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APSTRAKT

Razlika izmedu ,,stvarnog”, ,autenti¢nog” zivota i njegovih
pukih prikaza prozimala je filozofski diskurs od samog nje-
gova pocetka. Debordovo djelo Drustvo spektakla obiéno se
kategorizira kao daljnja razrada te teme. Osnovni nespora-
zum u takvom shvacanju lezi u zanemarivanju Debordove
konstitutivne teze: ,Spektakl nije skup slika, nego drustveni
odnos izmedu pojedinaca, posredovan slikama.” (§4) U kul-
turnim perspektivama, ,stvarna” materijalna dinamika zivo-
ta—odnosi medu ljudima—zamjenjuje se toboznjom razmje-
nom slika koje nemaju nikakvu autenti¢nost.

Koncept kognitivnog kapitalizma (Vercellone, 2005), sa svo-
jim tezama o suvremenoj dominaciji informacija i znanja u
kapitalistickoj reprodukciji, dodatno potvrduje ovu opre¢-
nost. Prema Dooganovim (2009) temeljito istrazenim i em-
pirijski zasnovanim uvidima, na8im svijetom i dalje uvelike
dominira gruba materijalna proizvodnja, $to u bitnom ospo-
rava temeljne koncepte nove, postfordovske, virtualne, ne-
materijalne, postradne faze kapitalizma. Na tom tragu Huws
(2008, 2014) upozorava na dvojbeni status pojmova fluidni
identiteti, odnosno hibridne subjektivnosti, i naglasava pre-
teznost klasnih i rodnih problema koji i dalje znatno premre-
Zavaju polje rada. Oslanjajuci se na Davisove (2013) uvide o
nuznosti klasne analize za razumijevanje umjetni¢kog polja,
predstavit éu modalitete u kojima , kreativnost” funkcionira
kao neoliberalna floskula. Konkretnije, dat ¢u pregled nac¢ina
na koje sustavna eksploatacija, kao sustinska znac¢ajka kapi-
talizma, i dalje strukturira dinamiku umjetni¢kog polja, osobi-
to podru¢ja koja se pomodno nazivaju ,kreativne industrije”.
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SUMMARY

The difference between the “real,” “authentic” life and its
mere representation has saturated the philosophical
discourse from its very onset. Debord’s The Society of the
Spectacle usually gets categorized as a further elaboration
on this issue. The essential misapprehension of such an
understanding lies in the disregard of Debord’s constitutive
thesis: “the spectacle is not a collection of images; it is a
social relation between people that is mediated by images.”
(§ 4) In cultural perspectives, the “real” material dynamics
of life—relations between people—is replaced by a purport-
ed exchange of images which lack any authenticity.

The concept of cognitive capitalism (Vercellone, 2005),

with its theses on the contemporary domination of informa-
tion and knowledge within capitalist reproduction, further
validates this opposition. According to Doogan’s (2009)
thoroughly researched and empirically founded insights,
our world is still heavily dominated by crude material
production which precludes any notion of a new, post-
Fordist, virtual, immaterial, post-work stage of capitalism.
Similarly, Huws (2003, 2014) warns of the dubious status

of the concepts of fluid identities, or hybrid subjectivities,
and stresses the prevalence of class and gender issues
which still substantially affect the working spheres. Drawing
on Davis’s (2013) insights on the necessity of class analysis
for the comprehension of the artistic field, I will present
the modes in which “creativity” functions as a neolib-

eral buzzword. More specifically, I will outline the ways

in which systemic exploitation, as an intrinsic feature of
capitalism, still structures the dynamics of the art field,
particularly areas that are fashionably known as “creative
industries.”
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ZIVOT UMJETNOSTI

NELAGODA S OPREKOM BAZE
I NADGRADNJE

Razlika izmedu ,,stvarnog”, ,autenti¢nog” zivota i njegovih
pukih prikaza prozimala je filozofski diskurs od samog nje-
gova pocetka. Nedvojbeno najpoznatiji primjer takvog gle-
dita jest Platonova Alegorija $pilje iz VII. knjige Drzave," u
kojoj demonstrira svoju teoriju ideja. Prema toj teoriji, Ideje
(ili Forme)? saginjavaju istinsku realnost koja se ne moze
spoznati osjetilima. Slijedom toga, ono §to se na taj nac¢in
moze spoznati zapravo nije stvarno, ve¢ samo imitacija
stvarnih Ideja. Ljudi su na neki nac¢in osudeni na svijet imi-
tacija, a jedino ih teski intelektualni napor moze pribliziti biti
stvari, odnosno ldeji. Nije pretjerano reci da je velik dio za-
padne filozofije posvecen razmatranju te ontolo$ke razlike
izmedu stvarnog i prividnog, §to se uglavnom odnosi na ide-
alisti¢ki pogled na svijet, odnosno onaj koji vise cijeni ideje
(kao nesto transhistorijsko) nego propadanju sklone sfere
materijalnih entiteta.

U ,Pogovoru drugom izdanju” Kapitala Karl Marx je speci-
ficirao svoj stav prema idealisti¢koj tradiciji, posebno onoj
hegelovskoj:

Po svojoj osnovi, moj dijalekti¢ki metod ne samo

da se razlikuje od Hegelovog, nego mu je direktno
suprotan. Za Hegela je proces mi$ljenja, koji on pod
imenom ideje pretvara ¢ak u samostalan subjekat,
demijurg stvarnosti koja sacinjava samo njegovu
spoljasnju pojavu. Kod mene, obrnuto, misaono nije
nista drugo nego materijalno preneseno u ¢ovekovu
glavu i u njoj preradeno.®

S obzirom na to da je ova tvrdnja potkrijepljena i drugim izja-
vama o njegovu primarno materijalistickom pristupu, koje se
mogu naci u cijelom Marxovu opusu, legitimno je postulirati
da bi svaka dosljedna marksisti¢ka pozicija trebala teme-
ljiti svoje uvide isklju¢ivo na empirijskim, materijalistickim
osnovama. Pa ipak, ova ,,ontologka razlika” * ustraje ak i u
marksisti¢kim krugovima. Debordov ¢uven, ¢esto pogres-
no shvacen klasik Drustvo spektakla (1999 [1967]) na neki
nacin funkcionira kao biljeSka prvom poglavlju Kapitala, po-
gotovo njegovu zavrsnom dijelu pod naslovom ,Fetiski ka-
rakter robe i njegova tajna”.® Debord zapoginje svoj osebu-
jan traktat citirajuc¢i Feuerbacha: ,,Nase doba nedvojbeno
daje prednost slici nad stvari, kopiji nad originalom, pred-
stavi nad stvarno$éu, prividu nad bi¢em...tako da je vrhunac
opsjene za njega vrhunac svetoga.” ®

lako je Feuerbach napisao te rije¢i sredinom 19. stoljeca,
Debord ih je iskoristio stolje¢e kasnije kao programski moto
za svoj rad. Problem s kojim se ovdje susreéemo navodna
je transhistorijska valjanost takvih tvrdnji, koje proturjece
Marxovu historijsko-materijalistickom shvacanju povijesti.
Kao §to su istaknuli mnogi postmarksisti, tretiranje povi-
jesti kao puke realizacije neke transcendentne univerzal-
ne ideje predstavlja klasi¢an primjer najreakcionarnije bur-
zujske epistemologije.” Konkretno, ako zelimo u potpunosti
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THE “BASE VS.SUPERSTRUCTURE” OPPOSITION
AND ITS DISCONTENTS

The difference between the “real,” “authentic” life and

its mere representation has saturated the philosophical dis-
course from its very onset. Doubtlessly the most famous
instance of such a view is Plato’s allegory of the cave from
the 7th book of The Republic,' in which he demonstrated his
theory of forms. According to this theory, Ideas (or Forms)
constitute the true reality which cannot be grasped by

our senses. Therefore, what can be perceived is not actually
real, but a mere imitation of real Ideas. In a way, people are
doomed to the world of imitations, and it is only through
hard intellectual efforts that one can hope to approximate
true essences, i.e. Ideas. It is no exaggeration to claim that
a big part of Western philosophy is dedicated to examin-
ing this ontological distinction between the real and the
apparent, mainly pertaining to the idealist worldview, i.e.
one which values ideas (as something transhistorical) over
a decaying sphere of material entities.

_)

2

1

Platon, Drzava, 514 a-520 a.

2

Starogreki: eldog (eidos)—oblik, forma.

3

Marx, Kapital, 25.

4

Da posudim Heideggerov izraz.

5

U tom dijelu Marx snazno naglagava primat materijalnih, drustvenih
odnosa u shvacanju kapitalistickog sustava.

6

Debord, Drustvo spektakla, 35.

7

Za najprodornija promi$ljanja o epistemolo$kim aspektima vidi:
Resnick i Wolff, ,,Marxist Epistemology” te Wolff i Cullenberg, ,,Marxism
and Post-Marxism”.

