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Un-War: An Aesthetic Sketch

ROSALYN DEUTSCHE

Attempts to abolish war—not a particular war but war as a social institution—
are often dismissed as utopian idealism, wild fantasies far removed from the realm
of real politics. War, we are told, i1s inevitable. Humans are territorial and preda-
tory beings. Besides, there has always been war. Who can forget the opening pages
of Kurt Vonnegut's Slaughterhouse-Five, wherein the narrator says that he is writing
an antiwar novel and his interlocutor replies, “You know what I say to people when
[ hear they re writing antiwar books? .. .1 say, “Why don’t you write an anti-glacier
book instead? ™ "What he meant, of course,” the narrator explains, “was that there
would always be wars, that they were as easy to stop as glaciers. I believe that, too.”!
(Of course, that was betore global warming.)

Still, Krzysztof Wodiczko fearlessly pursues perpetual peace in an ongoing aes-
thetic project titled Arc de Triomphe: World Institute for the Abolition of War and in a book,
Abolition of War, that documents, contextualizes, and theorizes the project. Introduced
in Harvard Design Magazine in 2010, Arc de Triomphe 1s a proposal to attach a transpar-
ent scatfold-like structure to the Arc de Triomphe 1n Pars.? Traditional historical
monuments such as the Parnisian Arc embody what Friedrich Nietzsche called “monu-
mental history” and Walter Benjamin famously denounced as the history of the
victors—the past narrated as a progression of supposedly eternal “great” moments.”
Therefore, all tradiional monuments, whether or not they overtly commemorate war,
can be considered war memorials. Wodiczko has long treated them as such in publi
projections that animate and destabilize monumental structures, for example, the
ATET Long Lines Building Projection, the Homeless Projection, the Hirshhorn Museum
Projection, and the San Diego Museum of Man Projection, all realized in the 1980s. The
projections nfiltrate buildings and sculptures with images that awaken memories of

those groups that have been defeated in the conflicts that produce social space.

. Kurt Vonnegut, Slaughterhouse-Frve, or The Children’s Crusade: A Duty-Dance with Death (1969) (New
York: Dial Press, 2009), p. 5.

= Krzysztot Wodiczko, “Arc de Triomphe: World Institute for the Abolitton of War,” Harvard
Design Magazine 33 (Fall/Winter 2010-2011), pp. 126-35.

3. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Use and Abuse of History (1874), trans. Adrian Collins (London:

Macmillan, 1957). Walter Benjamin, “Theses on the Philosophy of History™ (1940), in llluminations,
trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken, 1969).
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Krzysztof Wodiczko. Arc de Triomphe: World Institute
for the Abolition of War. 2010-present.




Un-War

However, the neoclassical Arc de Tri-
omphe, the scene and object of
Wodiczko 's new activity (1tself a kind of
projection?), i1s not only an exphcit war
memorial—"a permanent msult to the
vanquished by the victor,” as the Paris
Commune called the Vendome Col-
umn before destroying it—but an
especially hyperbolic example of the
genre. Unul 1982, the Arc de Tri-
omphe was the largest triumphal arch
In the world, and 1ts immensity cou-
pled with 1ts patriotic messages made 1t Wodiczko. Homeless Projection:

ool L _ . .\_|le|nrxall<}rlllv Citv of New York. 1986.
the standard for modern puhll(' mMonu-

ments. Commissioned 1in 1806 and

completed 1in 1836, modeled on the Roman Arch of Titus, the Arc glorihes

Revolutionary and Napoleonic conquests. For many vears, it served as the rallying

ot of French troops parading after successful military campaigns. As the linchpin

of the city's sequence of monuments and grand thoroughtares known as the

3 For an interpretation of all of Wodiczko's works as projections, see my “Uneven Development:
Public Art in New York City, 1n Ewvictions: Art and Spatial Politics (Cambndge, MA: M11, 1996), p. 546, n.
119, and "Architecture of the Evicted,” Strategies 35 (1990), pp. 159=-83, repr. in [heory in Contemporan

Art since 1985, ed. Zoyva Kocur and Simon Leung (Oxtord: Blackwell, 2005), pp. 150-65.

Sylvestre Brun. Federation of 1790. 1834.




