Experimenting with
Representation:

Iconoclash and Makmg
Thmgs Publzc |

Peter Werbel and Bruno Latour

A museum exhibition is deeply unrealistic: it is a highly artificial assem-
blage of objects, installations, people and arguments, which could not
. reasonably be gathered. anyvirhere else. In an exhibition the usual con-
straints of time, space, and. reahsm are suspended This means that it is an
ideal medinm for expenmentatron, and especially for addressing the
. current crises of representation, as we d1scuss below.
A key feature of an.experiment is that it can fail. Indeed, we argue that
exhibition experiments should ideally be set up according to very precise
- principles in order to explore contradictory outcomes. Too often, exhib-
itions are not 1ised in this way but act merely as a site for manifesting the
autonomy of preformed curatorial tastes. As we show through examples
below, however, exhibitions can be used to think how an assembly of
totally improbable elements can be gathered to raise a question that can
.be proven wrong or right. The success of such exhibition experiments
depends on cafeful planmng and debrreﬁng
Such exh1b1t1on expenments cannot, of course, be accomplished with-
out long preparauon and: an intense collaboration between the curators
: and the “experrmentahsts (a term we prefer to “artists”). The main point

w B
s
5

Vid zcjal pﬁﬂfj D‘i)"’”&/&j @/{(éwif /""4/ é

~r”

) o Experzmentmg wzth Representatzon 95

is that neither artists, nor academlcs, nor curators are putting their
sacrosanct autonomy first. Rather; in the expenmental eXh1b1t1on process,
everyone submlts to the risks and mterests of heteronomy -

Exhibition Experiments at ZKM

In this chapter we discuss two examples of experimental exhibitions that
we have curated at the Zentrum-fiir Kunst und ‘Medientechnologie
(ZXM), the Center for Art and: Media; in Karlsruhe, Germany The first,
Iconoclash, was staged between May and September 2002 the second
Making Things Public, between March and: October* 2005 '

ZKM opened in 1997 with the objective of mtegratmg the arts and
new media. The Center continually analyzes the theory and ‘practice
of new media in order to be able to react’ to the fast’ developments

of information technology and its ‘social® mﬂuences. ZKM considers.

itself a forum for bringing together the scrences, thé arts, and politics.
As a platform for experimentation and discussion, its goal is to be actively
involved in working for the future, since the question of how to
use technologies in a meaningful way is constantly redeﬁned and asked
anew. :

ZXM comprises various museums and in'stitutes, including the Media
Museum, the Museum for Contemporary Art, the Media- Library, the
Media Theatre, the Institute for Vrsual Medla, the Instituté for Music
and Acoustics, the Institute for Bas1c Research and ‘the- Institute for
Media and- Economics. Together, these- enable the Center to develop
interdisciplinary projects and interfiational’ collaborauons This model
differs considerably from traditional. museums, since it creates room for
research and experimentation, and is concerned equally with classical art

-and new media. Unlike other museums that- focus on collection  and
- presentation, ZKM accommodates all the essential stages of new media
: art production: research, productron, presentatron, and collectlon, as well
- as publication and archiving. ‘

conoclash explored the quesnon Is. there a way to suspend the 1conoclast1c
esture in order to interrogate it mstead of extendlng it further? In other
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' "égr.tant in the histories of religion; art,
be turned from an unquestioned resource
n“l_;a:"cic"'topic?l Once this abstract question is
24t with it is by conducting a real experi-
me immiages ‘brough info the imaginary and unrealistic space -
of a museum, in this c‘ase‘the marjellous set-up of ZKM. But the condi-
tior.l.'é“:of, the,eiper,im“e‘rit\gléo;_di_c’gate what should be gathered .for the
exp’érimént in order to be able to falsify or conﬁrn:1 the h}i.pqthesm. If we
had assembled ‘only contemporary art objects and 1n§ta11at1ons, we would
have. obtainied only-one: set of attitudes and ‘reactions. The same \.N‘O.Uld
have beeti-true if we had shifted our interest to art history or religious
stﬁdie”s Onliy‘}'So;"in_s"‘t'jea’&g %&é"’bfpught these together (figure 4.1).

