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Aisling Marks

A Problematic Introduction

A few weeks ago | met a woman who looked like an exaggerated version of my
mother. All of the harsh, sharp features, her deep-set blue eyes and severe slash of
a mouth, were stretched across a gaunt bone structure that extended far beyond
itself, accumulating towards a fixed point in space where all particularities met in the
blunt nodule at the termination of her nose. This central point of her face suggested
its own gravitational pull. She walked with an air that could easily confuse dour
grace with the calm confidence of the egoist. She altogether had the sensibility of an
aristocratic eighteenth century Parisian Madame.

It isn’t wholly accurate to say that | met this woman, as | don’t recall us being
formally introduced. We clashed in the corridor after a talk on the philosophy of art,
in particular on the question of the end of contemporary art, a sort of awkward
rehashing of the Entkunstung [the end of art] conceptualised by philosopher Theodor
W. Adorno on the dissolving forms of cultural production, where media and art
contaminate one another. The talk was predictably delivered by European white
male philosophers who tossed around the age old question, “what is art?”, wheeling
out the usual ghosts from history to inform, validate or pivot upon their respective
positions: “For Hegel, art is the sensible form of the idea!”; “For Heidegger, art
functions as truth!”; “For Adorno, art is a counter-position to society!”; “In the Soviet
Union, art was a machine of subjectivation; it participated in the project of becoming
subject!”, etc. It was one of the public lectures presented at the week-long gathering
in MUlheim, a sleepy German town close to DUsseldorf; Learning Plays - A School of
Schools, was its name. Participating in this temporary art-space gathered a cohort of
artists, art teachers and scholars, curators, students, actors, performers and other
figures variously associated with their ‘art scenes’ from around the world.

As the lecture hall emptied out, the woman who struck an unbearable likeness
to my mother turned to face me and announced her hatred for the discussion just
witnessed, as if it left a foul-tasting residue that needed quickly to be expunged.

Her defence: The question of art’s ontology - what it is and what it could become
— is futile and irrelevant, especially for artists. This over-worn, tattered and worn-
out strand of philosophical speculation hampers the artist’s ability to create. (She
stiffened as she spoke but allowed her hands to waft freely to the sound of her
speech.) At the time | remember conflating her dismissive attitude with a distinctly



‘anti-intellectual’ stance frequently adopted by my mother with rolling eyes and
folded arms, a stance against the very idea of analytic thought, expended with an
attitude of indifference, an attitude committed to non-commitment. Timidly, as she
towered over me with her suspicious nostrils, | went to rebut her though without
much skill (timidly because the resemblance to my mother was by now inspiring both
fear and admiration, becoming increasingly uncontrollable at each further sight).
Before buckling at the knees | tried, at the very least, to maintain that as an artist,
theorist or critic the question of what art is remains important and valid.

Aside from the fact that | have mother issues, there is this: whenever there is
a crisis of art it is usually around the problem of definition up against a rapidly
changing current in whose reflection art struggles to recognise itself. Shifting
spaces of value, matter, materiality and production feed into the next phases of
crisis and crippled renewal. Problems of these kinds are then addressed through
art, criticism and institutional validation. The crisis of contemporary art - and of
course contemporary performance is crucial in this - is its synchronisation with
the liquid, affective, immaterial, cognitive capitalism that exploits subjectivity,
experience and situations. While the artist plays critic and critic plays artist, the art
institution invites critical positions as long as the risk it poses isn’t strong enough to
imbalance its grip on the experience and knowledge economy. It is easy to wonder
about risk. What sort of risk do art workers take nowadays? Art no longer occupies
an ‘autonomous’, mythical or mysterious space somehow separated from the social
division of labour; it is now “formally subsumed under capital” (Marx) and so Art
and Industry wear bejewelled, nuptial crowns while their servants - the art workers
(artists, assistants, critics, researchers, cleaners, technicians, administrators,
curators, café staff, project managers, producers, runners, directors, interns,
volunteers) — labour for, with and against the wage.

