with the world in its diversity of forms, status, sub-
stance, It is impossible to enclose oneself in an identity,
be it of genre, of species, or of realm. Besides, sex is the
originary practice of identity relaxation.
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However, at this point we come to an important turna-
round: this type of transforming artistic labour into a
product can no longer be called “work” or “process”. It is
rather a social production (or reproduction) of condition';]
and modes of production, a kind of realism of production
relations, Althusser would say that “social production is
only apparently the production of things; in reality it is the
production of a social relation, i.e., the reproduction of
the relations of production.” The tendency to reproduce
artistic labour as an alternative to the production of art-
works, with the (cl)aim to destabilise a fetish of objects,
has actually turned into a fetishisation of process where
the so-called free, non-alienated artistic work became a
usable good, thereby erasing a difference between ar-
tistic production (poiesis) and reproductions of modes of
production. Because they represent processes, art insti-
tutions no longer simply separate spheres of circulation,
they also produce conditions of production and distribu-
tion and references and finally (or, initially), desire and
consummation.
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Theory of the Flower: The Reason of Forms

Mixture—whose most universal form for the living is
perhaps sex—is always a force of multiplication and
of variation of forms, and not a mechanism for their
reduction.

It is the active instrument of mixture: every encounter
and every union with other individuals occur through it.
But a flower is not, properly speaking, an organ: it is an
aggregate of different organs, modified to make repro-
duction possible. There is a deep connection between
the ephemeral and unstable aspect of this formation
and that of overtaking a properly “organic” horizon.
As a space of elaboration, production, and engender-
ing of new identities, individual and specific, the flower
is a device that overturns the logic of the individual

organism: it is the last threshold where the individual
and the species open up to the possibilities of muta-
tion, of change, of death. At the heart of the flower, the
totality of the organism as well as that of the species
is decomposed and recomposed through the process
of meiosis. Flowers are in this respect a place beyond
totality, beyond the “one for all.” This is what is
expressed in their number, too: if higher animals have
stable and unique reproductive organs at their service,
the plant builds its reproductive appendages in huge
amounts, to free itself from them rapidly. Because of
this excess—which in turn causes another excess, that
of the legions of pollinators (animate or inanimate)—it
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The word that suggests itself in describing this concept of an individuation that passes through social
relations, rathe in.opposition to them, is transindividual. The term transindividual is drawn from the
work of Gilbért Simondon,)and can be briefly defined as resting on two postulates. The first is that
individuation is ss not a principle. Rather than seeing everything as always already individuated,
individuation has to understood as a process. The building blocks of this process are not individuals,
some basic building blocks or atoms of reality, but relations that exist in a metastable state. The things
that individuate us, our ways of speaking, habits, comportments, are made up not so much of individual

"‘things, but of differential relations. This brings us to the second presupposition: the relation between

individuation and the collective is less a zero sum game, in which individuation is always at the expense
of collectivity and collective cohesion can only be a suppression of individuation, rather than a relation of

' mutual individuation—a transindividual relation. As much as Simondon’s philosophy can be read as the

ontological articulation, the ontogenesis, of Marx’s formulation of an individual individuated in and

through society, his ontology lacks the secong-com ronent that of the paradoxical isolation through
relation that defines capitalist individuation »@

1aterkvinén SO

IR S S G e cupnai. Throughout Marx’s mature writing it
is possible to grasp not just a continuation of the critique of the individual or bourgeois society, or a
development of an ontology of species being, but an articulation of their intersection. Marx critiques
capital as both a constitution of an isolated individual of “freedom, equality, and Bentham” through the
sphere of exchange, as well as a mode of production that increasingly relies on the combined powers of
t—h;species through the organization of cooperative production. The spheres of exchange and
&oduction are different “relations of individuation™; in the former individuals confront each other as
isolated individuals on the market, confronting the labor of others only in and through the fetishized
commodities, while in the latter individuals have their collective capacities put to work by capital.

Neither of these can be considered according to a moral spectrum of good or bad. It is not a matter of
opposing a good collectivism to a bad individualism. As much as capital puts to work collective powers, it
does so not only for capital, exploiting the maximum of profits, but under the rule of capital. As Marx
reminds us, the collective power of workers increasingly appears to be the work of capital itself, as the
productive power of cooperation disappears in the captivating image of capital producing capital.
Capitalist cooperation cannot be understood to be a prefiguration of a communist future. It is too rigidly
defined by discipline and caught in a constitutive misrecognition, where its collective energy appears to
be the energy of capital. Conversely, the bourgeois individual is not simply to be obliterated in some kind
of collective belonging. Or rather what has to be obliterated is precisely its bourgeois character, the
isolation that confines it to “freedom, equality, and Bentham.” Rather than simply affirm cooperation in its
capitalist form, or destroy individuality in its bourgeois form, both must be overcome, even sublated inJ
ﬁder to constitute the social individual, an individuation that is produced in an through its relations)The
‘social individual could in some sense be understood as the goal. Meanwhile in the present, the qJestion
in the present remains as how to think the articulation of the two different, and contradictory
individuations, that of consumption which reproduces mankind as isolated and fragmentary, and that of
production, which increasingly draws on collective relations and potentials.
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Flowers

would be difficult, anyway, to reduce the sex of plants
to a simple strategy of self-replication. But there are
also other elements that make it hard to treat the main
instrument of plant reproduction simply as a subjec-
tive emanation. The Stoics imagined that, immediately
after birth, every living being perceives itself and, on the
basis of this perception, appropriates itself and grows
accustomed to itself. They called this process of self-
appropriation and self-familiarization oikeiosis—the
living being’s becoming one’s own, oneself. “One must
know,” wrote Hierocles, “that an animal immediately,
as soon as it is born, perceives itself”S and that, “when
it has received the first perception of itself, [it] immedi-
ately becomes its own and familiar to itself and to its
constitution.”® The flower quite often demonstrates the
opposite_mechanism: that of the disappropriation of
the self, of becoming a stranger to oneself. This is what
‘happens in fertilization: the majority of hermaphro-
ditic flowers develop a system of self-immunization to
avoud self-fertilization, a defense against themselves that
allows them to open up to the world more.’

If a flower cannot be considered a simple organ, this
is mainly because it is the/site of the production of the
[future organism, and hence the totality of the orgarD

(i which a body is composed.|In repeating ad nauseam
that living beings are organic beings, one often forgets
that every organism also participates in a metaorganic
horizon, the one that permits the construction of all the
organs of which it is composed. The flower (alone with
the seed) is, from this point of view, the organ of all
organs, not only because it puts into place the originary
worksite from which the organic construction is both
conceived and realized, but because, in order to do this,
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individuation itself. As Stiegler writes: Yoo Menn €&o 7IsA@ NOT 729 Vi DUR-
LIS A

To say we live in an individualistic society is a patent lie, an extraordinary false delusion, and, moreover,
extraordinary because no one seem conscious of it, as if the efficacy of the lie was proportional to its
enormity, and as if the lie was nobody’s responsibility. We live in a herd-society, as comprehended and
anticipated by Nietzsche. Some think this society individualistic because, at the very highest levels of
public and private responsibility, but also in the smallest details of those processes of adoption stamped
by marketing and the organization of consumption, egotism has been elevated to the pinnacle of life. But
individualism has no relation to this egotism. Individualism wants the flourishing of the individual, the
being always and indissociably a we and |, an | in a we or a we composed of /s., incarnated by /s. To
oppose the individual and the collective is to transform individuation into social atomization, producing a
herd.[7]

For@;’ there is no individuation without transindividuation, the individual is constituted in relation to
collectively inherited traditions and knowledge., It is precisely this which the contemporary culture
industry destroys, reducing the individual to a series of marketable tastes and drives and the collective,
the we into a “they” which is at best a statistical totality and at worse a hostile enemy. The sphere of

R A A L ] S SaE  PSSmE ey senmw gwemre meew wev i eiesverwme SAARICANIIL wos
r~ 3 ~ Y

|ADOI DUL @i>U e LUlIcLUVE 1awul Ut uie spouise. What Virno stresses, and what justifies the use of the
term transindividual, is that the contemporary labor process does not just put to work the combined
efforts of different individuals, their cooperative powers, but their very capacity to relate and individuate.
As Virno writes, borrowing Marx’s phrase, social individual, “Social” should be translated as
preindividual, and “individual” should be seen as the ultimate result of the process of individuation.”[8]
This is Virno'’s understanding of the rise of cooperative and intellectual dimension of post-fordist
production. Work that involves communication, language, and affects is work that simultaneously
exploits and produces the very conditions for individuation, reproduction and transforming collective and
individual existence.

Following Stiegler and Virno'’s use of Simondon’s terminology, we could argue that what defines the

present stage of capitalism is the co ification of the preindivi
transindividual. While the division is rough, it does highlight a particular observation underlying Stiegler

and Virno's analysis, that much of what we read, listen to, and watch, the basis of our sensibility, comes
to us in commodity form, while out labor is increasingly social, involving not only cooperation with others,
but the capacity to relate to others. This assertion repeats and deepens Marx’s analysis of the sphere of
exchange and the hidden abode of production as two different individuations, two different productions of
subjectivity. It is possible to understand Stiegler and Virno as deepening this analysis: now the sphere of
exchange, the sphere of consumption, is no longer that of egotistical individuals, but of the destruction of
the very conditions for individuation; and the hidden abode of production is no longer simply the place
that puts to work mankind’s cooperative powers, but the very conditions of collective and individual life.
The division is deepened, and passes not between two classes, those that buy and sell on the market
and those who have only their labor power to sell, but at the heart of transindividual individuation,
subjectivity itself.
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Theory of the Flower: The Reason of Forms

it has to reduce the actual identity of the organism to
a simple code, an abridged, revised sketch, diminished
by half, an active image that contains the ensemble of
technical and material procedures necessary to produce
other individuals. It is in itself the perfect expression of
the absolute coincidence of life and technique, matter
and imagination, spirit and extension.
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labor against the fragmenting anxieties of consumerism, transforming our collective anxiety and

While it may be difficult to reconcile these two different perspectives, which together could be considered
an intensification of the “schizophrenic” tendency of capitalism, collective at work but disindividuated in
consumption, taken together they paint a picture of contemporary capitalism, which can perhaps only be
united by what they exclude. Between the commaodification of the preindividual and the exploitation of
the transindividual there is the destruction of the kind of individuations which have defined contemporary
politics, those of the citizen or even the worker, which defined themselves in relation to a stable
collective and individual identity. This is not to say that any future politics must only address individuals
and collectives as consumers or entrepreneurs, adopting the machinations of marketing or the dismal
prospects of libertarianism. However, it does mean that any future politics cannot simply presuppose
forms of transindividuation which have been radically transformed, such as citizenship. Instead any
future politics must work in and on the terrainlofindividuation itself, mobilizing the collective powers of

imEotence into power. l
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I3
Reason Is Sex

Over the centuries, plants have been considered the
place where matter is animated by a kind of tran-
scendental imagination: more than a personal faculty,
capable of fashioning the intangible reality of psychism,
this is an elastic power that models immediately the

matter of the world. The “plant soul” is not thought of
as a life devoid of the faculty of imagination, but as a
life where the imagination produces effects on the whole

body of the organism—to the point of giving it form— T .

and where matter is a dream without consciousness, a
fantasy that has no need of organs or subjects to realize
itself.

