Schizoproduction:

Artistic research and performance
in the context of immanent capitalism

TERO NAUHA






Schizoproduction:

Artistic research and performance
in the context of immanent capitalism

TERO NAUHA



TERO NAUHA
Schizoproduction: artistic research and performance in the context of
immanent capitalism

DOCTORAL RESEARCH

Acta Scenica 45
2016

ISBN (print): 978-952-6670-69-8
ISBN (pdf): 978-952-6670-70-6
ISSN (print): 1238-5913

ISSN (pdf): 2242-6485

PUBLISHER:

University of the Arts Helsinki, Theatre Academy,
Performing Arts Research Centre

© 2016 University of the Arts Helsinki, Theatre Academy,
Performing Arts Research Centre and Tero Nauha

GRAPHIC DESIGN
BOND Creative Agency
www.bond.fi

COVER PHOTO
Tero Nauha

LAYOUT
Annika Marjomdéki, Edita Prima Ltd

PRINTED BY
Edita Prima Ltd, Helsinki 2016

PAPER
Scandia 2000 Natural 240 g / m?> & Scandia 2000 Natural 115 g / m?

FONTS
Benton Modern Two & Monosten



¢

Schizoproduction:

Artistic research and performance
in the context of immanent capitalism

TERO NAUHA

45

ACTA SCENICA






Contents

Tiivistelméa 9
Abstrakt 11
Abstract 13
Acknowledgements 15
Vestibule 21
Cross-section 23
THE FIRST FLOOR PRACTICE 35
Infection with performance art 37
CHAPTER 1: From Practice to Practice as Research 43
CHAPTER 2: Performance and the production of subjectivity 55
CHAPTER 3: Loop Variations, 2008 65
CHAPTER 4: Tell me about your machines, 2012 81
CHAPTER 5: Life in Bytom, 2012 87
CHAPTER 6: The Astronomer: Experiment, 2013 115
CHAPTER 7: Man-a-machine: schizoproduction, 2014 125




THE SECOND FLOOR: THEORY 142
The context for theoretical arguments 143
CHAPTER 8: The industrial and the avant-garde 147
CHAPTER 9: Immaterial labour: relationality and affectivity 163
CHAPTER 10: Affect and plasticity in relation to
artistic practice 177
CHAPTER 11: Plasticity and sponge subjectivity 203
CHAPTER 12: The Theory of schizoanalysis 229

FOYER 267
Extension 1: Schizoproduction and immanent capitalism 269
Extension 2: Heretical practice 279
Extension 3: Art without Sufficient Reason 285
Extension 4: The Capital Orthodoxy 291

Extension 5: On Collaboration 297
Extension 6: On Process 301

EXIT 308
Struggling for advent or departure 309

BIBLIOGRAPHY 318

CREDITS 335




SCHIZOPRODUCTION: ARTISTIC RESEARCH AND PERFORMANCE IN THE CONTEXT OF IMMANENT CAPITALISM

Tiivistelmé

Skitsotuotanto: Taiteellinen tutkimus ja performanssi
immanentin kapitalismin kontekstissa.
Tero Nauha
Taideyliopiston Teatterikorkeakoulu Helsinki, 2016.

Esittelen vaitostutkimukseni kirjallisessa osassa siihen liittyvit taiteelliset osiot,
seki asetan ne laajempaan kontekstiin, jonka olen nimennyt immanentiksi kapi-
talismiksi. Kyse on taiteellisesta tutkimuksesta, jossa oletan teosten seki niihin
liittyvien tyoskentelyprosessien ja tyopajojen tuottavan tietoa, joka ei suoranai-
sesti ole sanallistettavissa kirjalliseen muotoon. Taiteelliset osiot ovat esityksi,
performansseja seki videoteoksia. Esitellesséni em. kontekstia kéyn lapi sita
muutosta, jossa teollistumisen aikakausi ja modernismi on saanut rinnalleen
uudet tyon ja talouden muodot. Niita kutsutaan yleisesti tietokapitalismiksi,
affektiiviseksi tyoksi, post-fordismiksi seké markkinataloudeksi. Esittelen kon-
tekstia suhteessa taiteelliseen tyoskentelyyn seki sellaisiin késitteisiin tai il-
mio6ihin kuin trauma, vuorovaikutuksellisuus, affekti sek& neuroplastisiteetti.
Tutkimuksen ldhtokohtana ja keskiossé on Gilles Deleuzin, Félix Guattarin ja
Jean Ouryn kehittdma skitsoanalyysi, jonka esittelen tutkimuksessani, ja jonka
rinnastan em. talouden, taiteellisen tyoskentelyn ja yleisten tyén muotojen pa-
radigmaattiseen muutokseen. Kirjallisen osan lopussa tarkastelen kriittisesti
oman taiteellisen tyoskentelyn ja siihen liittyvien teosten sekd em. immanentin
kapitalismin suhdetta. Esitén kritiikin kapitalismin oletettua hegemoniaa koh-
taan taiteellisen tutkimuksen nékokulmasta seké argumentoin skitsoanalyysin
teoreettista ajattelua vastaan. Nain pyrin luomaan ajattelun ja toiminnan mal-
leja, joiden avulla taiteellinen tyoskentely ja tutkimus voivat toimia kriittisen&
véalineeni kapitalismin oletettua immanenssia vastaan.

Viitostutkimukseni kirjallisen osion rakenne vertautuu arkkitehtoniseen piir-
rokseen rakennuksesta, jossa on kaksi kerrosta. Esittelen aluksi kokonaisuuden
poikkileikkauksena, jonka jélkeen ensimmaéisen 'kerroksen’ tarkoituksena on
esitelld ldhtokohtani performanssi- ja esitystaiteeseen seki taiteelliseen tut-
kimukseen. Tdma kerros pitdé sisillddn taiteellisten teosten ja niiden prosessin
esittelyt kronologisessa jarjestyksessé, alkaen teoksesta Loop Variation (2008),
jota seuraavat kuvaukset teoksista Tell me about your machines (2012), Life in
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Bytom (2012), The Astronomer: Experiment (2013) ja lopuksi moniosaisen teoksen
Man-a-machine: schizoproduction (2014) esittely.

Seuraavassa kerroksessa esittelen tutkimuksen teoreettiset 1ahtokohdat ja
viitekehykset, alkaen em. industrialismin ja avant-garden suhteesta trauman
késitteeseen. Sen jélkeen esittelen immateriaalisen tyon suhdetta taiteellisen
tyohon, affektin ja neuroplastisiteetin késitteisiin seké vuorovaikutuksellisuuteen.
Tamén osan lopettaa skitsoanalyysin kiyténtojen ja teorian esittely. Kirjallisen
osion kolmas osa, Foyer, tai 'Eteishalli’ pyrkii luomaan kriittisen nikékulman
seké edelld mainittuihin teoreettisiin asetelmiin, etté taiteellisten teosteni lahto-
kohtiin ja toteutumiin. K&yn lépi skitsoproduktion ja immanentin kapitalismin
yhteenkietoutunutta suhdetta, kerettilidisyyden tai véidriaoppisuuden merkitysta
taiteellisessa tyoskentelyssé, tiedon ja tietdmisen suhdetta ja paédyn vuorovai-
kutuksellisuuden, prosessuaalisuuden ja yhteistyon kritiikkiin. Namé kolme
kisitettd ovat vaitokseni mukaan olennaisesti sidottu immanentin kapitalismin
filosofiaan.

Kirjallisen osioni lopetan pohdintaan pakovéylén, poistumisen tai toisin-
ajattelun mahdollisuuksista taiteellisen tyon kautta, immanentin kapitalismin
kontekstissa.
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Abstrakt

Skitsoproduktion: Konstnérlig forskning och performance
i samband med den immanenta kapitalismen.
Tero Nauha
Konstuniversitetets Teaterhogskola Helsingfors, 2016

I den skriftliga delen av min doktorsforskning presenterar jag de konstnérliga
delar som ingér i den och placerar dem i ett storre sammanhang som jag kallar
den immanenta kapitalismen. Det &r fragan om konstnérlig forskning, vilket inne-
bar att konstverk, relaterade arbetsprocesser och workshops antas producera
kunskap som inte direkt kan formuleras i ord. De konstnérliga delarna utgors av
forestéllningar, performance och video verk. Da jag presenterar nimnda sam-
manhang gar jag igenom den férvandling dir industrialiseringens tidsalder och
modernismen {6ljts av nya former f6r arbete och ekonomi. Dessa kallas vanligtvis
for kognitiv kapitalism, affektivt arbete, post-fordism och marknadsekonomi. Jag
presenterar sammanhanget i relation till konstnérlig verksamhet samt begrepp
eller fenomen som trauma, interaktion, affekt och neuroplasticitet. Utgangspunk-
ten for forskningen och dess fokus ligger pa den av Gilles Deleuze, Félix Guattari
och Jean Oury utarbetade schizoanalysen, som jag presenterar i forskningen och
som jag jamstéller med ndmnda paradigmatiska forvandling inom ekonomin,
den konstnérliga verksamheten, och arbetets allménna former. I slutet av den
skriftliga delen reflekterar jag over forhallandet mellan min konstnérliga verk-
samhet, de relaterade konstverken samt den ndimnda immanenta kapitalismen.
Jag framfor kritik mot kapitalismens formodade hegemoni ur den konstnérliga
forskningens synvinkel samt argumenterar mot det filosofiska téinkandet bakom
schizoanalysen. Pa detta sétt forsoker jag skapa tanke- och verksamhetsmodeller
for konstnérlig verksamhet och forskning att fungera som kritiska verktyg for
att motverka kapitalismens formodade immanens.

Strukturen for doktorsforskningens skriftliga del kan jadmforas med en ar-
kitektonisk ritning av en byggnad i tva vaningar. Jag presenterar forst helheten
itvarsnitt. Darefter ar avsikten med den férsta "vaningen” att presentera mina
utgangspunkter inom performance konst samt konstnérlig forskning. Denna
vaning innehaller presentationen av de konstnérliga arbetena och deras pro-
cesser i kronologisk ordning, fran och med Loop Variation (2008), som atfoljs av
beskrivningar av verken Tell me about your machines (2012), Life in Bytom (2012),
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The Astronomer: Experiment (2013) och slutligen en presentation av det flerdelade
verket Man-a-machine: schizoproduction (2014).

I den foljande vaningen presenterar jag forskningens teoretiska utgdngspunk-
ter och referensram fran och med industrialismens och avant-gardets relation
till begreppet trauma. Direfter presenterar jag det immateriella arbetets for-
hallande till det konstnérliga arbetet, till begreppen affekt och neuroplasticitet
samt interaktivitet. Denna del avslutas med en presentation av schizoanalysens
praktiker och teori.