OCITOBER

Historical Axis—also a visualization of monumental history—the Arc now occupies a
central place in both Paris and the European Union as a symbol of Western tn-
umphalism. Beneath its vault lies the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier from World War
[—"the war to end all wars"—installed on Armistice Day in 1920, accompanied by the
first eternal flame lit in Europe since the fourth century and by a typically nationalistic
inscription: “Here lies a French soldier who died for the fatherland, 1914-1918." The
Arc 1s adorned with thirty shields inscribed with the names of ninety-six Revolutionary
and Napoleonic military

victories, allegorical and
historical friezes, an en-
ograved list of French vic-
tories, an engraved list of
660 soldiers and generals
who fought 1in French vic-
tories, and four enormous
sculptural rehets, includ-
ing, most strikingly, Fran-
cois Rude s bellicose La
Maprseillaise, which features
a wild-eved Winged Vic-
tory wearing a helmet
crowned by Furies. The
chronological order of the
reliets, advancing from
Departure to Triumph to l*mu.r;m&_/fi.uhl lhe l)q)}n‘lgn;ul tl}:‘ﬂ\ {:Innlrt-;g
Resistance to Peace, suggests of 1792 ("La Marseillaise™). 1833-36. Detail.
that war can produce peace.
Wodiczko approaches the Arc de Triomphe not only as a symbol but also as a
symptom of our culture of war.> “I'he motivation to fight and die in war,” he writes,

1s perpetuated by a Culture of War that manifests itself through uni-
forms, war games, parades, military decorations, and war memorials
(including statues and shrines, triumphal arches, cenotaphs, victory
columns, and other commemorations of the dead): the creation of war
art and military art, martal music, and war museums; and the popular
fascination with weapons, war toys, violent video and computer games,
battle reenactments, collectibles, and military history and literature.®

T'hese undisguised expressions of warlike culture are only the tip of the iceberg,
however. For, as Virginia Woolf demonstrated in Three Guineas, her feminist anti-
war essay of 1938, the culture of war (though she didn’t use the term) takes more
insidious and therefore more dangerous forms. It i1s perpetuated, for instance, in

i

D. For another investigation of contemporary war culture, see John W. Dower, Cultures of War: Pearl

Harbor, Hiroshima, 9-11, Iraqg (New York: W.W. Norton, 2010).
b. Krzysztof Wodiczko, Abolition of War (London: Black Dog, 2012), p. 11.




Un-War

the customs of the most esteemed professions of men, manifested by distinctions
of dress that indicate rank or titles placed before or after names, both of which
establish supenority, provoke competition, and encourage a warlike disposition:
grandiose, vain, egoistic, possessive, combative.’

E.nclosed within Wodiczko's new structure, the World Institute for the Abolition
of War, the Arc de Irtomphe undergoes a Brechtian transtormation into an extra-

ordinary object. Remaining fully visible but appearing isolated and entrapped, i

metamorphoses 1nto a gigantic specimen, as Wodiczko describes it, even a
pathogen, producing war as “collective madness.”® World Institute's objective 1s to
disarm the Arc. Combining commemorative, investigatory, educational, and
activist functions, it would, if built, allow the public as well as scholars from a vari-
ety of disciplines to examine the memorial from new viewpoints. 1'he Institute
would also house a wide array of acuvities devoted to peacemaking, or what
Wodiczko calls "un-war, the term he prefers to "peace. ™ Peace, after all. has long
coexisted with preparedness for war. According to the American philosopher
William James, writing in the first decade of the twentieth century,

“Peace” 1in military mouths today 1s a synonym for "war expected.” The
word has become a pure provocative, and no government wishing
peace sincerely should allow 1t ever to be printed in a newspaper. Every
up-to-date dictionary should say that "peace” and "war” mean the same
thing, now n posse, now In actu. It may even be reasonably said that the
intensely sharp preparation tor war by the nations 1s the real war, perma-
nent, unceasing; and that the battkes are only a sort of public verifica-

tion of the mastery gained during the “peace -interval.!?

Un-war, by contrast, implies disarmament, a process of un-doing war, which, as we

shall see, the artist understands not only as military |)1't'|);11‘v(111(*.~4~4 and combat but

m—

/. Virginia Wooll, Three Guineas, New York, Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1938, p. 19.
3. Wodiczko, Abolition 0] War, P. J.

9. Ibid., p. 13.

10, William James, "The Moral Equivalent of War.” http:/ /www.constitution.org/wj/meow.htm
(accessed January 26, 2014). This essay, first published 1in 1910, was based on a speech delivered at
Stanford University in 1906. For more on the essay, see footnote 48. I am grateful to Gregg Bordowitz

for a long-ago conversation in which he introduced me to James s text.

