Art in a time of emergency: Introducing Participating Cultures as a 2nd term in developing Post Autonomy

Introduction

A
1.
I am going to talk about Participating Cultures, a term invented in 2010, and a second term to open up and define Post Autonomy
 where Post Autonomy is crudely understood as a response to Post Modernism, the excess of autonomy, branding, and the monetarisation of knowledge production.
2.
Therefore when we say Participating Cultures we first of all refer to the body of ideas and practices that constitute the known collected attributes that comprise the topology of Post Autonomy. That is the setting, context and back ground against which any thinking and discussion of Participating Cultures takes place.
3.
Participating Cultures is a provisional, stand in, compound term, comprising participating and cultures.
Participating refers to the legacy of participatory practices, and here I am making reference to participatory practices that was formulated in Niklus Luhmanns System theory, where there exists no term for art, art practice artist, or audience, just participation, and as such stands in opposition to the legacy of Modernism;
But also against the form of participatory practice explored in Steve Willat’s practice which is a methodology taken from marketing, but above all it is critical of the use of free labour in participatory practices that became a problem. But I also understood participating practices as defined by Luhmann as the principle instrument against forms of soft fascism and hierarchies.
By 2010 there was a whole sale attack against participatory practices and the complete appropriation of artistic forms of participatory practices by the art institutions in the UK, and its use as a political tool by the British Government.
So the use of the term “Participating” within this context acknowledges this and the need for its complete rethinking.
And Culture is really a term for art, but I needed a word that is used more broadly in countries which either don’t use the word art, or where art isn’t practiced, and to avoid using Modernist terminology. This is also the start of the process to locate terms and categories that disengages arts links to Globalisation, Colonialism and Eurocentrism. 
Together the terms Participating Cultures is intended to refer to Multiple Cultures, the meeting of cultures to participate in the questioning and exchange of ideas about art and its spatial role, primarily in a Global context, leading to reformulating a definition of art.
4
This is a debate about Global art, how it is constituted and whether it is possible to rethink it
In that respect the term is equivalent to a trigger for starting again, the name of a new territory, the name of a debate or critique to contest a monopoly culture whose attributes comprise a cultural centre and power, and to open this centre out into multiple centres and cultures.
It was also important that this process of inventing the term Participating Cultures and then starting to think about Participating Cultures began within the context of the Mongolian Biennial, the acknowledgement of a new formulation of Post Autonomy as a new critical practice to examine the site of the Biennial form within the context of the Biennial, the Biennial context as the site to examine the spatial role of art in a Global setting. So the term Participating Cultures clearly reveals this.
Post Autonomy as a practice to examine the site of the Biennial form was formulated by Peter Osbourne in 2008 through conceptualising the actions I staged during the 2007 Istanbul Biennial, so the piece for the Mongolian Biennial took those actions a stage further, and clarified its conceptualisation.


B.
In the scheme of Post Autonomy we have the term Post Autonomy along with the introduction of a new term Participating Cultures. How do we to understand the link and how do we arrive into Participating Cultures?
[bookmark: _GoBack]It is a mistake to see these as twin terms but rather the known terms to articulate what is understood so far about Post Autonomy, that organises the  known  attributes of Post Autonomy as an entity comprising a string of simple elements examining the make up or ontology of art  –
A trajectory, end point, mutation or transformation, starting again and opening into a new space
Where the term participating cultures triggers and names the new space in this sequence.
This sequence or knot comprises the internal logic of Post Autonomy, and it is the stark presentation of what exists now, and how it is possible to disrupt and change the material fabric of what exists, that is the importance of Post Autonomy.  So Post Autonomy traces how change takes place.

How this sequence has been interpreted by me and others has undergone continuous mutation since the early 1990’s, but what is of concern here is a reading and interpretation that clarify the new term Participating Cultures as the name for change and the name of a new space.
This new layer of reflections was arrived at through thinking about the first text to formulate Post Autonomy in the early 1990’s, that not only formulated a rudimentary definition of Post Autonomy but also examined the poverty of the language, concepts and failure of terms inherent to art at the time, whether orthodox Modernism or Conceptual art, to describe the scheme of Post Autonomy. 
The inability of existing language and concepts to pin down a stable definition of Post Autonomy.
And recognition that since the 1990’s time itself has started to function differently giving a sense of non-growth and historical stasis.
So from the beginning of the formulation of Post Autonomy in the 1990’s we are looking at an entity that cannot be described through existing Modernist  terms, concepts and language.
It also seems to me that if we are looking at plotting the process showing the development in understanding the scheme of Post Autonomy over this period of time, it is difficult since it remains hidden, it doesn’t  surface into concepts and language, in the way for instance Relational Aesthetics has, so it is necessary to acknowledge that Post Autonomy isn’t a theory, practice or concept, in so far that it doesn’t resemble 19th century terms to define art,  then whatever Post Autonomy is, it is an unknown, since it doesn’t bare identifiable characteristics and features of previous cultural objects, so we have to recognise it as a new entity.