Forskningens tredje del, Foyer, foajén eller hallen, strévar att skapa ett kri-
tiskt perspektiv bade pa de ovan nimnda teoretiska uppstéllningarna och pa
utgangspunkterna for och resultaten av mina konstnirliga arbeten. Jag gar ige-
nom det sammanflitade forhallandet mellan schizoproduktion och immanent
kapitalism, betydelsen av heresi och irrliarighet i det konstnérliga arbetet, forhal-
landet mellan kunskap och vetande och avslutar med en kritik av interaktivitet,
processualitet och samarbete. Dessa tre begrepp &r enligt min avhandling pa ett
grundliggande sitt knutna till den immanenta kapitalismens filosofi.

Jag avslutar min skriftliga del med en reflektion 6ver mojligheterna i denna
kapitalismens kontext till en utvig eller utgang genom det konstnérliga arbetet.
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Abstract

Schizoproduction: Artistic Research and Performance
in the Context of Immanent Capitalism
Tero Nauha
Theatre Academy of the University of the Arts in Helsinki, 2016

In the written part of my doctoral research, I am presenting the artistic works
and set them in a larger context, which I have entitled immanent capitalism. This
is an artistic research, where the artworks, their processes or workshops produce
knowledge, which will not be fully translatable to a written form. The artworks
are performances, live-art projects and works on video. In the presentation of the
context, I am presenting the transformations that has taken place starting from
the industrialism and modernism, and which have recently been incorporated
with new forms of labour and economy. These forms are often referred as cogni-
tive capitalism, affective labour, post-Fordism and neoliberal market economy. I
am presenting this context in relation with artistic practice and such concepts or
phenomena as trauma, relationality, affect and neuroplasticity. The starting point
and the hub of my research are schizoanalysis, which was developed by Gilles
Deleuze, Félix Guattari and Jean Oury. In my research I am regarding schizoana-
lysis in relation with the economy, artistic practice and the paradigmatic change
of forms of labour. At the end of the written part, I reflect artistic practice and
the artistic works with in relation to immanent capitalism. I present a critique
toward the presumed hegemony of capitalism from the point of view of artistic
research and I am giving an argument counter to the philosophical assertions of
schizoanalysis. In this way, my intention is to produce models for thinking and
practice, where artistic practice and research may adhere a function of a critical
tool against the presumed immanence of capitalism.

The written part has a form of an architectonical drawing of a building, which
has two floors. At first, I give a cross-section of the structure, which is followed
by the first ‘floor’. In the first floor I present the starting points and question
for my performance art practice and artistic research, and this floor includes
the description of the artistic works and the processes, which are related with
this research in chronological order. The works, which are presented here, are:
Loop Variation (2008), Tell me about your machines (2012), Eife in Bytom (2012),
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The Astronomer: Experiment (2013) and finally a description of the project Man-
a-machine: schizoproduction (2014).

In the second floor, I am presenting the theoretical discourses of the research.
It begins from the presentation of the conjunction with industrialism, avant-gar-
de and the concept of trauma, which follows a presentation of the relationship
between the immaterial labour, artistic practice, relationality and the concepts
of affect and neuroplasticity. This part concludes with a presentation of the
schizoanalytic practice and theory.

The third part is called Foyer, in which I will provide a critical argument both
towards the theoretical apparatus presented above and towards my artistic
practice and the projects, also. I will present the intricate conjunction between
the schizoproduction and immanent capitalism, the function of a heretical prac-
tice in artistic practice, the relation between knowledge and knowing and I will
conclude in the critique of relationality, processuality and co-operation. In my
argument, these three concepts are essentially connected with the philosophy
of immanent capitalism.

At the end of the written part of my doctoral research, I conclude with argu-
ments on the possibility for departure, exit or heresy through artistic practice

in the context of immanent capitalism.
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Vestibule

A building is always limited and finite. The metaphor of a building or a scheme
of a building is here used to determine the finite nature of this text. A text is
always saying something, but there are nearly infinite amount of attributes, that
it is not saying. That is the reason, why it is always so much easier to say what
my thinking or my practice is not about, than to try to articulate what I am
trying to say. Also, this text is not a cybernetic black box. It might be an arduous
read sometimes, but I have no intention to be enigmatic or mysterious, here. To
continue this metaphor of a building, if you need to enter a building, or if you
need to understand the scheme of it, it is not a key that is required, at first, but
a decision. A key might be useful, but maybe there is no door, or you may be ad-
vised to enter through the back door or to climb in through the window, which
has been left ajar. I invite you to play with these metaphors. My own metaphor
plays more with an impossible concept, the one of House, a sculpture by Rachel
Whiteread from 1993 - a concrete and plaster cast of an entire house in Grove
Road in East End of London. We cannot physically enter the text of a building,
but we can think accordingly.

The building is a metaphor for this project at hand. A project, which started
from confusion, irritation and revolt; one artist asked himself about the nature
of his practice. It was a question asked by an artist, who had pondered the role
of research or theory in his practice for a while. It is a defining question, since
for some, a scheme of a building is only a scheme, whilst the building itself is
the proper architecture: the theory is there only to justify the means of practice.
Like scaffoldings, which will be manoeuvred away after the fine construction has
been finalized. Then there are some, who cannot stop thinking about the volume
or the proportions of a space, when they enter any other building. The division
is inconclusive, but the question remains, why would an artist need to spend his
or her time with theory? Why would he or she spend time even to write some?

From the point of view of those, who regard the actualization of a concrete object
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as the point of it all, artistic practice needs to be considered in terms of creation,
expression, or innovation - and not through speculation. If there is theory, it is
only as means to an end, to aid a practice, or product, to be precise. From this
perspective, theory is like a manual, which we need at some point in order to
learn the skill, but then to be left on the bookshelf. However, as you will see, one
of my arguments is that we do speculate and theorize our practice and life, all
the time. If we regard only the actual building, and do not want to pay attention
to the schemes and plans, which are regarded only as preceding and necessary
steps to the completion of a house, then we are still in the field of theory and
speculation. If we think we can decide, the theory has already chosen us.
However, the theoretical questions in this research are not so much concerned
with the field of aesthetics or philosophy of art. Moreover, I am not presenting an
interrogation, where we would ask the question why (would we build a building
or make a performance), but my inquiry is more on the level of investigation and
asking how? How we produce something - artefacts, performances, buildings,
objects, etc. — and in which context? What is this context, the ubiquitous now’,
where certain things adhere more meaning and significance than others? It is
not a question of the type: ‘why to read theory’, but ‘how do we read theory’,
which has a significant place in this research. How do we perform and how do

we produce theory and practice?
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Cross-section

In the context of capitalism and modernity subjectivity is tied to production.
It is not a subject which produces, but it is capital production which, first and
foremost, instantiates a subject. Production brings forth, extends and brings
into being something in relation to other beings. Contemporary capitalism is
immanent relation. Capitalism is a form of management of these productive re-
lations and becomings within the immanence. My research begins from here, but
aims to regard this situation differently. It is a piece of research, which regards
production, subjectivity, performance and immanence. Thus, it is also a research
study on matter, bodies, finitude and infinities; it is a research on affective and
discursive functions in art.

When we are looking at a performance - performance art, theatre, a dance
or a concert — we are not looking at it in the same way as if we were seeing it
happening for the first time. We know what we are looking at, or at least we have a
context as to how we should look at it. What we are seeing might surprise us or it
might seem redundant, boring, ordinary, or characteristic in one way or another.
Later on we might have a discussion about what we have just seen, and again
we repeat a paradigmatic discussion about an event, that is to say, we analyse,
argue or feel provoked. What we have witnessed in a performance was a social
event, and in this way we tend to regard it not as ‘real’ but representational, and
virtualization of the real, the World. Virtualization is the production of the World
as relations in immanent capitalism, and not a performance of authenticity. This
relationality is a philosophy of capitalism, in other words, our view is based on
decision: we think about performance and through performance.

I shall give an outline of what is going to happen in this written bulk of text
as a scheme in a written form of what and where this or that argument will take
place, and to whom or what I am referring in my argument. This text opens up in
cross-sections, like an architectural scheme. It helps to know what we are looking

at, and why some things are emphasized, while others have become twisted or
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erased. This text is a point of view of artistic practice or performance art and
theory. It is not a reflection of the works but an augmentation and, at some point,
a departure from these works. There are three main sections, where the first part
presents artistic works related to the research study, apart from some primary
settings, viz., in respect of artistic research and biopolitics. In the next section,
you will be looking at more theoretical settings of biopolitical economy, affect,
trauma, plasticity and the theory of schizoanalysis. You might want to consider
that in this section there are passages which connect with a previous section,
but it is also divided by structure into a theory. The prior section supports the
second one and the artistic works are to be regarded in relation to the theoretical
setting of the apparatus. However, the artistic works ought not to be regarded
as exemplifying the theory, but practice thinks independently. It is in the third
section, Foyer, in which there is a point of criticism, an assessment and also
the presentation of a confusion. In the end you may find that there is a need to
find a door or some way out from wandering around the passages of theory and
practice. So, it is the third and last section where you are asked to reflect and
ask yourself: What now, and where to? I leave it to the reader to decide if this
scheme describes a residential, administrative or industrial building.

We can think that artistic practice is a social construction, which needs to
be regarded as such in terms of social and political arrangements. However, my
proposition is to regard a possibility that it is so only in terms of immanent cap-
italism. From this point of view, we have to have a critical position concerning
the claimed immanence of capitalism, and to regard it as a potential assemblage.
Following this, my argument leads to contradictions and paradoxes, which are
articulation of a real problem residing in the production of subjectivity and ar-
tistic practice in immanent capitalism. We know that artistic practice has no
particular attributes in the neoliberal market economy, which would make it
excluded from this paradigm. The same capacities and skills are needed in any
forms of practice and labour in our context. Artistic practice is part of the pro-
duction of value, exchanges and rules of economy. It fits in with the paradigm of
capitalism as philosophy. It is this philosophy which guides the artistic practices
of collaboration, projects, knowledge production and research. This research
dwells on these matters, hoping to establish an alternative take on these poten-
tialities, liberties and constraints.

This is an attempt to articulate a few points at the complex position of artistic
practice in our present context of immanent capitalism’. On one side, it aims to

articulate some of the effects or changes we have encountered in the past twenty
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years due to an overall paradigm shift, which, according to some, had already
started in 1968, and for others alternatively 1971, 1978, 1989 - or at the latest in
1995. Whatever the exact breaking point was, the age of industrialism has been
long gone and our present era - of cognitive capitalism, immaterial or affective
labour or semiocapitalism - has been confronted with the fact that the division
between work and leisure has become obsolete, and that value production is
mostly created by the general human abilities such as sociability or affective
capacity, instead of arms, legs or rational minds. On the other hand, this paradigm
shift is not easily comprehensible, but, rather, capitalism has become immanent
and obscured. My intention is to elucidate the fact that immanent capitalism is
a World and distinguished from something of ‘radical immanence’ or ‘foreclosed
Real’ - terms used by the French philosopher Francois Laruelle and which I will
define properly in the following pages. It becomes clear that the immanence of
capitalism is, rather, a transcendental practice, where radical immanence is
altogether incommensurable with immanent capitalism.

