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Fenomen umjetnickih suradnji daleko je od novog i nepoznatog:
dok se povijesni prethodnici traze u velikim umjetni¢kim
radionicama, u kojima su veliki majstori poput Tiziana, Tintoretta
ili Rubensa svojim autorstvom legitimirali umjetnicko djelo i
garantirali mu odredenu vrijednost na trzistu narudzbi a kasnije
i umjetnina,' kao prvo umjetnicko djelovanje u zajednici spominje
se aktivnost Nazarenaca u Rimu izmedu 1810. i 1830. godine.?
Njihova potraga za izvornim krscanskim vrijednostima, koje je
trebalo ponovo nadi u predrenesansnom slikarstvu i autenti€nom
jedinstvu umijetnickog Zivota i djelovanja, kao i odbacivanje
onovremenih akademskih kanona upucuju na ideoloSku
odredenost grupnog djelovanja. Pristup je to koji ¢e bastiniti
mnogi kasniji kolektivi, posebno u vremenu povijesnih avangardi

i osobito kratkog razdoblja poc¢etka dvadesetih godina proteklog
stoljec¢a u Sovjetskom Savezu, kada se ¢inilo da ¢e kolektivne

akcije, nedjeljiv dio ruskog umjetnic¢kog eksperimenta, na ulicama,
rame uz rame s proleterima, zivot pretociti u umjetnost, a
umjetnosti udahnuti zivot.®

Neoavangardni pokreti i konceptualne umjetnicke prakse
nerijetko su se oslanjali na naslijede kolektivizma povijesne
avangarde,* dok je umijetnicki aktivizam 60-ih i 70-ih godina,
posebno u Zapadnoj Europi i Sjedinjenim Drzavama, pratio kako
studentske prosvjede tako i pokrete za gradanska prava. Na
tragu tih nastojanja krajem osamdesetih i pocetkom devedesetih
godina proslog stolie¢a u SAD svoju aktivnost Siroko provodi
grupa Gran Fury u kampanji usmjerenoj protiv predrasuda oko
AIDS-a, a devedesete su godine vidjele pravi procvat kolektivhog i
kolaborativnog umjetni¢kog udruzivanja. Bilo da je rije¢ o Sirokom
pseudonacionalnom pokretu poput Neue Slowenische Kunst i
njegovoj umjetnickoj jezgri IRWIN (koja je osamdesetih godina
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The phenomenon of artistic collaboration is far from new or
unknown: whereas its historical precedents can be found in
great artistic workshops, in which masters like Titian, Tintoretto,
or Rubens legitimated artworks through their authority and
guaranteed them a specific value on the market of commission
(and later on the art market),' the earliest case of artistic activity
taking place in a community was that of the Nazarenes in Rome
between 1810 and 1830.? Their search for the pristine Christian
values, which they sought to rediscover in pre-Renaissance
painting, and the authentic unity of artistic life and activity,
including the rejection of the prevailing academic canon, reveal
the ideological determination of their joint activity. It was an
approach inherited by many later collectives, especially in the
period of the historical avant-gardes and the brief interval in the
Soviet Union of the early 1920s, when it seemed that collective

actions, as an indivisible part of Russian artistic experiment, would
there, in the streets, shoulder to shoulder with the proletarians,
transform life into art and permeate art with life.®

Neo-avant-garde movements and conceptual artistic practices
often relied on the legacy of collectivism of the historical avant-
garde,* while the artistic activism of the 1960s and 1970s,
particularly in Western Europe and the USA, accompanied
student demonstrations, as well as movements for civic
freedoms. In the wake of such efforts, the late 1980s and early
1990s were marked by the broadly based activity of the American
art group Gran Fury, in a campaign directed against prejudice
related to AIDS, and the 1990s saw a real boom of collective

and collaborative associations of artists. Be it a broad pseudo-
nationalist movement such as Neue Slowenische Kunst and its
artistic core IRWIN (which launched the idea of retro-avant-garde
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proslog stoljeca lansirala ideju retroavangarde), aktivistiCkim
grupama poput Critical Art Ensamble ili Bureau des Etudes,

ili suradnic¢kom promiskuitetu,® kojim se uz ostale nezdrave

navike predao vec¢ notorni marketinski proizvod Nove britanske
umjetnosti, kolaborativne prakse su iz gotovo sektasko-elitistickin
granica usle u glavnu struju umjetnicke produkcije i zalaganja, $to
je popratilo i odredeni broj kataloga, tematskih brojeva i historijskih
pregleda na tu temu.®

Cak bi i brzi pregled kolektivnog, grupnog i suradniékog djelovanja
i analiza razli¢itih vidova suradnje, uzevsi u obzir utjecajnu i
razgranatu povijest grupa i pokreta unutar moderne umjetnosti,”
oduzeli daleko vise prostora nego $to je namijenjeno ovom tekstu.
Zeljela bih samo dodati da se, kao &to je poznato, suradnicke
prakse ne zaustavljaju tek na usko shvacenoj umjetnickoj
aktivnosti, ve¢ su itekako prisutne u kustoskom djelovanju.
Uzmimo za primjer samo vjerojatno najpoznatiji kolektiv iz regije,
udrugu Sto, kako i za koga,® udrugu Blok, tim Galerije Miroslav
Kraljevi¢ ili beogradski Prelom kolektiv, ili mozda lokalni najsvjeziji
primjer, projekt , Tajne izlozbe" u Galeriji Studentskog centra u
Zagrebu, koji je nastao kao plod zajedni¢kog istrazivanja.
MoZemo li s trogodisnjim odmakom jo$ govoriti o ,kolaborativnom
preokretu®, kako je svoj uvodni esej u publikaciji , Taking the
matter into common hands* nazvala Maria Lind? Ili je, prema
rije¢ima Davida Barretta, rije¢ o kretanjima mode i interesa?® Hoce

in the 1980s), activist groups like Critical Art Ensamble or Bureau
des Etudes, or collaborative promiscuity? to which the notorious
marketing product of New British Art succumbed along with other
unhealthy habits, collaborative practices abandoned their aimost
sectarian and elitist limits and joined the mainstream of artistic
production and efforts, a trend that was accompanied by the
publication of numerous catalogues, special issues of journals,
and historical overviews of the subject.®

Owing to the influential and ramified history of groups and
movements within modern art,” even a fleeting overview of all
their collective, group, and collaborative activities, or an analysis
of various types of cooperation, would take up far more space
than this occasion allows for. Therefore, | will limit myself to
emphasizing the well-known fact that collaborative practices

are not limited to artistic practices narrowly understood, but are
by all means present also in curatorial work. Let us consider

the example of what might be the most famous collective in the
region — What, How & for Whom (WHW)E — or perhaps the Blok
group, the team of Miroslav Kraljevi¢ Gallery, or Prelom collective
from Belgrade — or even the most recent example, the “Secret
Exhibition” project at the Student Centre Gallery in Zagreb,
likewise a result of joint research.