Every plant seems to invent and open a cosmic plane
where there is no opposition between matter and fan-
tasy, between imagination and self-development. The
idea of a sphere of absolute coincidence between body
and knowledge, between image and matter, has never

been alien to biology. "~ Purx
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Theory of the Flower: The Reason of Forms
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Reason Is Sex

In this sense,
imagination does not define a space of sovereignty: it
is not possible to distract oneself from the object one
contemplates, natural perception is affectivity without
sovereignty.’

S EMBEAES
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Theory of the Flower: The Reason of Forms
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In his monumental Manuel de philosophie naturelle,
Lorenz Oken wrote:

If one wishes to compare the flower—beyond sexual
relation—to an animal organ, one can only compare it with
the most important nerve organ. The flower is the brain of
plants, that which corresponds to the light, which remains
on the plane of sex. One can say that what is sex in the
plant is brain for the animal, or that the brain is the sex of
the animal.!0

To think of reason as a flower—or rather to
think of the flower as the paradigmatic form of exist-
ence of reason—leads one to conceive it as the cosmic
faculty of the variation of forms.
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Reason Is Sex

Reason—the flower of the cosmos—is a force of
multiplication of the world. It never gives the existent
back to itself, to its numerical unity, to its history, to its
genealogy; instead it multiplies bodies, renews the pos-
sible, sets the past back to zero, opens up the space to
an inconceivable future. The reason-flower, at last, does

ompress the plurality of experience into a unique
“I,” does not reduce the difference of opinion to the
umiqueness of a subject; it multiplies and differentiates
subjects, it makes experiences incomparable and incom-
patiblel Reason is no longer the reality of the identical,
the unchangeable, the same; it is the force and structure
that constrains each thing to mix with its similars by
means of the dissimilar in order to change its face; it
is the force that leaves in the care of the world, leaves
up to chance encounters, the task of redesigning from
within the face of its components.

Reason is a flower: one could express this equiva-
lence by saying that everything that is rational is sexual
and everything that is sexual is rational. Rationality
is a matter of forms, but form is always the result of
the movement of a mixture that produces variation,
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" Every encounter, as every combination of relations in the g
process of production of artwork and its presentation,
“might not have happened although it has happened.”*® '
Every encounter is subjected to chance and its outcome E
is aleatoric, therefore its conditions can be “defined ex-
clusively by working backward™®. Our field of activity, as E
artists, is to detect “affinities””, that have allowed/might
 allow this setting to hold on, and which have made it nec- 3
essary. And that is what theatre investigates during the F
_ process: what are the preconditions for and which af-
finities do the actors of the process have for a particular
collaboration, to hold on to different levels of existence ) 8
- — among those taking part in it, in the world of objects, in ¢
relation to fiction, in front of the audience, in a repertoire, 1=
in history ...

Zepke writes:

(..)) it is not actual poetry that is required but a return to
‘poetics’, an open form of composition by which we can
escape ourselves according to a ‘logic of sensation’,
one in which affects multiply and lead towards a sin-
gular infinity of virtual possibility. As Nietzsche famously
advised, we must become poets of our lives and in this
way turn life into art. This, as Bifo rightly argues, is the
way in which poetics might reconnect (it means to re-
sensitise, to re-politicise) the social body and the gen-
eral intellect.™
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Theory of the Flower: The Reason of Forms

change. At the other end, sexuality is no longer the
morbid sphere of the infrarational, the site of murky
)y and nebulous affects. It is the structure and ensemble
- of the encounters with the world that allow everything
to_let itself be touched by the other, to progress in its
evolution, to reinvent itself, to become other in the body
of resemblance.

In sexuality,
living beings make themselves agents of cosmic brew-
ing, and mixture becomes a way of renewing beings and
identities.

Reason is a flower: reason is not and can never be

/"W”W‘; g an organ with well-defined and stable forms. It is a
corporation of organs, a structure of appendages that

calls into question the entire organism and its logic. It

is principally an ephemeral, seasonal structure whose

. 2 existence depends on the climate and atmosphere of
=7 FESTVAL [mifc world in which it finds itself. It is risk, invention,
experimentation.

The flower is the paradigmatic form of rationality:
to think is always to invest oneself in the sphere of
appearances—not in order to express its hidden inte-
riority, nor in order to speak, to say something, but in
order to put different beings in touch with one another.

Reason is only this plurality of cosmic structures of
attraction that allow beings to perceive and absorb the
world and allow the world to exist wholly in all the
organisms that inhabit it.
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Roots

In Sneffels Yoculis craterem kem delibat
umbra Scartaris Julii intra calendas descende,
audas viator, et terrestre centrum attinges.
Kod feci. Arne Saknussemm.

[Descend into the crater of Yocul of Sneffels,
which the shade of Scartaris caresses, before the kalends
of July,
audacious traveler, and you will reach the center of the
earth.
I did it. Arne Saknussemm.]
Jules Verne
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Theory of the Root: The Life of the Stars

They seem to live cut off from the multiplicity of
living beings, and yet it is thanks to them that plants
come to be aware of what goes on around them. Plato
had already compared our head, and hence reason, to a
“root”: the human being, he said, is “a plant of the sky
[phuton ouranion] and not of the earth,” with the roots
going up—a sort of inverted plant.* But the version
that was to become canonical was given by Aristotle
in the treatise De anima: “up{% down are not for all
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Roots

things what they are for the whole world: if we are to
distinguish and identify organs according to their func-

tions, the roots of plants are analogous to the head in oo
animals.” “The action of the two,” Averroes would -,/
gloss, “is identical.”® The analogy between the head =~
and the root sets up the one between human being and
plant, which was to have an extraordinary success in the
philosophical and theological tradition from the Middle
Ages and up to the modern period (Francis Bacon would
still use it). Likewise, in his philosophical treatise, when
he expands over the parallelism between these two,
Guillaume de Conches explains that “trees push their
root, which has their head, toward the bottom, in the
earth from which they derive their nutrition. Man, on
the contrary, exhibits his head, which is like his root,
in the air, because he lives by his spirit.”” Linnaeus®
would reverse the direction of the analogy, speaking
of the plant as an upside-down animal.

It is an upright creature: it has unwound its mollusk coil into
a perpendicular line. In doing so it became an open palm, touch-
ing and absorbing the world to fill its elevated stomach. This
is similar to how we, having begun to walk upright, freed our
hands, but in the opposite direction. We have both surmounted
our animality, and we have both had to pay a price for this. To
transcend one’s own evolutionary agenda is not without costs.
We are both endangered species. The human because the process
of walking upright resulted in a vulnerable stomach, because it

lost two su ing limbs, and because its routin aviorhas §— [fa 7 '.( DS
diluted i#%instincts.”'j he vampyroteuthis has forsaken the pro- F; - '
tection of a and can hold its i to the Wf?_l v '5\"‘\/.‘ »

pressure at the bottom of the sea. The price that humans had (bELev &é-)
to pay is the protection bestowed by the ground, by the floor;

its price is banishment into the abyss, to be pressed against the

‘deepest floor of all. We are estranged from the earth, and it from

the sky. Analogous alienations.
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It is through the root system, in effect, that
a plant acquires the vast majority of information on its
own state and that of the environment in which it is
immersed; it is also through the roots that it comes into
RooTS Be contact with other, limitrophic individuals and manages,
P collectively, the risks and difficulties of underground
NETITVrioN life.!" The roots make the soil and the subterranean
Uy Oflslwwvb world a space of spiritual communication. Thanks to
them, then, the most solid part of the Earth is trans-
formed into an enormous planetary brain!? through
QFNM - which matter circulates, along with information on the
INTRUETT | identity and state of the organisms that populate the -~ AlLse
~surrounding environment. It is as if the eternal night, Vi hrPig
in which one imagines the depths of the Earth to be 7#w/2%
plunged, were anything but a long and deaf sleep. In the }&Wf
. immense and silent horn of the underground, night isa 2% 7
perception without organs, without eyes and without Sen-
ears, a perception that takes place through the whole
body. Intelligence, thanks to roots, exists in mineral
, form, in a world without sun and without movement.

o

IFPEREM

In ordinary speech as in literature and art, roots are TV PE
often the emblem and the allegory of what is most fun- g
damental and originary, what is most obstinately solid 'LI};77
and stable, what is necessary. They are the plant organ

par excellence. And yet it would be hard to find a more LIvEL
ambiguous form among those that life has created and )
adopted over the course of its history. They are not any ;€ -
more necessary to the survival of the individual than the /17;}/40\7

other parts of the organism; from a strictly evolutionary
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point of view, they are not at the origin of the plant
result—as is the photosynthetic function, for example.
The advantages they bring are those of networking,
and not those of isolation or distinction. But, even so, it
would be naive to consider them a secondary and “deco-
", rative” appendage. Roots are not what we thought they
were, but they express and embody, all the same, one of
the most significant traits of plant existence: ambiguity,
hybridity, their amphibious and double character.