When Susan Sontag, in her collection of essays, Against Interpretation (1961),
wrote that “Art today is a new kind of instrument, an instrument for modifying
consciousness and organizing new modes of sensibility...” she spoke to an attitude
that placed art as an intensifier of life, responsible for inspiring different currents
of human perception. Art is still trying to do this. But art is also doing something
else. Could it be that art today, where it is not instantaneously dissolving into
culture industry, is attempting to reassert or reclaim the lifeblood of this space?
The instrument of art, to use Sontag’s words, nowadays could viably be seen as one
of organisation, critique and world-building. (Could it even be revolution-building?
Where is the space of art here?) Performance, notably the experimental European
performing arts, while synchronous with the present mode of capitalism in their
circulation, orchestration and delivery, have for a while been recognised as the
champions of an integrated theory and practice that displaces emphasis from an
object and towards a pre-meditated or spontaneous flow of actions, movements or
moments. This is not new. But | would like to wonder how this mode of production,
before its inevitable exhaustion, can be used as potential for when ‘sensibility’



can be politicised, namely, in practical and preparatory terms, as interactions and
relations, one could say, in order to reshape ourselves and each other against the
logic of a subsumed art-industrial-complex. However, | would not here revert to
exulting a display-oriented culture whereby processes abides by the same industrial
logic (process-as-product still capitulates to the same value form). Rather, in the
space of art it could be afforded that one can find cracks to dip one’s toes into the
undercurrents of counter-building and counter-organising.

This is a book about ‘the problematic’, which can be characterised here:
the posing of problems as a method of being critical at a time of criticality’s
enmeshment in crisis, its impotency and its disintegration. When ‘collaboration’
seems to be the buzz-word for salvaging a culture of individualism, we can respond
by problematising forms of collaborative activity (Critical Practice/ this book) when
it takes place in the space of art. Why congeal hours of conversation and hours of
writing into an assembled and curated book? Is that the best we can do?

And so we ask: what is Critical Practice? What is it theoretically and what is
it actually? The writers filling the pages of this collaborative book have over the
past 16 months been brought together from Bulgaria, Belguim, Holland, Slovenia,
Sweden, Israel, Germany, Hungary and Britain to assemble in Belgrade, Skopje and
Amsterdam. We are all engaged with artistic production from across geo-political
zones, and shared space for a set length of time to actively question why critical
practice matters in the space of art and to re-articulate modes of working together.
Readers will discover that the texts are presented dialogically - to encourage
dialogue - on topics that regardless of the writers’ intentions bring together art and
politics, for these are the overarching concepts, practices and relations that also
internally constitute the conditions for this work, determined by the social practices
and institutions of a culturally nomadic, politically volatile and hostile EU. Our
societies produce poverty in a world of plenty. Freedom for art implies the slavery of
artists to industry, where ‘art professionals’ navigate mazes of bureaucracy, where
carefree movement across borders is a privilege for some, and an exception for those
millions displaced who make it out alive. These are the times we're living in.

And we must talk about time. Ecstatic time (non-linear, dilated, dialectical,
dissolved into experience) strangulated by capitalist time (compartmentalised,
constant, dominating, structured) struggles towards a time when people can be free
to do what they want, self-governed by their own inner needs and desires, rather
than by external coercive influences. In our “free time” we try to deliver moments of
self-nourishment, in other words, towards the activities and practices we choose in
order to reproduce a semblance of a life authentically lived.

And so when one is gifted with time, the question must then be asked: what would
| do with it? Between the time of the present and the time not yet lived, there are
preparations to be made. How can we begin to define critical practice if not through
this lens? To critically practice a form of collective cooperation as resistance to
capital, against politically brutal circumstances, we could try embodying principles of



reflexivity and accountability into our daily lives, as practical symbols of a meaningful
future at a time when we have to learn of a social world that doesn’t yet exist.