But it is only now that it is feasible to acknowledge this as Suhail Malik shows that in the post era the present exceeds the past
Yet there are recognisable concerns that are echoed and detectable in recent accounts of art whether by Ranciere, Groys, Osbourne and Lazzarato whenever there is a discussion of autonomy, Globalisation, and problems in developing a narrative of art.
And it is these echoes and similar sounding narratives that support intuitions into Post Autonomy. So however difficult Post Autonomy is to grasp, it seems that there is something correct about the behaviour and process embodied in the processes and narratives Post Autonomy plots.
And again although it is difficult to say what the entity Post Autonomy is, we can nevertheless say with reasonable confidence that its concerns resembles similar processes and mechanisms involved in the 
“Stripping away, deskilling, unravelling and unlearning of art and thinking”
In that respect this confirms Post Autonomy as a scheme plotting the effects of Neo Liberalism as outlined by Maurizzio Lazzarato “In the making of the indebted man”; as a form of Negative critique as defined by Peter Osbourne in “ Contemporary art is post-conceptual art”, 2010
There is also a resemblance between Post Autonomy and Non-Philosophy, how Non Philosophy situates itself to Philosophy helps us to clarify how to situate Post Autonomy in proximity to the field of art, and there is also the similarity to Post Autonomy and Non philosophy in building a picture of Cultural Power that conditions and shape how and where art and thinking take place.
What we have in this process of stripping away is a refusal of the concepts and representation of art, its system, and society, but also a recognition that existing concepts and representation of art and society no longer work.
I want to use a few examples to clarify this point
Claire Fontain’s Human strike that signals a rebellion with existing formations and ready-made identities, positions, roles and models, the refusal of the ready-made role of art and the artist.
Sturtevant’s project, as cultural archaeology, exposes the set of historically determined rituals, ceremonies, including the position of thinking and criticism, that we are locked into, and the difficulty and disorientation when thinking is released from this framework.
Bernadette Corporations notion of the “Empty wide space” as a site to problematize endless negation “a place we can all disappear to, instead of being anti everything, as a sort of cultural wormhole, that establishes a space in opposition to the material fabric of what exists.
So instead of regulating thinking and behaviour, the thinking subject is released as pure potentiality.
However the principle mechanism of negation is its use as an instrument of control, and attacks against civil liberties and freedom of speech exercised increasingly by Neo liberalism which Lazzarato recognises as a catastrophe, where there is a deliberate withdrawal of the language and tools to offer another model to existing conditions and systems has caused the crisis we now face. 
I now want to look at responses to Neo liberalism, with Post Autonomy as the plotting of the effects of Neo Liberalism and Participating Cultures as an exit point 
Accelerationism and speculative philosophy is an acknowledgement of this historical and philosophical cul de sac, which I read as a sign of defeat against these problems, with its retreat into mentalism. However Non–philosophy shows that much of the acts undertaken within both philosophy and art is about reinforcing power within the existing sites of power,  rather than exposing and revealing power, which is precisely the  flaw revealed in institutional critical practices, and many materialist practices, therefore what I am pointing out here is that the analysis and confronting of power is not so straight forward.
At the same time descriptions, criticism, and accounts made within art, philosophy, theory do no more than lock thinking and actions within existing sites of power, repeat and continue problems that they appear to interrogate. This fundamental problem is at the centre of art is highlighted in the descriptions of globalisation, colonialism and the spatial role of art, which can do no more than offer descriptions that simply replicate existing problems, and repeat the same Eurocentric model.
This is my understanding of how art operates globally today with Global networks, and reproducing models of Eurocentrism and Empire, where the massification of art that makes up Global art is equivalent to an idea of the overproduction of art.
So existing descriptions embed us further into Eurocentricism, Colonialism and Globalisation, without any means to break with it; while art practices, theories and critique only establishes difference as brands. And what is equally disturbing for current practices whether institutional critique, materialist and negative critique, is its inability to penetrate deep enough into existing formations of power, and the refusal to interrogate its own foundation, exposing self-censorship.
And this is the weakness of the majority of art practices today their refusal to engage with the foundation on which it rests, so undermining its content. In that respect most art can be seen as State art in so far that that it is unquestioning and replicates and affirms the existing order.
The space of art
At the same time we are burdened by Idealism and a semi religious notion of the space of art, which claims that the autonomous space of art is the only space of art and is the only space to discuss and stage politics and culture. This illusion is compounded by the efflux journal reinvention of the link between politics and art, alongside Charles Esche, who is also examining forms of Post Autonomy, who is examining the idea that European Democracy is so fragile from attacks from the regime of Neo Liberalism that the legacy of emancipatory politics, activism and the avant garde needs to migrate into the protected space of autonomous art institutions before they disappear. Which is interesting since he appears to respond to the first formulation of Post Autonomy in the early 1990’s, that plots attacks against arts autonomy. But I think this is an error, in so far that this merely reasserts Kantian autonomy of art, handing over further power to art institutions, and widens the gap and severs the link between the public realm and art and its institutions, that reveals the ineffective, marginal role of art in society, in so far that the capacity for art to contest the fabric of today’s reality is marginal or non-existent. Such limits and reduction of the role of art to offer other models were glaringly revealed in the large scale exhibition in last year’s Venice Biennial “All the Worlds futures.” ties together many of the points I have raised Globalisation, Colonialism, Empire, Power, Revolution, the spatial role of art as subject matter for art. Asserted that however urgent the political situation is today, however challenging artists programs are, it is not possible to do more than the existing European model of the orthodox exhibition format allows, and this for me exposes the structural weakness of existing platforms and the passive nature of art. Exhibitions become both the repository and exchange of knowledge and no more, which can be defined as a Neo Liberal space of art.