8

Debord, Drustvo spektakla, § 4.
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MATERIJALNA BAZA PROIZVODNJE UMJETNOSTI—
NEKOLIKO NAPOMENA O VIRTUALNOSTI

primijeniti Marxove metodoloSke smjernice za proucavanje
dru$tvene stvarnosti, nikako ne smijemo po¢i od unapri-
jed stvorenih kategorija drustvenog bitka. A Debord je ba$
jedan od mnogih koji su u¢inili upravo to. Bogatstvom i ra-
znovrsno8céu svojih ideja i originalno$c¢u uvida predstavlje-
nih u ovom djelu Debord je nadahnuo veliki broj teoretiGara
koji su promisljali drustvene odnose u suvremenom kapita-
lizmu. Pa ipak, njegova kritika tadasnjeg kapitalizma ostaje
duboko usadena u stati¢ckim predodzbama povijesti, u koji-
ma je ,istinska” stvarnost kao fiksna, ontolo§ka domena na
neki nacin uvijek zasjenjena ,,iluzionistickim”, ,nestvarnim”,
»neautenti¢nim” prikazima. U takvim ,virtualnim” perspekti-
vama stvarna, konkretna materijalna dinamika zivota—odno-
si medu ljudima—zamjenjuje se toboznjom razmjenom slika
koje nemaju nikakvu autentiénost. Medutim, etvrti—moglo
bi se reci i srediSnji—paragraf Drustva spektakla pokazuje
dvosmislenost Debordova stava: , Spektakl nije skup slika,
nego drustveni odnos izmedu pojedinaca, posredovan sli-
kama.”® Naglasak je o¢ito na materijalnoj bazi, no analiza
kapitalizma usredotocuje se na sistemske tendencije otu-
denja koje ljudima prije¢e da progledaju kroz himeri¢ne ili
spektakularne privide, odnosno da shvate pravu prirodu ka-
pitalizma. Debordove teze izazvale su svakojake sporove, no
strukturno gledano, samo su dodatno ojacale nepremostivu
opre¢nost izmedu stvarnosti i prikaza ili, marksisti¢kim rje¢-
nikom re¢eno, baze i nadgradnje.

1

Platon, The Republic, 514a-5204a.

2

Old greek: &idog (eidos) — form.

3

Marx, Capital, 102.

4

To borrow Heidegger’s term.

5

Where Marx strongly emphasizes the primacy of material, social
relations in understanding of a capitalist system.

6

Debord, The Society of the Spectacle, 7.

7

For the most incisive insights on epistemological aspects, see:
Resnick and Wolff, “Marxist Epistemology,” and Wolff and Cullenberg,
“Marxism and Post-Marxism.”

8

Debord, The Society of the Spectacle, § 4.
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

In the “Postface to Second Edition” of the Capital, Karl
Marx specifies his own position toward idealistic tradition,
particularly the Hegelian one:

My dialectical method is, in its foundations, not only
different from the Hegelian, but exactly opposite to
it. For Hegel, the process of thinking, which he even
transforms into an independent subject, under the
name of “the Idea,” is the creator of the real world,
and the real world is only the external appearance
of the idea. With me the reverse is true: the ideal is
nothing but the material world reflected in the mind
of man, and translated into forms of thought.®

Since this is further supported by other claims on his prin-
cipal materialistic approach, spread throughout Marx’s
oeuvre, it is legitimate to postulate that any consistent
Marxist position should base its insights strictly on empir-
ical, materialist grounds. And yet, this “ontological distinc-
tion”* persists even in Marxist circles. Debord’s famous,
often misunderstood classic The Society of the Spectacle (2002
[1967]) functions, as it were, as a footnote to Capital’s first
chapter, especially to its concluding section titled “The
Fetishism of the Commodity and Its Secret.”® Debord opens
his peculiar treatise with a motto which quotes Feuerbach:
“But for the present age, which prefers the sign to the thing
signified, the copy to the original, representation to

reality, appearance to essence... truth is considered profane,
and only illusion is sacred.”®

Although Feuerbach wrote those lines in the middle of

the 19th century, Debord used them a century later as a
programmatic motto for his work. The problem that arises
here is the purported transhistorical validity of such claims,
which contradict Marx’s historical materialist understand-
ing of history. As many post-Marxists have pointed out,
treating history as a mere realization of some transcendent
universal ideas represents a classic instance of the most
reactionary bourgeois epistemology.” Specifically, in order
to fully employ Marx’s methodological guidelines for

the research of social reality, one should never start with
preconceived categories of social being. And Debord is just
one amongst many who did just that. Due to the richness
and versatility of his ideas and the originality of insights
presented in this work, Debord has inspired a great number
of theorists who have contemplated social relations in con-
temporary capitalism. Nevertheless, his critique of capi-
talism of that time remains heavily embedded in the static
conceptions of history, whereby “true” reality as a fixed,
ontological realm is always somehow overshadowed by
“illusionary,” “un-real,” “inauthentic” representations. In
such “virtual” perspectives, real, concrete material dynam-
ics of life—relations between people—is replaced with

a purported exchange of images that lack any authenticity.
However, Spectacle’s 4th paragraph—one may argue, the
central one—demonstrates the ambiguity of Debord’s posi-
tion: “the spectacle is not a collection of images; it is a
social relation between people that is mediated by images.”®
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ZIVOT UMJETNOSTI

Raymond Williams bio je medu prvima iz marksisti¢kog ta-
bora koji su upozoravali i sustavno razradivali probleme i
implikacije takve dualisti¢ke perspektive. To¢nije, on je os-
porio temeljnu dogmu tradicionalne marksisticke socijalne
ontologije: strogu podjelu izmedu ekonomske baze i nad-
gradnje (prava, znanosti, religije, kulture, umjetnosti), u kojoj
ekonomska baza odreduje sve moguce aspekte nadgradnje.
Dominantan dio tadasnje marksisti¢ke kulturne teorije snaz-
no je pristajao uz takvo dualisti¢ko glediSte: ekonomska do-
mena smatrala se ,,stvarnijom” od kulturne. Drugim rije¢ima,
na kulturne proizvode gledalo se kao na puke epifenome-
ne ekonomskih aktivnosti koje sacinjavaju bazu. Medutim,
kao §to Williams predlaze, trebalo bi imati istan¢aniji pogled
na kulturnu praksu. Metafori¢ka privla¢nost samog pojma
~baza” podrazumijeva nesto ¢vrsto, stabilno i otporno na
svakodnevne tricarije druStvena bitka. No ako je promatra-
mo u njezinoj stvarnoj drustvenoj dinamici, tj. kao kontinu-
irano djelovanje raznovrsnih pojedinaca i grupa, ,baza” ta-
koder predstavlja heterogenu mje8avinu razli¢itih praksa
koje pridonose ljudskoj (re)produkciji. Prema takvom sta-
jalistu, kulturna je produkcija samo jedan od mnogobrojnih
procesa proizvodnje ¢&iji operativni postupci i ishodi sadi-
njavaju ukupnost ljudskog iskustva u svakom povijesnom
kontekstu.® Tako koncipirana proizvodnja ne zauzima prvo
mjesto u nekoj toboznjoj ontoloskoj hijerarhiji, ve¢ samo na-
glasava materijalne preduvjete potrebne za razvoj kultur-
nog polja. Williams, medutim, isti¢e kako je nuzno sacuvati
razliku izmedu baze i nadgradnje ako zelimo izvuci ikakvu
korist iz klasne analize, konceptualnog okvira koji je svoj-
stven marksisti¢koj analizi kapitalizma. Prema njegovim ri-
je¢ima: ,Kada govorimo o bazi, vrlo je vazno znati mislimo
li, kao §to je postalo uvrijezeno u jednom otuznom obliku
ovog prijedloga, na primarnu proizvodnju u okvirima kapi-
talistickih ekonomskih odnosa, ili na primarnu proizvodnju
samoga drustva (...) materijalnu produkciju i reprodukciju
stvarnoga zivota.” '° Usvajanje takve perspektive omoguéu-
je nam da izbjegnemo dualisticke zamke redukcionisticke
sheme baza—nadgradnja. Odnosno, kao $to je rekao jedan
drugi vazan postmarksisti¢ki mislilac Tony Bennett: zalaga-
nje za krutu podjelu baza—nadgradnja zapravo potkopava
sam pokusaj historizacije ljudskog djelovanja unutar odre-
dene drustvene formacije, zato §to analiticke kategorije koje
se pritom primjenjuju proizlaze iz gvrstih predodzba burzuj-
ske epistemologije, a ne iz empirijskih prikaza postojecih
socijalnih dinamika."

U kontekstu ovog ¢lanka to zna¢i da nam odbacivanje ri-
gidnog, a time i neproduktivnog dualizma baza—nadgrad-
nja omogucuje temeljitije shvacanje kompleksnosti kulturne
proizvodnje—njezine materijalne, kao i simboli¢ke strane.
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The stress is obviously on material basis, but the analysis of
capitalism focuses on the alienating tendencies of the system
which prevent people from seeing through chimerical or
spectacular appearances, i.e. understanding the true nature
of capitalism. Debord’s theses provoked various disputes,
but structurally speaking, they only further strengthened the
insurmountable opposition between reality and representa-
tion, or, in Marxist parlance, the base and superstructure.