The exhibition aimed to display; in a systematic confrontation, three
great clashes about representation —about its niecessity, sanctity, and power
— in the domains of science, art, and religion. Image wars are everywhere,
from the Taliban destruction of the Barniyan Buddhas, to the controversy
over the Danish cartoons of Moharnmed, to doubts-about scientific im-
agery. By linking the three domains of theology; art, a‘nd;s‘cieﬁc_e all at once,
the aim was not to increase the critical mood or to reinforce disbelief and
irony. On the contrary, it was to transform iconoclasm from being an
indisputable resource into a topic to be systematically interrogated.

Instead of mocking once more those who prodiice images or simply being
furious with those who destroy them, the show aimed at placing the viewer
in a quandary: “We cannot do without répresentation. If only we could do
without representation” Monotheist religions, stientific theories, contem-
porary arts, not to forget political theories, have all struggled with this
contradictory urge of producing and also destroying representations, images
and emblems of all sorts. Through many works of ancient, modern, and
contemporary arts, and through many scientific instruments, the show
explored that quandary — a quandary which has been so important for the
self-understanding of the Western world. It aimed at moving beyond the
image wars by showing that behind this dramatic history of the destruction
of images, something else has always been g6ing on: a cascade of image
production, which was made visible throughout the exhibition, in trad-
itional Christian images as well as in scientific laboratories and in various
experiments of contemporary art, music, cinema, and architecture. While

the great struggles of iconoclasts against icon-worshippers were going on,
another history of iconophilia has always been at work. This alternative
history of the Western obsession with image worship and destruction allows
the establishment of less biased comparisons with other cultures influential
in the rest of the world, where images may play a very different role.
Neither an art show, nor a science and art show, nor a history of art
show, Iconoclash offered a bewildering display of experiments on how to
suspend the iconoclastic gesture and how to renew the movement of
images against any freeze-framing. With numerous ‘déaunents', scientific
objects, religious idols and artworks, the exhi_bitidn" made clear that the
~word “image” includes all sorts of represéntations and mediations. The
show became experimental only when it was décided to gather entirely
 different repertoires of images that had never been juxtaposed before: in
contemporary arts, reformation, and science. It became even more so once
it was resolved to let visitors decide whether they were being faced with

Figu:é 41 ’\.('iewk')f tli@ e}&ﬁbiti_on Iconoclash: Beyond -the Image Wu,rs “in Science,
Religion, and Art, ZKM, 2002. In the foreground is Elaine Sturtevantf Puchafnp
Bicycle Wheel” (1969-73); in the middle replicas of Marcel Duc-h.amps La 1")01te—
en-valise” (1966, original 1936/ 1941) and “Bottle Rack” (1?6},'ong:nal 1914); in thg
backgroand; fram left to, f@§ht,~l<asirnir Malevich’s “Black Clrc.le (‘c(. 1923), Alan
"McColluny’s “30 Plaster Surtogates” (1982-90) and Kasimir Malevich’s Black Squar
(c. 1923). Photography:; ONUK, Bernhard Schuitt, Karlsruhe.
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copies. or ongmals from these vanous sources. And it became more
experlmental still when it whs dec1ded to involve not one or two curators,
as is usual n exhlbmon-makm but sever, who would meet regularly for
three years, visit other exhrbrts together, and work collectrvely not to come
to an agreement’ but to setﬂe on the best ways to produce what could be
called 1nterfere‘ ce: patterns between all those segments of iconoclastic
histories. '

itself dese _ed to’ be s‘us_pended exammed and transformed into a topic
(cf Besancon 2001) DA

Makmg Thmgs Pubhc

Making Thmgs Public almed at ‘pushing exhibition expenmentatlon even
further, this time by creatmg a: really impossible space by making an
1nsta11at1on of mstallauons created entirely for the purpose of the experi-
ment. The toplc was apt a parliament of parliaments, an assembly of
assembhes, an & n mto_the techmques of representation. The idea
once: agam W ; "of representatlon, this time not by probmg
the reasons ft urge, but by taking stock of the very results
of the Iconoclash’ experunent If, as the subtitle of that show indicated, we
could move “beyond the image wars in science, religion and'art,” then an
obvious consequence was o ‘explore the implications of this for politics.
- Without a doubt, this was an untisual exhibition. It aspired to nothing
less thari' a renewal of ‘what Constitutes an art show as well as of ways
of ‘thinking' about’ politics’ and- methods of establishing new forms of
collaboration between' artists and acadeimics. The reason for such an
undertakmg Was thiat we hve in rather discouraging times as far as political
life is concerned ]ust the ncrht moment then, to make a fresh start by