Three years after Maria Lind wrote her introductory essay to the
publication “Taking the Matter into Common Hands,” can we still

li vrijeme (post)financijske krize jos intenzivnije usmjeriti umjetnicka
djelovanja na samoorganizaciju i nove taktike prezivijavanja?

Da li se nove prakse i djelovanja mogu, namjesto podvrgavanju
liberalizmu s ljudskim licem, pretvoriti u taktike suradnje Juga

i Juga, kako je prije nekoliko godina suradnicki potencijal
prepoznao kustos Gerardo Mosquiera?'®

Za teoretiCara Stephena Wrighta sama umjetnost je najcesce
najveca prepreka umjetnickoj suradnji. Lucidan i duhovit esej
»The Delicate Essence of Artistic Collaboration“ ukazuje na neke
prepreke i zablude. Na pitanje kako sprijeciti da sama suradnja
ne postane sredstvo kojim se koristi upravo suprotna strana
(danas je nepogresivi arhineprijatelj upravo globalni neoliberalni
kapitalizam), Wright se naizgled utjece ,zdravorazumskom*
zakljucku da ljudi suraduju zbog zajednic¢kog interesa, koji se u
svijetu umjetnosti moze nerijetko gledati kroz prizmu financija

i utjecaja. Upravo odrekavsi se te premise moguce je izbjeci
instrumentalizaciju, preciznom definicijom neprijatelja oko kojeg
se zbijaju suradnicki redovi. Kada umjetnost napusti nemo¢ svog
autonomnog podrucja, kada odustane od svijeta umjetnosti zbog
normativnog carstva politickog aktivizma i suradnje, potrebno je
prije svega pitati se zasto ljudi uopce suraduju.'" Na kraju svog
eseja Wright istiCe jednu Cinjenicu: da, unato¢ svemu, suradnju
ne mozemo svesti na puki zajednicki interes.'? Ako se suradnicko
djelovanje gleda kao zajednicko, kao djelovanje odredene

speak of a “collaborative turn”? Or is it rather that, according to
David Barrett, we are dealing here with ideologies and fashion?®
Will the period of (post-)financial crisis direct artistic activity even
more intensely towards self-organization and new strategies

of survival? Can these new practices and actions, instead of
subjecting themselves to liberalism with a human face, transform
themselves into strategies of cooperation between South

and South, as curator Gerardo Mosquiera termed this type of
collaborative potential a few years ago?'®

For theoretician Stephen Wright, it is art itself that most
commonly obstructs artistic collaboration. His lucid and witty
essay called “The Delicate Essence of Artistic Collaboration”
points to some of these obstacles and fallacies. Asking the
question how one should prevent collaboration from becoming
a tool used by the opposite side (the unmistakable arch-enemy
of today being precisely global neoliberal capitalism), Wright
has apparently opted for the “commonsensical” conclusion that
people collaborate for the sake of their own interest, which in
the art world can often be viewed through the prism of finances
and impact. It is precisely by renouncing at that premise that it
is possible to avoid instrumentalization — by defining the enemy
against which the collaborative ranks will close: “When art
forsakes the impotence of its autonomous realm, when it quits
the artworld for the normative realm of political activism and
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zajednice, upravo iz gore navedenog razloga mozemo reci da
umjetnost nije skup vec zajednica sposobnosti i percepcija.'®
Zajednica koju treba osloboditi viadajucih normativnih struktura
kako bi se unutar nje mogle ispreplesti nevidljive niti povjerenja.
Kao $to je paradoks zajednice prvotni nedostatak koji kompenzira
i pokrece proces dijelienja i darovanja, njemu sli¢an paradoks
umjetnicke suradnje pretpostavija odredenu vrstu solidarnosti
koja je dijelom osnazuje. Sto moze suradnju uginiti ,plodonosnom
i nuznom*“? Prije svega treba raskinuti s institucionaliziranim
trojstvom autor—djelo—publika, baviti se sredstvima, a ne ciljevima
umjetnosti.'

No namjera ovog teksta nije toliko izravno bavljenje
problematikom drustvene stvarnosti i utjecaja umjetnickih
priviemenih suradnji i kolektiva, niti izdvajanje odredenih
nacionalnih, regionalnih ili u svijetu umjetnosti ve¢ etabliranih
suradnickih praksi i projekata. Usmjeren je prvenstveno na

dva eseja Cija primjena na suradnicko ili sinergijsko djelovanje

u podrucju umjetnosti moze od samog pocetka osvijestiti
polazista i suradnje. Singularni plural bitka Jean-Luca Nancya
raspravija o djelomi¢nom izdvajanju, razaznavanju individue od
zajednice i njezinim slobodama unutar mnogostrukosti u Cijem
stvaranju sudjeluje. To je zajednica izvan koje ,ja“ ne postoji ali
Cije ,mi" se predstavija kao skup razliCitin svjetova i interpretacija
svjetova. Jacques Ranciére u eseju 0 emancipiranom gledatelju

collaboration, what is needed is a clear understanding of why
people collaborate at all.”""