_)

9
Williams, ,,Culture and Materialism”, 31-50.

Bennett, Outside Literature, 39-75.

12

Doogan, New Capitalism?, 6.

13

Taj stav zestoko kritizira Vercellone, gorljiv zastupnik kognitivnog
obrata u politickoj ekonomiji, u svojim djelima ,,From the Mass-Worker
to Cognitive Labour” i ,The hypothesis of cognitive capitalism”.
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RAD U
POSTFORDISTICKOM DOBU

U svojoj teorijski skrupuloznoj i empirijski striktnoj studiji
New Capitalism? Kevin Doogan predstavlja svoj zadatak na
sliedeci nacin: ,,Ova kritika novog kapitalizma potaknuta je
poku$ajem da se rematerijalizira shvacanje drustvenih pro-
mjena, utjelovi djelovanje ekonomije i na taj nacin otkrije
,stroj u duhu’.” ™ Programatski prkoseci aktualnim trendo-
vima u dru$tvenoj teoriji koji nagladavaju ,kognitivni obrat”
u kapitalisti¢koj (re)produkciji, Doogan poku$ava razjasni-
ti ideoloSke mehanizme koji se primjenjuju da bi se tvrdnje
o ,bestezinskoj” ili ,dematerijaliziranoj” ekonomiji u¢inile
uvjerljivima. Drugim rije¢ima, ako zaista svjedo¢imo bitno
novoj fazi kapitalizma—onoj ,kognitivnoj”—kao istraziva-
Gi iz podrucja drustvenih znanosti ili marksisticki kulturni
kriticari trebali bismo moci precizirati bitne zasade takvog
koncepta koje se temelje na ¢injeni¢nim podacima, a ne
samo na nagadanju. Dok akademskim studijskim programi-
ma dominiraju neoklasi¢ni ekonomski pristupi koji propagi-
raju ekonomiju temeljenu na znanju,"” Dooganu je osobito
vazno da demistificira kriticke pozicije koje se temelje na
marksisti¢koj tradiciji. S obzirom na to da radni odnosi pred-
stavljaju jedno od osnovnih polja marksistickog nauka, kao
i polaznu to¢ku za kritiku kapitalizma, svaki pristup koji se
kriticki odnosi prema kapitalizmu nuzno se mora suogiti s
ovim kompleksnim i dinamiénim sklopom odnosa.

9
Williams, “Culture and Materialism,” 31-50.

Bennett, Outside Literature, 39-75.
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

Raymond Williams was among the first from the Marxist
camp to warn of and systematically elaborate the prob-
lems and implications arising from such a dualist perspec-
tive. More precisely, he challenged the founding dogma

of traditional Marxist social ontology: the strict division
between the economic base and superstructure (law, sci-
ence, religion, culture, arts), whereby the economic base
determines every possible aspect of the superstructure.
The dominant part of the contemporary Marxist cultural
theory strongly adhered to this dualist view: economic
realm was considered more “real” than the cultural one.
In other words, cultural products were seen merely as epi-
phenomena of economic activities that constituted the
base. But, as Williams suggests, it is necessary to take a
more nuanced view on cultural practice. The metaphor-
ical allure of the very term “base” connotes something
firm, stable and resistant to the everyday minutiae of social
being. But if we take it in its actual social dynamics, i.e. as
a continuous action of versatile individuals and groups,
the “base” is also a heterogeneous mixture of various prac-
tices that contribute to human (re)production. According
to this view, cultural production is just one among many
other processes of production whose operational pro-
cedures and outcomes constitute the totality of human
experience within any historical context.’ Production

thus conceived does not occupy the primary position in
some purported ontological hierarchy, but only highlights
material preconditions necessary for the development of
the cultural field. Williams, however, emphasizes that it is
essential to preserve the base-superstructure distinction

if we are to extract any use out of class analysis, a con-
ceptual frame intrinsic to the Marxist analysis of capital-
ism. In his words: “when we talk of the base, it matters very
much whether we are referring, as in one degenerate form
of this proposition became habitual, to primary produc-
tion within the terms of capitalist economic relationships,
or to the primary production of society itself (...) the mate-
rial production and reproduction of real life.”"® Adopting
such a perspective enables us to eschew the dualistic pit-
falls of reductionist base-superstructure scheme. Or, as
another important post-Marxist thinker, Tony Bennett,
noted: advocating the rigid base-superstructure division
effectively undermines the very attempt to historicize any
human action within a given social formation, since the
employed analytical categories stem from the firm concep-
tions of bourgeois epistemology, and not from an empiri-
cal account of existing social dynamics."

In the context of this paper, this means that renouncing
the rigid, and thus unproductive base-superstructure dual-
ism, enables us to comprehend more thoroughly the com-
plexities of cultural production—its material as well as

its symbolic side.
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Tradicionalno, radni odnosi u kapitalistickom sustavu uglav-
nom su zamisljani kao strogi rezim pokretne trake (koju je
Henry Ford znatno unaprijedio te otud i potjece izraz fordi-
zam). Osim operativnih aspekata takvog radnog aranzma-
na, ta je predodzba u velikoj mjeri pridonijela dosta naiv-
nom shvacanju osnovnoga dru$tvenog antagonizma: s
jedne strane imamo disciplinirane i otudene fizi¢ke radni-
ke, a s druge vlasnike sredstava za proizvodnju koji organi-
ziraju kapitalna ulaganja, odnosno cikluse proizvodnje, tako
§to eksploatiraju radnu snagu radnika kako bi ostvarili profit.
lako dosta banalno i pomalo simplificirajuce, takvo razumi-
jevanje lezi u srzi velikog broja teoretskih pristupa, uglav-
nom marksistickih.™"

Pocetkom 2000-ih pojavljuju se nove pozicije koje nagla-
Savaju svoje marksisticke temelje, ali zele nadvladati nji-
hove argumentacijske nelogi¢nosti primjenom drugih teo-
rijskih perspektiva. Mozda najistaknutiji primjeri uklju€uju
djela Hardta i Negrija Empire (2001) i Multitude (2005), kao i
Virnovu A Grammar of the Multitude (2004).Osim mnogih vri-
jednih uvida u bitno promijenjen karakter politicke subjekti-
vizacije u sklopu brzo mijenjajucih radnih odnosa, ta su djela
ponudila nove perspektive koje naglasavaju sve manju vaz-
nost klase, odnosno radnih odnosa'® i stavljaju snazan nagla-
sak na ,nematerijalni rad”. Klasa kao konstitutivna odrednica
politicke subjektivnosti pojedinaca zamijenjena je novim ko-
lektivnim identitetom—mno$tvom. Ono §to razlikuje mnos-
tvo od nekadasnjih makropolitickih entiteta njegova je neo-
visnost o klasnim odnosima. Dakle, ¢ak i ako je organizacija
rada—situiranost u jednom zatvorenom tvorni¢kom krugu
—znatno pridonosila politickom djelovanju temeljenom na
klasi tijekom 20. stoljeca, to viSe nije slucaj jer su se radni
odnosi drasti¢no promijenili. Prema takvom razumijevaniju,
vecina ljudi vise ne radi u tvornicama, a ¢ak i ako rade, njihov
pravni status i radni ugovori vis§e nemaju nikakve sli¢nosti
s onima iz prethodnog, ,fordisti¢kog” stoljec¢a. To znagdi da
smo usli u novu kapitalisticku fazu—postfordizam—u kojoj
je uloga fizitkog rada u naglom opadaniju, a znanje ili ,,nema-
terijalni” rad predstavlja jedini izvor vrijednosti.

Literatura koja poku$Sava dati pregled osnovnih elemenata
postfordizma vec je golema, no sustina tog argumenta moze
se nadi u radu Carla Vercellonea, jednog od najistaknutijih
zagovornika ,kognitivnog kapitalizma”. U uvodnim napome-
nama svojeg ¢lanka ,Hypothesis of Cognitive Capitalism”
(2005) Vercellone definira svoj zadatak kao ,[bavljenje] po-
vijesnim transformacijama odnosa kapital/rad koje su dovele
do krize industrijskog kapitalizma i, posljedi¢no, do prijelaza u
kognitivni kapitalizam”.” Dalje u tekstu Vercellone precizira:

Kao posljedica krize fordizma, kapitalizam je uSao u
fazu duboke transformacije koja utje¢e na podjelu rada,
kao i na nacine valorizacije kapitala. Tijekom te faze
povecana vaznost uloge znanja i dimenzije kognitivnog
rada moraju se smatrati glavnim faktorima promjenjive
prirode odnosa kapitala/rada (...) Nova hegemonija
znanja, ugradena u zivi rad, predstavlja jednu od glavnih
znadajki kognitivnog kapitalizma.”
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LABOR IN THE
POST-FORDIST AGE

In his theoretically thorough and empirically stringent study
New Capitalism?, Kevin Doogan presents his task as follows:
“The present critique of new capitalism is driven by an
attempt to rematerialize an understanding of social change,
to substantiate the working of the economy and thus to
reveal the ‘machine in the ghost’”" Programmatically going
against current trends in social theory that stress the “cog-
nitive turn” in capitalist (re)production, Doogan tries to
elaborate on the kind of ideological mechanisms that are
employed to make claims about the “weightless” or “dema-
terialized” economy plausible. In other words, if we are
really witnessing the substantially new phase of capitalism
—the “cognitive” one—we, as social researchers or Marxist
cultural critics, should be able to specify essential tenets of
such a concept that are based on factual data, and not merely
on speculation. While neoclassical economic approaches,
which advocate for the knowledge-based economy,” domi-
nate most academic curricula, Doogan is particularly keen
to demystify critical positions that draw on Marxist tradition.
Since labour relations represent one of the essential fields
of Marxist scholarship and the starting point for the critique
of capitalism, any approach pertaining to the critical stance
towards capitalism necessarily needs to deal with this com-
plex and dynamic set of relations.