We are dealing here in the first place with ecological
hybridity. Thanks to roots, the vascular plant, alone
among all living organisms, inhabits simultaneously
two environments that are radically different in their
texture, structure, and organization and in the nature of
the life that inhabits them: earth and air, sun and sky.
Plants are not content to touch them lightly, they push
into each one of them with the same stubbornness, the
same capacity to imagine and to fashion their bodies in_
the most unexpected forms. |Cosmic mediators, -plants-
are ontologically amphibious beings:'® they connect
environments and spaces, showing that the relation
between the living being and the environment cannot
be conceived of in exclusive terms (say, those of niche
theory, or Uexkiill’s); they always have to be inclusive.
Life, is always cosmic, and not a matter of niches; it is
never cloistered in a single environment, but it radiates
through all environments; it makes of those environ-
ments a world, a cosmos whose unity is atmospheric.

This ecological duplicity is accompanied and as if
redoubled by a dynamic, structural duplicity. Although
in communication and in mutual interpenetration
(much like in the whole cosmos), the two environments
not only are juxtaposed against each other but structure
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I'would suggest the idea of the “Intervenor”: an auto-
nomous outside voice who nonetheless has the right
to act within the institution. Intervenors could not
only act within the walls of the white cube, but could
also directly intercede when it comes to matters of
communication, events, bureaucracy, administration,
and even the office space itsell.

It is not easy to talk about such an antagonistic po-
sition without putting it into practice. Let’s imagine
how this would work:

Intervenors could be artists, art workers, cultural
workers, or academics who arent normally part of
the institutional decision-making mechanism, and
who are aware of the sensitivities of the local context.
«Intervenors would have an officially acknowledged
agreement that protects their work from financial
and political interference.

+Intervenors would have a right to vet all forms of
communication before they go public. This would in-
clude announcements, press conferences, events, and
statements.

+Intervenors would act in a time-sensitive manner,
and would be flexible in times of crisis; they would
not act according to preprogrammed agendas, con-
cepts, exhibition schedules, or locations.
+Intervenors could leave when it is no longer possible
to challenge the limits of structural change.
-Intervenors would be the protagonists who go
beyond symbolic and harmless institutionalized cri-
tical agency. They would intercede if the institution
reacted in an authoritarian or judgmental way to any
public concerns.
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Theory of the Root: The Life of the Stars

themselves as reversed mirror images. It is as though
plants- lived two lives at the same time: one aerial,
bathed and immersed in light, made of visibility and
of an intense interspecific interaction with other plants
and with other animals of all kinds; the other chthonic,
mineral, latent, ontologically nocturnal, chiseled in the
stony flesh of the planet, in synergistic communion with
all the forms of life that populate it.| These two lives
do not alternate and do not exclude each other: they
are the being of the same individual, the only one who
succeeds in reuniting, in its body and in its experience,
the earth and the sky, the stone and the light, the water
and the sun, and to be the image of the world in its
totality. Already in the body of the plant, everything
is in everything: the sky is in the Earth, the Earth is
pushed toward the sky, the air makes itself body and
extension, and extension is nothing but an atmospheric
laboratory.

Plants are beings that are ecologically and structurally
double: but their bodies are the ones that are anatomi-
cally geminated first. The root is like a second body,
secret, esoteric, hidden; an antibody, an anatomical
antimatter that reverses as in a mirror, point by point,
everything the other body does, and that pushes the
plant in a direction exactly opposite to that of all the
efforts it makes above the surface. Imagine that, for each
movement of your body, there is another one that goes
the opposite way; imagine that your arms, your mouth,
your eyes have an antithetical correspondent in a matter
that mirrors perfectly the one that defines the texture
of your world: you would then have an idea, albeit a
vague one, of what it means to have roots. This is what
Julius Sachs calls the anisotropy of the plant body—in
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other words, the antitropy specific to its extremities.'*
As if the body of plants were divided into two, each one
of its parts structures itself according to a force and a
texture radically opposed to each other. The root is an
apparatus of meticulous deconstruction of forms and

geometries from the terrestrial surface, starting with the (ovie = ki
force that seems to determine entirely our life, the lifeof = =

mobile animals: gravity.!®
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They are the essence of descent: the way toward the
bottom, the geological plunge of life. Their existence—
as though they were Otto Lidenbrocks or, better still,
nonhuman Arne Saknussemms—is a perpetual voyage
to the center of the Earth, an attempt to meld with it.
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Theory of the Root: The Life of the Stars

One would be wrong to see in this love for the Earth
a simple effect of gravity: the root does not limit itself
to perceiving and passively submitting to the gravita-
tional force, as does any body situated on the surface
of the Earth. Of course, gravity is “the most constant
and most permanent force among all the environmental
forces that act on plants,”?" but the reaction to gravity
is not the same as the reactions that other bodies—
animal bodies—display. It is not simply the effect of
weight; it is a different attraction, a force of growth that
is directed toward the center of the planet. Darwin had
noticed it:

Geotropism [. . .] excites the primary radicle to bend down- Jigz

wards with very little force, quite insufficient to_penetrate Wrmprno -
the ground. Such penetration is effected by the pointed 7€¥ TH'3’
apex (protected by the root-cap) being pressed down by 7 ¢E#Fwm &
the longitudinal expansion or growth of the terminal rigid oF W’m
portion, aided by its transverse expansion, both of which /73 Kins
forces act powerfully.?!



Roots

It is as if the root doubled the weak force of gravity that
pushes it toward the bottom. As if the plant, in its total-
ity, used all its means to overcome the resistance against
its descent—with an intensity equal to that which the
stem uses to elevate itself.

One is tempted to see the root as the most perfect
accomplishment of the Nietzschean program of amor
fati: “1 entreat you, my brothers, remain true to the
earth, and do not believe those who speak to you of
superterrestrial hopes!”??

But this is only a part of the truth, and it misconstrues
what the root brings to each plant: its hybrid, amphibi-
ous character. The root is only a half of the seeded body
of the plant—the relation with the earth is just one of
the two lives of all plant organisms. And it cannot be
understood except in relation to its other half: geotro-
pism is one of the directions of an impulse [élan] that
has no purpose besides being faithful to the Earth. It
is an effect and a result of heliocentrism, which defines
the very essence of plant life. If it needs to bury itself in
the mineral body of the Earth, this is in order to bind it
better to the fire that determines, part by part, its forms
and movements.
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Everything
6&0”77 breathes, but in a different way from the aerial world.
OF v Besides, the breath of bodies has no need to pass

INEN TUDIN through lungs—or t.hrough organs, for tl}at matter: any

body is defined by its breath, any body is a port, open
to the circulation of matter—within and outside itself
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The Deepest Are the Stars

arms and appendages so as to embrace as much Earth

as possible, so as to expose oneself to it like the leaf to

the sky.

One of the great botanists of the last century wrote:

The plant plays the role of a mediator between the Sun
and the animal world. The plant, or rather its most typi-
cal organ, the chloroplast, is the connection that brings
together the activity of all the organic world—everything
we call life—to the center of energy of our solar system:
such is the cosmic function of the plant.!

The root is what allows plants to implicate in this
cosmic mediation the Earth, in its planetary dimen-
sion. If the Earth rotates physically around the Sun,
it is in plants and thanks to them that this connection
produces life and matter, which always exists in new
forms.



Theory of the Root: The Life of the Stars

Thanks to plants to a certain extent, heliocentrism
changes from an erudite and speculative problem into
a question of life: through them, life is—and is noth-
ing but—the form par excellence of heliocentrism. This
is not a matter of truth or opinion: every living being
is only the effect and the expression of heliocentrism,
on account of the fact that everything on Earth exists
thanks to the Sun. The root makes it possible for the
Sun—and for life itself—to penetrate down to the
marrow of the planet, to bring the Sun’s influence to its
deepest resting places, to infiltrate down to the center
of the Earth the metamorphosed body of the star that
generates us.
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We’ve never truly been heliocentrists: geo-
centrism is the deepest soul [@me] of western forms of
knowledge.*
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We continue to conceive of ourselves through the
prism of a falsely radical model, we continue to think
the living being and its culture from a false image of
roots (because they are isolated from the rest)—as if,
by dint of conceiving of the root as reason, we have
transformed reason itself and thought into a blind force
of rooting, into the faculty of constructing a cosmic
connection with the Earth. From this perspective, the
replacement of the classical root-based model with that
of the rhizome does not represent a real paradigm shift:
thought continues to be what allows us to think of the
Earth, and only of the Earth, as ground, to affirm that
“[t]he earth is not one element among others but rather
brings together all the elements within a single embrace
while using one or another of them to deterritorialize
territory.”!! Fidelity to the Earth—the extreme geo-
tropism of our culture, its will, and its insistence on
“radicalness”— has an enormous price: it means devot-
ing oneself to the night, choosing to think without the

Sun. Philosophy seems to have chosen, several centuries

ago, the way of darkness. § TUE VAP

Geocentrism is the delusion of false immanence: there
is no autonomous Earth. The Earth is inseparable from
the Sun. To go toward the Earth, to dig into its breast
means always to raise toward the Sun. This doub
pism is the breath itself of our wor e\ ary
dynamism. It is this same 18
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Theory of the Root: The Life of the Stars

structures the life of plants and the existence of stars:
there is no Earth that is not intrinsically tied to the
Sun, there is no Sun that is not in the course of making
possible the superficial and profound animation of the
Earth. To the lunar and nocturnal realism of modern
and postmodern philosophy, one should oppose a new
form of heliocentrism, or rather an extremization of
astrology. This is not, or not only, to make the simple
assertion that the stars influence us, that they govern our
life, but to accept all this and to add that we also influ-
ence the stars, because the Earth itself is a celestial body
among others, and everything that lives on it (as well
as in it) is of an astral nature. There is nothing but sky,
everywhere, and the Earth is one of its portions, a state
of partial aggregation.

pecpus€ 16 NE >ty DeeP ENoVUGH e
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THE CENTER OF THe VMVERSE : +he SUM

To posit that the Sun lies at the center of the universe
means, first of all, to universalize movement. The Earth
needs to turn around the Sun in order to exist: all its
reality has to be comprised of and observed starting
from this infinite source of light and energy. The core
of our world is not a stable point, forever frozen; it
is something in the nature of a continual bubbling of
energy and something to which we have access only
through movement, of which the Sun itself is the cause.