At the end of his essay, Wright has emphasized the fact that,
despite all, collaboration cannot be reduced to common interest
alone.™ If collaborative activity is seen as the common, as the
activity of a particular community, then it is precisely for the
above-mentioned reason that we can say that art is a community
rather than a set of competencies and perceptions.’ It is a
community that must be liberated from the dominant normative
structures so that the invisible threads of trust might develop
within it. Just as the paradox of a community is its original
deficiency that compensates and motivates the process of
sharing and giving, the similar paradox of artistic collaboration
presupposes a sort of solidarity that will partly empower it. What
can make a collaboration “fruitful and necessary”? First of all, one
should break with the institutionalized trinity author-work-public
and dedicate oneself to the specific means of art, rather than its
specific ends.™

Yet the intention of this text is not so much to deal directly

with the problem of social reality and the impact of temporary
artistic collaborations and collectives, or to single out certain
national, regional, or well-established collaborative practices
and projects. | will base myself primarily of two essays that can,
applied to collaborative or synergistic activity in the field of art,

umjetnic¢ku razmjenu na relaciji kazaliste—publika promatra s
osnovnih polazista intelektualne emancipacije i jednakosti medu
razliCitim manifestacijama inteligencije. Uklanjanje patronizirajuceg,
poducavateljskog impulsa itekako je primjenjivo i na podrucje
vizualnih umijetnosti, posebno ako je priroda rada sadrzana u
procesu razmjene, kako znanja i vjestina tako i umjetnickog
djelovanja. Nadalje, teziste nije toliko na ostvarenim modelima
suradniji, povijesnim ili sadasnjim, kolektivnim ili priviemenim,

niti se suradnicki projekti dozivljavaju kao novum. Ono §to ovaj
tekst Zeli jest pitati se o potrebama i uvjetima za zacetak suradniji,
neovisno o tome bila li njihova motivacija profesionalna, politicka,
dokoli¢arska ili emotivna.

Jedinstvo mnostvenosti

Singularni plural bitka Jean-Luca Nancya, u engleskom
izdanju (sretno) doslovno prevedeno s francuskoga zbog
jezi€nog jedinstva bivanja i Bitka, u samom naslovu poetskim
izbjegavanjem hijerarhijskog sklopa sintakse sazima poruku
eseja, koji ¢e kasnije postati jedno od uporista teorije mnostva.
Istodobnost bivanja u jednini i mnozini, da li u postojanju ili
ceremonijalnijem Bitku, iSCitava se viSeznacno, poput stiha.
Odnos meduovisnosti i ravnopravnosti jednine i mnozine, od
ontoloskog oblika ka gramatickom ili drustvenom, Nancy detaljno
razlaze najavljujuci:

raise the awareness about its starting points and collaborations.
The first is Being Singular Plural by Jean-Luc Nancy, in which
he discusses the partial exclusion and separation of individual
from the community and its freedoms within the multitude that
he or she creates. The community outside of which there is no
“”, but whose “we” is presented as a cluster of different worlds
and interpretations of worlds. The second is Jacques Ranciere’s
essay on the emancipated spectator, where he reconsiders
artistic exchange on the line of theatre-audience from the basic
viewpoints of intellectual emancipation and equality among
different manifestations of intelligence. The aim of abolishing the
patronizing, instructional impulse is by all means applicable to
the field of visual arts, especially if the nature of work is included
in the process of exchange, both of insights and skills, and of
artistic activity. Furthermore, the market is not really based on the
realized models of collaboration, historical or modern, collective
or temporary, and collaboration projects are not experienced as
a novelty. The questions raised by the author refer to the needs
and conditions for initiating collaborations, regardless of whether
their motivation is professional, political, emotional, or a fruit of
idleness.

The Unity of Multitude
Being Singular Plural by Jean-Luc Nancy, a title that was

“TUMJETNOSTI

JAKSIC



ZAJEDNICKI
RAD

WORKING
TOGETHER

CASOPIS ZA SUVREMENA LIKOVNA ZBIVANJA

,U stvari, mozda nam se dogada samo neka druga vrsta
‘kopernikanskog obrata’ - ne ‘kopernikanski obrat” kozmoloskog
sistema, niti odnosa subjekta i objekta, ve¢ ‘drustvenog bitka’,
koji se sada vrti oko samoga sebe ili u samom sebi, a ne vise oko
necega drugoga (Subjekta, Drugoga ili Istoga).“'®

Svijet se stvara od prve jedinice mislienja i djelovanja, osnovnog
misaonog, pocetnog polozaja (mozemo li ga zamijeniti s
filozofskim, politickim, ali i umjetnickim pitanjem?) prvog lica
jednine i njegova razvoja od kartezijanske sumnje do dijaloga

koji uvodi kategoriju bivanja-s ili bivanja-zajedno.'® Ta se prva,
dijaloska forma subjekta upucuje na prisvajanje onoga $to je od
nas stvorilo to $to smo ,mi“ danas, ,mi“ svijeta koji se visSe ne bori
za smisao, nego da postane smisao sam.

Postavljajuci prvo filozofsko pitanje o smislu, Nancy u naznakama
0 pretpostavljenom opéem konsenzusu o nepostojanju smisla i
znadenja danas prepoznaje njegov ogoljeli oblik koji se ostvaruje
u zajedniStvu: vise ,nemamo*” smisao jer smo mi sami smisao — u
potpunosti, bez ostatka, beskonacno, s nikakvim drugim smislom
drugadijim od ,nas“."” Kao i najmanja jedinica znacenja, i ona
najuzvisenija sama za sebe nema smisla, bududi da se ostvaruje u
komunikaciji, pa makar ona bila ,od mene meni samom?®.'®

No, prelazeci s prvog lica jednine u prvo lice mnozine, i iz njega

u trece, susrecemo se s ,njima*“, tre¢im licem mnozine, drugima.
Zamjenica ,oni“ upucuje na sve druge skupine, populacije,

translated into English literally from French owing to the linguistic
unity of being and Being, poetically avoids the hierarchic structure
of syntax while succintly offering the very message of the essay,
which would become one of the main points of reference for

the theory of multitude. The simultaneity of being in singular

and plural, be it in existence or in the more ceremonious Being,

is interpreted ambiguously, like a verse. Nancy explains the
relationship between interdependence and equality, from the
ontological form to the grammatical or social one, by proclaiming
the following:

“In fact, it might be that what is happening to us is just another
sort of ‘Copernican Revolution,” not of the cosmological system,
or of the relation of subject and object, but rather of ‘social Being’
revolving [tournant] around itself or turning on itself, and no longer
revolving around something else (Subject, Other, or Same).”*®
The world is created from the first unit of thinking and action,
which is the basic, reflexive starting position (can we substitute it
through a philosophical, political, or even artistic question?) of the
first person singular and its evolution from the Cartesian dilemma
to the dialogue that introduces the category of being-with or
being-together.'® That first, dialogical form of the subject indicates
the appropriation of what created us as “we” are today, the “we”
of the world that is no longer fighting for the meaning, but fighting
to become the meaning itself. By asking that first philosophic

fizionomije il rase, odmicanjem i distinkcijom od kojih gradimo
vlastito jastvo. Drugi su ,cudni” i ,bizarni“, no ta udnovatost
drugih i jedinstvenost govornika preduvjet je da postane ,netko*.
Bez toga prema drugima ne bi bio moguc nikakav osjecaj, zelja ili
gadenje: odvajanje je preduvjet razliCitosti, drugoga i drugih.™
Tragajuci za ishodiStem, za osnovom svijeta koji nema
suplementa, buduci da je on ,po sebi suplementaran,
beskonacno suplementaran izvorom*,?° nailazimo na drugoga,
kao mijesto prebivanja ishodista prvotne razlike; no taj drugi, to
bivanje drugog ishodista, pitanje je drugosti ili alternacije svijeta.
Drugim rijec¢ima, nije to pitanje drugoga ili drugog, ili drugacijeg,
nepoznatog, ve¢ drugoga u smislu jednog od dvoje (lat. alter).
Taj drugi s malim pocetnim slovom jedna je ili jedan od mnogih,
svi smo u mnostvu i to uvijek jedna ili jedan, jedan ili jedna medu
njima ili medu svima nama. |z tog proizlazi da smo ,mi* — ,svi
mi“, gdje niti jedan od nas ne moze biti ,svi“, i svatko od nas

je stoga (...) drugi izvor istog svijeta.?! To nase bivanje-sa, kao i
bivanje-mnogima nije nimalo slu¢ajno... — ono oblikuje stvarnu i
nuznu drugotnost kao takvu. Pluralnost bi¢a je u temelju Bitka,
te je svako postavijanje i ispostavijanje, dis-pozicija, a svako
pojavijivanje i su-pojavijivanje.??

U srodnom bismo duhu, kada bi paznja bila usmjerena na

rad (labor) ili djelo (opera), mogli nastaviti niz da je svaki rad

— kolaboracija, suradnistvo, su-kreacija ili svako djelovanje —

question of meaning, Nancy has recognized its bare form in the
hints of the presupposed consensus about the non-existence of
sense or meaning, the form which is realized in the community:
we no longer “have” any meaning because we ourselves are the
meaning — entirely, completely, endlessly, with no other meaning
that would be different from “us”.' Same as that smallest unit

of meaning which, even if most sublime, has no sense in itself,
since it is realized in communication, even if only that “from me to
myself.”'8

However, by moving away from the first person singular and to
the first person plural, and then to the third, we meet “them”,

the third person plural, the others. The pronoun “they” indicates
all other groups, populations, physiognomies, and races, and it
is by detaching and distinguishing ourselves from them that we
build up our own self. The others are “strange” and “bizarre”, but
that strangeness of the others and the uniqueness of the speaker
is the precondition for becoming “somebody”. Without that, no
feeling would be possible towards others, no desire or disgust;
distancing oneself is the precondition for the difference of the
other or others."

Searching for the origin, for the basis of the world with no
supplement, which is “supplemented in itself and, as such, is
indefinitely supplemented by the origin,”?° we encounter the
other as the place where the pristine difference resides; but that
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sudjelovanje ili kooperacija. Svijet umjetnosti od toga nije iznimka,
prisjetimo li se izjave Briana Holmesa citirane u eseju Marie Lind*
da se po izlasku iz ateljea umijetnici nalaze u mrezi suradniji i
meduovisnosti.

Zajednicki ili dijaloski rad prema tome ne predstavija iznimku, on
je sadrzan u osnovi mislienja ili djelovanja. Kolektivni i kolaborativni
radovi izdvajaju se po tome $to osvjeStavaju taj napor zajednistva
i Sto, u konacnici, postoji osnovni uvjet kolektivnog, ili, Sire
shvaceno, zajedni¢kog rada: da stvara sadrzaj koji pojedinci ne bi
mogli zasebno stvoriti.?*

U opisu autorstva zajedni¢kog rada, koje se u takvom
zajedni¢kom djelovanju odreduje kao ,viSestruko i rasprseno”,®
prijedlog ,sa“, skracena verzija ,u suradnji sa“ ili ,zajedno

sa“, ukazuje na labavi ¢vor nazivnika. Vise nego grupa, koja u
najkracoj privremenosti posjeduje kakav-takav fiksni identitet
(zanemarimo li isklizavajuce ,grupe” poput Fluxusa), ,sa“ je mjesto
rascjepa i spoja.

Ono jest ili tvori znak jedinstva/razjedinjenosti, koji u sebi ne
ocrtava jedinstvo ili razdvojenost kao u tolikoj mjeri fiksne
supstancije koje bi ga poduprle; ,sa“ nije znak stvarnosti, ili ak
Jintersubjektivne dimenzije*. ,Sa"“ je obiljezje povu¢eno iznad
praznine, koje se istodobno prekoracuje i podcrtava tvoreci na
taj nacin teznju i opiranje, privlacenje i odbijanje, koje se odvija
sizmedu nas”. ,Sa“ ostaje medu nama, i mi ostajemo izmedu nas:

other, that being of the other origin, is the question of otherness or
alternation of the world. In other words, it is not the question of the
other someone or something, of what is different and unknown,

but of the other in terms of one of the two (lat. alter). That other,
beginning with a minuscule, is one among the many; we are all in
that multitude and we are always one, one among them or among
us all. What comes out is that “we” — “all of us”, where none can

be “all” and where each one of us is therefore (...) the other origin of
the same world.?' That being-with of ours, as well as being-many, is
far from accidental... — it shapes the real and necessary otherness
as such. Plurality of beings is the basis of Being, so that every
position is also dis-position, and all appearance is co-appearance.?
In line with that, by turning our attention to work as labor or work
as opus, we might continue the sequence and say that all work

is — collaboration or co-creation, and that all activity is participation
or cooperation. Art world is no exception to that, if we recall the
statement of Brian Holmes quoted in the essay of Maria Lind,?®
namely that even upon leaving the atelier, artists remain in the
network of collaboration and interdependence.

