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“Sto bolje promatramo prostor, ne
i samo oCima, ne samo umom, vec i 0s-
jetilima, cjelinom tijela, jasnije smo svjesni
postojedih sukoba, sukoba koji vode eks-
ploziji apstraktnoga prostora i stvaranju
prostora drugoga.””

Analiza koja slijedi zapoCinje avangar-
dnim pokretima proslog stolje¢a medu koji-
ma se javljaju i pluralizam, sumnja i “per-
formativnost”. Pored toga, trazi se de-este-
tiziranje autonomne umjetnosti (pored kri-
tike institucija) i priblizavanje svakodnev-
nom djelovanju ili Zivotu; no sve i dalje
ostaje unutar mehanizma produkcije, distri-
bucije i recepcije znaajkama autonomne
umjetnosti. To je bio poCetak samonegacije
sustava (samonegacija je tek jedna od broj-
nih operacija sustava), “pokusaj dovodenja
sustava do njegovih krajnjih granica, do
uklju€ivanja isklju¢enog ili nadmasivanja
vlastitom negativno$¢u svega onoga Sto je
prethodilo ili dopustanja bilo kakvoj neum-
jetnickoj stvarnosti pristup na tlo umjetnos-
ti”,?2 kao $to to sugerira Niklas Luhmann.
Avangardni pokreti proSlosti napadali su
visoke pozicije institucijske moci, no te ins-
titucije su ih kona¢no ipak nadvladale.
Usprkos tomu, pokrenuli su raspravu kako
umjetnicki sustav tretira nesigurnosti i po-
te$kode koje sam stvara i daje im oblik.® To
pitanje stoji i danas. Medutim, postavka
kako avangarda moZe promijeniti neki he-
gemonijski sustav ili utjecati na prirodu
sadasnjih socijalnih institucija, naivno je
poimanje. U nekim raspravama avangardi-
zam se prepoznaje kao zasebno tijelo, kao
jedna od kategorija povijesti umjetnosti,
oblik kojim se autor sluZzi u izrazavanju no-
voga, protestnoga i tako dalje.

Istovrsni paradoks moze se uoCiti i u
suvremenoj umjetnosti. On dovodi do “bes-
krajnih oscilacija odnosa izmedu unutras-
njega i vanjskoga™ $to otvara moguénosti
izrazavanja na osnovu tih distinkcija i
pokazuje umjetnicko djelo kao simbol
razli¢itosti; integriranjem isklju¢enog u
okvire ukljuéenoga.® TraZe se na&ini prikazi-
vanja umjetnosti na onoj razini operacija
koje se promatranjem iskazuju kao umjet-
ni¢ko djelo i ta potreba je trajni integralni
dio samonegacije umijetnosti.® Time prakse
u kojima stvarno dolazi do spajanja Zivota i
umjetnosti - vanjsko kao zivot - viSe nisu
umijetnost. lzjednaCavanje umijetnost =
Zivot moguce je jedino, sve dok je rije¢ o
umijetnosti, uz nuznu pretpostavku repre-
zentacije. Drugim rije¢ima - “ako je unu-
trasnje sustav razliCitosti ili razli¢ito deter-

“The more carefully one examines
H space, considering it not only with the
eyes, not only with the intellect, but also
with the senses, with the total body, the
more clearly one becomes aware of the con-
flicts at work within it, conflicts which foster
the explosion of abstract space and the pro-
duction of a space that is other.”