Wodiczko. Drawings for
Arc de Triomphe:
World Institute for the
Abolitton of War. 2010.




also as an individual and col-
lective state of mind.!!
Wodiczko's plan for a
project to disarm the Arc and
the larger culture of war
exhibits the same combina-
ton of practicality and vision
that distinguishes his earlie
works of “illlt‘l‘l‘n;_:;tli\(‘ de-
sign such as The Homeless
Vehicle of 1988 or the immi-
grant instruments of the
1990s. Like the interrogative-
design projects, which invent
equipment to fulfill the
urgent needs of excluded and
oppressed groups while ques-
tioning the societies that
produce such needs, World
Institute for the Abolition of War
Incorporates meticulous tech-
nical drawings and other
architectural renderings into a
work of imagination. It may
theretore be tempting to de-
scribe 1t as a work of “visionan
architecture.” Yet the project
also resists such a categoriza-
ton. For one thing, Wodiczko
insists that his designs on
paper are meant for actual
use; the msttute is to be built.
And while the p!ni('{'l 1S Cer-
tainly “1maginative,” it 1S not
unrealistic or impossible.
Rather, it deals creatively with

realities that often go unseen

and ;mli('ip;il(*a a cultural con-

dition that mav vet come to

pass. Renderings of the pro-

]mw(l Institute present a

| 1. Wodiczko. Abolition of War,
p. 13.
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displays, projections, media environ-
ments, and installations. 2010.
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Un-War

system of ramps, elevators, horizontally moving walkways, and vertically moving view-

Ing platforms that intersect along the outside and through the inside of the Arc. The

circulation system, if realized, would allow visitors to study the Arc’s iconography and

diagnose the war pathologies that war culture tries to repress. For instance, when

standing on a platform to view at eye level the female representation of Victory at the

top of Rude’s La Marseillaise, one could detect just how crazed she is. External and

internal plasma screens and pixel boards mstalled throughout the scattfolding would

display programs related to the Institute’s work and encourage visitors to stop to join

discussions. Parallel to the main frieze of the Arc, a continuous strip of media-display

panels would enumerate all recorded wars, campaigns, battles, and military assaults

on civilians and hst direct and indirect human casualties. Similarly, parallel to each

relief honoring a Napoleonic battle would stand a list of killed and wounded soldiers,
prisoners of war, and civilians.

Currently, there are sev-

eral ditferent designs for the

World Institute. Likewise, the

Institute's program 1s provi-

stonal. Wodiczko foresees the

division of the structure’s top

floors mmto four mformational

zones, each containing audio-

visual, interactive, telepres-

ent, and immersive displays

and environments. lhe

zones, suggests the artist,

might be devoted to informa-

tion about past and present

peace-building etforts, the

disarmament process, the present state of world armament, muludisciplinary theo-

retical discourses 1n peace-related fields past and present, and cultural, artistic,

and pedagogical projects that have contributed to the discourse of war resistance.

Wodiczko's program also provides for a World Situation Map located 1n the area

above the roof of the Arc, in the central horizontal section of the upper level of

the structure. Displaying the changing global dynamics of wars, confhicts, and post-

war, post-conflict, and peace zones, the map overhangs a large hall bearing the
name of the Discursive Forum for the Abolition of War, a highly mediatized space
that hosts special events and global conferences. The area surrounding the
Discursive Forum contains facilities for what 1s called the Cross-Disciplinary Center
for Global Peace Projects, which develops and implements practical programs to
abolish war.!?

The World Institute for the Abolition of War aims to render the Arc de Triomphe

2. Wodiczko, Abolition of War, pp. 73-83.
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moperative in promoting war, but, Wodiczko says, 1t 1s not enough to disarm the
external culture of war. Un-war projects must also disarm the individual. One of
the premises of World Institute, then, 1s that abolishing war 1s an individual respon-
sibility. Wodiczko's call for individual responsibility arises not from moralism but
from the conviction that we are each accountable for war because, as psychoanaly-
sis teaches us, war 1s hidden in our unconscious minds. “We are ourselves imnnei
war memorials,” the arust writes,!> unwittingly echoing Gertrude Stein, who 1n
1947 observed that while there 1s certainly war outside, there 1s also war nside:
“What 1s there inside in one that makes one know all about war,” she asked.!* As if
In response to Stein, Wodiczko makes research into the psychoanalytic dimensions

of war an indispensable part of his project’s agenda.!®

Of course, war 1s, above all, a collective phenomenon, so the notion that we
are “inner war memorials” raises the vexed question of the relationship between
internal wars and external wars—between, that 1s, the psychical and the social
realms: Is violence instilled 1in us from within or from without? In an essay

devoted to the locatuon of violence. (‘x[)u‘i;llly sexual violence. L];u'flm‘lim' Rose.