’
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is not cast in stone for all time. We're not talking here about the people as
represented by their elected officials. The public has to. be created for each
new issue, for each new matter of concern. So the questron we explored
was: “What would happen if politics were made to revolve around
disputed states of affairs?” This is why the show began  with a section
entitled NO pouITICS PLEASE, Which introduced visitors to other types of

is democracy, but co]lectmg people and. things uridoubtedly is. This issue
of collection was crucial to the next sections, THE PUZZLE OF COMPOSITE BODIES
and GOOD AND BAD GOVERNMENT. At the ‘end of the first part the questron has
become: WHICH COSMOS FOR WHICH COSMOPOLITICS? :

It turns out that the oldest meaning of the English and German word
for “thing” concerns an assembly brought together to discuss disputed
matters of concern. Hence the choice of the slogan “From- Realpolitik to
Dingpolitik)” a neologism invented for the show: This major shift was-
reflected in the aesthetic of the show, in .the _ways in which its one
hundred-plus installations and works of art were presented, and in the
general physical and virtual architecture. What we attempted to do was to
compare modernist with non- modem atutudes to obJects. a move FROM
OBJECTS TO THINGS. : :

The next section, the AssemBry OFASSEMBLIES showed the vrsrtor that there
are many other types of gatherings which are ot pohttcal in the custom-
ary sense, but which bring a public together around things: scientific
laboratorres, technical projects, supermarkets, ﬁna.ncml arenas — THE MAR-
KET PLACE IS A PARLIAMENT, TOO — churches, as well as around the disputed
issues of natural resources like rivers, landscapes, animals, temperature,
and air — THE PARLIAMENTS OF NaTURE. All these’ phenomena have devised a
bewildering set of techniques of representation that have created the real
political landscape in which we live, breathe, and argue. Hence, the
question that can be raised in respect of all of them is: They may be
assemblages, but can they be turned into real assembliest ‘

The next sections making up the third part of the show ‘conveyed that
PARLIAMENTS, TOO, ARE COMPLEX TECHNOLOGIES., Instead of saying that voting,
talking, arguing, and deciding are quaint pieces of machmery, the visitor is
prompted to consider them with great respect because of their delicate set
of fragile mediations. Instead of looking for democracy only in the official
“sphere” of professional politics, this ' section drew attention to the new

technical conditions enabling thmgs to be made pubhc NO ‘MEDIATION, NO
REPRESENTATION. :

assemblies in several different cultures: Politics is not universal and nor :
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The next: 10g1ca1~step" was to. 1mag1ne what representative assembhes
could become if6 the‘y Eoitld- benefit from all the techniques of
mediation consrdered ’earher Hence, ‘the: fourth' and last part of the
show is concemed with’ imagining’ the future’ of ‘politics by developing
A NEW ELOQUENCE and: NEW BOLITICAL PASSIONS.

The exhibition made cléar: that the repertoire of attitudes and passions
usually assoc1ated with' takmg a pohucal stand is much too narrow. There
are mrany’ other Waysof Téacting politically in non-Western traditions,
in the ‘old political - .philosophies, “in most  contemporary science and
technology, in' the new web-based spaces, and in the instruments of
representatron> of which parhaments are ‘only 2 part. So why not try an

OBIECT-ORIENTED democracy and ‘get back to things™?

‘ Makmg the“ ubfc

Durrno a yisit; wrthout fully. reahzrng it, you asa V151tor erl have become
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new public space of the eighteenth century the free exchanae of opmrons
ensued, an intellectual marketplace. This fret market for opinions was the
expression of a liberal democracy and was used by the citizens as a weapon
against the monopoly on opinion formatron held by ‘the aristocracy and
the church. Sovereign citizens commit to rational consensual debates on

- matters of public concern’in public spaces In prrnc1ple, the state was

accountable to the citizens in public’ space.”In the twentieth ceritiiry, with
public and private interests permeatéd by both the mass media and the
government, this public sphere ceased to exist. As of 1920 the state
bureaucracy and the market start to use ‘the media to steer opinion. The
public is transformed from a “reasoning cultural public mto -a. culture-
consuming public,” as Habermas (1962) puts it,from active sovereign’
1nto passive consumer. Lippmann (1925), however, showed that the -