14

Vidi: Heinrich, An Introduction to the Three Volumes of Karl Marx's Capital.
15

E. M. Wood izlozila je temeljitu genealogiju ovog tipa perspektiva u

polju postmarksizma tridesetak godina ranije u svojem djelu The Retreat
from Class: New ,true” Socialism (1998).

16

Vercellone, ,The hypothesis of cognitive capitalism”, 1.

17

Isto, 1, 8.

18

Uredni¢ka napomena kaze da je rad napisan 2007. godine.

19

Vercellone, ,From the Mass-Worker”, 436.

20

Isto, 437.

21

lako su vrlo vazne, marksisti¢ke rasprave o radnoj teoriji vrijednosti
moraju biti izostavljene u ovom kontekstu.
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Ubrzo nakon toga, u svojem prilogu za izdanje Beyond
Marx (2014 [2009]),"™ prikladnog podnaslova ,Theorising
the Global Labour Relations of the Twenty-First Century”,
Vercellone ponavlja svoje stajaliste i dodatno razraduje kon-
cept kognitivnog kapitalizma. Ovdje je, u teorijski istan¢ani-
joj analizi transformacije radnih odnosa u 21. stoljecu, pred-
stavio argumente koji su snazno odjeknuli u raspravama o
paradigmi kognitivhog kapitalizma. Naglasavajuci novi sta-
tus znanja, ne samo kao instrumenta proizvodnje ili robe za
prodaju nego kao glavnog izvora vrijednosti u postfordisti¢-
koj ekonomiji, Vercellone je zakljucio da ,,[sve veca vaznost
znanja] utjeée na ekonomiju u njezinoj cijelosti, uklju¢ujuci
sektore niske tehnologije—dokaz tome je rastuci stupanj
autonomije radnika u svim granama ekonomije”.” Tome je
dodao: ,,No sve se mijenja kada se rad, postavsi sve viSe ne-
materijalan i kognitivan, opire svodenju na jednostavnu po-
tro8nju energije tijekom odredenog razdoblja. Kapital je pri-
moran radni$tvu dodjeljivati sve vedi stupanj autonomije.” %

Te dvije izjave—znanje kao dominantan izvor vrijednosti u
kapitalizmu?' i rastu¢a autonomija radnog procesa—tvore
srz ,kognitivnih” objadnjenja nedavnih kapitalisti¢kih tran-
sformacija. Pa ipak, sudeci prema empirijski provjerenijim
pristupima kao $to su Dooganov ili onaj Ursule Huws, upravo
su ta dva argumenta najproblemati¢nija.

12

Doogan, New Capitalism?, 6.

13

A position vehemently criticized by Vercellone, an avid proponent
of cognitive turn in political economy, in: “From the Mass-Worker to
Cognitive Labour” and “The hypothesis of cognitive capitalism.”

14

See: Heinrich, An Introduction to the Three Volumes of Karl Marx's Capital.
15

E. M. Wood presents scrupulous genealogy of such type of
perspectives in the field of post-Marxism some 30 years earlier, in
her The Retreat from Class: New “true” Socialism (1998).

16

Vercellone, “The hypothesis of cognitive capitalism,” 1.
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

Traditionally, work relations in the capitalist system

have mainly been imagined as a strict regime of an assem-
bly line (substantially improved by Henry Ford, thus
Fordism). Beside the operational aspects of such a work-
ing arrangement, this image significantly contributed to
a rather naive understanding of basic social antago-
nism: on one side we have disciplined, alienated, manual
workers, and on the other, owners of the means of pro-
duction who organize capital investments, i.e. circles

of production, by exploiting workers’ labor power for
profit. Although rather banal and vaguely simplistic, such
a representation nourished vast amounts of theoretical
approaches, dominantly Marxist ones."

Early 2000s saw the emergence of new positions that
emphasized their Marxist origins, but wanted to overcome
its argumentative impasses by employing other theoreti-

cal perspectives. Probably the most prominent instances
include Hardt and Negri’s Empire (2001) and Multitude (2005),
and Virno’s A Grammar of the Multitude (2004). Alongside
many valuable insights on the substantially changed nature
of political subjectivation within ever-changing labor divi-
sions, these works offered new perspectives on the dimin-
ishing importance of class, i.e. work relations,' and put

a strong emphasis on “immaterial labor.” Class as the con-
stitutive determinant for the individual’s political subjectiv-
ity was replaced by a new collective identity—the multitude.
What differentiates the multitude from former macro-politi-
cal entities is its disconnectedness from class relations.

So, even if the work organization—situatedness in one,
closed factory circle —significantly contributed to the class-
based political agency during the 20th century, this was no
longer the case because working relations have drastically
changed. People no longer—so the argument goes—pre-
dominantly work in factories, and even if they do, their legal
status and work contracts bear no resemblance to those
from the former, “Fordist” century. This means that we have
entered a new capitalist phase—the post-Fordism—in which
the role of manual labor is in steep decrease, and knowl-
edge, or “immaterial” labor, is the sole source of value.

The literature that tries to outline the basic features of
post-Fordism is already immense, but the gist of the argu-
ment can be found in the work of Carlo Vercellone, one

of the most notable proponents of “cognitive capitalism.”

In the introductory lines of his paper “Hypothesis of
Cognitive Capitalism” (2005), Vercellone defines his task

as “[dealing] with the historical transformations of the
capital/labour relation that has led to the crisis of Industrial
Capitalism and, consequently, to the transition towards
Cognitive Capitalism.”'® Further on, he specifies:

As a consequence of the social crisis of Fordism,
capitalism has entered into a phase of deep trans-
formations concerning both the division of labour
and the modality of capital valorisation. During
this phase, the increasing of the importance of the
role of knowledge and the dimension of cognitive
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U uvodu zbornika Are You Working Too Much? Post-Fordism,
Precarity, and the Labor of Art (2011) urednici zbornika ocr-
tavaju svoj pristup i nagladavaju pitanje umjetni¢kog sa-
moshvacanja. Pseudoknjizevnim rje¢nikom, urednici tvrde:

Umjetnik je primoran tro$iti golemu koli¢inu profesio-
nalne energije u mrtvom moru mutne pseudo-
profesije koja apsorbira rad pod krinkom nekakve
zajedni¢ke vjere u njegovu visu vrijednost (...)

[tako] potajno podrzavate svoj umjetnic¢ki rad svojim
»stvarnim” poslom, moguce i dobro pla¢enim.

Vi ste svoj vlastiti sponzor i trofejna Zena u istom
pakiranju.?

Zbornik sadrzi 11 radova Kkoji su uglavnom usredotoceni na
postfordisticke probleme novih subjektiviteta, tranzicije u
postdemokraciju i prirode virtualnog rada te se rijetko doti¢u
materijalnih (odnosno financijskih), disciplinarnih aspekata
ekonomskog rintanja na koje su natjerani radnici u umjet-
ni¢kom polju. Drugim rije¢ima, iako knjiga priznaje probleme
koje donosi umjetnicki rad i premda obiluje o§troumnim pro-
mi$ljanjima o promijenjenoj prirodi rada u takozvanom post-
fordizmu, nedostaje joj marksisti¢ka perspektiva ili barem
stajaliSte koje je utemeljenije na tradicionalnoj aparaturi po-
liticke ekonomije.