THE REAWTY 0F MAXTMRLE L MovEMENT: THE SKX

To assert that the Earth turns around the Sun
means, then, to deny the ontological separation between
human, terrestrial space and celestial, inhuman space—
and thus to transform the very idea of sky. The sky is
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no longer an accidental atmosphere that envelops the
Sun; it is the only substance of the universe, the nature
of everything that exists. The sky is not what is above.
The sky is everywhere: it is the space and the reality of
mixture and movement, the definitive horizon start-
ing from which everything has to draw itself.

A CELESTIAL. BoDY : THE EARTH

To assert a material continuity between the Earth and
the rest of the universe means to change the idea itself of
the Earth. The Earth is a celestial body, and everything
in it is sky.!® The human world is not the exception in
‘a nonhuman universe; our existence, our gestures, our
culture, our language, our appearances are celestial.
To recognize the astral nature of the Earth is to make
astrology—the science of the stars—not just into a local
science, but also into the global and universal science:
the task is no longer to understand the dominion of the
stars over us—their governance—but to understand the
sky as the space of flux and of influences. It is not just
that biology, geology, and theology are no more than
branches of astrology; on this model, astrology becomes
a science of contingency, unpredictability, irregularity.
~The sky-is not the site of the return of the same.
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Thus astrological universalism involves the destruction
of the very idea of absolute immanence, the assertion of
something like an infinite floating where no body and no
being lets itself be anchored anywhere any more, where
in fact there is no longer any soil, any stable base, any
ground. The ultimate source of our existence is the sky.
The Earth and its extension are not the base or the uni-
versal substrate of our existence but rather its extreme
surface, the ultimate and least substantial screen of the
universe of the real: depth is represented by the stars, the
Earth and sky are the infinite extension of our skin. This
destruction of the traditional idea of ground also allows
us to go beyond the ordinary horizon of ecology. From
its very beginning, ecology always considers the envi-
ronment exclusively in terms of habitat, of a soil that
hosts and welcomes: it makes the world a universaliza-
tion of the idea of inhabitability. It reduces the great
space, the universe of the sky, to an inhabitable Earth.
' And it is because of this conception of the world as
- ground, welcoming space, and inhabitability that ecol-
ogy can consider the cohabitation of living beings in an
ordered and standardized collective. To recognize or to
become aware that the Earth is an astral space, that it is
only a condensed portion of the sky, is to recognize that
there is such a thing as the uninhabitable, that space can
never be, and will never be, definitively inhabited.'* One
crosses and penetrates space, one mixes with the world,
but one will never be able to establish oneself in it. Every
dwelling tends to become uninhabitable, to be sky and (L')
not a house.
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Vampyroteuthic Culture 61

a cumulative process. In other words, humans and vampyro-
teuthes are historical animals, animals that have overcome their
It is a biological function to pass along genetic information,
from one generation to the next, by way of gametes. During this
process, the transmitted genetic constitution coincidentally mu-
tates (on account of transmission errors), and such mutations
lead to the formation of new genetic information. It is a super-
biological function rever, to transmit acquired information
by means of conventiona] codes, to this information in-
tentionallv—over and over again—and even to mutate the codes
themselves. This is superbiological because, in addition to ge-
netic evolution, there is now an overlving process of historical
evolution, one that is not governed by chance but rather by in-
tention (an admittedly nebulous term).
I'he central problem of historical evolution is that of mem-

_ory. Animals perpetuate transmitted information in gametes.
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BOTH VAMPYROTEUTHES AND HUMANS ACQUIRE INFOR-
mation in order to disseminate it to others, and this practice is
not unique to us, In several other of the so-called higher species—
mammals and birds, for instance—certain behavioral models,
such as hunting and flying, are passed along from a mother to
her young. However, the case of humans and vampyroteuthes is
somewhat different. Unlike other animals, both of us endeavor
to preserve information in our respective memories, to saturate
these memories with more and more new information, and to
impart them—thus enriched—to others, In the case of humans
and vampyroteuthes, that is, the transmission of information is

The latter are practically eternal memories: they will persevere
as long as there is life on earth, To transmit their acquired infor-
mation, however, humans make use of artificial memories such
as books, buildings, and images. Because these are far less per-
manent than eggs or sperm, humans are therefore always in pur-
suit of more durable memories: aere perennius (more everlast-
ing than bronze). They are aware that, after all of their artificial
memories—all of their cultural artifacts—will have faded into
oblivion, their genetic information, preserved in gametes and
perhaps mutated by chance, will still remain. The biological is
more permanent than the superbiological, and this truth is dif-
ficult for humans to accept. It is difficult because it is not as ani-
mals, but as superanimals, that humans want to achieve “im-
mortality.” Memory, the central problem of historical evolution,
is also the central problem of art, which is essentially a method of
fabricating artificial memories.

From the perspective of the vampyroteuthis, all of this has
the look of a laughable error. How foolish can humans be to en-
trust their acquired information to lifeless objects such as paper
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62 Vampyroteuthic Culture

or stone? It is well known, after all, that these objects are subject
to the second law of thermodynamics, that they will decay and
necessarily be forgotten. In the vampyroteuthic abyss, where all
is strewn with sedimentation and bathed in fluidity, the unreli-
able impermanence of lifeless objects is far more obvious than it
is on the relatively dead surfaces of the continents, where sun-
bleached bones can endure for millennia. And yet the laughable
error that is human art should not simply be laughed at—assum-
ing the vampyroteuthis is capable of laughter—but scrutinized
as well.

When we attempt to express a novel experience or thought—
when we aspire to render the unspoken speakable and the un-
heard audible—we do so as functions of artificial memory,
as functions of lifeless objects. That is, our experiences and
thoughts assimilate with lifeless objects to form inextricable uni-
ties. We experience and think, for example, as functions of mar-
ble, film strips, or the letters of written language. It is not the case
that we first experience or think something and, subsequently,
scour the vicinity for an object with which to record it. Rather, it
is alveady as sculptors, filmmakers, authors—as artists—that we
begin to experience and think. Material, lifeless ob!'ects (stones,
bongs, lﬂf_rs, numbers, musical notes) shape all of human expe-
rience and thought.

All objects are stubborn; being inert, they resist our attempts

“to “(in)form” them. Yet every object is stubborn in its own par-

ticular way: Stones shatter when chiseled; cotton slackens when
stretched; written language deforms thoughts with the strin-
gency of its rules. To (in)form objects and transform them into
memories, art engages in a constant struggle against the resis-
tance of the objects themselves. During this struggle, humans
have experienced and come to know the essence of certain ob-
jects (stones, cotton, language, for instance). Of course, this very
experience provides us with even more new sets of information
that, in their turn, come to be recorded in other artificial memo-
ries. Thus an ever-expanding feedback loop has developed, and
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continues to develop, between objects and humans—in other
words, “art history.”

The stubborn resistance of objects is aggravating to humans.
It is as though humans are called from above to (in)form a specific
object. There are humans whose calling it is to (in)form stones,
others whose calling it is to (in)form language, and those who
have missed their calling seem to be leading a false existence, a
false Dasein. For the feedback loop—the relationship—between
a specific object and a specific human is finely tuned and, over
the course of its development, this relationship changes both the
object and the human. To repeat, humans live as functions of
their objects. Because of this fact, we tend to forget the purpose
of art, which is to transform objects into memories from which
other humans can extract information. Forgetting that they are
engaged in the transmission of acquired information to other hu-
mans, artists allow the objects themselves to preoccupy and ab-
sorb all of their attention. It is typical of humans to allow objects
to absorb their existential interests. The result of this is a work
ethic that threatens (sic!) to turn objects not into communica-
tive media but into the opposite, namely, barriers that restrict
human communication. The creation of communicative barriers
is, in the end, the laughable error upon which all @uman@
based. Thanks to the perspective of the vampyroteuthis, it has fi-
nally come to our attention.

By observing the vampyroteuthis we are able to recognize an art
of a different sort, one that is not burdened by the resistance of
objects—by our error—but is rather intersubjective and imma-
terial. Its art does not involve the production of artificial memo-

ries (artwork) but rather the immediate inculcation of data into

the brains of those that perceive it, In short, the difference be-

/tween our art and that of the vampyroteuthis is this: whereas

we have to struggle against the stubbornness of our materials, it
has to struggle against the stubbornness of its fellow vampyro-
teuthes. Just as our artists carve marble, vampyroteuthic artists
carve the brains of their audience. Their art is not objective but

Swedish artist Markus Ohrn created the 49-hour-and-13-minute-long film Magic Bullet from every
consored film clip preserved in the Swedish state film archive in Stockholm. This censorship bureau
was the first of its kind in the world, and was created in 1911 to defend the population against the

modium of film, which was considerad to be a ‘magic bullet that could penetrate the brain and infect
the thoughts and actions of the masses,
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intersubjective: it is not in artifacts but in the memories of others
that it hopes to become immortal. ® FAAE

The production and dissemination of vampyroteuthic art—its
epidermal painting, for instance—can be described as follows: It
experiences something new and attempts to store this novelty in
its memory, that is, to allot space for it among the other informa-
tion stored in its brain. It then realizes that this novelty is incon-
gruous with its mnemonic structure, that it somehow does not fit.
The vampyroteuthis is thus forced to reorganize its memory in
order to accommodate it, and so its memory, shocked by this new
information, begins to process it (what we humans call “creative
activity”). This creative shock permeates its entire body, over-
whelming it, and the chromatophores on the surface of its skin
begin to contract and emit colored secretions. At this moment it
experiences an artistic orgasm, during which its colorful ejacu-
lations are encrypted into vampyroteuthic code. This exhibition

e » » .
captures the attention of its mate, whetting the latter’s curiosity

about the articulated novelty. Thus the mate is lured into copu-
lation, which becomes a sort of conversation. During the course
of this conversation, the novelty is inculcated into the partner’s
memory in order to be stored in its brain. Exactly how it spreads
from there to other vampyroteuthes—how it manages to infil-
trate the common vampyroteuthic conversation—cannot be ac-
counted for here. In any case, that is precisely what happens: the
newly acquired information is now a part of the vampyroteuthic
conversation, and as long as vampyroteuthes exist, it will exist
along with them.