The following analysis should begin
with the avantgarde movements of the last
century where pluralism, doubt and “perfor-
mativity” found their ground. And where
stress was set on the request for de-aes-
thetization of the autonomous art (also with
the critique of the institutions) and on
switching to everyday praxis or life; but it
has always remained within the mecha-
nisms of production, distribution and recep-
tion, significant for the autonomous art. It
was the beginning of a self-negation of a
system (self-negation being one operation
among many in the system), “an attempt to
press the system to its limits so as to include
the excluded, or to surpass with its negativ-
ity everything that preceded it, or to allow
every possible nonartistic reality to reenter
the realm of art,”? as Niklas Luhmann sug-
gests. Avantgarde movements of the past
attacked established positions of institution-
al power but were in return taken over by
the very same institutions. They neverthe-
less raised the issue on how the art system
handles the self-generated uncertainties and
difficulties and put it into form.? The ques-
tion remains up-to date. But to presume the
avantgarde can change any hegemonic sys-
tems or affect the nature of social institu-
tions at present is a naive claim. It has been
suggested that avantgardism is itself a
genre, an art historical category, an avail-
able role that can be adopted by artists in
the case of novelty, protest, and so on.

In contemporary art a similar paradox
can be observed. This generates “endless
oscillation between inside and outside” and
offers opportunities for expression on the
basis of this distinction - which shows how
artwork symbolizes difference; by integrat-
ing the excluded into realm of inclusion.®
One looks for ways of staging art at the level
of operations that present themselves to
observation as works of art - this claim
remains an integral part of the self-negation
of art.® Therefore practices, where the actu-
al blending of art and life takes place - out-
side as life -are no longer art. Art = life is
therefore possible only on assumption that
as long as it is art it is intended to be repre-



miniranih pozicija - tada vanjsko ne moze
biti neka druga razli¢itost ili pozicija, jer bi
time i samo bilo dio tog unutradnjeg”.’

Predrasuda “unutradnje-vanjsko” i
dalje ostaje stalni predmet rasprava. Dok
mnogi teoreticari brane ¢injenicu kako unu-
traSnje nuzno treba svoje (iz)vanjsko za
konstituciju identiteta (na primjer), pa dos-
liedno tomu nastoje utvrditi grani¢ne crte,
Hardt i Negri tvrde kako u “postmodernom
svijetu... suvremenu dijalektiku vanjskog i
unutrasnjeg zamjenjuje igra stupnjevanja i
intenzivnosti, hibridnosti i artiﬁ<:ije|nosti.”8
Drugim rije¢ima, oni govore kako viSe nema
jasne distinkcije u odnosima vanjsko-
unutrasnje, a umjesto toga nastalo je nesto
sto izgleda kao “kontinuirani, uniformni
prostor”.? U skladu s time, nema vise “dru-
goga”, zato $to nema definicije kakvo bi to
“drugo” trebalo biti. Buduéi da je stara ka-
tegorizacija izgubila vrijednost (zahvaljujudi
novom potroSackom identitetu i novim au-
toritetima), novi (zapadni) kulturni impera-
tiv je “individualni projekt autokreacije”.'®
Ti novi autoriteti (zastitni znakovi - imena
proizvodac¢a) u stvari diktiraju takozvanu
slobodu izbora. U tom kontekstu, “drugo” je
postalo samo pitanje izbora medu brojnim
mogucnostima identifikacije, C¢ime se
zamagljuje pitanje kulturne razlicitosti i
individualnosti.

U ovom tekstu iznosim drugaciji po-
gled na “prostore umjetnosti izvan institu-
cionalnih okvira”. To su prostori onih prak-
si koje nastaju kao “modeli otpora deper-
sonalizaciji i dekulturalizaciji globalnog
kapitalizma”'! (zamagljivatima razlike
izmedu unutradnjega i vanjskoga) ili bilo
kojeg drugog homogeniziranog sustava (uk-
ljuCujudi totalitarne uvjete), prostori u koji-
ma se stvaraju razliciti krajolici koji svoj
kulturni potencijal iskazuju stvaranjem
diferencijalnih prostora umjetnosti.