Dvije godine kasnije njujorski likovni kriticar Ben Davis obja-
vio je svojih 9.5 Theses on Art and Class (2013) s jasnom ten-
dencijom primjene marksisti¢kog tipa analize u sagledava-
nju i promi$ljanju prirode i dinamike umjetni¢kog polja. Osim
samih teza, Davis je u petnaest poglavlja dao temeljitu kritiku
trenutadne situacije umjetnicke refleksije, posebno naglasiv-
§i nedostatak klasne analize. Njegova teza 1.0 tvrdi: ,Pitanje
klase od fundamentalne je vaznosti za umjetnost.” % Kako bi
poblize objasnio svoju tvrdnju, dalje u tekstu navodi: ,,umjet-
nost je srednjoklasnog karaktera” (teza 3.0).%* Izbjegavajugi
perspektive koje naglasavaju dohodak kao glavnu oznaku
klasnog polozaja, Davis srednju klasu odreduje kao modus
»,odnosa prema radu i sredstvima za proizvodnju. Pod ,sred-
njom klasom’ ovdje se podrazumijeva samostalni rad, indivi-
dualni odnos prema proizvodniji, za razliku od rukovodenja i
maksimizacije profita stvorenog radom drugih (kapitalisti¢ka
klasa) ili pak prodaje vlastite radne snage (radni¢ka klasa)”
(teza 3.1).%° S tim na umu, umjesto pristajanja uz mogucée
interpretacije hibridne prirode umjetnikovog rada, smatram
da je korisnije proS8iriti i potkrijepiti Davisove uvide detalj-
nim izlaganjem argumenata koje su dali Huws i Doogan. To
¢e se pokazati veoma vaznim za analizu posebnosti rada u
umjetni¢ckom podrucju.
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labour have to be considered as the main factors of
the changing nature of the capital/labour relation (...)
The new hegemony of the knowledge incorporated into
living labour represents the main feature of Cognitive
Capitalism.”

Shortly afterwards, in his contribution to the issue

Beyond Marx (2014[2009]),"® aptly subtitled “Theorising

the Global Labour Relations of the Twenty-First Century,”
Vercellone reiterated his position and made further elab-
orations of his concept of cognitive capitalism. There, in
the theoretically more nuanced analysis of the transfor-
mation that working relations have undergone in the 21st
century, he presented arguments which have strongly
resonated within debates on cognitive capitalism paradigm.
Stressing the new status of knowledge, not just as a tool of
production or commodity to be sold, but as the principal
source of value in post-Fordist economy, he concluded that

“[growing importance of knowledge] affects the economy

in its entirety, including low-tech sectors—witness the
rising degree of autonomy of which workers dispose across
the economy.”™ Furthermore, he added: “Yet everything
changes once labour, having become increasingly immate-
rial and cognitive, refuses to be reduced to a simple expense

of energy affected during a given period of time. Capital

is forced to grant labour a growing degree of autonomy.”*°

22

Aranda, Wood, Vidokle, ,Introduction”, 6-7.
23

Davis, ,Devet i pol teza o umjetnosti i klasi”, 6.
24

Isto, 8.

25

Isto.

26

Doogan, The New Capitalism?,19.

27

Isto, 24.
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MATERIJA
JE I DALJE VAZNA

Kao §to je vec re¢eno, Doogan primarno proucava diskur-
se o ,novom” kapitalizmu i pokusava p(r)okazati retori¢ku
revnost prema ,novini” trenutacne situacije koja se tesko
moze potkrijepiti empiri¢kim podacima. Doogan stoga sma-
tra prikladnim postaviti sljedecu dijagnozu: ,,Na neki nagin,
ono $to je zaista novo u novom kapitalizmu jest ta udalje-
nost izmedu retorike i stvarnosti koja nema pandana u pret-
hodnim desetlje¢ima.” ® Koristeci se golemom koliginom
statistickih podataka od 1970-ih nadalje, Doogan dokazuje
jasnu tendenciju rasta usluznog na Stetu industrijskog sek-
tora.”” Dakle, u tom sadagnjem zaokretu prema nematerijal-
nim oblicima rada nema mnogo toga novoga, pogotovo ako
se uzmu u obzir radikalne promjene u drustvenim odnosi-
ma koje ¢e taj nedavni zaokret neizbjezno izazvati. Zbog
toga naglasak na retorickom aspektu znatnog djela stvarne
teorijske produkcije postaje jo§ vazniji. Ako nema dovoljno
konkretnih podataka za potkrepljivanje predlozenih stajali-
S8ta, to je potrebno kompenzirati upotrebom $§to kreativnijih
pripovijesti za objasnjenje uocenih pojava. Sudeci po obi-
lju literature posveéene novom kapitalizmu, narativi koji na-
glasavaju ,virtualnu”, ,eteri¢nu”, ,bestezinsku” ekonomiju
ocito bolje odrazavaju trenutacni Zeitgeist. S obzirom na to
da je to dominantan trend u socijalnoj teoriji, ne iznenaduje
¢injenica da promisljanja o prirodi rada u umjetni¢koj i Siroj
kulturnoj sferi ostaju utemeljena na takvim nematerijalnim
perspektivama, dosta udaljenima od tradicionalnih politi¢-
ko-ekonomskih paradigma kao $to je marksizam.

17

Ibid., 1, 8.

18

Editorial note states that the paper was written in 2007.
19

Vercellone, “From the Mass-Worker,” 436.

20

1bid., 437.

21

Marxologists’ disputes on the labor theory of value, although of high
importance, have to be omitted in this context.

22

Aranda, Wood, Vidokle, “Introduction,” 6-7.

23

Davis, 9.5 Theses, 27.
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

These two statements—knowledge as the dominant source
of value in capitalism® and a rising autonomy of the work
process—constitute the core of “cognitive” explanations
of recent capitalist transformations. And yet, according to
empirically more verified approaches such as Doogan’s

or Huws’s, it is precisely these two arguments that happen
to be the most problematic.

In the introduction to the collection Are You Working

Too Much? Post-Fordism, Precarity, and the Labor of Art (2011),
the volume editors outline their approach and stress the
issue of artists’ self-understanding. Stated in pseudo-literary
fashion, they claim:

(...) the artist is left to expend an enormous amount of
professional energy in the doldrums of a murky pseu-
do-profession that absorbs work under the auspices
of some kind of common belief in its higher value (...
[thus] you secretly support your art work with your
money job, even a high-paying one. You are your own
sugar daddy and trophy wife in a single package.?

The collection contains 11 papers that are mainly focused

on post-Fordist issues of the new subjectivities, the tran-
sition to post-democracy and the nature of virtual work,
and rarely deal with the material, i.e. financial, disciplinary
aspects of economic drudgery that art field workers are
forced into. In other words, even though the book acknowl-
edges the troubles that artistic work brings, and though it
abounds in piercing insights on the changed nature of work
in the so-called post-Fordism, it lacks a Marxist perspective,
or at least one more founded on the traditional apparatus
of political economy.

Two years later, New York based art critic Ben Davis
published his 9.5 Theses on Art and Class (2013) with a clear
tendency to employ the Marxist type of analysis in the
considerations and reflections on the nature and dynamics
of art field. In addition to the theses themselves, in 15 chap-
ters Davis offers a thorough critique of the current state
of reflection on art, particularly stressing the lack of class
analysis. His 1.0 thesis claims: “Class is an issue of funda-
mental importance of art.”? To specify his claim, he goes
on and asserts that “predominant character of this [art]
sphere is middle class” (thesis 3.0).?* Eschewing perspec-
tives that emphasize income as the main marker of class
position, Davis defines middle class as a “mode of relating
to labor and the means of production. ‘Middle class’ here
indicates having an individual, self-directed relationship
to production rather than administering and maximizing
the profit produced by the labor of others (capitalist class)
or selling one’s labor power (working class)” (thesis 3.1).2°
Having this in mind, rather than adhering to the possible
interpretation on the hybrid nature of artists’ work, I find
it more useful to broaden and corroborate Davis’s insights
by demonstrating in some detail Huws’s and Doogan’s
argument. It will prove to be of substantial importance in
analyzing the particularities of work in the art field.
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Ursula Huws, najpronicljivija marksisti¢ka politicko-ekonom-
ska analiti¢arka u pitanjima transformacije rada u suvreme-
nom kapitalizmu, pogotovo $to se ti¢e rodnih i klasnih iden-
titeta, zalaZze se za nuznost takvog pristupa. Ona tvrdi da
marksisti¢ka teorija rada i dalje funkcionira kao najpriklad-
niji analiti¢ki instrument za ispitivanje kompleksnosti sadas-
nje kapitalisticke dinamike, uklju¢ujuéi takozvane ,,nemate-
rijalne”, ,virtualne” ili cyber sfere. Poznata po jasnodéi svojih
uvida, Huws jezgrovito sazima temeljne zasade ove teorije:?®

Radnik, prisiljen na to da bi prezivio, radi odredeni
broj sati za kapitalista i kao rezultat toga proizvede
odredenu vrijednost. Dio te vrijednosti potreban

je da pokrije troSkove prezivljavanja, a sati koji su
potrebni za proizvodniju te vrijednosti, ,nuzno radno
vrijeme”, (uglavnom) se nadoknaduju. Ostatak,
~visak vrijednosti”, prisvaja kapitalist kako bi

ga raspodijelio kao profit i uloZio u nova sredstva

za proizvodnju.?®

lako znatan dio radnih zadataka moze biti automatiziran ili ga
mogu obavljati roboti, pokretacka sila kapitalisti¢ke dinamike
i dalje se u osnovi oslanja na Zivi ljudski rad. Drugim rijeGima,
konkretno ulaganje ljudskog tijela u proces proizvodnje osta-
je neizbjeznom pojavom kapitalisticke proizvodnje. A nedo-
statak autonomije u upravljanju kapacitetima vlastitog tijela
ostaje njegova kljuéna karakteristika bez obzira na to govori-
mo li o industrijskoj, neindustrijskoj ili umjetni¢koj proizvodniji.