The creative process of vampyroteuthic art consists, as we
have seen, of two phases. The first involves the processing of
data by The artist ilsell: that which has remained unspoken or
unheard 1s now articulated as ejaculations during orge
second phase involves the seduction of a sexual partner: an ar-

tistic expression brings the latter to climax, enabling the newly
articulated inlormation to be stored in its memory. Artistic cre-

ation is therefore both an outward expression by an artist and
an inward impression upon the seduced. It 1s an act ol raping
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another vampyroteuthis in an effort to become immortal in the
body of the victim. 1ts art iz a mode of rape and hatred—of de-
ception, fiction, and lies; it is a delusive affectation, that is to say,
it is “beauty.” It is all of this, oddly enough, in the spirit of orgasm.

In the depiction of vampyroteuthic art presented above, we are
able to recognize—it cannot be denied—elements of our own.
Nothing about this creative and orgasmic deceit is alien to us.
Not only is it not alien to us, but we have even begun to vampyr-
oteuthize our art. We have begun, in other words, to stand defi-
ant against the fundamental error of our art, to overcome our
dependence on material objects, to renounce artifacts for an im-
material and intersubjective art form. Having lost faith in mate-
rial objects as artificial memories, we have begun to fashion new
types of artificial memory that enable intersubjective and im-
material communication. These new communicative media may
not be bioluminescent organs, but they are similarly electromag-
netic. A vampyroteuthic revolution is underway.

As a model, vampyroteuthic art can perhaps help us to make
sense of our current cultural revolution. The history of human
art can be divided into three periods of uneven length: the first is
the period before the Industrial Revolution, the second coincided
with the duration of industrial society, and the third period—
initiated by the information revolution (the second industrial
revolution)—is advancing into an unforeseeable future. During
the first period, the production of art (techne, ars) was the prac-

“tice of impressing information upon objects (stone, leather, iron,

language), and thus builders, cobblers, blacksmiths, and authors
were considered artists. The modern distinction between art and
craft did not exist. With the advent of steel instruments (parts,
tools) and machinery during the industrial age, artists were no
longer needed to (in)form stone, leather, and iron. Objects such
as these were now (in)formed mechanically. Builders, cobblers,
and blacksmiths were thus rendered superfluous, and the act
of (in)forming the objects of their respective trades was no lon-
ger considered to be art. Designers and engineers supplanted



GoRrN SErge) PRIS

The anti-production model has penetrated deepl ;
the spheres of art education. Primarily with the Bologna
Process, art education embraced the logic of perfor-
mance management, finding an adequate form of anti-
production in artistic research. Artistic research is not in
fact production, but it implies a presentability that can
be academically verified. The aesthetic revolution of aca-
demic institutions introduced the concept of education as
an experience, and it would be worthwhile to analyse the
curatorial unconscious of present-day progressive art ed-
ucations, that presuppose different types of workshops,
researches, and a proliferation of methods and methodo-
logical articulations. Classical educational models, where
students learn about different modes of representation,
has been replaced by a parade of experiential art forms |
and methods. The same parade that had been presented
to the audience inside the presentational institution. And
while the classical type of education has often resulted in
student resistance and the inventions of their own ways of
expression, current education is based on the exchange .
of information, exeerience. and a consensus, where the =
critique is in function of maintaining equilibrium. Here |
do not intend to suggest a need for going back to the old
educational technology, but | believe that the educational

system founded in students’ desires reproduces the anti- b 1
productlonal model of producmg p|easure that is bemw
repeatedly postponed.

' Thus, it is worthwhile to open a discussion on various po-

- etics that have been, due to great care paid to the specta-
tor (reception) and a fetishisation of practice, repressed in
the backyard of art discourse. My primary artistic interest

is poetical in terms of reflection, but also in terms of pro-
posing procedures for the production of art and knowl-
edge, with the aim to problematise and contradict inside
the field of social reproduction, where non-disciplinary
dramaturgic procedures serve as methodological gate-
ways for reflections of this kind.
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craftsmen—pre-industrial artists—as the true creators of infor-
mation. Of course, the pre-industrial (nonmechanical) manner
of (in)forming objects did not disappear entirely. Archaic relics
continued to be produced. Labeled works of “art” by bourgeois-
industrial society, they were removed from everyvday life to be
ensconced in museums and other glorified ghettos.

Before the Industrial Revolution, an informed object did not
readily betray the precise source of its information—its potenti-
ality. This potential information originated, rather vaguely, in an
artist’s “head,” where it remained hidden until it was impressed
upon one object or another. With the invention of steel instru-
ments and machines, however, the potentiality of information
became visible and tangible: we know precisely what informa-
tion they are made to produce. Modern industrial technology did
not entail—as did premodern art—the impression of informa-
tion upon objects by artists; rather, it entailed the processing of
potential information by engineers, who designed tools and ma-
chines, and then the impression of this information upon objects
by these very tools and machines. Industrial technology, in other
words, removed humans a step away from the objects that they
had once (in)formed directly. As a consequence. human existen-
tial interest shifted away from (m){ormul objects, which were
becoming ever more inexpensive ‘e to produce, toward the pro-
cessing of potential information, which was becoming ever more

expensive. By making this shift away from objects, humans be-
came more vampyroteuthic, and the Information Age began to
dawn.

Another shift has since taken place. Potential information is
no longer embodied in the form of steel instruments. It is now
the case that such information is, first of all, symbolically and
immaterially processed with the help of artificial intelligences—
computers. 1t is then programmed into automated machines,
the purpose of which is to produce steel parts. These steel parts
are assembled into other automated machines which, in turn,
(in)form objects. Human Dasein has thus been altered. Humans
no longer realize their creative potential by struggling against
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the resistance of stubborn objects, for this struggle has been dele-
gated to machines. Human labor has become superfluous. From
now on, humans can realize their ¢reative potential only by pro-
cessing new and immaterial information, that is, by participating
in the activity that has come to be called “software processing.”
In this context, there can be no doubt that “soft” alludes to mol-
lusks (“soft animals™).

The vampyroteuthis is a mollusk of such complexity that it
managed to appropriate, by developing a skull, an evolutionary
strategy of vertebrates. We are vertebrates of such complexity

that we managed to appropriate, by developing an immaterial
——————
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r.u’l an evolutionary strategy of mollusks. As our interest in ob- pRE 5:0 7

jec Jects began to wane, we created media that have enabled us to

rape human brains, forcing them to store immaterial informa-
tion. We have built chromatophores of our own—televisions,
videos, and computer monitors that display synthetic images—
with whose help broadeasters of information can mendaciously
seduce their audiences. In time, this communicative strategy will
surely come to be known as “art” (assuming that the term will
not have lost its currency),

The glorification of art, artificiality, and other seductive mea-
sures should have no place in the encroaching future. To cele-
brate such things would be to ennoble the vampyroteuthis. And
vet, as animals that have prevailed over our animality—or at
least presume to have done so—we are compelled, like the vam-
pyroteuthis, to pursue immortality in the minds of others. We are
obliged, that is, to create art, and it is on account of this obliga-
tion that the vampyroteuthis wells within us. We are becoming
increasingly vampyroteuthie.
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This is the script of the keynote lecture.
The final version of the text is published

in the Performance Philosophy Journal.
Art Schools as Thinking Entities

Silvia Bottiroli
Amsterdam, Performance Philosophy conference, March 15" 2019
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As you might know, today education is on strike in-the-Nethertamds, and obviously talking about
school on this day raises some questions. Strike can be seen as a call to produce a different state,
via the suspension of the usual protocols of how work is produced and delivered. Paradoxically
enough, being here today and taking the time to thin are doing in art and education,
and to think together about it, feels very close to@ suspension, However problematic this may
sound. Obviously, thinking and thinking together sho of our everyday practice, but we
know this is not often the case.

So, | am deeply thankful to the organizers of the conference, and to Ricarda Franzen in particular,
not only for having me here but also for producing this suspended time for all of us.

With my contribution, | will take this suspension as an invitation to stop thinking education as

an ongoing production and sharing of contents, and to investigate it as a practice of meaning
making.

Having this discussion today comes from a sense of urgency, that | believe being shared among
many.

“Nobody ever works on their own” s €€ 240 Vlky' oN PoSr- FerPpxr
Celine Condorelli, The Company She Keeps LN RoR ﬁ”\g S¢ c,‘,’/_ CoaPéxﬁﬁM/

The title of my lecture, Art Schools as Thinking Entities, comes from a public conversation | had
with some friends and colleagues back in 2015, around Festivals as thinking entities. | would like to
credit them — Judith Blackenberg, Daniel Blanga-Gubbay, Livia Andrea Piazza and Berno Odo Polzer

ow ARI SCHeoks TIr?VL
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— for this title, and for our shared reflection.

Actually, all my thinking is built in conversation with others. Even though | am the only one
responsible for how my contribution today will or will not make sense, the collective effort and the
ongoing exchange that are behind it are very important to me.

In particular, | owe some of the inputs for this lecture to Livia Andrea Piazza, to Georg Docker, to
Barbara van Lindt (who is also my predecessor at Das Theatre), to Miguel Angel Melgares and to
Marijke Hoogenboom, head of DAS Research within the Graduate School that DAS Theatre is also

part of. Fofh%./—“’-r(f oF 77?""’"’.*’6 DPUE T

Before starting to dive into Schools as Thinking Entities, | would also like to thank some people A
without whom these reflections would have never come to light. o)-£
One is Ira Melkonian, who in the last months has regularly taken care of my child Milo, allowing NET

me to take time to produce and organize the materials that | can share with you today. Thinking o F
always requires material conditions, and | would not have been able to do this work without her SUPRRT
support.