Vazno je, po mom misljenju, imati na
umu ¢injenicu kako govorim o prostorima u
kojima se ono Sto se zbiva u tom prostoru
ili razumijeva i doZivljava kao umijetnost,
odnosno umijetnicki proces, ili se ne doziv-
ljava kao takvo - o prostorima koji nisu
unaprijed odredeni da budu “prostorima na-
mijenjenim umjetnosti"*? veé se naglasak
stavlja na sferu meduljudskih odnosa, ali ne
u Luhmannovom smislu, gdje se integrira-
nje negacije (umjetnickog) sustava u takav
sustav smatra posebnom strategijom, Sto ce
reci strategijom koja neminovno uklju€uje
priznavanje i utvrdivanje granica sustava.
Slazem se, medjutim, sa Doreen Massey

sentation. To put it in somewhat different
terms - “if the inside is a system of differ-
ences or of differentially determined posi-
tions, then the outside cannot be a further
difference or position, for then it would be
part of the inside.””

This “inside-outside” bias has been an
on-going debate. While many theorists con-
sider the fact that the inside necessarily
needs its outside to constitute an identity
(for example) and subsequently direct their
attention towards defining borders, Hard
and Negri argue that in a “postmodern
world... the modern dialectics of inside and
outside has been replaced by a play of
degrees and intensities, of hybridity and arti-
ficiality.”® In other words, what they are say-
ing is that there is no clear distinction
between outside-inside anymore, and,
instead, there is what appears to be a “con-
tinuous, uniform space.”® Accordingly there
is no “other” anymore in a sense that there
are no definitions of what this “other” is.
Since the old categorizations became obso-
lete (with new consumer identifications and
new authorities) the new cultural imperative
(of the West) became “individual project of
self-creation.”*®

They are actually the new authorities
(trade marks-brand names), which dictate
the so-called freedom of choice. “Other” in
this context became the question of multiple
choices of identification, which blurs all cul-
tural diversity and individuality.

In this text | propose a different
overview of “art spaces outside institutional
frames”. These are spaces of certain prac-
tices, which occur as “resistance models
against the depersonalization and accultura-
tion of global capitalism”** (which blurs the
distinctions between inside and outside) or
any other homogenized realm (including
totalitarian condition) and where different
realms emerge in which cultural capacity is
exercised producing differential spaces of
art.

| believe it is important to draw atten-
tion to the fact that | talk about spaces
where that, what happens in space is per-
ceived and experienced as art or art process
- or not, where space is not being pre-deter-
mined as “space marked for art"*? and
where the importance is placed on “rela-
tions” focused into the sphere of human
relations. And not in the sense of Luhmann
who calls integrating the negation of the
(art) system into that very system a particu-
lar strategy, i.e. that strategy would neces-
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koja kaZze kako su granice nuzne jedino ako
se radi o konceptualizaciji prostora kao
takvog, no definicija u tom smislu ne nas-
taje jednostavnim suprotstavljanjem vanj-
skom, ved se stvara kroz povezivanje s vanj-
skim kao sastavnim dijelom prostora.* No,
Zelim istaknuti kako predmet mog istrazi-
vanja nije pitanje kako i zasSto se javlja taj
proces integriranja “isklju¢enog” u podrucje
“ukljucenog”. Prije svega je potrebno zao-
bi¢i tu zastarjelu predrasudu o “institu-
cionalnom - izvaninstitucionalnom” (isklju-
¢enom - ukljuéenom / vanjskom - unutras-
njem) koja i dalje preteze u nadinu razmis-
ljanja i umjesto toga inicirati nove nacine
promatranja i pristupa - to je ono $to nazi-
vam (stvaranjem) diferencijalnih prostora
umjetnosti. Razlika bi, dakle, bila u po-
kuSaju da se “misli proizvodnja prostora” u
zamjenu za pitanje o konstituiranju i ovla-
davanju granicama. U tom kontekstu vrati-
la bih se jo$ jednom Luhmannu koji ustra-
java na tome da “diferencijacija sistema
umjetnosti...dopusta da odnos izmedu sis-
tema i okoline bude nanovo uveden u sis-
tem u vidu odnosa izmedu autoreferencije i
heteroreferencije”.** Isto se moze primijetiti
u slucaju diferencijalnih prostora umjetnos-
ti; umjetnost je integrirana u prostor svako-
dnevice: “prihvadajuéi, opisujuéi i nanovo
opisujudi vlastitu diferencijaciju kao formu”
kao $to tvrdi Art&Language,® ali s razlikom
- bududi da sistemi nisu nista vise negoli
“odnos izmedu aktera i neceg Sto je takvo
kakvo jest, StoviSe, jest to Sto jest upravo
kao rezultat tog odnosa”.*® U tom sluaju
umjetniCki sistem stvara odredenu otvo-
renost suodnosnu s vanjskim neobiljeZzenim
prostorom (druStvenim prostorom svakod-
nevice - kolaborativnim, dijaloskim, anta-
gonisti¢kim, konfliktnim itd.) i bududi da je
ta otvorenost neophodan korelat operacija
samog sistema, zauzvrat rezultira nastan-
kom diferencijalnih prostora umjetnosti.