Curiously, the title of this text refers to a paradox: how come capitalism could
be something immanent? Is it absolute capitalism, a life, not related to something,
but only to itself - complete power? According to the reading of immanence by
Gilles Deleuze (2001, 31), a life is a process of actualization of virtuals, where
they are given particular reality, and thus, a life is not conflated with the reality.
Moreover, should we rather define capitalism as transcendent, where “subject
is produced at the same time as its objects" (op.cit., 26)? I will develop this
thought further in the following chapters, but it is necessary here to point at the
immanence regarded by Deleuze. In the argument by Ray Brassier (2001, 72) it
is through a decisional operation that “immanence is posited as immanent in a
gesture of thought.” Therefore, it is fair to stick with this term, since a life thought
as immanent is altogether different from the foreclosure of radical immanence,
as regarded by Brassier and Francois Laruelle. These topics will be elucidated
in the following chapters.

Few attributes of labour and life are apprehended with artistic practice in
immanent capitalism, which are process, collaboration, affectivity and the pro-
duction of subjectivity. Apart from these, the carnal' and the actualization of
potential are the key factors for artistic production in the twenty-first century.

1 I use the term carnal differently, as it is generally connected in legal terms to mean sexual inter-
course. Nor do I mean it in its original use from the Old French carnal, or Medieval Latin carnalis,
defining it as ’of the flesh’, 'meat’, ’sensual’, "'worldly’ or ’fleshliness’. In my proposition carnal is the
radical immanence of a body.

25



26

TERO NAUHA

How come artistic practice has come to have the same attributes as any other
material or immaterial labour practice? How come the same capacities or flex-
ible skills are needed? Where or what are the potentialities of resistance? My
doctoral research is a critique of the collaborative and relational ethos inscribed
in us, as well as an investigation of the new forms of subjectivity and the man-
agement of life as an event, in the present context. It is that these relations and
affective capacities are axioms, which aim to articulate the incomprehensible
Real, or immanence, and detach a World of immanent capitalism. Thus, in my
argument, artistic practice is a negation of the world, not a representation of
the immanence, but its negation. Artistic practice researches the axioms and
articulations of ‘reality’.

Moreover, the curious aspect of each decision to create theory or do research
is to claim its own uniformity and validity; in other words, there is a decision
made to produce theoretical articulation which would remain unbroken or not
being misused. It takes an instant to understand that this is nonsense. Rules are
not made to be followed or promises are not meant to be kept. Of course, in the
context of immanent capitalism or the nearly infinite axioms of such assemblage,
it is quite a task not to follow the rules. The question is how to think heretically
and not as a revolutionary or a reactionary; the question is how not to innovate
a ‘next big thing’.

After 2007, when I started my doctoral studies, terms like immaterial or preca-
rious labour have become acknowledged attributes in the field of arts. They have
become a norm. There is a norm, which calls for processuality as a new mode of
production and, furthermore, a new kind of subjectivity in the age of immanent
capitalism. It is part of the processual nature of artistic practice that in these
processes we aim for production through collective arrangements. In these ar-
rangements we perform well or poorly, that is to say, our reflexive, relational and
affective capacities are tested and called for calibration. The other side of the
processuality is calibration and assessment. I propose to regard performance
as a state of discordance, dissociation and disintegration, which may produce a
state of incoherence in thought, emotions and in affective capacity. Clearly, such
a view of performance does not correspond with the representational practices
of performance art. The revolutionary or innovative ‘cuts’ or schizzen are tactics

within immanent capitalism: a subject is a cut in the process of the production
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of meaning. However, performance also has a function of organization, presen-
tation, manifestation, agency and representation. Performance art and artistic
practice are arrangements or assemblages; they are devices and weapons, which
need calibration. These weapons are quite candidly calibrated by the modes of
production and biopolitics, that is to say, by the biopolitical assemblages. What
art might aim to propose is that through negation of the impossibility or practice
as heresy, radical immanence can be seen to be on the side of capitalism - never
comprehended, yet never intended to be reproduced in transcendental forms
of artistic production, either.

In the context of immanent capitalism there are impure, incomplete and
incomprehensible forms in motion. Paradoxically, artistic practice is production,
production of the virtuality in the Real, viz., virtualization, which is present-as-
past and present-as-future, instead of an articulation of the Real. On the other
hand, artistic practice as an articulation is never the Real, and as ‘worldly’ prac-
tice in the context of immanent capitalism, it is precisely the virtualization of
the Real, and not representation of the Real as radical immanence. Performance
art practice is not a schizophrenic state, but it is a schizo-production of things
and events. A performance as an artistic practice is production and not the ex-
pression of the Real. It produces by cutting the flow of things and meanings, as
disjunctive or conjunctive modes of production. Performance is an arrangement
based on a decision, that is to say, it has aims, which are not merely immanent,
but transcendental. Performance is philosophy. These arrangements are not
personal, but they are bound to follow modes of collective articulation, which in
circular terms, are the only ways in which arrangements may take shape. These
collective arrangements are always political bound with intricate knowledge
or relations and management. It is these modes of collective enunciation that I
have encountered in my practice as a performance artist, which does not mean
that they are limited only to the fields of art. On the contrary, the performance
of discordance and the heterogeneous enunciations of carnal, affective and dis-
cursive knowledges - knowledge based on concepts of relation and things in
themselves - are what define the present era of neoliberal biopolitics or immanent
capitalism. In the following chapters I will define what the Real, immanence or
radical immanence, signifies in relation to the research context or in relation to
subjectivity, production or economy. My aim is to articulate a difference of these
concepts in relation to my research conclusion.

Contemporary art practice has a context in the post-industrial, semiocapi-

talist and neo-liberal era of twenty-first century macro-politics and also in the

27



28

TERO NAUHA

‘affective atmosphere’ of collaboration, immaterial labour and processes. These
contemporary practices of ours are defined in quite a different way than, for in-
stance, in the modernist art practice of the 1960s or 1970s? Practice functions as
a production of knowledge with respect to the production of subjectivity, which
is needed in the accumulation of wealth and overall production. Artistic practice
regarded as schizoproduction produces consistency, creates transformations and
gives form for knowledge and power, and thus prescribes a relation bound with
exterior potentiality. It produces lines of flight or lines of escape, too. Artistic
practice is not nonsensical or inefficient in terms of other processual lines of
production in this context. All production aims at and depends on the production
of subjectivity, virtualization or capture of the real and material or immaterial
transformation or exchange. The overall economy within immanent capitalism
creates distinctions between economic, political, social, and affective capacities in
relation to exteriority and as the World. However, and hopefully in this research,
this business of ours will be confronted with the heretical question if immanent
capitalism is immanent at all, but only virtualization of the Real.

In the process of artistic practice we regard two interrelated parts as phe-
nomenon and noumenon, the world as it is being experienced and only as a
thought-form. It is ‘carnal’, which has both phenomenological and noumenological
relations with the immanence. In other words, it is the carnal which is ‘radical’
immanence, as regarded by Francois Laruelle, that it “does not refer to life as an
ontological principle, but simply designates the living identity of Man-in person,
both singular and generic, whose flesh and blood are unthinkable through the
speculative and logical categories of philosophical thinking" (Gracieuse 2012,
43). The carnal is not the embodiment of knowledge, but radical immanence
itself, to which life can be regarded only as being alongside from the foreclosed
Real. ‘Carnal’ has a unilateral relation with these different aspects, where the
carnal is comprehended as an object or a device of efficiency or skill; the body
as carnal experience of the ‘flesh’ of the world; the body as a vessel of embodied
knowledge and also, more importantly in between all of these aspects, where the
carnal body is both carne, meat which produces a conjunction between meat we
eat - animals and bestiality - and human meat being consumed by capital ap-
paratus or meat as a scribing surface of cuts, accidents, bruises, and memories.

2 Aside from the distinction between the early twentieth century modernist avant-garde practices
and the post-war transition from the modern towards the contemporary, as being proposed by
Peter Osborne (2013) among many others, I still regard that the full transition from modern to the
contemporary as a full formed thought has taken place in the turn of the millennium.
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Carnal as radical immanence, or One, has a unilateral relation with living in the
World, in the sense of a Moebius strip, with only one side. Carnal, subjectivity
and collaboration have a conjunctive relation in the context of immanent cap-
italism, which heralds collaboration and processual practices: the production
significations and axiomatic functions out of matter, or carnal.

The representational aspect of artistic practice signifies language or discur-
sive knowledge: the disjunctive relation with asignified matter, semiosis, which
has not been and will not be signified. The asignified matter has the utmost im-
portance for understanding how meaning, power and subjectivity are produced,
and how they function through axioms as formal relations. Axiomatic functions
are arrangements of enunciations, which cannot be put into any signified cat-
egory (Virtanen 2006, 151). Without any signification, an axiom will conjunct
material flows, and make them function, like a calculus (op.cit., 206). Moreover,
such concepts as virtual, actual and immanence set the background of this text
in continental philosophy as formed by Gilles Deleuze, Giorgio Agamben, Alain
Badiou and, more recently, Francois Laruelle. My modest attempt is to artic-
ulate these concepts in relation to artistic practice. Such is the case with the
concept of the Real, which is often connected with the psychoanalytic theory of
Jacques Lacan, and refuted by his pupil and adversary in the theory of psycho-
analysis Félix Guattari, but in this text the Real signifies the radical immanence
articulated by Laruelle. The Real is not part of a system, but a relation without
a relation, and thus it does not have the same relation between Imaginary and
Symbolic as in Lacan.

It is necessary to make a clarification already here, with the connection of
the Kantian ‘things in themselves’ and the Real proposed by Laruelle. Things in
themselves are foreclosed from us in Kant’s philosophy, where we have a relation
to things only appearing through our sensibility as representations, and where
“objects in themselves are not known to us at all, and that what we call outer
objects are nothing other than mere representations of our sensibility, whose
form is space, but whose true correlate, i.e. thing in itself, is not and cannot
be cognized through them" (Kant 1787/1989, 162). However, Laruelle holds that
Kant’s transcendental philosophy, like any other philosophy, is solely based on
‘decision’, where this philosophical decision produces the world of ‘something’
and creates a relation (Brassier 2001b, 68). The Real, or radical immanence, is
“presupposed (without-position) in its foreclosure to Decision as utterly empty
and transparent, void of any and every form of predicative content, whether it be

empirical or ideal [...] it is presupposed as foreclosed to the advent of ontological
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Decision concerning that which is or the way in which what is" (op.cit., 69). The
world is the discursivity itself, and the notion of philosophy is the World: the
conceptual world and discursive society (Kolozova 2014, 29).