The others are all the students, team members, tutors and collaborators of DAS Theatre, including

my colleagues of the Graduate School and of the Academy of Theatre and Dance. My intervention

is embedded and precisely situated in this context. | am speaking todays as a practitioner who is

trying to better understand some ways of thinking and working, some dynamics and structures,
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some problems and potentialities of the art school, in order to improve the work that we are
doing at DAS, in conversation with others who are engaging in similar questions in different places,
within and beyond artistic education. ‘oecrirurE’

The invitation for this lecture gave me the chance to organize some thoughts responding to a set
of questions about how we can practice a school, how we can do and undo the school, and about
how institutional structures have power over us, and we have agency within them.

I will start with the question of power and agency.

“Every time we speak of the ‘institution’ as other than ‘us’, we disavow our role in the creation and
perpetration of its conditions... It’s not a question of being against the institution: we are the institution”
Andrea Fraser, From the Critique of Institution to the Institution of Critique, 2005 o €S¢ 4PE

PN INSTTTUTIONS PERFORI . .. + THINK.

We are the institution, we have agency within it, and at the same time we experience how much
institutions have power over us. As a matter of fact, every institution, no matter which one, allows
certain things and not others, separates an inside from an outside establishing what and who is
part of it and under which conditions, and dictates how people can and cannot behave within it.
With the risk of giving institutions a form of agency that is normally associated to human beings,
we may say that they perform in the social realm, and that each of them has a particular way of
performing. It is following this line of though, and acknowledging that institutions exercise power
in a particular way, that | argue that not they only perform, but also think, each of them in a
particular way.

Understanding how institutions think, is very important in order to exercise our agency within
them effectively, and consequently to be able to bend them, hybridize, challenge, betray or queer

them. — (vA Ve sVE STRATEL/EL

When it comes to our shared field, | would consider that we — artists, curators, educators,
researchers... - operate within existing institutions to make them progressive entities that can
research, produce and operate within the field of the performing arts and beyond it, being
connected globally and transdisciplinarly.

I am proposing today to look at institutions from two different, complementary perspectives: on
one hand, how they think, and on the other how they perform. These two layers are obviously
intertwined in the life of institutions. | will move from the one to the other, sometimes blurring
their borders, but | believe it is important to be aware that institutions can only perform according
to the way they think. It is at the intersection between their thinking and their performing, that we
can intervene effectively within them.

By approaching the art school as a thinking institution, | am positioning within a specific discourse,
dealing with the rethinking of artistic institutions within the performing arts field. Only in 2011,
with the conference Beyond Curating at PACT in Essen and with the issue Curating Performing Arts
of the Croatian magazine Frackija, curation and curating started being discussed in the performing
arts, initially bending the conceptual tools developed within the visual arts field, and only later
building new terms, framing particular practices, raising specific questions. More recently, our
field seems to be more intrigued than ever by institutions as a subject. The book Turn Turtle! Re-
enacting the Institute edited by Elke van Campenhout and Lilia Mestre and published by the House
on Fire network, the symposium and free school around The Fantastic Institution organized by
BUDA arts center in Kortrijk, and this conference are just some of the strongest indicators of this
phenomenon.
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been present within this debate since its\
s itself as progressive, research-led, experimental

|

Education, and the art school as an entity, h [
beginning, as a crucial subject in a field that thij l
and committed to the production of the future. Nevertheless, the specific line of thought about l
art education within contemporary performing arts is still not very implemented, and that’s where l
‘.

|

|

|

:

| hope te-able to offer a contribution.

Like any other artistic institution, the art school has been shaped in order to frame, secure and
support specific aspects of the arts. All institutions are the result of a negotiation between
different subjects and the discourses that inform them, and this is also the case with the art
school, that is positioned at the intersection of art production and education, and responds to |
many more systems (political, financial and so forth). |
More importantly, | think, institutions are always made to set conditions for something and always
do something. In the art field, it can be for example about the transmission of a legacy or a 5
tradition (the library, the museum...), about the production of new forms (the art center...) or 3

|

|

|

about the broadening of the encounter between art and a public (the festival, the biennale...).

Approaching an institution from the perspective of what it sets conditions for and what it does is |
. often a way to deconstruct the idea of that institution, and to become able to think it anew. | |
~ propose to apply this approach to the art school, in order to make it unfamiliar again, and thus to
become aware of what it is, how it operates, what it makes possible or impossible. Only then, |
believe, we can think it and operate within it differently. DOVGLAS o0 DELEVZE
Deconstructing requires at the same time a critical exercise, that | am trying to articulate in this
lecture, and imaginative bumps, that | hope we will be able to make together with some of you
later, during the workshop. et C ' ) s Ll A

To tackle what the institution of the school is, it may be useful to go back to the original meaning
of the word, although we must be aware that it has undergone many transformations over time.
In ancient Greek, skole (the word for school) denotes, first, “a time of leisure” (as opposite to
other, more instrumentalized, times), and only consequently means “a place for learning” and “a
forum for discussion”.
So, likewise any other institution, the school is defined by 3 vectors: time, space and forms of
relationships oriented towards specific aims.
From the perspective of time, we can approach the school as a complex set of different ./
; temporalities, that intertwine. Time can be experienced at school not only as duration, but also in
its density (it can be thick or vague...) and in its speed (it can be fast or slow...). More often, several
temporal dimensions intertwine, and cut through the particular time of the school as an
institution, that is instituted in time and requires to be re-instituted over time. Consequently, time
operates within the school as a manifold entity, capable to affect profoundly the life and dynamics ‘
of the institution itself. l
From the perspective of space, the first remark is that a school always needs a physical place, a |
specific locality, where its participants can come together. We could say then that a school is :'1

l
|
|
|
|
|
Let us start with the critical exercise of unlearning, and therefore understanding, the school. |
l
|
|
|
|

= always local, no matter how broadly international its“population is, or how deeply networked the
institutionis. > Ko7~ NECEHKRRALY : SEE€ THE PROGRE M crincat PRALITCE
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Let us leave time and space behind for now, and focus on the set of relationships that is specific of e
the art school.
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“Relationship among all things appears to be complex and reciprocal — always at least two ways, back and
forth. It seems that nothing is single in this universe, and nothing goes one way”.

Ursula Le Guin, Arts of Living on a Damaged Planet, p. M15

Schools always produce a complex set of relationships, and these are always reciprocal.

Art schools, in particular, are meant to be places where a new generation of practitioners can and
must imagine themselves anew within the context of formal education. The school offers a
support structure for artists to imagine themselves as individual and collective forces that can
shape the art field and have an impact on other spheres. It offers a unique space where students
can experience a structural safety (I will be back to safety later), have time to focus on their work
and can make use of facilities to explore, deepen and broaden their language and their research
questions. Schools offer conditions for an in-depth peer exchange and for forms of encounters
with guest artists, teachers and mentors that is based on learning rather than on teaching,
meaning that the learning is always reciprocal.

If we look more closely to the forms of relationship that the school as environment offers, then
two main sets of relationship seem to be crucial: one articulates the peer exchange between
participants as students and as artists, while the other one is connected to the encounter between
the students as individuals and as a collective body, and the school as an institute.

This latter is normally informed by the assumption that the students are not part of the institution.
This assumption, that per se is false of course, is actually fueled by the fact that the students often
do lack agency in the institution of the school, and tend to be seen, and therefore to become, '
sheer consumers of what the school can offer rather than co-authors of what it can generate.

Both these relationships are complicated further, in graduate education, by the fact that students
are, in most cases, professional artists already. This means that their peer relationship is actually
doubled: they are peer artists and peer students at the same time, and | believe that this does
makes a difference. But also their relationship with the teachers or tutors is of a double nature,
since for their teachers they are not students only, but also (younger) peers.

So, like many other institutions, the art school produces a complex community, traversed by a
variety of different relationships. But, opposite to others, this is, per definition, a temporary
community. People don’t stay at the school forever, and the school is meant to be a place for
transition, for moving from one state to another. Therefore, the time spent within the school is
very dense, because of the particular demands that students have towards the school: the
demand to make them better artists, to broaden their professional networks, to consolidate their
position within the field, and so forth.

What if we transcend the many, legitimate, expectations that artists-as-students have towards art
schools, and focus on what the school should be there for, what the school should set conditions
for? | believe that art schools are there to offer specific support structures for new generations of
artists to explore and strengthen their means to engage imaginatively with the complexity of the
world. This is something they, as artists, are doing anyway. They don’t need the school for that.
The difference is that, at school, they are offered a particular environment, that on one hand is
meant to be extremely safe and supportive and on the other, by referring to the structures of

formal education, confronts them with hierarchies, power structures, timelines and assessment
policies.

v
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A starting point might be to think of a festival as a practice

of taking care of the incomplete, not in order to complete

or define it but to keep it as such.

To work under the cover of darkness, then, could mean to grow
a forest, taking shelter within and in between its shadows. A
festival becoming the forest of signs described by Ranciére,
where the ignorant schoolmaster works not in order to bridge
a presupposed knowledge gap with his pupils, but to adventure
with them in the darkness.®
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One of the crucial things that the art school does is, in my view, producing this friction. | am not
sure how many artists are fully aware of that when they do apply for a school, and also | don’t
think that the friction the school as an institute is producing is always fruitful, although | do see
that it can be positive and very productive. '

In fact, | believe that art schools can be a place of positive tension, and that this tension is one of
the support structures that they can offer to artists. | am proposing here an agonistic view on the
art school, borrowed from Chantal Mouffe’s thinking about agonism within the political. In
bending Mouffe’s concept of agonism to the art school, | am suggesting that schools are sites of
the political and that we should approach them as such.