Imajudi u vidu sve te Cinjenice ne zelim
izlagati o izvaninstitucionalnim prostorima,
niti o alternativnim prostorima (umjetnosti)
- §to bi znadilo konceptualizirati prostore
koji bi, doduse, bili drukéiji nego institucije,
ali bi i dalje ostali jednako ideolo$ki uvjeto-
vani.

Takvu (nepotpunu) terminologiju na-
mece zapadna logika utemeljena na binar-
nim suprotnostima: na primjer A/ ne-A, in-
stitucionlno/izvaninstitucionalno. Zbog toga
je moj pristup potpuno otvoren. Homi
Bhabha naziva to “prostorom translacije:
mjestom hibridnosti.”*” Taj se prostor u

sarily involve acknowledgement and
research of the system’s boundaries. | agree
with Doreen Massey who argues that
boundaries may be necessary for the con-
ceptualization of a space itself, but defini-
tion in this sense does not have to come
about through simple counterposition to the
outside, definition can actually come about
through the linkage to that outside, which is
part of what constitutes the space.'® But |
would like to point out that the case of my
study is not the question of how and why
the process of integration of “excluded” into
the realm of “included” occurs. The purpose
is above all to bypass this old “institutional-
non institutional” (excluded-included/out-
side-inside) bias which still prevails in cur-
rent thinking and to introduce new ways of
observing/approaching it instead, through
opening up the opposition with a new term
and new approach - which | designated as
(production of) differential spaces of art. The
difference now is to “think of space produc-
tion” which substitutes the question of what
constitutes the boundaries/borders and how
these borders are managed. To return to
Luhmann in this context again, he goes on
saying “the differentiation of the art system
...allows the relation between system and
environment to be reintroduced into the sys-
tem in the form of relationship between self-
reference and hetero-reference.”** The same
can be observed with differential spaces of
art; art is integrated into everyday space:
“by accepting, describing and re-describing
its own differentiation as a form”, as Art &
Language says'® but with a difference - as
systems are nothing more than the “relation
between an actor and something which is as
it is and, furthermore, is what it is a result
of that relation”® - the case here is that the
art system creates certain openness which
correlates with an external unmarked space
(social space of everyday; which could be
collaborative, dialogical, antagonistic, con-
flictual etc.) and since this openness is
being a necessary correlate of the system’s
own operations it results - in return - in the
production of differential spaces of art.
Taking all these facts into consideration
| intentionally do not expose non-institution-
al spaces neither alternative spaces (of art)
- because this would mean conceptualiza-
tion of spaces which would be different
compared to an institution, but still ideolog-
ically conditioned in the same way. This
(incomplete) terminology is dictated by
Western logic based on binary contraries; for



prvom redu temelji na drugacijem razumije-
vanju prostora, pri ¢emu prostor nije podre-
den vremenu kao zatvoren i nepromjenjiv
sustav (stasis), nego se smatra ekvivo-
kalnim dijelom njihove uzajamne po-
vezanosti. Dakako, u tom odnosu prostor je
na neki nacin problematican. | to zbog toga
Sto se “prostorno-vremenska kompresija”,
kako piSe Doreen Massey, “ne zbiva sva-
kome u svim sferama djelatnosti”,'® nego je
uvjetovana ekonomskim faktorima, imov-
nim stanjem, spolom, mobilnoséu, pris-
tupom tehnolo$kim prednostima kao $to su
kompjutori, internet i tako dalje. Treba uzeti
u obzir da su te razliCite drustvene skupine
i osobe na vrlo razliCite naCine povezane s
prostorno-vremenskom cjelinom (u vezi s
tim mozda valja razmotriti Burdieuov pojam
habitusa). Ta drustvena diferencijacija na-
vodi nas na pitanje (kako sugerira Massey)
0 kojim i Cijim uvjetima postmodernosti u
stvari govorimo.