“omnicompetent, sovereign citizen,” on whom the ideal of - representatlve
democracy is based, no longer existed. No citizen. had access any longer to
all the information and arguments necessary to ake an informed judg-

at once an actor in, and'the screen of, an invisible work of art that has tried
to put ﬂesh on -‘the ‘bones: of“the new body politic. Collectively explonng
the umntended and unexpected consequences of our actions was the only
way, in the words of the great American philosopher, John Dewey, “for the
Public to come into being” (1927). This is precisely what we tried to do
with the Vrs1tors to this show: to reassemble them and make them part ofa
totally new’ Thmg, a new assembly. _
We. know from Walter Lippmann’s concept of “the phantom public
(1925). that the pubhc sphere and ‘the general public are not a biologic
body. that remains the same forever, but somethmg that is threatened wi
extinction if we de not constantly reactivate it The issue of what consti
tutes public 1nterest and the general public, or specific things and publi
opinion;,is very b,roa Ne could -even ‘paraphrase the title of Dewey’s
Public and its. Problems (1927) and say: the problem of the publi
the pubhc 1tse1f because the Tatter is something that is made, mad
countless. other issues that are initially made public. For this rea
everyone — the mass mecha, the cultural institutions, pohtlcs —is b

ment such as keeps the mechanisms of ‘representative democracy in
motion and justifies their existence. This raises the. question of whether :
the notion of representative democracy had become ﬂlusory

-In the 1993 anthology edited by Bruce Robbrns, entrtled The Phantom
Public Sphere, the authors argue that the ideal of the omniscient citizen
was only drawn up in order to be able to denounce it as a phantom and
phantasm, and thus relativize the very ideal of democracy. For this reason,
they distance themselves from proposing general solutions to social prob-
ems and prefer instead to offer solutions to actual problems on the basis of
uman rights. The fleeting nature of the: public and: of public space — its

antom quality meaning that the public cannotbe pinned dovwn as a thlng -
actually what constitutes its democrat[c character Hence; the idea that
e public is a phantom, a powerfut mtellectual concept which shifts the
finition of politics from a substance, which i is always there no matter what
do, to a movementthat can be interrupted at any momentifwe fail to carry

hunting, for the phantom that is.the public. The question: “How are thin;
made- pubhc?” is ‘therefore & ‘rhultiple question: How are things m
How is the pubhc sphere made? How is the public made? How are
made pubhc? -

Once upon a trme, the’ behef prevailed that reason ruled the p
domam - a Kant1an 1dea1 for the pubhc sphere On the free market;

further The changing “Public Phantom” or “Phantom Public” is thus an
pression of democracy. In democracy all -power emanates from the people,

they cannot be pinned down: as an entity and 1dent1ﬁed . although
:are likewise not an amorphous mass. Thus, thé power actually belongs
0 one but has to be reconstituted and legitimized each time anew.
annot speak of democracy without speaking of the public sphere and
igeneral public. Nevertheless, this pub].tc sphere is pot lost, as' some




102 Peter Weibel and Bruno Latour . L O

sociologists bemoan; its absence is only a matter of a change in representa-
tion. If the bourgeois public spheré has perhaps been lost, then this does not
also mean that the public sphefe as a whole has been lost; it only means that
we can no longer find it where ‘W& are accustomed to seeing it and must
therefore’hunt for itini 'ancther shape and another place, or even perhaps on
the move as Dérrida (1991) Has suggested. Moreover, even if the public sphere
is no longer.a tinivezsal éntity valid-for'all members of society, it may exist in
many sub:spheres (such as “thié proletarian public sphere” outlined by Negt
and Kluge (1972)): The task of démocracy today, then, is no longer to spéak
of minorities and inajorifieé,' of dominant opinion and deviant, but to respect
the mult1ph<:1ty of oplmons in:multiple pubhc spheres (Warner 2002).