quoting Wilhelm Reich, poses the question this way: "Where does the misery
come from?"!'® For Reich, violence 1s imposed on the individual’s psyche by a
strictly external social world that 1s 1tself untouched by psychic processes.!’” Rose
observes that Reich's social-determinist theory “pits inside and outside against
each other in ... deadly combat” and, in doing so, “wipes out any ditference or
contradiction on either side. 18 This polarizing structure—one that, we might
note, 1s warlike—is shared with the seemingly opposing yet equally determininist

view that strictly internal ])xu'hi{' processes cause soclal violence. !9 ( lnanumnlx.

both approaches evade what Rose calls the radical ambiguity of the inside-out-
side, psychical-social relationship.2’ The relationship 1s ambiguous because,
among other reasons, the psychoanalytic subject itself 1s social, which 1s to say

that 1t 1s formed through relationships and that i1ts emergence 1s one and the
same with 1ts entry into the social field, so that subjectivity exceeds the level of

1 3. Ibid., p. 82.

14, Gertrude Stemn, Wars [ Have Seen (1945) (London: Brilliance, 1984), p. 9. Mignon Nixon discuss-

es Stein's book 1in "War Inside/War Outside: Feminist Critiques and the Politics of Psychoanalysis,”
[exte zur Kunst 17 (December 2007), pp. 134-38.

15. Wodiczko, Abolition of War, p. 53.

16. Jacqueline Rose, "Where Does the Misery Come From? Psychoanalysis, Feminism, and the
Event,” in Feminism and Psychoanalysis, ed. Richard Feldstein and Judith Roof (Ithaca: Cornell, 1989),
pp. 29-39.

1 7. bid., p. 25.

| 8. bid., p. 29.

19. bid., pp. 30-31. Rose briefly discusses the work of Janine Chassequet-Smirgel and Bela Brunberge:
as an example of the psychic-reductionist approach. See Chassequet-Smirgel and Brunberger, Freud o
Rewch? Psychoanalysis and Hlusion, trans. Claire Pajaczkowska (London, Free Association, 1985).

20. Rose, “Where Does the Misery Come From?,” p. 34.




Un-War

the individual. Therefore there can be no bright line, no secure boundary,

between iternal and external worlds. In addition, psychoanalysis has theorized
complex connections between individual and social subjectivity, particularly in
its study of group psychology, which i1s based on the premise, as Freud wrote,
“that in the individual’s mental life someone else in invariably involved, as a
model, as an object, as a helper, an opponent”; therefore, “from the very first
individual psychology .. .1s at the same time social psychology as well.”2! In 1952,
the British analyst W. R. Bion combined Freud's researches with those of
Melanie Klein to elaborate on the i1dea that groups such as armies and churches
are driven by unconscious forces.??2 Psychoanalytically speaking, then, the idea
that war exists inside each of us does not mean, as sociologically oriented
thinkers tend to assume and as Wodiczko sometimes seems to suggest, that a
purely external culture of war imposes war on our minds. Neither does 1t mean
that a purely external power—the state—forces individuals to go to war, though
of course the state does so. Rather, it means that unconscious aggressivity—a
tendency toward destructive, hostile attitudes and behavior, a tendency spring-
ing from the individual’s formative relationships—abides in human subjects,
persisting throughout our lives and playing a significant role in wars outside us.
For this reason, each individual is responsible for war in the sense of being its
agent, and 1n an ethical universe, each individual 1s responsible for war in the
sense of being accountable for abolishing it.

Respon sthilaty

Psychoanalytic literature offers many ideas about the psychic dimensions of
the war phenomenon. In 1915, for example, during World War 1, we find Freud
struggling to understand the connection between internal and external violence.
Expressing shock at the extreme cruelty of the war and the participating nations
lack of respect for the laws of war, Freud speculated that war depends on a
regression to infantile barbarism. Regression, he writes, 1s possible because 1n
the development of the human mind, earlier stages persist alongside later ones:
“Succession also involves co-existence.”?3 Normally, the capacity for barbarous
deeds 1s held in check, even transtormed, by external factors—the community
and the state, which forbid wrongdoing. Freud hypothesizes that it does so "not
because it desires to abolish [wrongdoing]|, but because 1t desires to monopohize

=1, Sigmund Freud, Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (1922), trans. and ed. James Strachey

(New York. W.W. Norton. 1959). P. =,

r W. R. Bion, “Group Dynamics,” in Experiences in Groups and Other Papers (New York: Routledge,

1961), pp. 141-91.
2. Sigmund Freud, “Thoughts for the Times on War and Death,” in The Standard Edition, vol. 14,
p. 285.