In the introductory part of this text, “First Floor: Practice” my aim is to
articulate a socio-political shift in the context, which has affected subjectivity,
relations, production and biopolitics. It is here that I will articulate my position
as an artist and a researcher, practitioner and theorist, for whom the focus is
in the practice, which aims to articulate knowledge distinguished from pure-
ly theoretical inquiry. Therefore, I am not an art-historian fixed upon artistic
practice as a specific interest, but it is the practice itself which is a mode of
knowledge-production, or knowing. It is a heretical approach without a signifi-
cant method or status and an unprecedented use of practice and theory. In the
writings of Francois Laruelle and Jacques Ranciere heresy is situated in between
disruption, interval, erratic and unprecedented. Heresy is not a term that ought
to be territorialized. However, Laruelle (2010, 31-72) does not state a close con-
nection between revolution and heresy as Ranciére (1994, 88-103; Hallward 2005,
33-34) does. Still, the non-relation between heresy and territory has a significant
function in the shift from the context of industrial labour to immaterial labour,
followed by several consequences in the political and social, or difference and
revolution. These changes do not signify only different production relations,
but there is an ontological difference created within the immanence of the era
of industrialism and then in the era of immaterial labour. In our present era,
what Marx called the third and last stage of capital division® these ontological
changes consider subjectivity, relations, production, process, knowledge and
bodies, amongst ideas and concepts. These changes have the utmost importance
of how we understand artistic production in the context of twenty-first century
biopolitics and immanent capitalism - and how we do have a potential position

for heresy and not only for revolutions or innovations.

3 “Relations of personal dependence (entirely spontaneous at the outset) are the first social forms, in
which human productive capacity develops only to a slight extent and at isolated points. Personal
independence founded on objective [sachlicher] dependence is the second great form, in which a sys-
tem of general social metabolism, of universal relations, of all-round needs and universal capacities
is formed for the first time. Free individuality, based on the universal development of individuals
and on their subordination of their communal, social productivity as their social wealth, is the third
stage. The second stage creates the conditions for the third" (Marx 1857/1993, 158).
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The first floor describes the nature of my practice and what the relationships are
between my practice, other contemporaneous artists and the development of a
certain ontology of practice. The presentation of the artistic projects included
in the research follow: Loop variations, which was presented at the MUU gallery
in Helsinki in March 2008; Fife in Bytom, which was a year-long project in 2012
in the post-industrial mining town in Upper-Silesia, Poland, and which resulted
in a performance, printed matter and a work on video presented at the CSW
Kronika in Bytom from November 2012 to January 2013; Astronomer: experiment,
which was a collaboration between performance artists Juha Valkeapis and Cés-
sio Diniz Santiago presented in Sesc Pinheiros, Sdo Paulo in August 2013. The
last work included in this research study was Man-a-machine: schizoproduction,
presented in Helsinki, in 2014.

The part “Second Floor: Theory” consists of a framing context historically
and epistemologically. Here, I want to argue for the shift from certain aspects of
subjectivity, relationship and production such as masses, trauma or abnormality,
which to my mind are more closely related to the industrial context, or at least
have taken a fully different form in the context of immaterial and affective labour.
This second part also introduces some of the central concepts and their use, or
my specific articulation, such as carnality, affect and sponge-subjectivity. At the
end of this second part, there will be an introduction to the theory and practice
of schizoanalysis, which was developed by the late French philosopher, institu-
tional psychotherapist and activist Félix Guattari (1930-1992) with Gilles Deleuze
(1925-1995) and Jean Oury (1924-2014) at the psychiatric hospital La Borde in
Cour-Cheverny, France. Herewith I will introduce their use of certain concepts
or ideas such as metamodelization, body-without-organs or lines of escape with
their possible connotations with performance art practice.

The last part of this text, “Foyer” aims to articulate a critique and the sub-
sequent development of my practice in the context of immanent capitalism.
Being presented in relation to practice and the theoretical context, this part
will present how process and production are distinguished from each other in
the present context of immaterial labour and how their impact differs from
each other. How can one ‘compete’ with the processuality in response to the
summons from immanent capitalism and institutions? How can one set a critical
process towards the virtualizations of the immanence? Eventually, what are the
acknowledged limits of artistic practice as inevitable virtualizations and not as

expressions of the Real?
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A theoretical approach to practice comes a posteriori of the events. However,
the reader should not consider it as some kind of a theoretical explication or
representation of things that have happened. ‘Theoretical’ in the context I use
simply defines a particular form of thought. Theory is speculation, the pursuit
of thinking or close observation and an attempt to find an intelligible explana-
tion of things and practice. All sentient and conscious beings theorize life and
the events in it. This is the heretical articulation of practice and theory, that
all theoretical articulations are valid, and have their similarities in relation to
the world. In the context of immanent capitalism, it is the ordinary which falls
into the trap of loftiness and truth presented as real, in which we suffer and
we struggle in this world of immanent capitalism. We also create, innovate and
explore. We are blinded by the collaborative ethos and the seemingly limitless
becomings produced by this immanence. At the same time our practice and our
thinking are often strained by the request for ‘sufficient reason’, so that in the
end we are limited to our correlationism within this world, and to living a liveable
life. This has put me in the same position of sufficiency and correlation, where
I thought that the theory would help me solve the conundrums the practice
tirelessly produced. I thought that if and when I had enough knowledge things
would become crystallized and streamlined. However, in the end, this was con-
fusion. In practice I know something, but it is not instantly useful as knowledge,
if ever. Of course, in practice there is knowledge, as well, being the production
of knowledge, but the knowing is without a territory or a base. The knowing in
practice has no reason whatsoever. Knowing is the practice of heretics, and not
the knowledge of revolutionaries. A performance artist is for real. He scores and
he works with scores. A performance artist produces shit on his face, shatters
glass on his skull, bleeds on the catwalk, and hangs upside down from the ceiling.
It is for real. It is not rehearsed. It is an act done by daredevil motocross drivers,
who kick bikes in the air to fly over twenty school buses. We all wait in awe and
let our hearts skip a beat.

I am a performance artist, and often I think that performance art is like
reading a Guinness Book of Records - so close to meaningless statistics that it
becomes meaningful in its circular logic. I am a performance artist who hates
performance art. In performance art the matter becomes objects and the objects
become concepts and the subject just keeps on becoming something. It is a field
day for post-modern multiplicity and heterogeneity. I hate myself doing perfor-
mance, and that is the fascination of it - to do something that I feel uncomfortable

with. But what is that discomfort? It is the feeling that it was done for somebody
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or for something, like a Guinness record - that while I was doing something, a
camera was rolling in my head, notwithstanding the presumed authenticity. I
knew it all, and I trusted that my practice would resolve the problems the world
tirelessly produced. I had had to admit what Dan Graham said, that artists want
to produce something more: something “more social, more collaborative, and
more real than art.” I embarked on a trip where I was streamlining the wrinkles
of the world, at least in my thoughts, and I regret that I did not foresee the confu-
sion I was in. I repeat that the knowing is without a territory or a base and that
practice has no sufficient reason whatsoever. Knowing is the practice of heretics,
and not the knowledge of revolutionaries. Knowing has no value, and it cannot
be exchanged like knowledge, which is a relation.

In artistic practice and writing there is a need or desire to streamline one’s
own thinking and artistic practice. There is a need to ‘give sufficient form’, which
often appears as erasure of unresolved contradictions, confusions and problems.
This is work that I do as a narcissistic artist and researcher, “thinking between
democracy and aristocracy" (Gracieuse 2012, 47). It is a way to produce stream-
lined and elegant dramaturgy subsequent to the event, which has taken place
not only in the world, but in contingent on the immanent Real. I do not aim to
conclude with the investigatory remark and ask “What happened”? When I had
started this research, I had conflated critique and belief together, viz. I trusted
that some of the theoretical concepts would guide me through the contingency
where artistic practice dwells. Now I know what these tools are capable of and
where they fall short. And in this way it is a point of self-reflection that no theo-
retical apparatus - performance theory, anthropology, neurobiology, philosophy,
sociology, political science, or economy - will provide anything more than a new
thought-form, and in doing so they will also take me to a contradictory position,
not between practice and theory but between practice and aristocratic gener-
alissimos of thought. When my practice and theoretical aspirations can at least
recognize this, and see the decisional thought-form guiding this, there is at least
a chance to choose otherwise, and not to trust the promises of revolutions.

In the performance Sind (You), which took place at the Rajatila gallery in
Tampere, in 2004, I was leaning against the outside wall of the gallery draped
in a synthetic, grey fabric, with slippers on, immersed in the perfume Mania, by
Armani. The audience could see only this crouching figure; part of my feet and
the red painted nails of one hand were visible. They might have smelled the unisex
perfume in the cool November evening. What they did not know was that at that

exact moment performance artist Karolina Kucia was doing a solo performance
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in a studio at the Poznan Art Academy. I knew this, and I had the belief there
was a ‘connection’ that took place during that performance. I was motionless,
against the wall. In a way, it is specific in my practice to have this transcendental
fideism, belief, but to also negate the possibility of that by not representing it in
any way. It is also specific that all the works you have encountered in this text are
in a search for the wall I leaned against in Tampere. It is not a metaphor, but it
is the radical immanence, foreclosed and material, which does not respond, but
which all practice is founded upon. And so I had now found a different position
to the question that bothered me in the first performance related to this doc-
toral research, Loop Variations, in 2008: Why should one perform when there is
no one to watch? It is not a question of belief or psychology, nor of ontology or
epistemology, but a question of radical immanence.

What we know from practice and thinking is that when something is about
to finish, something previously unthinkable takes shape. Here, it is namely this
radical demand for heresy. What could it mean in relation to artistic practice,
that practice is struggling without a reason; that it is not a sufficient struggle?
It is not reflexive like agon, defence or rebellion; it is not a struggle against
something, nor is it suffering. It is the practice of struggling with the World but
alongside the Real.
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THE FIRST FLOOR
PRACTICE
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Infection with performance art

My approach is not to produce a historical investigation of a certain period of
performance practice in Finland or a genealogy of thought connected with such
practices. My artistic practice coincides with the transformation period from the
industrial era to the post-industrial context of immaterial and affective labour,
that is to say, immanent capitalism*. It is a shift from the post-modern simulacra
to the processual assemblage of collective collaborations in the twenty-first cen-
tury. In this context, artists do not have a co-dependent economy with the church
or the bourgeoisie, but the artist is a precarious labourer. There has been a shift
from the curative and analytical practices of difference, from the dichotomy of
hegemony and avant-garde, capitalist and proletariat, high and subculture into
immanent capitalism, which has penetrated the bare life in itself®. This text is
an account based on carnal and affective knowledges as articulations of the
collective production of subjectivity. In order for a performance to take place,
there needs to be a subject, or a few of them.