In fact, school can be approached from an agonstic perspective because they always pluralistic and
democratic. Despite selecting their staff and stude ;c’s"afd setting some standards that, for right or

4

for wrong, don’t make them open to everybodirschools are per se open to anybody. Within any ffclﬁul 1‘

school, there is always a diverse community of people who, no matter what their position is within
the institution of the school, areﬁgrp'r{‘\itggg themselves to the difficult and necessary exercise of
living together. We could look at schools as a very privileged place for the exercise of negotiation,
since they always require to constantly negotiate rules and practices, to mediate between
different needs, make compromises, question one’s own believes and values, exercise a radical
form of listening.
Often, art schools are places where artists study, work and research alongside and with each
other, and also with other practitioners such as, if | take the case of DAS Graduate School for
example, curators and creative producers. The encounter between practitioners who work in
different positions and operate from different perspectives is not immune to misunderstandings
and frictions. But a school where this encounter occurs is a unique space where not only new art
forms, but also new cultural practices can be researched and tested. If this is the case, then the
impact that art schools can have on the art field at large is huge.
On top of that, | believe that this tension within the art school operates as a physical force that
allows the school as a complex entity to stand for its principles, resisting the hegemonic view on
art as an ongoing production and circulation of works, in favor or a view of art as a subject of
reflection. As opposite to the university, and similar to festivals and to few other subjects, art
schools provide the possibility of thinking through practice, exploring art a subject of reflection
rather than only as an object of reflection. In universities this only happens as an exception to a
norm, as it is the case here in this conference: normally, other art practices and art works are
tackled as objects of research by other disciplines that range from art theory to philosophy and
beyond. In the art school, on the contrary, art practice is valued in its capacity to formulate
research question and explore them with the specific means of art. The school as an institution
supports this capacity, and also provides visibility to the specific form of thinking that is produced
by the artists with their work, presenting it for what it actually is: a practice and a reflection, at the
same time.

ednsd
Nevertheless, thé school is always traversed by an agonistic, pluralistic tension. This is certainly
positive, but it can evolve into antagonistic tensions, that | would like to try to tap into.

Being confronted with an existing structure, as in the school, normally produces a form of
discipline and obedience on one hand, and a form of rebellion on the other. When this tension
crosses the asymmetrical power relationships of the school, the result — unwanted, but real — is
that a school often produces forms of antagonism. AW ARAMYT OF UNEMPLOTED
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Observation 5
No work for graduates.

Another tendency which is now appearing is that we get
a huge amount of graduated students from all of these
schools/universities for artists and cultural workers (cu-';"
rators, programmers) who all look for opportunities to
present their skills, but do not find any as these are full/,
saturated. Nonetheless they have smelled the life of the
artist and want to live like this, free and independent. They
are all well educated, talented (the average talent in these
schools is much higher than twenty years ago, when there
were only one or two, maximum three talented students
in a class/group. Now 80% is artistically, intellectually
and socially skilled, yet there Is no place for them). It is
ainful to see that a_quality
Neoliberalism educated them, but took and takes money.
away from the governments in their never-ending privati=
zation demands. What is left is this army of unemployed
artists, or little employed artists, who live as masters O
their own time and space. No employer who tells them
what to do, or very rarely, in order to earn some basi
money. But what is there to show from this ‘free’ way of
living? This makes their societal function less dependent
on their artistic production, and more dependent on their
way of living.

What | describe here is what the neoliberal semio-capital-
' istic economies foresee for their future workforce: every-
. body permanently on holiday but managing the work 24/7
all by themselves, but not without the state holding power

over the profit lines. Artists serve as the pissionaries, as
teasers and examples to inseminate thi life.

" From being the slave of somebody else (labour), many
more people will become the slave of themselves. There
is no difference between worker and artist. Artists are
submissive to divisions of labour and the conditions of
the market-oply the aspects of subordination are

a d' nature as it is only the dis osal of control
that“ehange$. The artist does not listen to an indivi

boss, but is rather acting/reacting to a full range of power
relations.
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Actually, | have the impression that we are increasingly experiencing an antagonistic polarization
within the art schools. This polarization seems to reflect the contemporary socio-political
atmosphere, ruled by inequalities and injustices, fueled by a narrative of scarcity and competition
and by a very broadly spread mistrust, when not aggression, towards the very idea of institutions.
Institutional critique seems to have played an important role in shaping the behaviour patterns of
the encounter, collaboration or coexistence, of artists and artistic institutions in particular, and
obviously schools are not immune to that.

As a first thing, | must say that | am really concerned about that. | am worried that we are
reproducing behaviors that we are able to identify in society and are not willing to reproduce, but
that seem to dictate how we meet each other within institutions. And | am afraid that this
polarization could produce, within art schools in particular, what they are already producing in
other fields of our collective lives: a harmful process of simplification that is flattening the
perception of reality: ) STAND & F U X ¢ :

At the same time, if we push the concept of polarization further, it can turn into something else,
something even desirable for the performing arts field in this very moment. | am aware that this
can sound extremely dangerous, but please follow me in my thought and suspend the judgment
for a minute.

| believe that the school is one of the few institutions in our field providing a space for such
polarizing relationships. It provides a space for friction, for conflict even. No matter how
progressive and open the program is, the school as such confronts all its constituencies with a
clear hierarchical structure and with a set of rules that can be subject to negotiation but are
already instituted.

In_a working field that is advertised as a field where all the relationships are fluid, everything is
debatable and negotiable, collaboration is a key resource and affective labour is a reality, a school
is still based on a different vision, less friendly with contemporary policies. As we know, our
'workigg field is extremely critical toward current policies, but at the same time is perfectly
Téproducing, and even improving them, at a point that it is considered to be one of the fields
where policies of self-exploitation are most successfully tested. We have produced a dangerous
liquidity, where all relationships are blurred and artists often end up being complicit with the
structural procedures that exhaust them. There is very little space in the artistic infrastructure to
exercise conflict, to radically disagree, and even less space to disagree and still work together,
from two different and irreconcilable positions.

At school, on the contrary, this is to be possible. Always, no matter what. This is part of the
fundamental, unnegotiable form of safety that a school offers, or at least should offer. A safety
that goes way beyond the sense of physical and psychological safety of being respected and
valued as individuals, without any form of discrimination due to race, color, gender or sexusa
orientation. The structural safety that the art school is to provide is actually for students to bé

and politics they perform.

The twist between antagonism and safety produces
the art school, and invites to investi
relationshipds, through the lens of th entanglement.

pecific intensity in the relationships within
d the capacity of the school of producing

“To be entangled is not simply to be intertwined with another, as in the joining of separate entities, but to
lack an independent, self-contained existence” — Karen Barad



An art school is not an independent subject. It is part of a wider environment. It operates at the
intersection of art and education, depending on and contributing to both these fields. It is
intertwined with the art infrastructure locally and globally, with the policies of its funding bodies,
that are often public, and with the developments of the artistic and cultural field. As Karen Barad
says, these sets of relationships actually mean something more than just being intertwined with
another. According to her definition, an art _school is also entangled, because it lacks a self-
contained existence. It operates and think with and within a complex environment, it is affected
by it in ways that are hardly predictable, and it affects its environment in many ways, connected to
the concrete impacts that a school may have.

I will try to pinpoint some dimensions of this entanglement.

One dimension is the broad socio-political dimension in which art is questioned in its legitimacy as
a cultural practice and in its capacity to strengthen citizenship and democracy, contributing to a
progressive, liberal development of society. Art’s role is often undermined or dismissed, in favour
of a very functional approach to social dynamics. Art schools have agency within this field, since
they are one of the few institutions that can render visible the work of art, but are also heavily
affected by it, and often seen as useless places where a privileged minority cultivates its hobbies.
One possible way of inhabiting this entanglement is, for art schools to combine their agendas with
the agendas of other institutions and individuals, to propose themselves as allies and accomplices
for other subjects that pursue different, but interconnected aims. A school’s accountability, as any
other institution’s accountability in my view, is always relational and reciprocal. We operate within
a circulation of responsibility and agency, and it is our task to embrace it.

The local dimension of the art school also contributes to complexify its entanglement, since the
school operates locally and globally at the same time, and s one of the subjects that can contribute
to shape artistic mobility and a transnational, moving artistic community, confronted with issues
that include the psychological, social and environmental consequences of a model based on an
exasperate mobility.

We could explore the school’s entanglement even further, but it is more urgent for me to also
point out how being entangled does not mean being identical to the other subjects that the school
is intertwined with. On the contrary, entanglements require a form of interdependence that is
based on difference. Cultivating the school’s coefficient of diversity, its autonomy (to the extent to
which autonomy is possible) is as important as making it permeable and porous to the entities
that it lives and thinks with.

As you may notice, | like to think via frictions and tensions. The tension, and possible friction,
between the local and the global field that the art school is part of, is possibly a very generative
one. We could also push it further and question how art schools can relate to the particular form
of transnational community that is there in the art field, with artists fleeing from many countries
in search for better conditions for them to work and sustain their practice.

I'will not enter in the complex social and cultural aspects of this situation, that we should be
particularly committed to here in Western Europe, where for several reasons many artists decide
to relocate, hoping in a more sustainable, fair and friendly working field that they don’t always
find. Rather, | would like to suggest that, in this contexts, art schools become sites of an important
transnational exchange, that entails a potential impact of the ways the art forms of the futures will
be imagined and produced.

Schools are, much more than any other institution in the art field, places where different artistic
idioms meet and develop alongside and with each other. Schools are therefore sites of mutual




influences, where the broadening or deepening of one’s own artistic work unfolds in a form of
commonality rather than in a splendid isolation. What this commonality can be about, and which
forms of togetherness can be fostered within the art school, are questions of the utmost
importance.

As a matter of fact, very often art schools cherish a narrative of individual makers, designing
programs that are based on the students’ individual ownership, driven by their specific research
questions and art practices, and meant to strengthen them as individual voices. What if, instead,
we look at the art schools as collective entities and unigue environments that can nourish a sense
of collectivity, a desire to undertake adventures together? What forms of empowerment could
this shift produce, and what consequences within the broader art field, once students go back to it
as makers, pursuing their artistic practices, intervening in the existing institutions and establishing
the support structures that they have learnt being important for artistic research and practice?
This is one of the subjects where the best thing art schools can do is to look at some independent
and artist run initiatives, that in specific contexts have been able to pursue... such as Beta Local in
Puerto Rico, the Catedra Arte de Conducta established by artist Tania Bruguera in L’Havana.