OCTOBER

it, like salt and tobacco.™4 In tumes of war, however, the state sanctions rathe
than prohibits barbarism.

As far as I am aware, the most thoroughly elaborated psychoanalytic theory
of war was drafted by Franco Fornari. Fornar1 was president of the Italian
'sychoanalytic Society, a member of Psychoanalysts Against Nuclear War, and the
yerson who introduced the 1deas of Melanie Klein to Italy. In 1964, he published
['he Psychoanalysis of Nuclear War, following 1t two vears later with 1he Psychoanalysis
of War, which greatly influenced Wodiczko.=> The Psychoanalysis of War, the only
one of Fornari's books translated into Enghlish, 1s out of print, despite the fact tha
the important French psychoanalytic thinker Andreé Green apparently called the

author’s thoughts on war “the most important work on the subject since Freud's

Crotlization and lts Discontents. 2% Fornari wants to return war to the unconscious of

the individual subject while, like Freud, avoiding reductive approaches to the

iside /outside l't'Lninnxhip. He reassures his readers that ]JH\.{'IIH;IH;II\HE' t'\|lln—

ration “1s not a matter of a conflict between the traditionally recognized, external
causes (economic, demographic, political, 1deological, etc.) of war and its unrec-
ognized internal causes, but rather of a shift of emphasis from the former to the
latter” and that the mobilization of the psychological factors of war requires the
intervention of specific historical reahties.?’” For Wodiczko, too, fighting on the
scale of war materializes when virulent patriotism, collective hatred, and other cul-
tural values draw on unconscious aggression. At the same time, however, Fornar
insists that investigations into social phenomena that separate social facts from the
concrete individuals who form society are obscurantist and lend a pseudo-scientifi
pretext to the renunciation of responsibility.=8

In Fornart’s theory, war mobilizes—indeed resolves—unconscious depressive
and persecutory anxieties and conflicts that, as Klein taught, arise from the major
role plaved by aggression in infantile mental life. For Klein, the infant’s rudimentary
ego experiences conflict between loving and destructive impulses. The contlict 1s
aroused by and experienced in relation to external objects, such as the mother's
breast, which, as the ifant's first love-object, stands for the principle of the outside
world. Terrfied by its internal destructiveness, which 1t believes can destroy the love-
object, the mfant nds 1tselt of the terror by means of the unconscious mechanisms of
splitting and projection. Sphitting the external world into good and bad objects, the
infant projects its own destructiveness into the bad ones, which 1t experiences as per-
secutory and destructive of the love-object. Building on Freud's notion that early
stages of mental hife persist in and are available to the adult psyche, Fornar argues

24. Freud, “Thoughts for the Times on War and Death,” p. 279.
20, \bolition of War reters to Fornan several times and features a full-page display quote from the

DSV hoanalvst.

20. Franco Fornari, The Psychoanalysis of War (1966) (New York: Anchor, 1974), p. 248. Fornari
reports that Green said this in response to Fornar's paper delivered at the Twenty-fifth International
Congress ol Romance l.;t!lj_ilhi_‘_,[t' Psvchoanalvsts.

21. ibid., P. 205

28, Ibid., p. 185.
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that the individual subject’s projection of its internal terror—what he calls the

Internal Ternher—onto external enemies operates in war, with the difference that in
adult hife, the love-object that needs protection has become a group or nation.
Projection, motivated by terror and love, allows us to express aggressiveness without
gullt. As a result, war defends people against deep-seated anxieties about internal ene-
mies by finding real enemies to kill. But, says Fornari, with the advent of the nuclear
situation, war enters a state of crisis. It ceases to operate as a defense because nuclear

war destroys the love-object along with the enemy.

With regard to the question of responsibility, the most important part of

Fornari's theory is his idea that the individual subject gets rnid of its violence, which
1S prohibited by law, by investing or alienating it in the state, the social institution
that monopolizes violence. Fornari returns war to the subject precisely in order to
‘rouse 1ndividuals from their alienation in the state and thereby motivate them to
take responsibility for war. In a passage that Wodiczko spotlights in The Abolition of
War, Fornari writes:

[t 1s we ourselves who desire war, and the alienation of our aggressive-
ness ito the state serves us simply to be able to say that it 1s not we who
desire war but that the state forces us to make war. In this manner, we
convince ourselves that the state 1s responsible for war in order not to
teel responsible for it ourselves. To escape from our alienation in the
state, therefore, means to be personally responsible for war, just as we

feel ])t‘!"-»ull;l”\' 11*-;punxi|;lv for inter-individual crimes.29

“I deem it important,” he says, “to insist on the thesis that in tracing the war phe-
nomenon to the unconscious of each man we arrive at considering each man
responsible for war. 5!