Therefore, joint work or dialogue is no exception, it is contained

in the basis of thinking or action. Collective and collaborative

work is exception insofar as it makes one aware of the communal
effort and eventually includes the basic condition of collective or,
broadly understood, joint work: namely, creating something that the

i nista osim nas, i nista osim intervala medu nama.®

,Vrijednost” moze nesto znaciti samo u kontekstu su-bivanja,
odnosno samo ukoliko podrazumijeva commerce u punom smislu
rijeci, trgovanja i opcenja. No kapital iznosi upravo tu diobu, diobu
trgovine i diobu opcenja bitka-skupa. Zbog nasilja kapitala biti-
-skupa postaje trziSno-biti i komercijalno-biti. Razotkriven na taj
nacin, su-bitak je istodobno prikriven i ogolio.?”

Kao zajedniCku mjeru, koja ne predstavlja neki jedinstveni
standard, Nancy navodi ,sumjerljivost nesumijerljivih singularnosti,
Jednakost svih izvora svijeta, koji jesu, utoliko ukoliko jesu izvori,
strogo nepromjenjivi — u tom smislu, savrseno nejednaki, medutim
oni su takvi samo zato jer su svi jednaki jedni prema drugima*“.?®
Razli¢itosti i jednakosti tih izvora svijeta i njihova nesumierljivost
prizivaju postulate o intelektualnoj emancipaciji, 0 jednakosti
manifestacija inteligencija koju u svojem djelu promice Jacques
Ranciére. U ve¢ antologijskoj knijizi ,UCitelj neznalica“ (koja je

u izvrsnom prijevodu Leonarda Kovacevi¢a netom objavijena

na hrvatskom jeziku) Ranciere iznosi osnove intelektualne
emancipacije: nesto kasnije objavlien esej ,Emancipirani gledatelj*
primjenjuje principe iznesene u ,UCitelju neznalici“ na umjetnicki
kontekst. Postulat jednakosti, koji se od individua prenosi u
pedagoski sustav ili umjetnicku medijaciju, mogao bi, poput
Nancyeva, predstavljati jo$ jedan preokret u shvacanju slozenih
odnosa individue i cjeline i politickog djelovanja u zajednici.

individuals could not create by themselves.*

In describing such joint work, which is within such joint activity
defined as “multiple and dispersed,”? the preposition “with”, which
is an abbreviated form of “in collaboration with” or “together with,”
indicates a loose knot of denominators. Unlike a group, which has at
least some sort of a fixed identity, even in its most fleeting transience
(if we ignore slippery “groups” such as Fluxus), this “with” is a place of
division and connection.

It is, or creates a sign of, unity/diversity, which in itself does not
delineate so much unity or separateness as the fixed substances that
sustain it; “with” is not a sign of reality, or even an “intersubjective
dimension.” “With” is a feature drawn above the void, which is
stepped over and underlined at the same time, thus creating desire
and resistance, attraction and repulsion, that happens “between us.”
The “with” stays between us and we stay between us; and there is
just us, but only as for the interval between us.?

“Being valuable” is worth something only in the context of being-
with, that is, only insofar as it concerns commerce in every sense

of the word, as trading and dealing. But it is precisely the sharing of
these senses — the commerce of goods and the commerce of being-
together — that capital exposes. It is exposed as a certain violence,
where being-together becomes the being-of-market-value and
haggled over. Thus exposed, the being-with vanishes as it is stripped
bare.?”
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Emancipacija pogleda i autonomija umjetnosti

U eseju/predavanju ,Emancipirani gledatelj“, odrzanom prilikom
otvaranja Frankfurtske lietne akademije, Ranciere primjenjuje
ucenje o intelektualnoj emancipaciji Josepha Jacktota?® na

pojam gledatelja u kazaliSnoj umjetnosti, ali i umjetnosti opcenito.
Tradicionalnoj poziciji tzv. ,pasivnog* gledatelja, u kojoj ,biti
gledatelj znaci istovremeno biti razdvojen od sposobnosti
saznanja i od mogucénosti djelovanja“,*° suprotstavlja epski teatar
Bertolta Brechta i teatar okrutnosti Antonina Artauda. Brechtov
teatar gledatelja pedagoski izdvaja iz opsjenarskog djelovanja
pozornice i osvjestava njegovu distancu, dok Artaudovo kazaliste
iskljuCuje lagodnu poziciju neutralnog gledatelja stavljaju¢i samu
publiku u srediSte zbivanja. Oba principa, prema Ranciereu, za
polazite imaju nejednakost izvodada, autora i publike: ,Cak i
kad dramaturzi ili redatelji ne znaju $to zele od svoga gledatelja, u
najmanju ruku znaju jedno: znaju da gledalac mora uciniti nesto,
mora preci bezdan koji dijeli pasivnost od aktivnosti.“®!
Suprotnosti aktivnost/pasivnost, gledanje/znanje, privid/
stvarnost u tom kontekstu definiraju ,diobu osjetilnog, a priori
podijelu pozicija i kapaciteta, kao i nekapaciteta pridruzenih uz

te pozicije...one su otjelotvorene alegorije nejednakosti“.® Taj

se princip moze primijeniti i na umjetnicke vrste izvan teatra,
ukljucivsi, naravno, i vizualne umjetnosti Cija je povijest od
vremena povijesnih avangardi, sukladno dogadajima u knjizevnosti

As a joint measure, which does not represent a unique standard,
Nancy mentions the “commensurability of incommensurable
singularities, the equality of all the origins-of-the-world, which,

as origins, are strictly immutable. In this sense, they are perfectly
unequal; however, they are such only because they are all

equally equal to the others.”?® The differences and equalities of
these origins-of-the-world and their incommensurability invite
postulates about intellectual emancipation, about the equality of
manifestations of intelligences as promoted by Jacques Ranciére in
his work. In his seminal book “The Ignorant Schoolmaster” (which
has recently been published in Croatian, in an excellent translation
by Leonardo Kovacevié), Ranciere has offered some bases for
intellectual emancipation: while his essay on “The Emancipated
Spectator,” published somewnhat later, applies the principles

given in the “The Ignorant Schoolmaster” to the artistic context.
The postulate of equality, transposed from the individual to the
pedagogical system or artistic mediation, could become, just like
Nancy’s, another turn in our understanding of the complex relations
between the individual and the whole, and of palitical action in the
community.