I believe there is a lot we can learn from each of these experiences, and from them only, because
of the particular proposal that they articulate. But now, let us go back to the institution of the
school, and explore another aspect of it before rounding up our reflections.

“Past and future are two foggy, indistinct regions that the living can explore only in imagination or in
memory; but perhaps memory and imagination are only instruments of illusion [..]. In reality, [we move] over
an immobile sphere, complete from the beginning, in which the past and the future are one”.

Elsa Morante, Menzogna e Sortilegio

In a traditional understanding of education, relationships are set within the school in order to
make knowledge transmission possible. In postgraduate artistic education, we rather think in
terms of knowledge generation and exchange, but it is undeniable that each school has a
particular legacy, and one of its core missions and key activities is to transmit it. In the best case
scenario, transmitting goes hand In hand with questioning or challenging this legacy, in the -
attempt to keep it, and the school as such, permeable and porous to an ever-changing artistic,
social, political environment that confronts us with philosophical, ethical and aesthetic issues. '

&

If we look at them from the perspective of the legacy they carry, schools are “forces of the past”,
quoting a famous verse from Pier Paolo Pasolini. It is up to us to constantly explore what this past
may mean today, how we can access it and use it as a force to shape the present and produce the
futuredl am not keen on celebrating the past as such or its abstract values. In the last few years, as
a curator and as a researcher |. have rather focussed on the possibility to produce change and to
generate a new future, practicing imagination and prefiguration, within and beyond artistic
institutions. Lately, | happened to realize to what extent this commitment towards the production
of the future risks to be a form of escapism in a present time that many of us, | believe, consider to
be quite dark. It is obvious to say that if we want to shift the focus from the future towards the
present, then we cannot avoid considering the forces that have shaped it.
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Yet, the supposed proximity between the past and the present should not only be understood in
terms of continuity. When it comes to art school in particular, we may say that every school’s
function it to secure the transmission of knowledge. Every school is based upon a certain tradition

and has a specific legacy, that connects it to something that comes to the past. Following Pasolini’s
statement, we could then wonder how we — as schools, and as forms of knowledge production
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and sharing operating within them — can be not an image of the past, but rather a force of the
past. A force that is capable to mold the present, coming from a different time and place but

operating here and now.
VR VHEE

This shift may help us to think the relation with the legacy not as a way of repeating the past, but
instead as a means of producing cracks in the present, digging holes or making gaps through which
other forces can access our ;;é?ént time and fertilize it. | see this as another form of friction,
another positive tension, that the art school can produce and sustain via the collision between its
particular culture, vocabulary and system of values, and the students that enter it and rightly
demand the school to make sense for them, and to change with them.
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“We know that those who enter university today belong to the generation that will have to face a future the
challenges of which we just cannot imagine... Can we claim that what we are proposing them meets, or even
vaguely meets, this situation?

Isabelle Stengers, “Another science is possible!”. A plea for slow science

P A

Isabelle Stenger’s famous speech is of course a prominent reference in thinking slowness as a
necessary asset of research and knowledge generation. Her plea speaks to a scientific community
that is in many respect very far from the community of artistic research. Like philosophy, as
opposed to “fast science”, art is per definition committed to “take the time needed to formulate
questions”. We are used to consider art and artists’ legitimacy as related to their capacity to build
a form of reflection that is barely achievable by any other field, including academic research. As a
society, we support the arts and the artists becau 0 i we as individual citizens
and community can’t do anymore: the job of thinking, formulating questions and exploring them,
not necessarily with the purpose to answer them (this is a main difference vis a vis scientific
research). In fact, art explores what is unknown not to make it known, but to maintain it unknown,
obscure. Being a means with no ends, not having any concrete aim, art is one of the highest
political activities of the human being.

In this respect, art does operate, likewise philosophy, as the slow science that Stengers is claiming
for. Stenger’s plea is actually meant to radically question the bonds between scientific research
and capitalist market, and obviously this cannot be answered by art, which is operating on a
different layer. Nevertheless, art and philosophy are the tools and the environments that, quoting
Stengers, could “enable scientists to accept what is messy not as a defect but as what we have to
learn to live and think in and with”.

-In order to accept the complexity that “we have to live and think in and with”, it is needed to

create forms of temporality that allow us to fully engage, intellectually and imaginatively, with the
real. As Virginia Woolf wrote in A Room of One’s Own, we need to set all the necessary conditions
for the thought to “let its line down into the stream”. And the main condition is actually time,_a
continuitx of time that only can create the conditions to patiently sit and wait, to contemplate and
to observe, until “the line of thought dip deep into the stream”.

I 'am aware that it sounds over romantic to claim this kind of time, in an working field ruled, as
every other, by productivity and efficiency. Our current working conditions, and | am referring
now to our field specifically, are meant to prevent us from thinking, in the sense of dipping deep
and exercising imagination. We are aware of that, and we are also aware that, quoting Virginia
Woolf one more time, think we must.
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What if, then, we look at art schools as a site for thinking? What kinds of temporality should they
provide, to allow artists to research and work outside or beyond the temporalities that rule the
contemporary art field, making it so inhospitable for artists?

In her famous article The Project Horizon: On the Temporality of Making (2012), Bojana Kunst
criticize the “projective temporality” of today’s art field, suggesting that within the regime of the
project “we don’t actually move anywhere, because [...] no difference is produced. In a project, an
equilibrium between the present and future is set up, in the sense that whatever h?s_-_rﬁe
is already projected in the present”. According to Kunst, and | believe it is impossible not to agree
with her on that, “temporality is at the core of the production of difference. It is the material of
social and aesthetic change [..]. Art production and creation must therefore rethink the relation
between temporality and its production, and find new ways in which to push the time ‘out of
joint”™. If it should respond to the current temporalities that are available within the art field, in
the perspective of complementing them, the art schools should definitel ropose a temporalit

freed from projects and deadlines, a sort of continuity where the_time of the present can be

inhabited again_and_a relation with the future can be set, beyond  “the speculative balance
between that which is and that which has yet to come » always according to Bojana Kunst.

| Would try to conclude my speech with some proposals about how we could approach the
creation of such temporality

“I propose that instead of treating the interminable question of the Capacity to act in terms of ‘possible
versus impossible’, we examine what it might mean to institute ‘otherwise’, politically and performatively, ‘as

_if it were possible””. X Corecke OF f".&""‘ck

_ Athena Athanasiou, Performing the Institute as if it were possible, 2016

Athena Athanasiou’s proposal could be adopted as a manifesto and as a methodology, based on
the tactic of the “otherwise” and the “as if”, as opposite to the hopelessness of the “due to” and
to the strategy of the “against”.

If we acknowledge that “we are the institution”, then there is no outside from where we can
speak. We depend upon the institutions, even when we claim to be outside of them or against
them, when we don’t practice them, leave them behind or try to build alternatives to them. But
we don’t only depend upon them. We also shape them, affect them, deconstruct them and
construct_them again. We think them, and we perform them. There is no outside of the
institutions, and how terrible this might sound for some of us, it is also a radical call to
engagement, to feel involved, to claim our agency and to practice it collectively, no matter how
asymmetrical our relations and how different our positions are.

At school, it is not the institution’s task to define what the theatre of the future will look like or, in
other words, how theatre, performance or the arts in general can keep developing new aesthetics,
new ways of making us sensitive to the world and of letting us experience and know the world.

In this respect, the students are the ones who have, or rather are building, the knowledge that the
schools are supposed to be producing and transmitting. When involved in art schools, we are like
the “ignorant schoolmaster” that Jacques Ranciére writes about, teaching something that we
don’t know and that we can’t know, or rather supporting new generations of artists to undertake
their journey, to be bold enough to research into the unknown and strong enough to sustain their
practice until they find something, and come back to share it.
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But how to transmit a knowledge that we don’t have, how to support the generation and
exchange of knowledge? More specifically, how to serve a theatre whose aesthetics and languages
we don’t know yet, how to support forms of spectatorships and of togetherness that we feel
emerging but can’t recognize yet, how to improve practices of city and of society - practices of
politics, too - that we can’t even imagine yet?

ltiis here that fiction comes in our help, | believe. We can only start exploring this set of questions
with a what if exercise, that can allow us to deconstruct the existing schools, and imaginatively
construct possible or impossible other schools (the good thing with fiction is that we don’t have to
immediately wonder if what we imagine is possible in the realm of reality).

Practicing fiction as a form of collective imagination is something that fascinates me, and | believe
that there is no better space than artistic institutions to allow ourselves to use fiction as a tool to
Ew_ The art school, in particular, offers the space for some forms of exercise of
fiction, that we will dive into further in a minute, with those who will partake in the workshop
Towards a Performative School. "

Before rounding up my thoughts, let me g0 back to the ancient Greece once more and quote the
sophist Gorgias, a pre-socratic philosopher who affirmed the supremacy of fiction over reality,
stating that “fiction suspends reality and produces the real”. | will not deepen the distinction
between reality and the real now, assuming that we all share some references about it. But it is
important that we acknowledge this fundamental distinction: reality is not the real. The reality of
what art schools are today is not what their real being is or can be, and we cannot access their
realness via a critical analysis only. While reality separates us from the real, fiction allows us to
access it, if we are willing to engage in a form of collective imagination, to suspend time and build
a new fiction, together. 4. 2z 1.2 T AT TME ‘ ‘

So, acknowledging that schools are not autonomous entities and that they work towards an
horizon that they can’t foresee should not produce a form of disengagement of powerlessness, on
the contrary. Because of their heteronomous and entangled nature, and because of their
structural tension towards the production of the future, when we think and perform the art
school, we are thinking and performing the whole art field, locally and internationally. How small
the changes that we can make may look for us, they always makes space for others to build upon

them, and will echo in unexpected places and discourses. \f‘o LET’J 5 o
Thank you #ﬁ’ﬂ NS 37”/’? /

Pushing it a bit further, we could ask the art school to be the site of a form of creolization. | am
here referring to the word as used by Edouard Glissant and Robert Cohen among others, a
condition in which "the formation of new identities and inherited culture evolve to become
different from those they possessed in the original cultures” (Robert Cohen).
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