Medutim, ako prihvatimo postmodernisti¢ku ,,dekonstruk-
ciju” gotovo svega, ukljuéujuci znanosti i tijela, nemoguce
je zamisliti ikakav stabilan i dosljedan koncept tijela koji se
moze primijeniti u bilo kojoj radnoj teoriji vrijednosti. Kao $to
kaze Huws, takvi ,,dekonstruktivni” diskursi na ljudsko tijelo
gledaju kao na jo§ jedan kulturni konstrukt, ontolo§ki homolo-
gan s drugim konstruktima, ¢iju je materijalnost tegko pojmiti.
S obzirom na to da je kapital takoder jedan od metanarativa
(Cije postojanje stoga podlijeze ozbiljnoj sumnji), analiticki je
nemoguce razaznati uzro¢nu vezu izmedu tijela, ili mnogo-
brojnih tijela, i kapitala u procesu proizvodnje vrijednosti.*°
U takvoj perspektivi radna teorija vrijednosti—¢&vrsto uteme-
ljena u radu tijela—ne moze ponuditi uvjerljivo objasnjenje
problema koje stvara ,,postindustrijski” kapitalizam.

Nadalje, postoji jo$ jedan aspekt postmodernizma koji 0z-
biljno potkopava svaki pokus$aj promisljanja o materijalnim
dimenzijama virtualne sfere, a to je njegovo shvacanje kul-
ture. Ako na kulturu gledamo kao na

niz diskursa, koje svi koji u njima sudjeluju uvijek
iznova dogovaraju i reproduciraju (...) u kombinaciji
s fokusom na semioti¢ku analizu prilikom anali-
ziranja tih diskursa [to] ¢ini nevidljivom ¢injenicu
da su kulturni proizvodi kao §to su knjige, filmovi,
»znanost” ili oglaSavanje—kao i ,,ideje” koje
sadrzavaju (barem u mjeri u kojoj predstavljaju
svjesne rezultate mentalnih napora)—takoder
proizvodi ljudskog intelektualnog i fizikog rada.”
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MATTER
STILL MATTERS

As already noted, Doogan primarily scrutinizes discourses
on the “new” capitalism, trying to demonstrate rhetoric
vigilance on the “newness” of current situation which can
hardly be sustained by empirical data. Therefore, he finds it
appropriate to postulate the following diagnosis: “In some
ways what is really new about new capitalism is this distance
between rhetoric and reality which has no equivalence in
previous decades.”?® Drawing on huge amount of statistical
data from 1970s onwards, Doogan demonstrates a clear ten-
dency of growth of the service sector at the expense of the
industrial one.? So, there is hardly anything new today in
this turn towards the immaterial forms of labor, especially
considering radical changes in social relations that this
recent turn will inevitably generate. Therefore, the emphasis
on the rhetorical aspect of a significant part of actual theo-
retical production becomes even more important. If there

is not enough concrete data to support the proposed views,
one should compensate by employing ever more creative
narratives to explain the perceived phenomena. Judging
from the abundance of literature dedicated to new capital-
ism, narratives that stress the “virtual,” “ethereal,” “weight-
less” economy obviously express current Zeitgeist more
appropriately. If this happens to be the dominant trend in
social theory, it should not surprise us that the reflection
on the nature of work within the artistic and the wider cul-
tural sphere remains embedded in such immaterial perspec-
tives, fairly remote from traditional political economic
paradigms such as Marxism.

28

Ova je teorija razradena u prvom dijelu prvog poglavlja Marxova
Kapitala (str. 125-178); za sazeti prikaz specificnosti Marxove radne
teorije vrijednosti vidi: Heinrich, An Introduction to the Three
Volumes of Karl Marx's Capital.
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Huws, Labor in the Global Digital Economy, 152.

30

Huws, The Making of a Cybertariat, 129.

31

Isto.

32

Isto, 153.

33

Kunst, Artist at Work, 135.
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Dakle, zanemarivanje materijalnih dimenzija kulture omo-
gucéava nam da kulturne proizvode (u najsirem moguéem
smislu) tretiramo kao diskurzivne konstrukcije, nekakve sa-
blasne objekte do kojih je najbolje doci kroz apstraktna na-
gadanja koja se ne oslanjaju ni na kakve empirijske podatke.
No ironiju na stranu, ako doslovno slijedimo postmoderni-
sticku agendu, koja je strukturalno prisutna u ideji ,kogni-
tivnog kapitalizma”, prebrzo se nademo u argumentativnoj
slijepoj ulici. 0Odnosno zapleli smo se u kruznu argumenta-
ciju: kulturna su dobra ishodi kulturne proizvodnje; kulturna
proizvodnja, kao i sve druge vrste proizvodnje, nije nista doli
restrukturiranje i prekrajanje u polju znanja i/ili informacija
(kao jedine sfere proizvodnje u ova ,kognitivna” vremena);
iz toga slijedi da su kulturna dobra samo beskrajne reartiku-
lacije postojecih kulturnih objekata pa bi ih kao takve treba-
lo i vrednovati.

Takva optimisti¢na pozicija, sposobna za najkreativnije in-
terpretacije, o¢ito predvida surovu stvarnost koja se krije iza
sjajne vanjstine. Ono §to se zanemaruje prije svega su ,,se-
izmicke promjene u drustvenoj podjeli rada”.*® Drugim rije-
¢ima, jasna razlika izmedu fizi¢kih radnika i uredskih sluz-
benika, ili rada u usluznom sektoru, nestala je. Bojana Kunst
to je slikovito izlozila u svojoj knjizi Artist at Work, osobito u
poglavlju ,The Artist as a Virtuoso” gdje, citirajuéi duhovite
opaske belgijskog filozofa Dietera Lesagea, naglasava:

Podrobno pobrojivsi njezine mnogobrojne aktivnosti,
koje se krec¢u od organiziranja, produkcije, disemina-
cije, umrezavanja (...) Lesage direktno ukazuje

na dubinske promjene u radu suvremenih umjetnica
u proteklih nekoliko desetljec¢a. Prebacivsi fokus

s umjetni¢kog rada na rad umjetnika (...) pokazuje

da je otvoren, interdisciplinaran, nestabilan i fleksibi-
lan karakter suvremenoga umjetni¢kog rada ne
samo estetska kvaliteta nego da je dubinski povezana
s naginom na koji su djela proizvedena.®

(istaknuto u izvorniku)

26
Doogan, The New Capitalism?, 19.

As elaborated in the Part 1, Chapter 1 of Marx’s Capital (p.125-178);

for succinct emphases on specificities of Marx’s labor theory of value,
see: Heinrich, An Introduction to the Three Volumes of Karl Marx’s Capital.
29

Huws, Labor in the Global Digital Economp, 152.
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Huws, The Making of a Cybertariat, 129.
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Ibid.
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

Ursula Huws, the most perspicacious Marxist political-eco-
nomic analyst when it comes to the transformations of work
in contemporary capitalism, especially considering gender
and class identities, argues for the necessity of such an
approach. She claims that the Marxist labor theory of value
still functions as the most appropriate analytical tool for
examining the complexities of current capitalist dynam-

ics, including the so-called “immaterial,” “virtual” or “cyber”
spheres. Known for the clarity of her insights, Huws tersely
summarizes the core tenets of this theory:?®

The worker, obliged to do so in order to subsist, works

a given number of hours for the capitalist, producing a

certain value as a result. Some of this value is essential

to cover the cost of subsistence, and the hours worked

to produce this value, “necessary labor time,” are

(usually) reimbursed. The remainder, “surplus value,”
is appropriated by the capitalist to distribute as profit

and invest in new means of production.?

Although significant part of work tasks may be automatized
or performed by robots, the driving force of capitalist dynam-
ics still essentially relies on living human labor. In other
words, the concrete investment of human body in the pro-
duction process remains an unavoidable instance of capitalist
production. And the lack of autonomy in managing one’s

own body dispositions remains its key feature, whether we
consider industrial, non-industrial, or artistic production.

But, if we accept the postmodernist “deconstruction” of
nearly everything, including science and the body, it is
impossible to conceive of any stable and coherent concept
of the body that could be used in all labor theories. As Huws
puts it, such “deconstructive” discourses view the human
body as just another cultural construct, ontologically homol-
ogous to other constructs, whose materiality is hard to grasp.
Since capital is also one of the metanarratives (whose exist-
ence is therefore subjected to serious doubt), it is analytically
impossible to distinguish a causal link between a body, or
multiple bodies, and capital in the process of producing the
value.® In such a perspective, the labor theory of value, firmly
founded in body’s work, cannot offer a plausible interpreta-
tion of problems generated by “post-industrial” capitalism.