Without becoming an apologist for the EU, it was with funds endowed from the
pockets of the EU’s Cultural Ministry that aided our capacities to spend time together
throughout the year to re-think, re-imagine and re-invigorate over again in an era
where the necessity of doing so must be seized by art as well as by politics. | do not
mean to suggest a crude form of ‘artivist’, or otherwise ‘socially engaged’ art that
never amounts to more than shocking the public with the real at best and short-lived
validations of policy at worst. Rather, | am advocating an art that is oppositional,
transformative and challenging. Challenging established assumptions allows for
building unprecedented and unpredictable ways of navigating complex social and
political life. To live with vulnerability, to be constantly questioning - problematising
- established values is where art sees itself allied to social movements and not
as a substitute for political activity. Working in the realm of the symbolic can be
reorganised as political activity if it adopts a critique of its present and actual form
of producing value, and with it, a persistent speculation on its potential for grounding
new forms of production; of overcoming capitalism through resistance to dominating
structures of work and oppression. To overturn there is first the necessity to build an
alternative set of value relations. A radical re-organisation of labour presupposes the
transformation of value necessary to set sights upon its abolition.

We have to make preparations — with critical pedagogy and play, intimacy and
movement, consciousness and critique, art and work, organisation - together. If
the space of art is not to collapse into a vanity-project then it can be a space of
refuge and action for where politics can be re-imagined, where scattered individuals
can temporarily come together to find commonalities and differences, meeting
in conditions set aside from ordinary daily life to experiment with the possible. It
resonates with the Lefebvrian notion of festival, a momentary seizure of time and
space for the unashamed playing out of subjectivities in their formation towards
a collective state of consideration. These temporary ‘communities’ are formed
where experiments of art and critical pedagogy can raise questions rather than
give answers. As spaces constantly in movement, they inevitably contain traces of
contradiction that creep “inside” and slowly become integrated, problems demanding
to be teased out. Removed from everyday life, the relationships formed within must
also be problematised.

In Dance to No Ideals, Livia Andrea Piazza and Shir Hacham ask of the critical
and political potentials of irony through revisiting a performance of Willy Prager
and Sonia Pregrad called Sequel for the Future / a dance in 2043 / a dance in 2044.
The performance loads a demanding question on to its audience - “what the
fuck is contemporary dance?” — fusing absurdist humour with banalities of the
institutionalised dance world. Our authors argue that irony functions as a crucial
moment of suspension to open a gap in an art form dominated by discipline.



Ana Schnabl and Ida Daniel are provoked by Streamlined, a performance by
Serbian artist Igor Koruga presented at Skopje’s Lokomotiva Festival in 2015. Koruga
presents an image of the young artist who works in choreography in a cultural
scene that demands an unrelenting “labour of the self”, where self-exploitation and
underpayment seem to cast a fair deal for relative autonomy. As Koruga questions
the complicity of artists to a system that coerces precarious labour, Ida Daniel
reflects on the aspects of sharing space with this live performative installation,
whereas Ana Schnabl in Cyncism - A False Entry, asks “what does the cynical position
in art produce?”, encouraging our attention towards the alliance of art and cynicism
in the present political context.

Stina Nyberg reaches into herself to confess the profound emptiness of
contemporary artistic life in Sick Management. Taking an axe to the regime of
creativity and work, she takes us into the daily life of a state-funded choreographer
and asks whether we can reclaim creativity without negotiating our valuable
free time. Meanwhile, Kristéf Farkas wonders about the circumstances affecting
creativity; is it oddly pleasurable, or not?

In The (Artistic) privilege of Public Speech?, Ida Daniel recalls her fascination
with a choreography she saw as part of the German Dance Platform in Frankfurt,
which prompted an interview with its co-author and Critical Practice mentor, Ana
Vujanovic. In asking about her practice, they delve into the notion of critical practice
and the controversy of the performance On Trial Together.

Then featured is Ana Vujanovic¢ in conversation with choreographer and
performance artist Marten Spangberg, who talks Spdngbergianism, the price of
problems and thinks about the critical potential and power of poeisis over and above
cynicism.