Since it.is' in the mass media, in partlcular television, that an extremely
anti-democratic impulse preyalls (Bourdieu 1996), new forms of and
forums for the public sphere, ranging from interactive media art to the
virtual laboratory, are the places that now occupy the role once reserved
for coffeehouses, clubs, debatmg societies, and leagues in the early days of
.~ the public sphere. This makes them immensely important for the new
democracy. If constitutional -democracy seems about to collapse along
with the welfare state and what Alfred Miiller-Armack branded the “social
market economy > then conﬁdence in dernocracy will disappear along with

it. This makes it all the. morex 1mportant to. restimulate the idea of the
democra‘uc

The Pharitom

To try to explore such ideas, we invited digital artists Michel Jaffrennou
and Thierry Coduys to.design an exhibit. Their brief-was to convey to
visitors the idea.of 2 mobile, changing public sphere in which individuals
both are caught up in the. consequences of others’ actions and may
themselves trigger (often ‘unintended) effects. The result was “a quasi-
invisible work .of art™ (Iaffrenou & Coduys.2005,.p. 218) called the
Phantom Publza Rather than being an, exhibit-located in a specific. area
of the exhlbmon, th 'Phantom Publlc 1nvolved a set of audio-visual effects

sound effects, by, parncular exh1b1ts in d1fferent areas of the exhibition
being sw1tched on or off (sometlmes in patterned sequences).
Each Vlsltor to the exhlbmon ‘was glven an mleldual Radio Frequency
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Figure 4.2 View of the exhibition Making Things Piblic: Atmaéfhe_reS of Democracy,
ZKM, 2005. Featuring Michel Jaffrennou and Thierry Coduys’s. The Phantom Public
installation: interactive, virtual, variable scenography, based on the behavior of the
visitors of the exhibition. Photography by Franz Warnhof

movements and build information — such as visitor numbers and distri-
bution — into the complex software govemmg “the_ behaviour of the
Phantom Public. The Phantom Public’s behav10r was,also" shaped by a
number of other factors, such as' “the chmate in Ka.rlsruhe, the time of
the day and the ‘mood’ of the Phantom Public” (Jaffrenou & Coduys 2005,

p- 220), as well as in some cases by v131tors pressmg partlcular buttons.
wuhm the exhibition. The 1dea was to c,1ve v151tors a vague and uneasy
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feeling that someth' ¢ g happens “for which they were at least sometimes
' respons1ble = somet1mes in‘a chrect way, but most_ly in ways not directly
‘ traceable = ]ust a$ pohucs' passes through people as a rather mysterious
flow." Ini this ‘way; ‘ot orly did visitors shape the exhibition that they
wsrted no two v151tors or Visits bemg at all likely to be the same — they

so the screen o which" the workmgs of the Phantom were
the’ artwork purposely eschewed a strategy

such as showmcr thie‘collective behavior of visitors on a monitor or screen,

but left each visitor to experrence 1nd1v1dua]l‘y’ the effects generated.

Whereds  Hobbés’s Lewathafr ‘tepresented on its frontispiece a body

represented in ‘tutn by a mulntude of bodies, the frontispiece of a
coritemporary book on democratic society would show Jaffrenou and
Coduys’s Ph,antqﬁa Public.. For here the public is not represented but is
itself part of ‘the system ‘that it observes. The whole exhibition is an
' interactive participatory: artwork that is what it shows: an assembly of
assemblies, a parhament of parharnents, anew type of political gathering.
The entire exhrbmon responds to the visitors’ behavior: The visitors act as
representatives: oﬁthe public sphere and they construct the public sphere.

The -exhibition” ifself was ‘4 ireal v.commonwealth and the model for a
commonwealth that? afises from .the relationship between “things” It
showed that- impliciﬂjf anyt exhibition is an assembly — an assembly with
a pohtrcal character. It: also showed- dramatically and transparently what
esseritially coristifuités- every pubhc assembly that is “thing”-based: a com-
4 plex set “of technolog1es, mterfaces, platforms, networks, media, and
- “things;” which gave:rise:to a-public sphere Precisely in this way, the
exhibition itself becomes the model of an “object-oriented democracy™ a
cathermg a.“thing” in 1tself ‘The visitors’ ‘behavior triggers influences,
responses, and changes at. every ‘moment, repeated.ly‘ creating new public
spheres. i+ il :
To. this extent :the exhlbrtron and its desrgn were not only the image of
ob;ect-onented” democracy' and not only the model of res publica but
themselves constituted -a: demécratic ¢ ‘gathering”. Precisely by virtue of
being not some g1ant body consisting of many small bodies but a
Phantom, composed of many things and a diversity of mobile and variable
_ visitors who move through the space, the exhibition visualized the
exact opposite of the historical, political body, -the massive crowned