There is another aspect of postmodernism that severely
undermines any attempt to reflect on the material dimen-
sions of virtual sphere, and this is its understanding of
culture. If we approach culture as a

series of discourses, endlessly renegotiated and repro-
duced by all those who participate in them (...) com-
bined with the focus on semiotic analysis to analyze
these discourses [it] makes invisible the fact that cul-
tural products such as books, films, “science,” or adver-
tisements—and the “ideas” they contain (at least to the
extent that these are a conscious result of mental effort)
are also the products of human intellectual and phys-
ical labor.”
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Uznapredovali proces komodifikacije—koji transformira pret-
hodno nekomodificirane sfere drustvene zbilje kao §to su
obrazovanje, zdravstvo, kulturna proizvodnja, mirovinski su-
stav i druge javne usluge u robu namijenjenu prodaji na tr-
ziStu—osobito je prisutan u posljednjih 30 godina, a stvorio
je milijune radnih mjesta koja je teSko kategorizirati tradici-
onalnom metodologijom. Trenutaéno mozda ima, primjerice,
manje poljoprivrednika, no ukupan broj ljudi koji su uklju¢eni
u proizvodnju hrane eksponencijalno raste: ljudi koji pakira-
ju, transportiraju, dostavljaju, prodaju ili oglasavaju hranu, tj.
ljudi koji sudjeluju u procesu dovodenja hrane od tla do ko-
Sarica potro$aca, uvelike nadmasuju seljake koji su nekad
ujedinjavali sve te funkcije. Naravno, postoje razli¢ite razi-
ne znanja koje se primjenjuje u svakoj pojedinoj fazi ovoga
procesa, ali ta ¢injenica nije znacajno promijenila rutinizaciju
proizvodnje niti je povecala autonomiju radnika na njihovim
radnim mjestima. Ta se tendencija pojavljuje i u umjetnic¢kom
polju,® gdje znatno narugava samorazumijevanje umjetnika
kao autonomnih®® proizvodaéa estetskih objekata, kao $to je
vec objadnjeno u Davisovim tezama. S obzirom na ¢injenicu
da se manje od 10 % ameri¢kih umjetnika smatra likovnim
umjetnicima (ostali su izvedbeni umjetnici, arhitekti i dizaj-
neri raznih vrsta—modni, cvjetni, dizajneri interijera itd.),%
ocito je da ,kreativna” ekonomija uklju¢uje mnoge poslove
koji su liseni luksuza autonomnog raspolaganja vlastitim ta-
lentima, sposobnostima i radnim vremenom.

Jo$ jedna znacajna promjena, posebno vazna za analiziranje
kreativnih industrija, nova je medunarodna podjela rada.”’
Cinjenica da tradicionalne industrije u naprednim, zapadnim
drugtvima mozda zapo$ljavaju manje * ljudi predvida prese-
lienje tvornica u zemlje Tre¢ega svijeta u kojima su nadni-
ce znatno nize, a radna zakonodavstva mnogo fleksibilnija.
Ako uzmemo u obzir tradicionalni usluzni sektor koji, prema
~Kognitivnim” teoreti¢arima, dominira trenutaénom fazom
ekonomskog razvoja, posljedice su jo$ ve¢e, odnosno, mogli
bismo reci, destruktivnije. Umjesto da je radnicima dodije-
liena vec¢a autonomija zbog njihova pove¢anog obujma zna-
nja i viestina, radnici koji ne obavljaju fizicke poslove diljem
svijeta suocavaju se sa sve ve¢om standardizacijom svojih
zadataka, ¢ime ih se u biti pretvara u dodatke za racunala.
Uz to, razvijenije tehnike nadziranja i pracenja povecavaju
stres na radnom mjestu. | naposljetku, opasnost predstav-
lja i rezervna vojska radne snage: stalna svijest o tome da
postoje milijuni kvalificiranih radnika u zemljama Trecega
svijeta koji samo ¢ekaju da ih se zaposli za nadnicu koja ne
pokriva ni najosnovnije zivotne potrebe u zemljama zapad-
nog svijeta.*

Te podjele utje¢u i na rodne odnose. ,Niskokvalificirani po-
slovi kao §to su uno$enje podataka ili rad u sluzbama za ko-
risnike obi¢no ukljuéuju veliki broj radnika koji su u ve¢em
broju slu¢ajeva zene; visokokvalificirana zaduZenja kao $to
je projektiranje sustava uglavnom zahtijevaju manje ljudi, koji
su sesée muskarci.” *° Dakle, svjedo¢imo novim na¢inima
reproduciranja rodnog jaza.*° Tijelo, pogotovo Zensko tijelo,
ponovno dolazi u fokus. Kao §to Huws isti¢e kada naglasava
trajni znacaj tijela za radne odnose, tijelo koje je relevantno
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So, neglecting the material dimensions of culture enables
us to treat cultural products (in the widest possible sense)
as discursive constructions, a kind of ghostly objects which
can best be accessed through abstract speculation, which
does not relate to any empirical data. Setting irony aside,

by literally following the postmodernist agenda, structurally
present in the concept of “cognitive capitalism,” we arrive
all too soon at an argumentative dead end. That is, we are
locked into a circular argumentation: cultural goods are
outcomes of cultural production; cultural production, as

all other kinds of production, is nothing but a restructuring
and recombining in the field of knowledge and/or informa-
tion (as the only realm of production in “cognitive” times);
therefore, cultural goods are merely endless re-articula-
tions of already existing cultural objects, and they should be
assessed as such.

34

Kao &to Kunst uvjerljivo dokazuje: Isto, 134-175.

35

Takva situacija ocito proturje¢i prethodno spomenutim Vercelloneovim
tezama o rastucoj razini autonomije u postfordovskom razdoblju.

36

Davis, 9.5 Theses, 15.

37

Huws isti¢e problem sluzbenih statistickih podataka koji se jo§
prikupljaju na nacionalnoj razini i primjenjuju kategorije koje nisu
primjenjive u trenuta¢nim uvjetima svakodnevne stroge rekompozicije
radnicke klase. Huws, Labor in the Global Digital Economy, 47-60.

38

Ta je teza Zestoko osporena u Dooganovu djelu New Capitalism?

39

Davis nagladava takve dinamike ¢ak i unutar granica suvremenoga
zapadnog dru$tva: procvat umjetni¢kih doktorata rezultirao je
golemim brojem visokokvalificiranih struénjaka koji teSko mogu pronadi
odgovaraju¢a radna mjesta. Davis, 9.5 Theses, 85.

40

Huws, Labor in the Global Digital Economy, 55.

4

Kao §to je naglaseno u: Davis, 9.5. Theses, 107-115.

42

Huws, The Making of a Cybertariat, 128.

43

Foucaultov projekt biopolitike (2008.) tu smjesta pocetak suvremene
drzave.
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za politicko-ekonomske analize jest ,tijelo od krvi i mesa
koje nastavlja sa zadatkom cirkuliranja krvi, probavljanja,
znojenja, odbacivanja starih stanica, laktacije, proizvodnje
sperme, menstruiranja...”,** a mozemo dodati i—tijelo koje
stari i bolno tijelo. Upravljanje tijelima radnika kao genera-
torima vrijednosti*® od presudne je vaznosti za svaki imalo
ambiciozniji plan uspostavljanja barem jedne proizvodne je-
dinice, a kamoli ¢itavoga ekonomskog sustava na regional-
noj, nacionalnoj ili svjetskoj razini. A pod tijelima ne mislim
samo na markere necijeg osobnog identiteta i/ili politickog
subjektiviteta, ve¢ na tijela kao metaboli¢ke sustave &iji su
kapaciteti upregnuti u izvlacenje viska vrijednosti iz rada
radnika, bili oni fizi¢ki radnici ili umjetnici zaposleni u krea-
tivnim industrijama. Prema tome, protivno tvrdnjama o rastu-
¢oj dematerijalizaciji danasnje ,,bestezinske”, ,virtualne” ili
jednostavno ,e-ekonomije”, puka materijalnost tijela, njiho-
va strukturna vaznost za proizvodnju vrijednosti predstavlja
varijablu koju svaki ozbiljan prikaz suvremenog kapitalizma
mora ukljugiti u svoje analize.

32

1bid., 153.

33

Kunst, Artist at Work, 135.

34

As Kunst convincingly shows: 1bid., 134-175.

35

Such a situation clearly contradicts previously mentioned Vercellone’s
theses on growing level of autonomy in post-Fordist times.

36

Davis, 9.5 Theses, 15.

37

Huws emphasizes the problem of official statistical data that is still
nationally collected, and which uses categories inapplicable in current
conditions of severe recomposition of working class on a daily basis.
Huws, Labor in the Global Digital Economyp, 47-60.