Stina Nyberg then takes an ironic approach to festivalisation in At The Festival,
reflecting on her experiences in Belgrade and Skopje with the Critical Practice
crew, and Bojana Cveji¢ takes us back to the question at hand with a paper on “the
choreographic method of problems” in contemporary theatre and dance, specifically
addressing the regime of representation.

The themes that pervade this book come back again and again to the issue of
work, of precarious artists’ work in neoliberal capitalism. We therefore return to
labour, time and power as the unholy trinity for all activity. Is this what it means to
do critical practice? (and let’s say our practice is art.) We may not make the art but
we facilitate the dialogue, the conversation and the implicit openness of a form. We
view ourselves and others as situated in the world and with valid experiences. We
come to know ourselves through others. From the collapse of collective responsibility
a common approach can emerge. This book was put together with little time. | hope
that it gives you something of us.






CIYNICISM:
A FALSE ENTLRY NIR0

Before we delve into Sloterdijk®s analysis of cynical reason. itis
important to mention that he does not give an account of what
cynicism, or, falsely enlightened consciousness. might produce
in the context of art.nor does he examine what cynicism in that
context might be. 1 aim to continue his analysis by applying the
theoretical tools he develops onto Streamlined. a performance
conceptualised and performed by Igor Koruga.

Sloterdiiks proiect focuses on — with Kant’s words — the daily
usage of reason as it is converted in the contexts of the military.
power or leadership and in the context of knowledege (knowledge
production). The problem that is mainly discussed is the modern
cynical consciousness in relation to now helpnless traditional
ideoclogical critiaue. Sioterdijk’s undertaking is led by the
conclusion that those types of ““false consciousness* that have
been recognised so far — lie. error/illusion, ideclogy — need to be
completed by the forth one. namely the cynical phenomenon.

Ana Schnabl






Ana Schnabl

THE PHENOMENON OF CYNICISM
Cynicism — the Twilight of False Consciousness

“A Psychologically contemporary cynic could be understood as an extremely
melancholic subject, who is able to control his own depressive symptoms and remains
involved in work.” Sloterdijk’s wit in discussing a difuse, cynical consciousness and its
subjects is endless. Those subjects are constantly facing Emptiness and Nothingness
where their actions lead, but are also constantly aware of what they are doing and that
that is how it is supposed to be done. The secret of this reasoning is in the modality
that was presented by Kant: | am tied to all immediate public, social and private actions,
even though | doubt their capacity to help me survive. Because self-preservation and
self-coercion are reciprocal, this new integrated cynicism feels to itself as a victim
and experiences itself as being constantly sacrificed. This feeling leads to despair and
mourning, where the modern mass cynic does not want to agree to the restriction that
she can’t acquire better knowledge. Despite knowing that the innocence of trusting a
meaning is lost, everything she does is directed towards that innocence.

From here Sloterdijk deducts his first definiton: “Cynicism is a falsely enlightened
consciousness. It is that modernised, unhappy consciousness, on which enlightenment
has laboured both successfully and in vain. It has learned its lessons in enlightenment,
but it has not, and probably was not able to, put them into practice. Well-off and
miserable at the same time, this consciousness no longer feels affected by any
critique of ideology; its falseness is already reflexively buffered.” With this paradoxical
formulation he introduces a very simple discovery: doing something despite the fact that
it is not fair or optimal, is the contemporary global superstructure. Sloterdijk explains: “It
knows itself to be without illusions and yet to have been dragged down by the “power of
things.”” Thus what is regarded in logic as a paradox and in literature as a joke appears
in reality as the actual state of affairs. Thus emerges a new attitude of consciousness
toward “objectivity.”

The main task of the author’s project is then to revise enlightment, to present the
relation of enlightment to ““false consiousness” and finally to revise the process of
enlightment itself and other projects of ideological critique that have enabled “false
consciousness” to acquire the content of enlightment.