N
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giant Leviathan, hrerarchrcally composed of many bodres The democrat1c
public sphere is ‘not a “body” .or an ‘organism - -made up of bodies.
Democracy is a phautom of bodres, a; deceptrve illusion. of bodies, a

dynamic network of moving and acting: subjec:ts ‘The art of democracy
at the pinnacle of democracy: is no longer an anatomlcal image of the body
but the behavior 'of sub}ects as kindled by an emergmc system. The focus
of the show was thus not on representmg "the enchantmg spirit of

~democracy through images or on captivating behol érs but on enacting

democracy (Weibel 1999). Democracy cannot be - represented, it can
only be “enacted” The same is true of democratrc art as the Phantom
Public shows. S :

At the same time, the visitor no longer en}oys t_he pnvﬂege of being
a special visitor. No visitor is a sovereign. Yet ¢ach visitor’s behavior
influences the surroundings and thus the perception: of the other visitors.
Here, visitors are indeed equals. In other ‘words, this-exhibition presents
a counter-image of a “state without a state precrsely because this is one
of the features of global society today:. the-fact that the state: is no longer
that artificial being invented in order to - rotect"and defend natural
persons, as Hobbes oncé thought, for" the 'modern state ' itself may
become the eneriy of man (Neurnann 1942). Today, it ; :seems that the
state exposes people to the powers of th arket rather than protecting
them from it. PR

To show the drfference between the myth of the’ state‘ and democracy,
another metaphor helps: that of the blind Teading: the blmd Pieter Breughel’s
Parable of the Blind Man. (1568) refers to theff ible:. “Let them alone:
they be blind leaders of the blind. And if the: bllnd lead the blind, both
shall fall into the ditch” (Matthew 15: 14). The pamtlnc shows a chain of
blind men, each with his hand on the: next man’s: shoulder, following a
blind man leading them toward an abyss The customary reading would
have it that whosoever is not part ‘of the Christian faith will be blinded to
the truth and fall into the abyss Yet it is ot only an 1conography of belief
but a political 1conography, in which ‘we se¢ how people are-blinded by the
absolute power of the state. The blind leadmg the blirid: there is no better
image for totalitarian systems, and yet thé recogmtro no supenor power
is able to see better and farther tham the common folk is also what allows
democracy to thrive. This painting poses the question; of competence
For this reason, what is needed is a dernocrattzatron of: pol111cs in the

- service of competence. We are all blind, legally mcompetent persons, but

we can help each other to become competent ‘to’ become seemg with
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demOcracy, to 'expand the’ laboratory of democracy to include artistic and
sc1ent1ﬁc tools, techmques, dev1ces, apparatuses, and methods, in other

and mmoré by new te siste] gies and ‘iritérfaces to the parhamentary So the
cr151s “of pohtrcal representatron is 4 complémentary phenomenon to the
crisis’ of representanon ma The crisis of democracy today is a crisis of
competence T e

The POWer;o'fj ﬂie ‘Péi:format't\'r’e_ -

Why should museums be‘used to stage such exhrbmon experiments? Is
this not thé role .6f social science and political philosophy? And if the
question is to stage:politics, how can.a show be more than a mock-up of
' real political “demeonstration” in- the street? If it is not able to do politics
for good, can a show of the sort we have outlined be anything but a borrng
demonstration of seme a prioti ideas? This is where the notion of experi-
ment should be taken seriously. There is no other way to test an idea in
advance of its realization than by means of a simulated space such as that
we attempted to create in Making Things Public. But did our experlment
succeed or fail? Was this assémbly.of assemblies a realistic anticipation of
things to come ~ the Parliathent of Things — or a mere mumbo-jumbo of
accumulated junk? We did-not gather visitor feedback ourselves, but what
we did do was to stage:d final expériment in which visitors could put our
exhibition: on test for thémselves. The key question of the show was the
ability .of artists; pdhucrans phﬂosophers, scientists, and the visitors
themselves to.shift fromithe aesthetics of objects to the aesthetics of things.
Perhaps it will-be #nitially- puzzling to learn that'the two final walls of the
show were occupied by Otto Neurath Isotypes — an archetypically mod-
- ernist combination. of .philosophy of science (logical positivism), and
poli.ti‘cs (the sacialism: 6f Red Vienna), and aesthetics (Bauhaus) hrought
together-in the statistical data form of the Isotype (see also Henning, this
volume). Well,- here. is a-good .case of how-you can stage a falsifiable
exh1b1tron expenment 1If‘the visitor who quits Making Things Public
~ concludes that, Neurath’s. modernrst solution to the quandary of our age
is much more efﬁc1ent ratlonal pleasing, and polrtrcally correct than what
is presented in the show -in other words, that objectivity is much more
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forward- lookmg than thmgness then our show has falled If, on the
other hand, the visitor looks at the final lsotype section with a bit of