38

A thesis strongly challenged in Doogan’s New Capitalism?
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

Such an optimistic position, capable of the most creative
interpretations, clearly overlooks the grim reality behind
the shiny surface. What is neglected in the first place are
“the seismic shifts in the social division of labor.”* In other
words, clear distinction between “blue-collar,” manual labor
and “white collar” administrative labor, or labor done in

the service sector, has vanished. Bojana Kunst demonstrates
this aptly in her book Artist at Work, particularly in the chap-
ter “The Artist as a Virtuoso.” There, quoting Belgian philos-
opher Dieter Lesage’s witty comments, she stresses:

By meticulously enumerating her multiple activities,
which move between organization, production, dis-
semination, networking (...) Lesage directly indicates
the profound changes in the work of contemporary
artist over the last few decades. By shifting the focus
from artistic work to the artist’s work (...) he shows that
the open, interdisciplinary, unstable and flexible char-
acter of contemporary artistic work is not only an aes-
thetic quality but one deeply connected to the ways
how the works are produced. * (original emphasis)

The growing process of commodification—transforming
hitherto uncommodified spheres of social reality such

as education, health, cultural production, pension systems
and other public services into goods meant to be sold on
the market—is especially conspicuous in the last 30 years
and has created millions of working places that are hard to
categorize by traditional methodology. There may be, for
instance, fewer farmers, but the overall number of people
involved in food production is growing exponentially:
people who pack, transport, deliver, sell or advertise food,
i.e. people who participate in the process of bringing food
from soil to consumer’s trolley, significantly outnumber
the peasants who used to comprise all these functions. Of
course, there are different levels of knowledge employed
in every single phase of this process, but that fact has not
substantially changed the routinization of production, nor
increased workers autonomy in their working places. This
tendency can also be found in the artistic field,* where it
severely undermines artists’ self-understanding as autono-
mous*® producers of aesthetic objects, as espoused earlier
in Davis’s thesis. Considering the fact that less than 10%
of the general number of US artists consider themselves

to be visual artists (other being performance artist, archi-
tects and various designers—fashion, floral, interior etc.),*®
“creative” economy obviously comprises many positions
that are devoid of the luxury of autonomous disposition of
one’s own talents, capacities and working time.

Another significant change, particularly important in
analyzing creative industries, is the new international divi-
sion of labor.” The fact that there may be fewer *® people
in traditional industries in the advanced, Western socie-
ties, overlooks the relocation of these plants to third-world
countries where wages are much cheaper and labor legis-
lation much less stringent. If we consider the traditional
service sector of the economy which, according to the
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ZAKLJUCAK

Kao §to sam poku$ao dokazati pozivajuéi se na uvide Huws
i Doogana, daleko od toga da predstavlja tek puku kolekciju
slika, diskurzivnih koncepata ili nekih drugih virtualnih en-
titeta, suvremeni kapitalizam &vrsto poc¢iva na svojim origi-
nalnim principima, osobito eksploataciji. A pod eksploata-
cijom ne mislim samo na proces iscrpljivanja radnika u sve
tezim radnim uvjetima, ve¢ na strukturnu znacajku kapitaliz-
ma kao sustava. Kako bi stvorio profit iz procesa proizvodnje,
kapitalist mora izvuéi dio vrijednosti koju radnici proizvedu
tijekom radnog dana.** To se, u pravilu, podjednako odnosi
na tvornicu cipela, pekaru, nuklearno postrojenje, galeriju,
umjetnicki institut ili filmski studio. U svim tim podru¢jima
uvjeti rada sve se viSe nadziru, standardiziraju i komodifi-
ciraju, a kapitalisti traze i uglavnom uspijevaju pronaci sve
domisljatije nacine iskoriStavanja radnika, kako fizi¢kih tako
i onih ,kreativnih”.

Postfordisti¢ki autori, sa svojim inzistiranjem na simboli¢-
koj proizvodnji kao temeljnoj znac¢ajki novog kapitalizma,
¢esto ostaju samo na etnografskoj razini, brkajuci skrupu-
lozno opisivanje i politicko-ekonomsku analizu. Takav pri-
stup moze pruziti mnoge zanimljive uvide, ali iskljuCuje
percepciju strukturno analognih procesa koji se odvijaju u
industrijskoj, kao i u kulturnoj sferi. Ako se suzdrzimo od ma-
terijalisticke klasne analize, tj. razmi$ljanja o stvarnim pro-
izvodnim i reproduktivnim odnosima koji strukturiraju nasa
svakodnevna iskustva, ukljuéujucéi ona umjetnic¢ka, izlazemo
se opasnosti da produzimo beskrajnu bitku razli¢itih diskur-
sa. Koliko god to zvu¢i primamljivo kao uvjezbavanije teorij-
ske rafiniranosti, ako zelimo producirati prihvatljive i empi-
rijski utemeljene uvide o sadasnjoj situaciji u umjetnickom
polju, kruta stvarnost postojecih kapitalisti¢kih odnosa pri-
siljava nas da se s tim ozbiljno uhvatimo u ko$tac. Ili, kao $to
je Davis rekao: ,Bududi da je za umjetnost klasa fundamen-
talno pitanje, umjetnost ne mozZe imati jasnu ideju o svojoj
vlastitoj prirodi sve dok nema jasnu ideju o interesima razli-
gitih klasa” (teza 1.9).*°
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“cognitive” theoreticians, dominates the current phase

of economic development, consequences are even more pro-
found, or one could say more destructive. Instead of grant-
ing workers more autonomy due to their increased knowl-
edge and expertise, non-manual workers around the world
face an ever growing standardization of their tasks, essen-
tially turning them into computer accessories. Additionally,
more developed techniques of monitoring and surveillance
increase the stress in the working place. And finally, there

is a threat of the reserve army of labor force: the continu-
ous awareness that there are millions of skilled workers in
third-world countries just waiting to be employed for a wage
which does not cover even the most elementary means

of subsistence in Western countries.*

These divisions also impact gender relations. “Lower-skill
functions like data entry or customer service work tend to
involve large number of workers who are more likely to be
women; higher-skilled functions like systems design gen-
erally employ smaller numbers, who are more likely to be
male.”*® So, we are witnessing new modes of reproduction
of the gender gap.* A body, especially a woman’s body, again
comes into focus. As Huws points out when she advocates
for the abiding significance of the body for labor relations,
the body that is relevant for political-economic analyses

is “flesh-and-blood body that gets on with the business of
circulating its blood, digesting, perspiring, shedding old
cells, lactating, producing semen, menstruating...”,** and we
may further add—the aging and aching body. Managing the
bodies of workers as generators of value * is of quintessen-
tial importance to any even half-ambitious plan of putting
up a single production unit, let alone economical system, on
a regional, national or world scale. And by bodies, I do not
mean only markers of someone’s personal identity and/or
political subjectivity, but bodies as metabolic systems whose
capacities are employed in extracting the surplus value from
workers’ labor, be it manual workers or artists employed in
creative industries. Therefore, contrary to the claims of a
rising dematerialization in current “weightless,” “virtual” or
simply “e-economy,” the sheer materiality of bodies, their
structural importance in the production of value is a variable
that any serious account of contemporary capitalism must
include in its analyses.

44

Marx, Capital, 183-206.
45

Davis, 9.5 Theses, 27.
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MATERIAL BASIS FOR ART PRODUCTION—
A FEW NOTES ON VIRTUALITY

CONCLUDING REMARKS

As I tried to demonstrate by drawing on Huws’s and
Doogan’s insights, far from being a mere collection of
images, discursive concepts or other virtual entities, con-
temporary capitalism firmly rests on some of its original
principles, particularly exploitation. And by exploitation

I do not mean only the process of workers’ exhaustion in
ever-worsening working conditions, but a structural feature
of capitalism as a system. In order to obtain profit from

the production process, a capitalist has to take away part
of the value produced by workers during the working day.**
This, in principle, applies equally to a shoe factory, bakery,
nuclear plant, gallery, art institute, or a film studio. In all
these fields, working conditions become more and more
monitored, standardized and commodified, and capitalists
seek and usually manage to find ever more creative ways

of exploiting workers, whether manual or “creative” ones.

Post-Fordist authors, with their insistence on symbolic
production as a core feature of new capitalism, often
remain only on the ethnographic level, mistaking scrupu-
lous description for political-economical analysis. Such
an approach may provide many interesting insights, but
it precludes the perception of structurally analogous pro-
cesses that take place in the industrial as well as the cul-
tural sphere. If we sustain from materialist class analysis,
i.e. reflection on real productive and reproductive rela-
tions which structure our everyday experience, including
the artistic one, we risk perpetuating a never-ending battle
of different discourses. No matter how tempting this may
sound as an exercise in theoretical refinement, if we wish
to produce plausible and empirically founded insights

on the contemporary situation in the art field, the crude
reality of existing capitalist relations forces us to engage
with them seriously. Or, in Davis’s words: “Since class is a
fundamental issue for art, art can’t have any clear idea

of its own nature unless it has a clear idea of the interests
of different classes” (thesis 1.9).*®

39

Davis highlights such dynamics even within the boundaries

of contemporary Western societies: boom of artistic PhDs produces
enormous amount of highly qualified experts with little hope of
finding appropriate working place. Davis, 9.5 Theses, 85.

40

Huws, Labor in the Global Digital Economp, 55.

41

Stressed by Davis, 0.5. Theses, 107-115.

42

Huws, The Making of a Cybertariat, 128.

43

Foucault's project of biopolitics (2008) posits the origin of modern
state in this instance.

44

Marx, Capital, 183-206.

45

Davis, 9.5 Theses, 27.
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