Taking responsibility for abolishing war begins, then, with taking responsibility
for war, which 1s one and the same act as taking responsibility for the unconscious.
And taking responsibility for the unconscious means tolerating what Freud taught us:
that in our unconscious, as Mignon Nixon has remarked, “we are very bad.™! Since
the alternative to tolerating badness is self-deception, which includes externalhizing
aggressivity 1n the form of the external enemy against whom we wage war, to take
responsibility for the unconscious is to embrace what the psychoanalyst Anthony
Sampson, following Jacques Derrida, calls "a courageously disillusioned Freudian pol-
itics,” one that acknowledges what 1s most troubling about the human subject.5= “It 1s
a central tenet of psychoanalysis,” says Jacqueline Rose,

that if we can tolerate what 1s most disorienting—disillusioning—about

ﬁ

our own unconscious. we are less likelv to act on 1it. less inclhined to

29, Fornari, The Psychoanalysis of War, p. 199. ltalics in original.

30. [bid., p. xxi11.

31. Mignon Nixon, “Sperm Bomb: Art, Feminism, and the American War in Vietnam, unpublished
book manuscript. Freud makes clear that “impulses in themselves are neither good nor bad. We classify
them and their expressions in that way, according to their relation to the needs and demands of the
human community.” Freud, “Thoughts for the Times on War and Death,” p. 281.

o Anthony Sampson, “Freud on the State, Violence, and War,” Diacnitics 35, n. 3 (Autumn 2005),
pp. 78-91.
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strike out in a desperate attempt to assign the horrors of the world to
someone, or somewhere, else. It is not . .. the [aggressive| impulse that

1s dangerous but the ruthlessness of our attempts to be rid of 1t.5?

In an uncharacteristic moment, Wodiczko promises that un-war projects will
eventually turn “our formerly bloody, self-destructive minds™ into a thing of the
past and make our “souls” war-free.’* With this statement, he steps back from the
psychoanalytic principles he otherwise espouses. For Freud did not underestimate
the enduring power of the forces he grappled with, making clear that, in reality,
there 1s no such thing as eradicating psychic violence.’> According to the British
analyst Hanna Segal, recognizing such psychic facts is “the psychoanalytic stand.™"
Naive idealism—the charge frequently leveled at those who want to abolish war—
inheres, then, not in working for a world without war but, rather, in failing to face
the dithiculty of the goal, a difficulty that arises because opposition to abolishing
war comes “not only from others but also has its roots 1in ourselves. >’ Yet today, 1n
an era of perpetual war, not to mention sexualized torture, intellectuals on the left
continue to resist psychoanalytic insights into the war phenomenon and therefore
to refuse responsibility for the unconscious, frequently expressing the belief that
psychoanalytic 1deas about subjectivity are a distraction from politics.

In this manner, some antiwar leftists may worry that reflecting on individual
responsibility will automatically divert attention from the need for collective
action. For those whose antiwar politics are courageously disillusioned, however,
the reverse has been the case: Precisely because we are warlike, they argue, a less
violent world requires the establishment oi new social institutions and, in particu-
lar, iInternational insttutions. Consider, to begin with, Immanuel Kant's 1795 essay
“Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch,” one of the earliest modern proposals
for an international peacemaking institution. Kant believes that “the warlike incli-
nation of those in power,” the “savagery” of European and American states, 1s
integral to human nature: “A state of peace among men living together is not the
same as the state of nature, which 1s rather a state of war.”8 What he elsewhere
calls "radical evil"—a wickedness of the human heart that 1s innate insofar as it
cannot be gotten rid of and that 1s displayed, on the level of the state, in war—
makes peace difficult; “thus,” Kant concludes, “the state of peace must be formally
imstituted. 5 Kant's reasoning about the relationship between evil and social insti-

)
o)

3. Jacqueline Rose, “Freud and the People, or Freud Goes to Abu Ghraib,” in The Last Resistance
New York: Verso, 2007). pPp. |66-67.

3 \\‘i Hlit fl\li‘ ”}r‘*/;’fﬁ!” ”/ H};‘L |}. \HJ

5 Freud, “Thoughts for the Times on War and Death,” p. 281.

3
Q
g
b1 Hanna Segal, “Silence Is the Real Crime” (1987), in Psychoanalysis, Literature and War: Papers
I
3

[

)

972-1995 (Oxtord: Routledge, 1997), p. 155.