In this passage of the first floor of the text I will present the way in which my
practice began in a specific context of the late 1990s and early 2000s in Finland,
Poland and The Netherlands. It was a context of performance art, which had
its origin in the modernist avant-garde and underground practices of concep-
tual art and body art in the 1960s and 1970s in the United States and Europe
(Carlson 2004, 110-111). Both generally and in my singular practice, the practice
was disparate in form, orbiting around the body, experimentation and identity.
Performance art practice of that era was often confrontational and transgres-

4 ‘What is meant with this is that both the quotidian experience has been immersed in capital form
of thought and that the forms of production employ the very rudimentary capacities and skills of
human life.

5 “The poison has been brought daily into our homes, like a nerve gas, acting on our psychology, sen-

sibility, and language: it is embodied by television, advertising, endless info-productive stimulation,
and the competitive mobilization of the energies" (Berardi 2009a, 13).
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sive. These practices have been presented in various volumes of books and most
notably in Finland by Helena Erkkild in her research Ruumiinkuvia!: suomalainen
performanssi- ja kehotaide 1980- ja 1990-luvulla psykoanalyysin valossa (2008). My
attempt, therefore, is not to produce a historical account of these practices.

In this transitory period in the Finnish - or any European - performance art
scene, enquiries about the boundaries of a subject, body and socius were easy
to locate. Such physical performance practices of artists like Boris Nieslony,
Pekka Luhta, or Roi Vaara were in stark contrast with the so-called ‘social turn’
of the dialogic and relational practices emerging and contradicting the body art
practices in the late 1990s and early 2000s. It is not a coincidence that since the
early 1990s relation, dialogue or affective capacities have acquired significant
functions in terms of artistic practices and significantly in relation to the over-
all paradigm shift in production and labour®. It would be too easy to state that
modernist performance art practice signified the epoch of the industrial (body
and subject), while relational practices were labelled post-industrial, affective
or precarious, and it would be too superficial a dichotomy. In her critique on
the relational aesthetics, Claire Bishop (2007, 61) argues that the coinciding of
the social turn in the contemporary art practices, where artistic practices were
valued by the processes or advanced use of collaborative methods, instead of
physical objects and the growth of immaterial labour, was rarely contested or as-
sessed by Nicolas Bourriaud and others. As much as artistic practice had moved
away from transgression and confrontation, the more affect had begun to play
a significant part, but often in very much non-critical terms. It was only later,
after the new millennium, when affect or relationality were regarded with more
rigour that there was a significant link with immaterial labour, that is neoliberal
economy and immanent capitalism and artistic practice - from performance
art practice to socially engaged practices. In any artistic practice or immaterial
labour, relations between subjectivity, affective capacity and skilful actualization
of potentialities have a key-function. Affects are not the potentiality, but a rela-
tion between the potentiality and subjectivities, and as such are manageable by
the biopolitics of the neoliberal economy and immanent capitalism. Affects and
relationality are significant in the body practice of Franko B., or with the social-
ly engaged practices of Jeremy Deller, to name a few. So my research does not

aim to dichotomize any forms of artistic practice, but regards artistic practice

6 See, for instance, Grant Kester, Conversation Pieces (2004) or Relational Aesthetics (1998/2002) by
Nicolas Bourriaud.
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as a more general form of production in the context of immanent capitalism.
This may be called a change from the production of experiences in industrial
capitalism and consumerism to the continuous process of the modulation of life,
where biopolitical management produces, first and foremost, a capital relation
as intensity (Lazzarato 1996, 138).

Still, in the mid-1990s performance practice was often valued by its potential
transgressive force. A terminology we can locate in regard to these practices
was the often polarized phenomenology of inside and outside, external and in-
ternal or presence and absence. Through these borders, it is correct to name
this introduction in terms of infection or contamination, to define the corporeal
process of getting ‘in touch’ with the transgressive performance art practices -
either from live contact or books, but never at that time by YouTube or Vimeo,
nor Amazon or Google. Contagion does not take place according to choice. I
can recall that one of the initial contagions was a slim publication Taidehalli 85,
Performance 85 (1985), which I came into contact with in the library while I was
studying at the art school in my home town of Hyvink#4 in 1989 - although I
am not sure whether the contagion happened a few years later at the Lahti Art
Institute. I cannot remember having any analytical thoughts while leafing through
that book, but only that I was being affected by the aesthetic impressions of the
various imagery in the book, and that I had great difficulties in comprehending
the post-modern jargon of the authors. The infection was aesthetic. Performance
art was a contagion, which fused together some underground post-punk fluids
with the resistance against established art practices. It was improvisation in
the sense that Ranciére defines it, creating an impromptu stage, without asking
permission (Hallward 2006, 111). Performance art had an effect as a subculture
like punk or post-punk in the early 1980s. It had the decidedly antagonistic and
avant-gardist ethos elucidated by James Chance, a leading figure of the New York
City no wave band The Contortions, when he inversely declared his contamina-

tion with revolt in that unholy matrimony with art stating:

Art? I hate art. It makes me sick. My whole idea is anti-art. And as for
SoHo, it should be blown off the fucking map, along with all its artsy
assholes [...] In New York they just sit and stare at you [...] New York
people are such assholes - so cool and blasé. They think they can sit
and listen to anything and it won’t affect them. So I decided I just had
to go beyond music, and physically assault them. (Gendron 2002, 282)
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It was this notion of getting sick from the contamination of art, rather than
searching for an immediate antibody for the growing illness, which led to more
or less intuitive experimentations in performance art practices by myself”. In
the 1990s performance art was not on the curriculum at the Lahti Art Institute,
but was part of the time-based and media art studies, taught by Andy Best
and Merja Puustinen. On one occasion there was an excursion with the artists
from the MUU Organization and Lahti Art Institute students to perform at the
Jutempus organization in Vilnius in 1993. This had a significant impact on my
practice, since it was the first time that I was able to meet colleagues, collaborate
and witness performance art by significant figures of that time such as Irma
Optimisti, Teemu M#ki, Ilkka Sariola, Tuukka Luukas, Jouni Partanen, Elina
Hartzell and Riikka Jokiaho. I came to understand that the performance art
practitioners created an affective community not unlike those in the punk or
other sub-cultures. Their pedagogy was structured around imitation and con-
tamination based on experiential knowledge. New members were not invited
to join these coded communities, but were initiated through particular ‘rites’,
where they had to perform to be included. However, in such a loose organization
each member may feel unsure if he or she is part of the subculture community
or still considered as an outsider or part of the mainstream?®. To conclude, it
was necessary to become infected and keep being contaminated with affective,
sensual and conceptual entities in order to continue a practice. However, it was
only during my short period of study at the Poznan Art Academy in Poland
(1995-96) under the tuition of Jarostaw Kozlowski and Jan Berdyszak that I
began to become critical of contamination, which easily results in reactionary
expressions presented to similarly guarded minds, as it is in the subcultures.
Without formal or conceptual rigour, a performance practice has no value out-
side this rather limited circle, which leads to sub-culture elitism or even tribal
archaisms. Moreover, to reach for ‘bigger audiences’ does not automatically

mean that art practice has become mainstream, and later on, while studying

7 In the 1990s no performance art was taught in Finland. Moreover, it was considered to be a field
which ’could not be taught’ - an indication of master-apprentice hands-on pedagogy.

8 In contrast with the classic reading of the subcultures presented by Dick Hebdige as noise or inter-
ference (1979, 90), Sarah Thornton (1995, 87-115), David Muggleton and Rupert Weinzierl (2003)
among others emphasize the role of media playing a role in the construction of the subculture. In the
contemporary forms of subculture ‘life narratives’ are often forms of a predictable future, the repe-
tition of a popular formula, where such subcultures have become expressions of subjectivity readily
available to anyone from the virtual supermarket. Subcultures defend their demarcation lines from
the mainstream as subcultural capital.
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at the Rijksakademie van Beeldende Kunsten in Amsterdam (1999-2000), I felt
that the need for more substantial methods of practice had become even more
imminent. At the turn of the millennium the transgressive strategies appeared
to have become anachronistic, while collaboration, innovation and relational
capacities were highly valued as paths to new realms of creative production.
However, what it implicitly meant was that the gas of neoliberal capitalism had
crept into every cavity of life, too. The changes in artistic production reflected

the more general transformation of labour in the capitalist context.
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CHAPTER1

From Practice to Practice
as Research

In March 2006 I saw a performance by Jyri Pitkénen at the PAIRO1 performance
art event in Lahti, where I was performing with Karolina Kucia. Erkki Pirtola
(2006, n.p.), a master archivist of Finnish underground and outsider art, descri-
bed Pitkénen’s performance in the following way:

Perfo-events are good in the sense that the performances make me
surprised at how different they are. The forms of performance are usu-
ally very simple. They might resemble vernacular games or everyday
actions [...] Jyri Pitkéinen was wrapped as a plastic mummy, and I heard
crying that broke down into suppressed laughter. A young girl went
and left a red and yellow bouquet of roses under this human statue.

[translation mine]’

Not that this performance was anything out of the ordinary, but it nevertheless
was able to make me agitated. I was not sure what my role was as a member of
the audience. How should I react or what should I think about the performance,
which was highly personal, and at the same time crudely formal? It was a typi-
cal performance in a style where the form of performance alludes to sincerity

or authenticity, yet there seems to be no admitted connection with emotion

9 "Perfo-tilaisuudet ovat siitd hyvig, etté esitykset yllattavit erilaisuudellaan. Esitysmuodot ovat
yleensé hyvin yksinkertaisia. Ne saattavat muistuttaa kansanleikkeji tai jokapéivéisié toimintoja.
[...] Jyri Pitkénen oli kddritty muovimuumioksi ja kuului itkua, joka katkeili tukahtuneeksi nauruksi.
Nuori tytto kivi asettamassa punakeltaisen ruusukimpun ihmispatsaan juurelle" (Pirtola 2006, n.p.).
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or affects. To witness such performance we might often feel as if we had been
punched in the face, which, I believe, is intentional, yet I started to question why
it was so. I knew that the performer’s father had just died and, while watching
his distorted figure wrapped in foil in a contorted form, I could see that he was
suffering. I asked myself whether I was supposed to act or whether I should
just reflect upon this contorted form. It brought to mind the self-proclaimed
pope of body art, Marina Abramovic (2013, n.p.), when she described her early
performance, Rhythm 0 (1974), as one of the “most extreme pieces [...] where I
really pushed my body to the limits.” In this performance she had given permis-
sion to the audience to do with her body whatever they wished to do. Words like
‘challenging’, ‘hard-core’, ‘extreme’ or ‘scary’ are evoked by Abramovi¢’s work
or by Pitkénen’s performance, as well. However, these kinds of performance do
make me feel upset and agitated.