can no longer be tackled by such a phllosophy, polmcs, and design, then
our experiment has succeeded. If so, visitors have hopefully been stimu-
lated to inquire into how to assemble; through whatevér means, the
parliament of parliaments, the assembly of assembhes, that we. have
anticipated in this exhibition experimient. ,

The aesthetic object of Modernity was a closed ob;ect Modem1ty itself
was the response of art to the machifie-based Industnal Revolution. The

information revolution. In ‘the information socrety, ot only does the
aesthetic object become Eco’s “open artwork” (1962) but the work as

municative action, and for options for action, Open: ﬁelds of enactment

operate on the same level. :

Contemporary avant-garde artists respond sensitively to soc1al changes
by changing the structure of their approach to their work and entering
into new alliances with new forms of enactments. Forms of enactment for
sculpture, images, texts, and music deﬁne therr practlces, and we can
therefore speak of a “performative turn ” The technrcal arts, the comput-
ing arts, play the pivotal role here. In the mteractrve artwork “the viewer
becomes another actant in the field of enactment and has the same rights
as all others. The artwork is no longer e dream of autonomy, of the
absolute, and of sovereignty, but a Ppractice of service..

‘The aesthetic ob)ect thus collapses, and its place is taken by the field of
enactment, which, of course, does not consist solely of lmgulstrc instruc-
tions or performative acts, for the thmgs themselves are also actors
for action. The object optrons and object fields serve as. .the medium for
actions. Art as a social construct helps -to consu'uct the social. The
aesthetic product is replaced by an artistic practice that. can be object-
based or object-free but nevertheless expands the scope for-enactment.

Therefore this complete, interactive, physically - wsrtor-dependent exhib-
ition mirrors our concept of an’ “ob}ect oriented: democracy” It is an

exhibition experiment that is what it shows performatrve democracy, for
the first time in history. :

nostalgia for the modernist style but grasps that the’ quandanes of our age-

Postmodern is art’s response to the. post—mdustnal computer—assmted‘ '

such disappears and is replaced by mstructrons for énactment, for com-

mean new alliances arlse between author,: work and observer, in whrch »
new actants such as machines, programs, multlple ‘users, and vrsrtors




108 Peter Wei;?ael 'ahdAIBru;io-"L-arodr"'- C :

No‘tes

1 hup: //WWW 1conoc1ash de/ (accessed August 2006).
2 http //rnakmgthmgspubhc zkm de/ (accessed August 2006).
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Walkmg on a Storyboard
Performing Shared
Incompetence
Exh1b1t1ng Scrence

in the Public Realm

Xperiment' Bernd Kraeftner, ]udlth Kroell
and Isabel Warner

The exhibition hall of the national museum of a, small country in Western
Europe. A big piece of canvas covers the ﬂoor of the haZl, which resembles the
nave of a neo-Gothic chirch. The white canvas is stained with various colors
dominated by green, red, orange, and yellow. Some people are strollmv on'the
canvas. Their gaze is bent down. Looking from above “we cari recognize a
pattern: records, jottings, scribbles, interview transcrzpts and excerpts, sketches,
paintings, and people. They circle like satellztes around one. slawly moving
person; thus the group drifts as a whole ﬁom one end of the canvas.to the other.
Low voices,.words, fragments of sentences reach. my'ears..

Field note by member of Xpenment' ]anuary 2002 (see f gure 5.1)

We are Xpenment' a sma]l Vienna-based group of researchers in the
wild” (Callon, Lascoumes, & Barthe 2001) whose aim is to experiment
with the communication of science in the pubhc 1ea1rn In this chapter