Emancipation of the Gaze and the Autonomy of Art
In his essay/lecture called “The Emancipated Spectator,” which he
held at the inauguration of Frankfurt Summer Academy, Ranciere

i teatru, obiliezena teznjom za aktivnim uklju¢ivanjem gledatelja-
-perceptora u umjetnicki proces. No taj plemeniti naum ima,
prema Ranciereu, jednu zatupljujucu pozadinu: premisu o
nejednakosti znanja i polozZaja i superiornosti samog izvodaca,
redatelja, dramaturga, umijetnika ili autora opcenito naspram
publike koju valja educirati i pokrenuti.

Performans ili umjetnicko djelo, procitamo li ga Sire, nije prijenos
znanja ili daha umjetnika gledatelju. Ono je ,treca stvar koja nema
vlasnika, Ciji smisao nitko ne posjeduje, koja stoji izmedu nijih,
udaljavajuci se od svakog identi¢nog prijenosa, svake identi¢nosti
uzroka i posliedice”.*

Ono $to umijetniCka aktivnost potice i provjerava nije djelovanje u
nekoj moci otjelovljenoj u kolektivu. Kolektiv mozemo ditati izravno
iz samog predavanja i shvatiti ga kao priviemenu zajednicu
okuplienu oko teatarske izvedbe ili Sire, kao sretnu zajednicu
aktivnih i upucenih. Svako umjetnicko djelo ili djelovanje, imajuci
na umu da nema privilegiranin medija ili polazista, preispituje
,Sposobnost anonimnih, sposobnost koja svakog Cini jednakim
sa svakim drugim. Ta sposobnost se uvjezbava kroz nesvodijive
distance, kroz nepredvidljivu igru asocijacija i disocijacija“.®* U
moci asocijacija i disocijacija pociva emancipacija gledatelja,
emancipacija svakoga od nas: mi u¢imo i podu¢avamo, kao oni
koji u svakom trenutku povezuju ono $to vide sa onim $to su
vidjeli i rekli, ucinili i sanjali.®

applied Joseph Jacktot’s doctrine of intellectual emancipation®®
to the notion of the spectator in the performing arts, as well as
art in general. The traditional position of the so-called “passive”
spectator, where “the spectator is separated from the capacity of
knowing in the same way as he is separated from the possibility
of acting,”® is here opposed by the epic theatre of Bertolt Brecht
and Antonin Artaud’s theatre of cruelty. Whereas Brecht’s theatre
pedagogically extracts the spectator from the delusive influence
of the stage and makes him aware of his detachment, Artaud’s
theatre excludes the comfortable position of a neutral spectator
and brings the audience into the centre of events. According

to Ranciere, both approaches have as their starting point the
inequality of the performer, the author, and the audience: “Even
when the dramaturge or the performer does not know what he
wants the spectator to do, he knows at least that he has to do
something: switching from passivity to activity.”"

In this context, oppositions such as activity/passivity, watching/
knowing, or appearance/reality define the “partition of the
sensible, a distribution of places and of the capacities or
incapacities attached to those places... they are allegories of
inequality.”* That principle can also be applied to artistic forms
outside the theatre, including, of course, the visual arts, the
history of which has been marked, from the times of the historical
avant-gardes, parallel to the developments in literature and the
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U sazetom predstavijanju osnovnih oblika umjetnicke djelatnosti
danas® Ranciere izdvaja totalno umijetnic¢ko djelo i hibridne forme,
koje predstavijaju dva lica iste medalje. Granice medija prelaze ili
predimenzionirani umijetniCki ego ili strategiju intenziviranja ucinka
performansa nadilazenjem granica i brkanjem uloga.®” No tu je i
treci put koji, reverzibilno, teatru i teatarskom, kojemu u hibridnosti
i totalnosti zaglupljivanja i ostale umjetnicke forme mogu teZiti,
pretpostavlja pricanje price, Citanje knjige ili gledanije slike. Gledatelji
nisu vise fantomski aktivni sudionici ve¢ aktivni interpretatori, koj,
prisvajajuci ,pricu” stvaraju viastiti prijevod i inacicu.

U kontekstu suradnickih praksi, ukljucivale one samo uski krug
koautora ili Siru zajednicu (lokalnu ili imaginarnu), nuzan preduvjet
je pocetni polozaj jednakosti. Ne samo za ostvarenje zajednic¢kog
rada, nego i za njegovu Zivotvornu recepciju: tek tada svi

akteri mogu postati suucesnici, a svi gledatelji — sugovornici. U
umijetnosti, estetski rezim razdiobe osjetilnog, koji ¢ini sveukupnost
liudskih doZivijaja i kreacija, podrazumijeva jednakost formi,
sadrzaja i rodova, uvodeci autonomiju umjetnosti. No, egalitarni
estetski rezim u pitanje dovodi i izdvojenost umjetnosti od ostalih
formi Zivota i djelovanja, stoga je, naizgled paradoksalno, zahtjev za
autonomijom umjetnosti (u maniri svih putova poplocanih dobrim
namjerama) put ka propasti te autonomije. Kao i jednakost, i
autonomija je zahtjev i osnovno polaziste koje je potrebno braniti.

theatre, by a desire to actively include the spectator/perceptor
into the artistic process. However, that noble intent has had,

as Ranciére argues, a numbing background: the presupposed
inequality of knowledge and position, as well as superiority of the
performer, director, dramaturge, artist, or author in general with
regard to the audience that must be educated and activated.
Performance or artwork, interpreted more broadly, is not the
transfer of knowledge or spirit from the artist to the spectator. It
is “a third thing, to which both parts can refer but which prevents
any kind of ‘equal’ or ‘undistorted’ transmission... identity of the
cause and the effect.”®®

What artistic activity promotes and checks does not mean acting
in some sort of power, embodied as a collective. Collective can
be read directly from the lecture and understood as a temporary
community, gathered around a theatre performance or, more
broadly, as a happy community of active and informed individuals.
Every artwork or artistic activity, keeping in mind that there are
no privileged media or starting points, questions “the capacity

of the anonymous, the capacity that makes anybody equal

to everybody. This capacity works through unpredictable and
irreducible distances. It works through an unpredictable and
irreducible play of associations and dissociations.”* It is in the
power of associations and disassociations that the emancipation
of the spectator resides, the emancipation of all of us: we all learn