Enlicghtment as Dialogue

In Sloterdijk’s view enlightment could never really ally itself with any mass
movements, moods or occupations. He writes: “Obviously enlightenment is
fragmented through the resistance of powers opposed to it. It would be wrong,
however, to regard this only as a question of power arithmetic. For enlightenment
is fragmented equally by a qualitative resistance in the opponent’s consciousness.
The latter fiercely resists the invitation to discussion and the undermining talk
about truth; even talking itself is resented because through it conventional views,
values, and forms of self-assertion are brought into question. The interpretation of
this resistance as a basic principle of ideology has become one of the main motifs
of enlightenment.” If the opponents of enlightment do not want to discuss and
talk, the enlightment moves freely and voluntarily from discussion to discussion, it
deals productively and progressively with the ferment of self-doubt. Enlightment,
as Sloterdijk humourously describes it, is to itself an utterly peaceful event: “One
of its axes is reason; the other is the free dialogue of those striving for reason. Its
methodological core and its moral ideal at one and the same time are voluntary
consensus. By this is meant that the opposed consciousness does not change
its position under any influence other than that of convincing argumentation.”
Enlightment strives for an active usage of reason in the face of ready-made and
unsupported opinions. For Enlightment itself enlightment is a Utopian archaic
scene, in which an epistemological dialogue is being performed by those who
voluntarily seek knowledge and truth. Truth in enlightment is slightly more than a
strong argumentation and the method of enlightment is a double-bind; it consists of
forming a better position and of surrendering an earlier opinion. This at least is the
metafictional or the regulative idea of enlightment.

In reality, enlightment is not a peaceful correspondence, but a battlefield. There
is nothing reasonable or cool about how enlightment meets it’s opposing, preceding
stances of consciousness: hegemonic positions, class interests, established
doctrines, desires, passions, and the defense of “identities”. At this point Sloterdijk
deducts that the enlightened type of dialogue needs to be schooled again; this re-
education is the only way to nurture a useful fiction of a free dialogue as the “last
occupation of philosophy”. He notes, that enlightment itself was the first to realize
that it will not achieve much by enhancing tolerant reason-based methods in trying
to deconstruct the archaic notion of truth that sticks, almost clings to the old and
problematises the new.

“The threefold polemic in a critique of power, in the struggle against tradition,
and in a war against prejudices is part of the traditional image of enlightenment. All
three imply a struggle with opponents disinclined to dialogue. Enlightenment wants
to talk to them about things that hegemonic powers and traditions prefer to keep



quiet about: reason, justice, equality, freedom, truth, research. Through silence, the
status quo is more likely to remain secure. Through talk, one is pursuing an uncertain
future. Enlightenment enters this dialogue virtually emptyhanded; it has only the
fragile offer of free consent to the better argument. If it could gain acceptance

by force, it would be not enlightenment but a variation of a free consciousness.
Thus, it is true: as a rule, people stick to their positions for anything but “rational”
reasons. What can be done?” Elightment develops a sort of a combative stance, it
suspects that the one, who does not want to contribute to enlightment, hides his/
her true reasons for not doing so. Elightment translates this rebellion into its own
object and offers it as a theoretical problem. From here Sloterdijk deducts the thesis
that “ideology critique means the polemical continuation of the miscarried dialogue
through other means...(...)... Strictly speaking, ideology critique wants not merely to
“hit”, but to operate with precision, in the surgical and military sense: to outflank
and expose opponents, to reveal the opponents’ intentions. Exposing implies laying
out the mechanism of false and unfree consciousness.” For a false consciousness
elightment has only two explanations to offer: either error or ill will. A lie keeps its
own kind of responsibility; an error on the other hand is more innocent, because it

is not being pursued consciously. It divides into a simple, easy-to-fix type of error
and into a systematic error, an ideology that is hard, even impossible to root out.
Thus arises the classic series of forms of false consciousness: lie, error, ideology.
Ideology critique which arose out of the satyrical tradition and carries a specific kind
of seriousness, imitates surgical procedure: “Cut open the patient with the critical
scalpel and operate under impeccably sterile conditions. The opponent is cut open

in front of everyone, until the mechanism of his error is laid bare...(...)...From then

on, enlightenment is not satisfied, of course, but it is better armed in its insistence
on its own claims for the distant future. Ideology critique is now interested not in
winning over the vivisected opponent but in focusing on the ““corpse ”, the critical
extract of its ideas.” So, the plan is not to convince the opponent into an enlightened
position anymore. The critical act is now not more than a bare interest in the error.
The gesture of unmasking, the cardinal tool of the ideology critique, now means an
experiment in building a hierarchy between the unmasking and the unmasked theory.
Sloterdijk warns us that this strategy can become irritating, the ideology critique
leans on satire more than it does on respect just to be able to open up new paths

to and for a conversation. A functioning dialogue is not something that would - in
Sloterdijk’s stance — take place in the process of ideology critique.