Moreover, I feel uneasy when artists such as Abramovi¢ or many others
have turned their practice into a ‘legacy’ or into an institution fitted in the era
of immaterial and affective labour, where other products of the industrial era
had similarly been turned into institutions or legacies', as well. In spite of that,
it was this perturbation which led me to consider more thoroughly what was
happening, or how it could be researched. What had changed from the early 1990s
to the mid-2000s that what once was regarded as challenging or authentic now
seemed to have become an assorted medium of circus tricks and the simulation
of authenticity? What had happened in the live practice, so that it had started
to resemble a subculture institution? It was not only Abramovi¢ who had been
moulding herself slowly into an institute, but the whole practice of performance
art grounded on dichotomies of body-mind; presence-absence has been turned
into a colossal institution. In Pitk&nen’s performance it was not unbearable loss
that I was confronted with, but the unbearable contortion of a form. Performance
art had started to exist as a caricature of itself.

Following these perturbed emotions I started to write a draft for the Professor
of Performance Art and Theory, Annette Arlander, for the Theatre Academy in
Helsinki. I drafted a plan for an inquiry into what I had witnessed that so much
perturbed me. My intention was to exemplify a research question in relation
to my artistic practice and in autumn 2007 I had created a nest of concepts to

start with my doctoral research. These concepts were meant to be thematical

10 How poignant it is that Abramovi¢ has entitled the website of the Marina Abramovi¢ Institute as
www.immaterial.org.


http://www.immaterial.org
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conceptualizations for the artistic works as well as reflections upon them. These
concepts were the following: 1) Border (or contour) 2) Imaginary, 3) Audience,
4) Gender, 5) Filth, 6) Body/Psyche, and 7) Evil. A theoretical starting point for
the research was based on the critique of psychoanalysis presented by Félix
Guattari and Gilles Deleuze, but also on the pschoanalytical theories of Jacques
Lacan and Julia Kristeva, and the performance analysis presented by Anthony
Howell (1999). My focus was on the relationship between the audience and the
performer. In my plan they were reflected in the context of post-industrialism,
and my aim was purportedly to produce a critique of artistic practice in the
context of neoliberal capitalism. Apart from the seven concepts presented above,
some concepts by Deleuze and Guattari such as flow, becoming, machinic and
assemblage were juxtaposed with them. A central argument at that time was
that performance - or artistic production in general - is a factory, instead of a
theatre or stage'. I considered performance to be a territory to be occupied
with discursive or representative acts. In my draft this territory was defined as
feminine, where the role of the audience was not the one of pure gaze, but impure
and confusing - following Lacan and Howell. The audience represents the Other
for the Imaginary™ of the performer, similar to Lacan's (1998, 118) concept of
fascinum, the evil eye.

Howell (1999, 45) appropriates this concept in such a way that the gaze arrests
the movement of the performer, actor or dancer. Following this, the stage or the
territory of performance is in a state of confrontation or even in open conflict.
Therefore, my initial interest in research was on the production of conflict and
antagonism through artistic practice, or that an artist would use constraints in
order to formulate a work of art. It was Howell who, by using psychoanalytic
apparatus, provided three basic concepts for the analysis or the performance,
which were these: stillness, repetition and inconsistency. In addition, my artic-

ulation of the research question was based on the bipolarities between purity

11 “The unconscious ceases to be what it is - a factory, a workshop - to become a theater, a scene and
its staging. And not even an avant-garde theater, such as existed in Freud’s day (Wedekind), but the
classical theater, the classical order of representation. The psychoanalyst becomes a director for a
private theater, rather than the engineer or mechanic who sets up units of production, and grapples
with collective agents of production and antiproduction. Psychoanalysis is like the Russian Revolu-
tion; we don’t know when it started going bad" (Deleuze and Guattari 2003, 55).

12 For Lacanian psychoanalytic theory, Imaginary defines a realm of conscious and unconscious
images, which is not simply antagonistic to Real. Where Imaginary represents ego, Symbolic rep-
resents the Other. Symbolic is the sphere of signification, in contradiction to the subject’s ego and
self-image on the Imaginary. Real should not be confused with reality. It serves as a link between
the Imaginary and Symbolic.
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and impurity, ritual and transgression, or presence and absence. From these
mildly archaic settings a task for the performer was to transgress through the
imaginary ‘fourth wall’ between the audience and the performer. In retrospect,
such a performance may be a very efficient tool for analysis or critique of a
subject but, to my mind, it would be very difficult if not impossible to produce a
difference, due to the disjunction with the immanent lack or austerity (manque)
residing in the structure of Real-Symbolic-Imaginary (RSI). The idea of such
primal territory leads to immediate juxtapositions between the desires of the
members of audience and the performer, consequently leading to insult, aggres-
sion, or transgression and - in the context of immaterial labour and modern
biopolitics - to cynicism, exhaustion and depression. Following the concepts of
Lacan and Kristeva, the only option for me at that moment was to rely on the
Imaginary role of the audience for the performer, as representing the ‘evil eye’,
and to confront it. The territorial stage of performance leads to fear and anxiety
based on the Imaginary position.

In a paper entitled “Fascinance and Fascinum: Multitude between Evil Eye
and Creation” (2008b) I defined this situation in the following way:

I am looking at the audience, but I am being looked at by the gaze from
the audience, but on the level of imaginary. As a performer, I become
a picture. It may feel like being on the tightrope, creating a constant
but unconscious tension, which the audience is not aware of. Yet, this
tension on the performance might lead to almost psychotic behaviour
by the performer, which in turn for the members of the audience builds
a feeling of hostility and uncertainty: as if looking at the performer
being behind a glass. Following Lacan, in fact it is so for the performer,
for whom the audience plays as the representative of the gaze, but on
the level of Imaginary. The performer freezes under the gaze, and slips
into the realm of Imaginary, maybe even into psychotic behaviour or

psychosis.

Here, performance is a kind of ritual site for purification, where dirt becomes filth
or abject. This had been the intuitive setting for some of the early performances
of mine, such as Sex Circulation (1999) or Escape (1999) presented in Amsterdam,
where I inserted acupuncture needles into the meridian of sexual energy, signi-
fied with the names of my sexual partners, or where I was locked in my studio

at the Rijksakademie for five days, without anyone being aware of it. I fasted on
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bread and water while spending my time writing on the walls and making lists
or drawings. Both performances manifested an inquiry for liminality or trans-
gression as transcendence. Thus, at the beginning of my artistic research, this
"monastic’ and psychic apparatus prevailed - not unlike most body art practices
akin to Ulay’s and Abramovi¢’s performances. However, after the first artistic
work in the research Loop Variations in 2008, I started to diverge from this
dichotomy and presupposition into more constructed and dynamic subjectivity.

Starting from the autumn of 2007 I was very much involved with a research
group, “mollecular organization”, which studied the functions of semio-capitalism
in the present context. Mollecular organization aimed to develop soft technologies
of co-operation, tools for building the impossible communities of abstract work
and its performers. We aimed to innovate expressive support for the diverse
enunciations. This group functioned from 2007 until 2012, when it transformed
itself into Future Art Base. It was an offspring of the group of social, political and
economic theorists” where mollecular convened around Félix Guattari’s texts
and, later on, the more recent writings of the Israeli artist and psychoanalyst
Bracha L. Ettinger. This heterogeneous platform investigated the possibilities of
collaboration and organization between the arts and theory, where the members
involved came from various backgrounds in artistic practices" and theoretical
inquiries®. We collaborated both with theorists such as Ettinger, Franco ‘Bifo’
Berardi, Gary Genosko, Erin Manning and Brian Massumi and with experimental
artistic collectives such as the Performance Art Forum in France initiated by Jan
Ritsema, the Ueinzz theatre group in Sao Paulo with Peter Pal Pelbart or Presque
Ruines with the film-makers Graeme Thompson and Silvia Maglioni in France.
Apart from the seminars and workshops, mollecular organization translated
books into Finnish, curated exhibitions and produced art projects'®. As such,
this organization had a crucial impact on my research inquiry and diverted it
from the above-mentioned apparatus into the inquiry of the ontology of subject,
collectivity and organization.

From the point of view of an assemblage - a particular consistency of time,

space, people, matter, objects, abstract machines, concrete machines, values and

13 Akseli Virtanen, Jussi Viahédmiiki, Eetu Viren, Mikko Jakonen, Sakari Hinninen, Leena Aholainen,
Pekka Piironen and Klaus Harju.

14 Heidi Fast, Karolina Kucia, Elina Latva, Kari Yli-Annala and Ana Fradique from the visual and
performing arts.

15 Virtanen, Jakonen, Katve-Kaisa Kontturi and Ilona Hongisto from art history and feminist studies.

16 See more: www.mollecular.org
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potentialities — the question of territory or transgression in performance is put
in an altogether different light. From this point of view, performance practice
is a site for production and not of analysis or healing - furthermore, it is not
a scene of lack or austerity (manque). There is nothing missing or hidden and
so performance always produces something. Assemblage creates consistency
including abstract or concrete machines and different semiotic systems. It is
a mobile construction, which is not a group, but a "collection of heterogeneous
(mixed) components from which subjectification is created, components that
engage in a variety of semiotic and machinic processes of enunciation [...] that
are collective and neither human nor molar essences,” where desiring machines
and their connections play a significant part (Young, Genosko and Watson 2013,
34). Machinic is what ties the desiring subject to the structure, and the collective
within the subject. Guattari (1984, 114) writes in “Machine and Structure”, that

The voice, as speech machine, is the basis and determinant of the struc-
tural order of language, and not the other way round. The individual, in
his bodiliness, accepts the consequences of the interaction of signifying
chains of all kinds, which cut across and tear him apart. The human

being is caught where the machine and the structure meet.

In the state of the event of performance, where a performing subjectivity expe-
riences the situation so differently from the everyday, there is a sense of dis-
location, intensity and lack of significant direction. I would consider this as a
performance in the machinic consciousness or the performance of the machinic
itself, instead of the articulation of resistance™ However, machinic appears not
through representations or signified meanings. It is not that I would recognize
spots of a-signified ruptures of meaning, but that I may recognize the machinic
itself in its heterogeneity. I do not say there would be any possibility to perceive
this in totality, but rather that the machinic itself is perceived in the performance

17 “The essence of the machine is precisely this function of detaching a signifier as a representative, as a
‘differentiator’, as a causal break, different in kind from the structurally established order of things. It
is this operation that binds the machine both to the desiring subject and to its status as the basis of the
various structural orders corresponding to it. The machine, as a repetition of the particular, is a mode -
perhaps indeed the only possible mode - of univocal representation of the various forms of subjectivity in
the order of generality on the individual or the collective plane. [...] The voice, as a speech machine, is the
basis and determinant of the structural order of language, and not the other way round. The individual,
in his bodiliness, accepts the consequences of the interaction of signifying chains of all kinds which cut
across and tear him apart. The human being is caught where the machine and the structure meet" (ibid.).
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affectively or as a ‘construct’. The performance is a terrain where the subject
deterritorializes, where the subjectivity is both produced and effaced - the sub-
jectivity in the making.