7 4 Segal, “From Hiroshima to the Gulf War and After: Socio-Political Expressions of Ambivalence,”
in Psychoanalysis, Literature and War, p. 168.

38. Immanuel Kant, "Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch,” in Political Writings, trans. H. B.
Nosbet, ed. Hans S. Reiss (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1991), p. 98.

39. Ibid. Italics in original. Kant discusses constant war as the display of evil by “the great societies
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tutions gil}]}li{‘\ {*(]11;1|h If we view war p.‘ﬂ_\'{'h{};Hl;ll\'lit';l“\': because of our ineradica-

ble “badness.” our unconscious ;tggl‘(éwi\'in'. un-war must be formallv instituted.

Fornari, invoking the Kleinian notion of our ability to recognize and make repara-

tion for destructive impulws.‘” savs as much:

I'he purpose of the psychoanalytic disclosure of the individual responsibil-
ity for war 1s to prepare the ground for new social institutions which would

allow the individual concretelv to eXpress his uw}nmxil}ilil\' on the politico-
social level....lft1it1s I who am l'vxpmlxihl(* it 1s I who must make amends:
but if I must make amends. I must have concrete [){l|ili(‘;{| Instruments

through which my reparative wishes may be concretely expressed.4!

Believing that responsibility for unconscious wishes can become a social force,
Fornar proposes such a reparative political instrument, one he names the Omega
Institution. Integrating individual forces into social reality was the purpose of the
institution, to which we shall return.

(,'uwm#/m/f'f!‘f‘\

In designing the World Institute for the Abolition of War, Krzysztof Wodiczko
becomes heir to the modern legacy of international peacemaking, placing his work
within the field of cosmopolitan politics, or, as it 1s sometimes called, cosmopolitics.
Modern cosmopolitanism, an embattled term going back to the eighteenth century,

encompasses a variety of moral and political views and 1s currently the subject of vig-
orous debates.4- | use 1t here to refer to a global political consciousness that, though
not necessarily post-nationalist, responds to the suffering of those who live beyond
1ts own geographic and cultural borders and 1s adversanal in relation to global patn-
archy and capitalist cosmopolitanism, which 1s what Marx calls exploitation on a
world scale through a global mode of production. Equally contentious 1s cosmopoli-
tanism's correlative term wunwersalism. In contrast to depoliticizing, generalizing
universalisms that cast differences and particularities into privacy and constitute one
aspect of Enlightenment thought, another kind of "universalism™ names a practice
dedicated to extending the demand for justice and equality, which, along with
nationalism, was also a facet of the Enhghtenment. The demand for justice requires,
in Etienne Balibar’s words, “the affirmation of a unwersal nght to politics, ” the nght to,

we call states” in a footnote to “Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason™ (1793), in Religion with-
in the Boundaries of Mere Reason and Other Writings, ed. Allen Wood and George di Giovanni (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1998), p. 57.

40). Melanie Klein, “Love, Guilt and Reparaton”™ (1937), in Love, Guilt and Reparation: And Other
Works 1921-1945, vol. 1, The Wnitings of Melanie Klein (New York: Free Press, 2002), pp. 306-343.

41. Fornari, The Psychoanalysis of War, p. 207.

42. For rigorous histories and analyses of these debates, see Bruce Robbins, ed., Cosmopolitics
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1998); Robbins, Feeling Global: Internationalism in Distress (New
York: New York University, 1999); Robbins, Perpetual War: Cosmopolitanism from the Viewpoint of Violence
(Durham: Duke University, 2012).
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that 1s, constitute the social order and put 1t at risk.% Joan Copjec advocates the sec-
ond kind of Enlhightenment universalism in a superb essay on radical evil: "1he
Kantuan universal 1s neither an underlying principle that informs individual beings,
nor a superior instance that subsumes our particularity; it is rather, the focal point of
our actions. #

Focusing on “perpetual peace,” by which he means the cessation not only of

hostilities but of the threat of their breaking out, Kant believes that the only ratio-
nal way to bring this peace about i1s by establishing an international state.