Enlightment is, if we repeat, a process of unmasking errors, transformed into
ideologies that unfortunately never reach its final stance or, in other words, it never
finished its own job.



After the unmasking

Enlightment broke on the counter-reaction and counter-resistance of opposing
forces, which can be explained with a history of anti-reflexive politics: knowledge,
challenged by “other” knowledge has to fight to be able to remain in the center of
knowledge. Dominant forces must therefore separate the opposing, marginal forces
from the sources and tools of their self-reflexion. In practice that produces, for
instance, censorship, whereas in general it applies to moments, in which people have
matured enough to acknowledge the truth about themselves and their social status,
but which the ruling class or the rulers always managed to sabotage one way or the
other. The main project of enlightment is, in other words, to light up the scene, turn
the lights up and then to remove all the obstacles that prevent the light spreading.
Three monsters that disturbed the light of knowledge were: superstition, error and
ignorance. Those were articulated quite quickly, but the fourth remained unseen: the
knowledge of domination in the hegemonic powers. “Those who rule, if they are not
“merely” arrogant, must place themselves studiously between enlightenment and its
addressees in order to prevent the diffusion of a new power of knowledge and the
genesis of a new subject of knowledge about power. The state must know the truth
before it can censor it.”

In spite of all inhibitions, breaks, and self-doubt in the course of its development
- which Sloterdijk diligently explains - enlightenment has unleashed an enormous
potential for reflection, especially into the heads of the intelligentsia and state
employees. Hereby we quote a longer excerpt:

The diffusion of power in the modern state has led to an extraordinary

dissemination of the knowledge of power, which simultaneously intensifies
the cynicism of the knowledge of power, as sketched earlier, that is, the self-
denial of morality and the splitting off of insights that cannot be lived out into
a diffuse collective mentality. Here we flesh out our initial thesis: Discontent in
our culture appears today as universal, diffuse cynicism. With the diffusion of
cynicism to a collective mentality of intelligence in the gravitational field of the
state and the knowledge of power, the erstwhile moral foundations of ideology
critique collapse...(...)... Cultivated and informed people of today have become
aware of the essential model of critique and the procedure of unmasking without
having been shaken. The existence of such models of critique is perceived today
as a contribution to the sad complicatedness of relations in the world rather than
as an impulse for an existential self-reflection...(...)... that the moral foundation
of enlightenment is decomposing because the modern state simultaneously
demoralises the enlightened and makes public servants of them, the perspectives
of what was earlier called commitment are becoming blurred. When someone
tries to “agitate” me in an enlightened direction, my first reaction is a cynical



one: The person concerned should get his or her own shit together. That is the
nature of things. Admittedly, one should not injure good will without reason; but
good will could easily be a little more clever and save me the embarrassment of
saying; “l already know that. ” For | do not like being asked, “Then why don’t you do
something?”

CIYNICISM ON STACGE — FALSE ENTLY
Streamlined cynicism

“Then why don’t you do something?” could be a question directed at the author
of the performance Streamlined Igor Koruga. For the sake of the argument, we will -
before we delve into analysis - first describe the performance itself.

On stage Igor Koruga, the choreographer and author of the piece, produces a figure
of a precarious artist Igor Koruga. In the fifth part of his performance he declares: “I
am a young artist with potential, very active in the fields of performing arts, who sits
in his home...which is, by the way, | don’t know exactly where or what./ Somewhere
between a hotel room, the couch of a friend, my mother’s flat in Belgrade or the flat in
the city where | am currently based...(...)...I am a mingler. At festivals. On a drink after
performances...(...)..in the sauna, at a lecture, at an audition, at a workshop...(...)...And
with programmers. It is always important that we are incorporated into their two-year
vision of how performances are supposed to look like.”