My argument today is that a performance - or any artistic or theoretical
practice - is not an enclosed territory where the presence of an audience has the
servile role of a malevolent or beneficial projection screen for the imaginary con-
structions of a performing subject. This is already an altogether different position
from what is often set for the performance, where the performer is regarded as
servile, and the audience as the receiver of immaterial products. However, from
the point of view of an assemblage, the audience also has another function than
a receiving customer. Performance is as an assemblage with a particular set of
functions that define its intensive connections with interiority and exteriority, mo-
lar and molecular. There is no curative function in performance as an assemblage,
performance as schizoproduction. It is not a site for a single line of escape (ligne
de fuite), but performance needs to obtain a certain consistency. This consist-
ency needs to be comprehended and articulated, where the consistency of each
assemblage does not function through borders, exclusion or inclusion. From this
point of view, a transgressive performance relies on a ‘transcendental’ function of
a ‘sovereign’ or ‘capitalist’ or, to put it in another way, performance produces by
itself the ‘evil eye’ of the despot, through which the exceptions, scapegoats and
abnormalities are counter-produced®. Transgressive practices have a desiring
machine function for such despotic, imperial and sovereign powers, and so they

modulate the consistency of the assemblage, as well.

The artist may use research tools for solving a problem, but this is not yet ar-
tistic research. Artistic work and processes produce knowledge, which cannot
be directly interpreted or transmitted into discursive knowledge. The artistic
process in itself produces knowledge on its own terms, and so there is a need to
articulate the methods and devices for artistic research and these methods and

18 “The goat’s anus stands opposite the face of the despot or god. Anything that threatens to put the
system to flight will be killed or put to flight itself. Anything that exceeds the excess of the signifier
or passes beneath it will be marked with a negative value. Your only choice will be between a goat’s
ass and the face of the god, between sorcerers and priests. The complete system, then, consists of
the paranoid face or body of the despot-god in the signifying center of the temple; [...] the faceless,
depressive scapegoat emanating from the center, chosen, treated, and adorned by the priests,
cutting across the circles in its headlong flight into the desert" (Deleuze and Guattari 2005, 116).
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findings in their own right. In his introductory text to a recent book, Practice
as Research in The Arts, Robin Nelson (2013, 8-9) defined Practice as Research
(PaR) as involving “a research project in which practice is a key method of inqui-
ry” and stated that “proposed inquiry necessarily entailed practical knowledge
which might primarily be demonstrated in practice.” He also distinguished PaR
from practice-led-research and practice-based research, which “draws from,
or is about, practice but which is articulated in traditional word-based forms
(books or articles)” (op.cit., 10). For Nelson and Brad Haseman (2006, 4), there
is a primacy in practice, where the practice is not “an optional extra; it is the
necessary pre-condition of engagement in performative research,” and it is a
multi-method led by practice. For Haseman, “performative research represents
a move which holds that practice is the principal research activity - rather than
only the practice of performance - and sees the material outcomes of practice
as all-important representations of research findings in their own right" (op.cit.,
5). In either case, PaR, Performative Research and Artistic research have their
primacy on practice, and not only qualitative or quantitative methods; where
the practice produces knowledge, which need not be verified by other means.
What is at stake here is the relation between practice and theory, perfor-
mance practice and performance theory, or between schizoproduction and the
theory of schizoanalysis presented by Guattari. This research at hand is about
these relationships between theory and practice. In my view it is a performance
art, which contributes to the knowledge on theory, whence it is practice-based
research; it is about gathering knowledge about the practice of performance itself,
whence it is practice-led research. However, my research does not fit Haseman’s
proposal properly, where “practice is the principal research activity,” (op.cit., 7)
due to the fact that the theoretical findings, arguments and postulations play a big
part in my research as a whole, as I have stated earlier that practice is philosophy,
as much as capitalism is philosophical arrangement. Then, on the other hand,
for Barbara Bolt (2007, 30) practice has primacy, because “we come to know the
world theoretically only after we have come to understand it through handling.”
Her argument on handling® is based on Heidegger’s articulation of praxis, when

19 Handling, Umgang, which in Heidegger refers to tool, Zeuge, or things in the middle, useful for some-
thing. In Heidegger’s examples they are tangible objects such as axes, hammers or door handles.
Emmanuel Levinas (1996, 19-20) writes on the handlability of Heidegger: "Tools are thus objects
that Dasein reveals by a given mode of its existence-handling. Tools are not then simply 'things.’
Handling is in some way the affirmation of their being. Handling determines not what tools are but
the manner in which they encounter Dasein, the manner in which they are. The being of tools is
"handlability’ [maniabilité] (Zuhandenheit). And it is precisely because handling does not follow upon
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she writes that “it is not consciousness that forms the basis of our understanding.
Rather, consciousness proceeds from understanding and this understanding is
predicated upon our dealings in the world,” and for her predicament art emerges
from the involvement with “materials, methods, tools and ideas of practice. It
is not just the representation of an already formed idea” (op.cit., 30-21). This
is reflexive practice in its own right, and practice-led research thus should not
have a focus on exegesis of the practice, in other words evaluation of the project,
but towards the process itself (Barrett 2007, 135). Practice, praxical knowledge
and theoretical approaches are intertwined within the milieu and ‘articulation
of collective speech’®. These articulations or arrangements in the processual
practices are in focus presented in this research. Barrett and Bolt argue for the
exegesis instead of explanatory or contextualizing discursive. Exegesis enables a
“shift in thought,” which “involves a reflexive knowing that imbricates and follows
on from handling instead of mastering the rhetorical game of theorizing that
artists do” (Bolt 2007, 30-34). As artists, we are always producing arrangements
as collective, never mind whether they are brought into existence as individuated
statements. The knowledge is both exegetic and emerging enunciation. Deleuze
writes: “In enunciation, in the production of utterances, there is no subject,
but always collective agents; and in what the utterance speaks of, there are no
objects, but machinic states” (Young, Genosko and Watson 2013, 71). There is no
cogito, but what happens with the handling, if handling is, in fact, a conjunctive
or disjunctive machinic relation, and foremost a collective relation. Praxis may
be approached by structural tools of performance theory, but these handlings are

not territorial ‘stages’ as performances, but rhizomatic, expanding and machinic.

arepresentation that handlability is not a simple "presence’ [présencel(Vorhandenheit) on which a
new property is grafted. [...] The tool is efficient in its role, and handlability characterizes its being
’in itself’ [...] function is itself instrumental: the shoe exists in order to be worn, the watch in order
to tell the time. But, on the other hand, the productive function makes use of something in view of
something else. What is handlable then refers back to materials. We thus discover Nature, forests,
waters, metals, mountains, winds, ete. [...] The totality of referrals which constitute the tool’s being
leads us thus well above the very narrow sphere of usual objects that surround us. Hence, we are,
along with the handling, present in the world, in the ‘world’ in the traditional sense of the term
understood as the totality of things. But an even more precise analysis of handling will reveal to us
the originary phenomenon of the world that Heidegger seeks.”

20  Guattari’s concept of Agencement collectif d’énonciation - which has been alternatively translated
as ‘the articulation of collective speech’ by Brian Holmes (Holmes 2006, 421), ‘collective agents of
utterance’, as being translated by Rosemarie Sheed (Guattari 1984, 43) or ‘collective assemblages of
enunciation’, as being translated by Paul Bains and Julian Pefanis (Guattari 1995, 8-9) - is an ensem-
ble which makes possible the emergence of subjectivity, that is an initial part of the production of
subjectivity. It is the way how subjectivity comes into being as collective, but not exclusively social,
and moreover it is machinic.
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We may eventually not achieve comprehension or understanding of the world
in our processes and practice, yet we may still obtain affective or carnal knowl-
edge, which is not ‘understandable’, and remain to keep a-signified functions?.
In relation to the abstract machines, which we cannot ever ‘handle’ or adhere
to with theoretical comprehension, affects, carnal and a-signified have a place
in production of reality as the world.

For Hazel Smith and Roger T. Dean (2009, 7) the “artwork [...] needs to
contain knowledge which is new and that can be transferred to other contexts,
with little further explanation, elaboration or codification, even if this trans-
feral involves a degree of transformation.” In their argumentation, research
complements the practice-based research, where scholarly research leads to
creative work (ibid.). This mode prevails more in the medical sciences, but is
even more apparent in the visual arts and contemporary art practices, not only
as ‘llustrations of theory’, but as methods of producing new articulations on
artistic practice. Following this, theoretical inquiries are not only justifications
of practice, but interlinked with it, where practice may not be considered prior
or secondary, or the other way around.

Estelle Barrett (2007, 137) employs the term ‘author function’ by Foucault,
saying that the artist may not function without context and discourse; in other
words, he or she occupies a function. The author function has the characteristics
of appropriation, validity, specific operations, a link with the juridical systems and
contextualized discourses (op.cit., 139). In other words, the artist as research-
er locates himself or herself in relation to theory and practice, methodologies,
his or her lived experience and other works to create application of his or her
contributions, possibilities and innovations in specific types of discourse (op.
cit., 140-41). According to Barrett this is a context of emerging enquiry (op.
cit., 143). The impact of artistic research may produce cultural capital, either
in objectified, institutionalized or embodied forms. Embodied cultural capital
includes “creative abilities talents, styles, values and dispositions of individuals
and communities that emerge from, and relate to artistic production and its

deployment [...] community confidence, pride cohesion and sense of identity”

21 The a-signified semiotics came to have an important position in my research after the Guattari
reading group, working at the mollecular organization and through the ”Critique of the Biopolitical
Economy” by Akseli Virtanen (2006, 133-138), where this concept of Guattari is elaborated in rela-
tion to the contemporary economy and biopolitics.
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(op.cit., 8). However, the term cultural capital? outlined by Pierre Bourdieu is
both useful and confusing in the machinic context of semiocapitalism or affec-
tive labour. In order to produce cultural capital in the embodied form, there is a
request for the author function, that is to say a priori produced subjectivity. Yet,
in the context of semiocapitalism a priori subjectivity, or the author function,
is not needed but, instead, only a capacity to produce conjunctions so that a
particular assemblage works. In other words, there is only a need to function in
the collective assemblage of enunciation, that is to say, an axiomatic form. The
process is not only a device for finding a solution for predetermined questions,
or finding a function but, moreover, a capacity for making relations® - affectively,
carnally and discursively.

My aim is to produce a contribution to what we may produce in artistic
practice, which is not seen through singular projects, but in the convergence of
the critique of contemporary biopolitical conditions and productions. What are
the qualities of subjectivity for a performer if these qualities are commensurable
with the state of subjectivity in other particular contexts, such as in contempo-
rary political situations? My research, as it is in the field of performance art and
theory, is deliberately limited on the grounds of performance art practice and
on the concept of performance in the context of capitalism. I am conducting an
articulation of the complexity of an event experienced by performing subjectivity
within the context of machinic collective arrangements. Thus, it is not «a priori
set in the paradigm of aforementioned artistic research, but more in the present
articulation of performance and philosophy or critique of neoliberal biopolitics,

what I have termed “immanent capitalism”.