Rije¢-dvije o kapitalu umjesto zaklju¢ka

U eseju ,Production and distribution of the Common. A few
questions for the Artist” Michael Hardt Ranicereovu paralelizmu
estetskog i politickog prikljuCuje i ekonomski aspekt, prozimajuci
meduodnose politike i estetike s ekonomijom, koju smatra
osnovom proizvodnje biopolitickog. Opcenito uzevsi, forme
ekonomske proizvodnje namijenjene su reproduciranju i proizvodniji
formi zivota. Krajnji doseg kapitalistiCke proizvodnje nije roba,

sam kapital nije predmet — ve¢ drustveni odnosi, te se stoga
kapitalistiCka proizvodnja prepoznaje kao (re)produkcija drustvenih
odnosa.*® Poveznicu koju Ranciere uspostavija izmedu diobe
estetike i politike Hardt Siri na ekonomsko pitanje buduci da su
,sva tri podrucja — umjetnost, politika i ekonomija stoga povezani
zajedni¢kim i usmjereni ka proizvodniji drustvenih odnosa i oblika
Zivota“.®®

Povezanost ta tri podrucja i njihova medusobna razmjena modela
djelovanja moze dovesti i do toga da se vjestine i umijeca iz
umijetnickih podrucja prepoznaju unutar ekonomske proizvodnije,
Sto konkretno fleksibilnosti i nestabilnosti pozicije unutar radnog
procesa moze dati stanovitu auru boemskog Sarma, ili, s druge
strane, dovesti do zlouporabe umjetnickih taktika u sluzbi kapitala.
No ¢&ini se da je nali¢je pomalo idealisticke slike o korporativnom
preuzimanju modela umjetnickog rada ono koje upucuje na
organiziranosti umjetnicke radionice kao korporacije ili lobisticke
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and teach, as the ones who link in each moment what they see
with what they have seen and told, done and dreamed.®®

In his succinct presentation of the basic forms of artistic

activity today,*® Ranciere has singled out the total artwork and

the hybrid forms, which present the two faces of the same

medal. The borders between the media are crossed either by a
overdimensioned artistic ego or by a strategy of intensifying the
impact of the performance by overstepping the limits and confusing
the roles.®” But there is also a third way that, in a reverse order,
prefers telling a story, reading a book, or watching a picture to the
theatre and the theatrical, to which other forms could tend in terms
of hybridism and totality of dumbness. Thus, the spectators are
no longer phantoms of active participants, but genuinely active
interpreters who, by appropriating the “story”, create their own
translation and version.

In the context of artistic practices, regardless of whether they
include only a narrow circle of co-authors or a broader community
(local or imaginary), the starting position of equality supposes an
important precondition; not only for realizing the joint work, but
also for its live-giving reception: it is only then that all agents can
become collaborators and all spectators — collocutors. In art, the
aesthetic regime of dividing the sensory, which is comprised of
the totality of human experiences and creations, presupposes

the equality of forms, subjects, and genres, thus introducing
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agencije, i nesto je blize istini. Takav nacin ustrojstva, koji
podrazumijeva anonimni zajednicki rad skriven iza branda autora,
zacCet u Warholovoj Tvornici, a danas najvidljiviji u pogonima
Takashia Murakamia, Damiena Hirsta ili Jeffa Koonsa, tesko da
predstavija politicki priviacan model. Relacijske estetike, koje se
hrane socijalnim kapitalom i koje se mimikriraju unutar suradnickih i
participatornih izvedbi, donedavno su puno bolje kotirale.

Upravo je stoga vazno pitanje koje Hardt postavija pred umjetnike:
kakve se mogucnosti umjetnosti otvaraju u biopolitickom
kontekstu priznavanjem da i umjetnicko i politicko djeluju u
raspodieli i generiranju zajednickih oblika Zivota? Daje li takav
odnos umjetnicima sredstva da se ukljuce u politicke borbe
danasnijice i obranu zajednic¢kog, za njegovu jednaku distribuciju?
Na koji se nacin umjetnicki talenti i vieStine mogu usmieriti

prema demokratskom projektu obrane, produkcije i distribucije
zajednickog?4

Sa strukturnom negacijom jedinstvenog autorstva, kolektivni i
kolaborativni radovi, akcije, intervencije, a ponekad i djela, pokraj
djelovanja, mogu se gotovo formalno postaviti kao autorski
predlozak. Ne iznenaduje velika zastuplienost umijetnickih kolektiva
i samoorganizacija u politickim akcijama. Cak i kada radikalno
odbacuije politicko, zajednicko djelovanie, bilo medusobno ili
interdisciplinarno, nosi jezgru politickoga. U takvim se slucajevima
moZze govoriti gotovo o preziru spram, kako ga Nancy naziva,

the autonomy of art. But an egalitarian aesthetic regime also
questions the separation of art from other forms of life and
activity, and therefore, paradoxically as it may seem, the demand
for the autonomy of art is (in the manner of all roads pave with
good intentions) a road to the defeat of that autonomy. Same as
equality, autonomy is a demand and a starting point that needs
defending.

A Word or Two on Capital: Instead of the Conclusion

In his essay on the “Production and Distribution of the Common.

A Few Questions for the Artist,” Michael Hardt has added an
economic aspect to Ranciere’s parallelism of the aesthetic and the
political, fusing the interrelations between politics and aesthetics
with economy, which he considers the basis for the production

of the biopolitical. Generally speaking, the forms of economic
production are intended for reproducing and producing forms of
life. The final goal of capitalist production is not the commodity, and
its object is not capital as such — but rather social relations — so that
capitalist production is recognized as the (re)production of social
relations.®® The connection that Ranciére has established between
distribution in aesthetics and politics, Hardt has extended to the
question of economy, since “all three domains — art, politics and
economics — are thus linked via the common and oriented towards
the production of social relations and forms of life.”3®

trivijalnog pitanja o ,umjetnosti i drustvu“ i drugacijem promisljanju
onoga $to mozemo smatrati ,kritickom umjetnoscu®.*!

Kakvo je mjesto umijetniCke suradnje u tom kontekstu, ako se ona,
prema Johnu Robertsu, shvati kao kulturalna forma kroz koju se
odigrava estetska kritika vrijednosti-forme i alternativna primjena
tehnologije?

Ako je suradnja u umjetnosti dio zajednicke borbe protiv
kapitalisticke vrijednosti-forme, zbog cega se ta aktivnost moze
nazvati umjetnoScu a ne, primjerice, politkom? Nadalie, da li je
suradnja esencijalno postautonomno stanje? Da li je ona sredstvo
pomocu kojeg umjetnost moze rasplinuti svoju uporabnu vrijednost
u svakodnevno djelovanje?