His main and central action is walking and running on a treadmill while
performing speeches on different topics, which are linked by theoretical and personal
(emotional) realisations about choreography. He begins with a presentation of his
new choreography - the speech is based on an introductory speech to a work-out,
performed by Cindy Crawford, but the reference itself is not given, it is up to the
spectator to determine it. After the intro the figure Igor Koruga speaks about his
beliefs — they range from his belief in the power of public speech to the power of
choreography. Among other things we hear him say: “I believe in choreography as a
means to fight dogmatism, patriarchy, imperialistic power, state power and violence./ |
believe in choreography as an anthropological practice for explaining society.”

While he remains walking on the treadmill, the scenography behind him changes.
We enter a new landscape, now we see a video of pink, yellow and red lit dunes. He
begins his speech about the self-doubt of an artist and possible ways of exiting that
state. That is performed ironically, as a self-help moment. He describes possible
development and decision-processes of an average person, who consideres him or her



to be (or to become) an artist. The strategy, described by Koruga, includes internal
and external changes and efforts, either becoming a better and more stable human
to eating macrobiotic foods and engaging in different kinds of social rituals. The
description ends up with a tantalising and totalising statement, implying that no
matter what procedures or decision a subject undertakes, he or she will never close
the gap between him/herself and the desired identity: “So, | can freely guarantee
that you will never become a genious artist./ And the reason for that is crude and
simple: You didn’t eat an egg per day for breakfast.” The sequence is followed by a
series of videos, in which we see Madonna, Jeff Koons, Marina Abramovi¢ and other
well-known and established contemporary artists. This series is accompanied by

an original video, in which Koruga builds a figure of a star-type artist, dressed in a
black short sweater, black trousers, wearing black sunglasses and preparing some
sort of sauce. In this sequence the host of the evening, the figure of Igor Koruga sits
in front of the video projection screen and in a voice-over way mimics the speech of
the artists projected. The speeches of projected artists mostly oscillate around the
question what a quality of a good (or even genious) artist might be. In the final act,
where Koruga retreats to the treadmill again, he speaks about his own experience,
an experience of a precarious artist who gets to travel, but doesn’t get to earn a
living, an artist who easily slips into overproducing, an artist who is overworked and
under-nourished. In this part of his speech a turning moment arises; after declaring
all his beliefs and love for his work, for choreography, for public speaking, he
declares: “But fuck it,  am a cynic. And you are a cynic and he is a cynic and she is a
cynic, Madonna is a cynic, Marina is a cynic, Karleusa is a cynic...(...)...Cynics, yes! We
all know very well what we are doing, but we keep on doing it.”

The declaration of cynicism is an honest one, if we regard what the figure of Igor
Koruga says or declares before that. On one hand he is an enligtened individual, who
is aware of how the mechanics of social and cultural appropriation of art works, who
is critical towards the capitalistic mechanisms in which he as an artist is entrenched:
“Plus, this depressive realisation that | am paradoxically someone who tries to
convey his politicality through the same artistic work | do to be able to earn a living,
but in the very moment | do it for a living, my hands become dirty, for | become
an accomplice of the same social and political system which | criticize and against
which | protest”. He nurtures certain reforming ideals and visions about art’s societal
role and the role and power of choreography, he is hopeful and believes his critique is
a productive one; but on the other hand he is hopeless, disillusioned, does not know
how to leave the capitalistic mechanisms he criticizes. He seems to notice his speech
his beliefs and efforts are not making a change he would like to make, he notices
how every critique is rapidly appropriated and even commodified by the machinery
of the societal and political system, he notices how he as an artist is contributing to
this dangerous machinery, but keeps on contributing. He keeps on doing what he is
doing, despite knowing and even uttering it is wrong on many levels, only because he

’



doesn’t know how to do what he wants to do any diferently. In his piece Igor Koruga
produces a quick panoramic presentation of the genealogy of cynicism — from belief
to a melancholic realisation that ideology critique is not productive.