What this shows is the increasing passivity of art and inability to disengage from Colonialism, Globalisation and mechanisms of Neo Liberalism, which has the effect of a trap, short circuit and a continuous loop.


The point of what I am discussing here is whether art can be effective, and whether what I have said so far is to remain on the level of speculation and abstraction, or can it be translated into a material form and actions?

It is in the invisible entity and new platform that is being assembled within the scheme of Post Autonomy as the site where it is possible to plot this crisis, and break from the replication of Colonial, Global and Neo Liberal effects.


C. Participating Cultures as an instrument to break this loop

Within the scheme of Post Autonomy the loop signals the end point and mutation of art, where the fundamental purpose of Participating Cultures is to address the crisis implied by the loop, and an exit point out of Neo Liberalism
The notion of the loop refers to the inwardness, internal circularity and the inability to break that behaviour, where we appear trapped, without anyway out or capacity to develop further, in other words stasis.
It is a reference to power and centres of cultural power that shape and fix what is possible, where the term Participating Cultures is intended to explode the fixed monopoly of existing cultural centres out to multiple centres to reconfigure power.
Key to the operation is how and where we pose a question, and under what circumstances and in which context does it make sense? And this is essential if we are to determine whether the questions and statements remain on the level of speculation, and repeat and entrench itself within existing powers and problems or whether it is possible to locate a context that breaks that circuit and contributes to the process of reconfiguring power?

D

Starting again and the role of participating cultures as a trigger

Is it possible to read this problem in another way? Where what at first sight appears to be the stripping away of all attributes, the unravelling of what we know, a cultural and intellectual bankruptcy,  is instead when turned around we have a blank, a new beginning, and a unique historical moment, that offers the opportunity for a new collective reimagining of art.
Participating cultures is envisaged as a program of meetings and exchanges to test out received ideas between developing global cultures, cultures in reformation, to renegotiate the role of art in a global context.
The negotiations between cultures and the form of the exchange sets in motion the rethinking of participatory practices

This opens up and breaks this circularity and exposes existing formations of art and thinking to the scrutiny of others. In other words exposes thinking to the scrutiny of others and to test out this thinking through the scrutiny of other cultural formations and vice versa. This establishes a more dynamic understanding of participatory practices, where out of this antagonistic clash, testing out, exchange, contributes to a mutual assembling of new concepts of art in a global context is possible.
If we bring together  these threads the idea of starting again, crisis, collectively rebuilding thinking, fragmentation and loss of an overall picture, breaking with historical time or liquefying time, then the model of Husserls introduction to phenomenology, is useful here since the process is a continuous process