Ono sto kolaborativna praksa donosi u kritiku forme vrijednosti

je, stoga, prostor zajednickog otpora, ¢ak i pri ,asocijalnosti*

u djelovanjima i iskustvima umjetnosti. Umjetnost se, pod
uvjetima kapitalizma, treba braniti kao umjetnost, kao drugo
spram ne-estetskog rezoniranja, kako bi se oduprla potpunoj
instrumentalizaciji. U prevladavaju¢im uvjetima proizvodnije,

spoj umjetnicke i socijalne tehnike ¢e, posliedi¢no, po sebi biti
kontradiktoran i razlomljen proces.*® Vratimo li se tu samosvojnosti
umijetnosti, kako je predstavija Ranciere, i prijetnji izoliranosti
umjetnosti od njezine autonomije, mozda ¢emo suradnju Moci
procitati i kao prvotni konsenzus koji se veze uz neku priviemenu
zajednicu. Kasnije djelovanje i postupci to mogu dovesti u sumnju,

The connection between these three domains and their mutual
exchange of models for action can also lead to a situation
where skills and insights from artistic fields can be recognized
within economic production, which would supply the flexibility
and instability within the working process with a certain aura of
bohemian charm or, again, bring about the misuse of artistic
strategies in the service of capital. And yet it seems that the
reverse of the somewhat idealistic picture about the corporate
adoption of the model of artistic work is what points to the
organization of artistic workshop as a corporation or a lobbying
agency, and that may come somewhat nearer to the truth. Such
a mode of organization, which presupposes anonymous joint
work hidden behind the brand of an author, a model conceived
at Warhol’s Factory and today most visible in the workshops of
Takashi Murakami, Damien Hirst, or Jeff Koons, hardly seems
politically attractive. Relational aesthetics, which feed on the
social capital and are camouflaged among collaborative and
participatory performances, were far more popular until recently.
It is precisely therefore that Hardt’s question, with which he
approaches the artists, is important: What possibilities are
opened in the biopolitical context by the recognition that artistic
practice and political action are both engaged in the production
and distribution of the common? Does this relation provide a
means for artists to participate in the many contemporary political
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poput gloZzenja oko autorskih prava nekadasnjih preziratelja diktata
individualnog autorstva, ali ostaje trag ili barem sjecanje na pokusaj
uspostave strategija otpora i autonomije.

! Nastavljaci te tradicije su danas, primjenjujuéi ogoljenu taktiku
Warholove Tvornice, koja je kolaborativno autorstvo posredovala
osobnoscu i profilom jednog autora, superzvijezde poput Jeffa Koonsa,
Damiena Hirsta, Takashia Murakamia. Suradnja na toj osnovi - rad

na ugovor u studiju - koegzistira s identitetom postwarholovskog
umjetnika kao urednika/prisvaja¢a/menadzera ideja. Vidi: John Roberts,
»Collaboration as a Problem of Art’s cultural form*, Third Text, 18
(2004.), 6, 558.

? Angelika Nollert, , Art is life, life is art®, Kollektive Kreativitit,
Kunsthalle Fridericianum, Kassel, 2005., 26.

3 Bilj. 1, 559.

* Vjerojatno najpoznatiji hrvatski kolektivni umjetni¢ki pokusaj - EXAT
51, svoj je program temeljio na tradiciji konstruktivizma i u skladu s
avangardistickim idejama zahtijevao ukidanje distinkcije umjetnosti i
svakodnevnog Zivota.

®Izraz je prili¢no uspje$no uveo u opticaj $kotski umjetnik Douglas
Gordon, vidi: Claire Bishop, Participation, MIT Press, Cambridge,
Massachusets, 2006., 6.

© Usp. Third Text, 18 (2004.), 6; Kollektive Kreativitit, Kunsthalle
Fridericianum, Kassel, 2005.; Johanna Billing, Maria Lind i Lars Nilsson
(ur.), Taking the matter into common hands, Black dog publishing, 2007.;
Charles Green, The third hand: collaboration in art from Conceptualism
to Postmodernism, Minesota University Press, 2001.

7 Irit Rogoff je u tekstu ,,Production lines zanimljivo primijetila kako

se procesom historiziranja kolektivnog umjetni¢kog djelovanja nastoji
izvudi figuru genija, nositelja pravog duha grupe ili pokreta. Usp.

Irit Rogoff, Production lines, 2005., izvor: www.collabarts.org/?p=69
[30.4.2010.].

struggles in defence of the common, for an equitable distribution
of the common? What are the ways in which artistic talents

and skills can be channelled towards the democratic project of
defending, producing, and distributing the common?4°

With the structural negation of unique authorship, collective

and collaborative artworks, actions, interventions, and even
acts, besides actions, can be almost formally established as

an artistic matrix. It is not surprising that there are many artistic
collectives and self-organizations present in political actions. Even
if radically rejecting the political aspect, joint action, be it mutual
or interdisciplinary, does have a political core. In such cases, one
can almost speak of despising the trivial question, as Nancy calls
it, of “art and society” and a different reflection on what we might
consider “critical art.”*!

What is the place of artistic collaboration in that context, if it is
understood, following John Roberts, as a cultural form through
which the aesthetic criticism of value-form and the alternative
application of technology are taking place?

If collaboration in art is part of the common struggle against the
capitalist value-form, then why should this activity be called art
rather than, let’s say, politics? Furthermore, is collaboration an
essentially post-autonomous condition? Is it the means by which
art is able to dissolve its use-values into everyday practice?+
“What collaborative practice brings to the critique of the value-

8 Vidi: Una Bauer, Crvena nit kolaboracije (razgovor s kustoskim
kolektivom WHW), izvor: www.kulturpunkt.hr/i/kulturoskop/417/
[6.5.2010.].

° David Barrett, Co-operating then and now, 2006., izvor: www.collabarts.
org/?p=59 [6.5.2010.].

1 Nikos Papastergiadis, The global need for collaboration, 2008.,
www.collabarts.org/?p=201 [6.5.2010.].

! Stephen Wright, ,The Delicate Essence of Artistic Collaboration®, Third
Text, 18 (2004.), 6, 543.

12 Tbid., 541.
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