In Streamlined Koruga is focusing - to use Sloterdijk’s wit — on the corpse, he
lays out every fiber of ideology critique he can think of. This laying out remains
verbal and declarative. Once he presents his critique, he distances himself from it
by claiming cynicism, by claiming a depression of focus and will. Instead of using the
art sphere for production, he uses it for a vivisection of something that he already
knows does not work anymore (or in other words: is dead). The perpetuation of the
meaninglessness of critique is supported by the treadmill, an object which “keeps on
going” once you turn it on and start using it (it will continue its motion even if you
don’t use it anymore). The gesture of unmasking is performed wholesomely, to the
point where Koruga’s own mask peels off. Under it we meet a cynical young man.
Koruga owns knowledge about the system, but is dissociated from that knowledge,
because he and his knowledge are being used as public servants.

If a cynic is a mass figure and the cynical position is something we are completely
accustomed to in the sphere of public opinion, in the normative sphere, the question
is why reproduce this situation in marginal mentality, in art. What does a cynical
position in art or, more precisely, in theatre produce? Does it produce anything at
all? If art is in a perpetual state of exception, if it even is a sphere of exception, then
regular consciousness, namely cynical consciousness, could only enter it as itself an
object of critique, as something not to be affirmed, but something to be transcended.
This shift is not something we witness in Streamlined, the performance is not a call
for action, but a call for another autopsy. The piece is wrapped in cynicism almost
air-tight, it does not regard the violent, but beneficial question: “Then why don’t you
do something?” It establishes cynicism as a viable method of doing and thinking, it
establishes art as an occurence that is on the same boat as collective mentality: a
highly theoretical occurence, an occurence that would rather not act, because acting
is meaningless. If speech was a dangerous tool in early ideology critique, it has very
little power over the corpses of ideology critique. Declare what you will, the corpse
will remain dead.

From the tonality of the piece, the criticality of it, we, the spectators, can
understand that Igor Koruga is dissatisfied with what art has become and with his
own cynical position. This dissatisfaction could become a push to think and act
further, but the author decides not to do so. And this decision against action is the
neuralgic point of his performance and his statement. Cynicism as is described by
Sloterdijk is a historical stage of a critical consciousness that was suddenly left
blank: no solutions, no answers, only corpses, left after the great unmasking. But in
Streamlined cynicism wears a new set of clothes - it is a consciousness that suspects



solutions, suspects activities, suspects possible beliefs and resistances, but chooses
not to try them out and experiment. Koruga’s piece is a symptom of the new cynical
era, a far more complicated era in which the cynic is aware that he/she belongs

to a mass movement and willingly gives up his/her free will to oppose, contradict,
contrast or resist the system. “If we are many, there is no need that we all take
action. A couple of us would suffice,” is what every contemporary cynic thinks.



STREAMILINED N

To what extent can you be aware of your own position
and be critical from within. without turning into a cynic?
The critic and the artist seem to share this problem. In his
performance Streamlined. 1gor Koruga raises that very
auestion. “°“Wwe are all cynics on a treadmill.”” he exclaims.
running himself exhausted in front of an audience. In
the audience lda Daniel sits. for the third time. silently
wondering, why doesn’t Igor just step off?

AsS the critic has become an embedded part of the
art scene, the once esteemed critical distance has been
replaced by a critical entanglement and the constant re-
formulation of a situated stance within the practice of
critiaue. Simultaneously. the artist seems to 2o through a
similar transformation. The once honest and self-expressive
artist has developed into a self-aware art worker. involving in
their work and performances representations of the artistic
process and working conditions. As the critic and the artist
are closing in on each others® work. they start to tackle the
same kind of problem. Within this introspection. this ongoing
re-articulation of the conditions within which the art work/
text work is itself produced. we must ask: at what point does
it stop being critically productive