22 ”Cultural capital can exist in three forms: in the embodied state, i.e., in the form of long-lasting
dispositions of the mind and body; in the objectified state, in the form of cultural goods (pictures,
books, dictionaries, instruments, machines, etc.), which are the trace or realization of theories or
critiques of these theories, problematics, etc.; and in the institutionalized state, a form of objecti-
fication which must be set apart because, as will be seen in the case of educational qualifications,
it confers entirely original properties on the cultural capital which it is presumed to guarantee”
(Bourdieu 1986, 242).

23 In Spinozian terms “affect should be thought as the capacity that a body has to form specific rela-
tions” (Buchanan 1997, 80).
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CHAPTER 2

Performance and the
production of subjectivity

In his book Perform of else, Jon McKenzie (2001, 217-18) refers to the concise
descriptions of performance and performance art practice, which is a mimetic,
restored behaviour using processes of “recursion, self-referentiality, commu-
nication across diverse systems, citational networking,” or [....] it is processual
becoming-something. He distinguishes performative from a performance in that
the latter is a territorialisation of unformed matter - potentialities, virtualities
or a-signified semiosis — while performative is a discursive encoding of these
embodiments (op.cit., 219). Moreover, when performance studies are regarded
as being situated in between the paradigms and to be in itself a liminal practice,
it is also a system. According to such seminal authors of performance theory as
Marvin Carlson, Peggy Phelan, Richard Schechner or McKenzie, performance
art is a reiteration. But, it is production of new, or difference, too, when it is
mostly defined as something ‘porous’, ‘liminoid’ or in-between. It resists conclu-
sions and structures, claims Carlson (2004, 206). It resists, and it is inherently
unstable, writes Schechner (1998, 360). They emphasize the processual and
reiterative nature of both performance art and performance theory, of which
performance art is only a fraction of study. For performance theory, an inquiry
into everyday practices such as play, games, sports and performative arts, was
from the beginning a field “between social anthropology, psychology, semiotics
and the performing arts” (op.cit., 358). For performance studies, any event, ac-
tion, gender, or phenomenon - such as management or organizational strategies
for McKenzie - may be investigated ‘as’ performance. The ‘twice-behaved’ or

‘cooked’ are performances, while if we investigate everyday phenomenon they
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are, according to Schechner, a study of an event or phenomenon as performance.
It is a paradigm or set of spectacles to investigate reality as a multiplicity, but it
has no definite method or a path to follow.

In my attempt of critique, or rather an alternative take on the twenty-first
century performance, organizations and productions, performance theory and
anthropology, they create a pair of structural spectacles, aimed to investigate all the
more deterritorializing productions of the desiring-machine conjunctions or how
these machines cut the flow in order to produce meanings. My approach, therefore,
is a little different, but in the discourse of performance studies I am indebted to
McKenzie’s seminal articulations on machinic, management and organization. A
significant change has taken place since 2001, since the publication of McKenzie’s
book, not only on the socio-political structures, but also on how we have begun to
assess labour, processes, production, subjectivity, governance and performance.
Thus, my attempt is to articulate this period of transformations, and the way in
which it may have affected our view of performance, collaboration and co-operation.

In his short essay “Immanence: A Life” Deleuze (2001, 27) writes how abso-
lute immanence does not depend on an object or belong to a subject; it has no
relation; “it is complete power, complete bliss.” It has no function or bodies, it
is generic life, and it attributes itself to the objects and subjects, whereas it is
itself virtual (op.cit., 30-32). In this way, immanent capitalism is impersonal, a
capital, and not the Capital or the Capitalist. However, my articulation is based
on a different view of immanence as being that of radical immanence presented
by Francois Laruelle, which is critical for Deleuze’s conceptualization. However,
Deleuze’s concept is necessary in regard to the concept of immaterial labour and
cognitive capitalism. To live - and to perform - this immanence needs to be set
in a subjective category, that is to say, a subject is in relation to other subjects
and objects in production. Alain Badiou (2009, 508) writes: “to live is thus an
incorporation into the present under the faithful form of a subject.” However, it is
this life in the world, not the immanence, which in our context is being managed
and controlled by the capital, whilst in earlier periods of time it was under the
control of a despot or a sovereign. In The Grammar of Multitude Paolo Virno (2004,
82-83) writes that a a living body is a substratum of a “faculty, the potential, the
dynamis.” 1t is the life of a body, being a container of these capacities and faculties,
even unrealized potentialities, which leads to biopolitics and the management
of life. It is not individual life, but a generic life, with heterogeneous capacities,

of what immanent capitalism is interested in and manages through biopolitics.
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In the context of post-Fordism - a term Virno uses to define a period where
labour is based more on general human abilities and collaboration than the
bureaucratic organization of labour - work is organized in public spaces as
co-operation. He writes that if in Fordist industrialism even culture industries
such as the cinema or television were serialized and parcelized in refrains, then
post-Fordism is signified by the emphasis on interaction, diversion and language
communication (op.cit., 58-59). The production of commodities or devices does
not disappear, but the role of a labourer becomes more and more dependent on
communication and administration of a process. Whilst in the Fordist period
there was a request to remain silent in the workplace, then in the period of
post-Fordism and immaterial labour, co-operation and language comes to the
foreground (op.cit., 62). It is a move from the monologue of the sovereign to the
collaboration based on relational capacities.

In this context, power and knowledge relations are constitutive, and not ideo-
logical, where the term biopolitics defines these productive relations. Biopolitics
was introduced by Foucault in his Lectures at The College de France 1975-76 (2003)
and in The History of Sexuality Vol. 1 (1978). It is one of the greatest inventions
of bourgeois society from the 18" century, which originated around the concept
of population, “legislation, a discourse, an organisation based on public right,
whose principle of articulation is the social body and the delegative status of
each citizen; and, on the other hand, by a closely linked grid of disciplinary
coercions whose purpose is in fact to assure the cohesion of this same social
body” (Foucault 1980, 104). It is a state control of the biological, not focused on
the discipline of an anatomical body, but on the regulation of a population; the
processes of the population, “the ratio of births to deaths, the rate of repro-
duction, the fertility of the population” (Foucault 2003, 243). Apart from that,
it came to include mechanisms of insurance, pensions, savings, hygiene and
safety. Foucault emphasizes how biopolitics always deals with the population in
the collective, since it is interested in phenomena that come to be effective at
the mass level and they are unpredictable events or events which occur within
a period of time (op.cit., 245-46). Thus, biopolitics plays a significant part in the
society of control, the post-Fordist era of capitalism in that the focus is not on the
methods of individual incarceration or disciplinary techniques, but in the control
and regulation of life and death. Apart from these regulations, biopolitics also
functions with the “technologies of the self, which processes of subjectivization
bring the individual to bind himself to his own identity and consciousness and,

at the same time, to an external power,” writes Giorgio Agamben in Homo Sacer
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(1998, 11). It is these technologies and regulations that biopolitics aims at for
knowledge and normalization. The political use of power has been taken over
or, rather, turned in to be part of the economy, oikonomia or “bare government,
government without any purpose or end other than itself. That is why economy
is the key to the central political questions of our time” (Berardi and Virtanen
2010, 37). In terms of Agamben (2011, 1), the transcendental political theology
is being replaced with the immanent order of oikonomia: the ordering of human
life, and the administration of the house. However, in the era of contemporary
biopolitics, these practices create an “apparatus (dispositif) of knowledge-power
that effectively marks out in reality that which does not exist and legitimately
submits it to the division between true and false” (Foucault 2008, 19).

When a shift from industrialism to immaterial labour has taken place, there
is a transformation needed for governing, the use of biopower and concept of
subjectivity, as well. The form of content (factory or school) and the form of ex-
pression (production or pedagogy) are being transformed respectively (Virtanen
2006, 163). The contemporary capitalist system is not a household but more like
an expanding system of relations, co-operation and administration. However, the
earlier organizational models may survive and they are modulated in such a way
as the political economy as a device of limitation and organization of mercantilism
through industrialism has been modulated into the immaterial labour of global
capitalism. Similarly, insurance, banking and the pension system initiated by the
early capitalists and the concept of rational subject has survived. We do not have
only processual subjectivity at present, but archaic, feudal, pre-capitalist and
industrial ones, too. The model of hard-working, virtuous, sensible, frugal and
governable subjectivity has been modulated from the liberal government in the
present context, and put to work. We do have a liberal discipline and pedagogy
of subjects, in order to nourish abilities of proper conduct and emotion, in order
to produce people with reason and common sense*. Here, a properly educated
subject will follow his interest, which will be in accord with reason and common
sense. After World War II the shift from a liberal to a neo-liberal government was
initiated by the German economic administration in 1948, where economic free-
dom was meant to guarantee for a subject productive interdependence between
the state and the individual (Foucault 2008, 84-85). The role of the state was to

24 Foucault shows how common sense and frugal government was the basis for the political system
developed by the founding fathers of the United States, Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin,
so that ”a virtuous and laborious people could always be ‘cheaply governed’ in a republican system”
(Benjamin in Foucault 2008, 48).
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function as a guarantor of the smooth flow of the market and not to intervene
in the mechanisms, but create the conditions for the market by regulatory and
organizing actions (op.cit., 138). A neoliberal subject is never a misfit or abnormal,
but it is only in transit from inactivity to activity (op.cit., 139). The reason for
neoliberal biopolitics is to organize this framework or context for the collabora-
tion and co-operation of the subject, so that the market economy may function.
Production is the foundation for the management of life?. The life of a subject is
valuable, since it is a substratum of potentialities and capacities. The subject is
not only a physical form of labour power, but his or her capital-ability is bound
together with his or her physical, mental and affective capacities. It is a dynamic
system which does not suppress or exploit, but allows individuals to function
according to their skills and abilities, in co-operation as units of enterprise.

Artistic practice follows the same paradigm shift from the liberal and moral
inquiries to the dynamic system of the willingly chosen position of an agent,
whose aim it is to utilize his or her assets. Neoliberal competitiveness has be-
come so obvious that it is taken as a given or natural fact. As such, contemporary
biopolitics functions with the artistic practice and processes, as well. The most
problematic appearance of this situation appears to be when these assets are
being confused to resemble some archaic systems of master and apprentice or
shared ownership. The neoliberal biopolitical management has penetrated every
inch of our subjectivity, and thus it should not be confused with a primordial
system of exchange or production, simply because of a differentiated production
of subjectivity. Then, where is the potential resistance in such a destitute state
if capitalism is immanent? It is subjectivity, which is not entirely impermeable
in the process of artistic practice - and in relation to activity and intellect or, in