The linking up with different peoples, locations, venues and cultures I see as a redrawing of the normalised map of the world, breaking with governments foreign policies, making  links for mutual and beneficial reasons, which in that respect is a practical solution to breaking with existing colonial and global policies. 
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Collapse as an event that evades description
It seems that we are in the middle of experinceing a fundamental collapse, but if this is an actual 
collapse, a collpase of language, thinking, art,  how would we  recognise it? How would we be able 
to �nd a way of registering it?  So our starting point and �rst question that we ask ourselves is: 
“how is this registering possible?” We sense something is in the process of collapsing and 
mutating, yet this something is not obvious and we can’t quite put our �nger on it.  The event 
remains outside received thinking. Yet to capture the traces of this collapse we require something, 
we need to be able to give shape to what is happening. Is it conceivable that we no longer have 
any possible means to capture this process? It is not so easy to say one way or another. Yet at the 
same time it would be a mistake to assume that we have reached a dead end. For argument’s sake, 
imagine that the situation is liquid and it is possible to visualise a narrative of collapse. If so, what 
would a narrative need to do? At the very least, it needs to plot a sequence of possibilities, that 
starts with the knot implied by collapse. Collapse as an end point. Collapse as an end point  that 
is not an end but a switch triggering o� another process. How is it possible to trap this state of 
collapse as a trigger using existing resources, concepts, languages and platforms, when I have 
already said these have run into problems? Possibly, this lack and loss of language doesn’t mean 
anything, maybe we are simply experiencing a moment of transition where the existing  means 
and language are at a mid point to another language. On the other hand, this line of thinking 
opens out into the possibility that there is no language or platform during this state of collapse. 
And if this is the case, what is a suitable means to continue under these conditions? What is a 
suitable Platform? Maybe I am confusing collapse with destruction and dissolution? I don’t think 
so. What has collapsed or is collapsing? Seeking to describe a state of collapse and chaos is always 
going to challenge and stretch existing resources, but it is not impossible. What type of collapse 
are we refering to? The sight of a building collapsing, mental collapse, �nancial collapse? Yes, but 
at the same time, we are alluding to something of another order, that also points to a 
contradiction, the collapse of thinking, language, art and culture, which would suggest  that we 
cannot even mentally re�ect this event. So we are talking about an internal and external collapse. 
This equates collapse to an emergency, attack, war. So what seems incontrovertable is that there 
is no longer a shared common language to make sense and describe this state of a�airs. It is 
obvious to ask ourselves whether this collapse in understanding the outside World has become so 
total, that things can be seen to have imploded down to the surface of this sheet and text? We can 
say that what is being described here, this unraveling of what exists, is speculative, but we could 
also say that we are drilling down into something that is true but di�cult to prove and tolerate. By 
saying one moment that I acknowledge and register this collapse, and then the next translating it 
into writing, appears to short-circuit this state of emergency and the claim that the process 
cannot be captured through existing language and terms. If this is the case, how to comprehend 
and �nd the means to acknowledge the collapsing of society, the collapse back to survival, the 
collapse back to the existing system? If there is no language to comprehend this collapse, we are 
blind to what is taking place, and vulnerable to apparatuses deliberately confusing and obscuring 
what is happening. That doesn’t describe everything since at the same time I made a conscious 
decision to use the text “Between Revolution and Heresy” as a provocation to challenge whether 
Socio Political art works have any e�ect on Society and whether they can be used to make sense 
of what is happening, or whether they are tokenistic and deluded. While mining deeper into the 
mental image of Post Autonomy, an art as an imageless art that occupies no space, without �xed 
form and content. At a certain point and at a certain level in mapping these problems, it becomes 
clear that we are dealing with a problem of recognition. It is not that we should constantly look at 
saving these entities, but that these entities constitute dead, obsolete matter that stops thinking.


Collapse shifts from an obstacle into a trajectory that opens up a new space    


Scheme for a text as a work in progress 
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david goldenberg_fictitous event.pdf


A Fictitious event o�ers a tool to visualise an 
event, assisting us to think through the practicali-
ties, logistics and concepts to be able to stage 
the complete event, with all the information 
required to mentally act out it out as though it is 
real, without carrying it out in reality, this short 
circuits and breaks the mental and cultural trap 
we are in.
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