Prostor definira i definiran je odnosima
u drustvu i kako kaze Doreen Massey: “(...)
drustvo se neminovno konstruira prostorno
i ta ¢injenica - prostorna organizacija drust-
va - klju¢ je njegove funkcionalnosti. Pros-
tornost je posljedica medusobnih odnosa
objekata (...) Prostor nije apsolutan, veé re-
lativan.”*® Dalo bi se zakljugiti kako sami
drustveni odnosi stvaraju i definiraju prostor
i vrijeme. Prema Lefebvreu, prostor je sav
prozet drustvenim odnosima; drustveni od-
nosi ne samo S$to podrzavaju prostor, nego
prostor proizvodi i sam biva proizveden dru-
tvenim odnosima.?

Zato viSe ne treba razmisljati o “pros-
torima namijenjenim umijetnosti “ (gdje je
prostor oblikovan isklju€ivo umjetni¢kim
sustavom), nego o fluidnijim prostorima na-
stalim kroz umijetnost ili ¢ak o “stvaranju
novih konceptualnih prostora” (Deleuze)
uskladenim s raznim prostorno-povijesno-
drustvenim cjelinama koje danas smatramo
jednakovrijednima, uz nagalasak i vodjenje
rauna o Cinjenici da je proizvodnja prosto-
ra, inherentno, uvijek politicki proces. Tako
se diferencijalni prostori mogu smatrati si-
multano i “izvan” i “unutar” diskursa u koji-
ma umjetnicki sustav svemu odreduje svoje
znakenje. v

example A/non-A, institution/non-institution.
That is why my approach is essentially
open. Homi Bhabha calls this “a space of
translation: a place of hybridity.”*” It is ba-
sed primarily on different understanding of
space, where the space is not seen as sub-
ordinated to time, as closed and never-
changing system (stasis), but is perceived as
an equivocal part of this particular relation
instead. Of course, space in this relation is
not an unproblematic one. The difference is
that “space-time compression”, as Doreen
Massey writes “has not been happening for
everyone in all spheres of activity”;'® and is
being defined by the economic factors,
wealth, gender relations, mobility, access to
technological advantages like computers,
internet and so on. It needs to be taken into
consideration those different social groups
and individuals are placed in very distinct
ways in relation to space-time (we should
also perhaps consider Burdieu's habitus at
this point). This social differentiation leads
us to the question (as Massey suggests) as
of which and whose condition of post-
modernity we are talking about.

The space is defined by and defines the
relations in a society, or to put it in the
words of Doreen Massey: "(...) society is ne-
cessarily constructed spatially, and that fact
- the spatial organization of society - makes
a difference to how it works... The existence
of the spatial depends on the interrelation of
objects... Space is not absolute, it is rela-
tional.”*® It can be concluded that the social
relations themselves create and define
space and time. And according to Lefebvre,
space is permeated with social relations; it
is not only supported by social relations but
it is also producing and produced by social
relations.?°

Therefore | propose not thinking of
“spaces marked for art” (where space is gi-
ven shape exclusively by the art system) but
of more fluid spaces/ becomings of art, or
even of “creating new conceptual spaces”
(Deleuze) according to different spatial-his-
toric-social settings which are now consid-
ered as equivalents but with an emphasis
and taking into consideration that every pro-
duction of space is inherently a political
process. This way differential spaces of art
can be though of as being simultaneously
“outside” and “inside” of the discourse in
which art system gives meaning to every-
thing. e
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