Realizing, however, that at the time such a state was not the will of nations, he pro-

poses a ‘negative substitute : a federation of nations that would create a system of
international law based on principles of right.%> For his part, Fornari agrees with
Bertrand Russell, one of many influental figures who after 1945 thought that a
single world government was the only alternative to the extinction of the human
race, but hike Kant, though for difterent reasons, he envisions obstacles to its for-
mation. However, Fornan also emphautcally rejects Kant's substitute: a union ol
states, an organization like the United Nations, in which “each member nation |1s]
above all jealous of preserving its own sovereignty. 4 World government, Fornars
Insists, presupposes the abolitton of state sovereignty. But "who will abolish 1t?”
Arguing that the aboliton of sovereignty “from above,” by international agree-
ments between nations, would only arouse the persecution and castration
anxieties that lead to heightened vindictiveness, Fornari maintains that state sover-
eignty must first be abolished “"from below,” when individual citizens
reappropriate the violence they have alienated 1n the state. In so doing, individu-
als do not themselves become violent or exonerate the state's violence; rather,
they take responsibility for war by withdrawing their consent to—protesting
against—state violence. Returning to the subject, then, i1s the starting point for the
sovereign state to evolve toward the non-sovereign state, one subject to the same
laws as 1t citizens, and 1s also the foundation of the Omega Institution, a judicial
institution operating on a national level that would 1mmaugurate the evolution by
establishing laws prohibiting the nation's aggression against other groups and
mstituting penaltes for the exportation of violence. Omega Institutions would, to
borrow Wodiczko's term, “detoxify’ national cultures and group 1dentitiest’ and,
according to Fornari, pave the way to world government.48

13 Fuenne Balibar, “'Rights of Man’ and ‘Rights of the Citizen, " in Masses, Classes, Ideas: Studies on
Politics and Philosophy Before and After Marx, trans. James Swenson (Oxford: Routledge, 1994), p. 49

4. joan Copjec, “Introduction: Evil in the Time of the Finite World,” in Radical Evil, ed. Copje
(New York: Verso. 1996). P. XXIV.

0. kant, "I’rtpt*tll.tl Peace.” P. 105.

16. l‘-tlllltlli. ! fie l"\‘mr' /#m!.”u’/\\f\ Hrf’ H'u‘?, |}_ :_-f”!.

i/, Wodiczko, Abolition of War, p. 100.

8 It 15 Interesting to contrast these proposals by courageously disillusioned peacemakers with

one based on quite different, in some respects opposing, premises. In 1910, very late in his life,
Wilhham James wrote an essay titled “"The Moral Equivalent of War,” in which he asserts that “interna-
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Wodiczko’s World Institute for the Abolition of War diverges from more classical
paradigms of international peacemaking because, unlike Kant’s and Fornari’s Pro-
posals, it is not grounded in the model of the nation-state. Instead it stresses
multilateral, nongovernmental alhances in the form of the Discursive Forum for the
Abolition of War and the (fl'(rax—l)ist‘il)]in;il'\ Center for Global Peace Projects.
Neither does World [nstitute make reference to world government. World Institute,

then. partic i[mlm In the construction of a new {'{nnm,m]ilit‘s.. one responsive to

Derrida’s exhortation to cultivate the spirit of the cosmopolitan tradition by ques-

tioning its limits and adjusting it to our own time.* For Derrida. this means, in
addition to assuming responsibility before the stranger,” recognizing that justice is
not ftully exercised within the framework of the nation-state or the boundaries of
law—that the law canno: encompass ethical life.5! While W, diczko, like Derrida.
Nay support international law as a means of helping to expand justice universally.
World Institute is not 2 law-making or judicial institution but. rather, a public and a
cultural one—"public” not in the sense of state-related or Ope€n to a preexisting audi-

ence but because. in a Kantian -.|>i;-i|. It cultivates 2 public \')]H‘i't‘ of critical speech

S e ——

Ii!il]‘t] rationality” Jruillfl D¢ used to resolve conflicts !H'I‘ut‘t'!l nations. He |H"__{i|1*- hy stating, In a
manner similar to ous philosophers, that warlike Pugnacity”—part of Mignon Nixon's “badness”—
cannot be eliminated in modern man, who. he believes, has “inherited” it—something like original
sin—from uncivilized ancestors. He also asserts that it is precisely “the horrors Lof war] that make the
tascination” with it But James also agrees with “the wa party” for whom the martial vVirtues—patrio-
tism, “intrepidity, contempt of softness, surrender of private interest. obedience to command™—"“are
absolute and permanent goods.” “No healthy minded person,” he savs. can disagree that “militarism
s the great preserver of our ideals of hardihood. and human life with no use for hardihood would be
contemptible. . . . Hardihoods « ontinue the manliness to which the military mind <o taithfully clings. . ..
Martial virtues...must still remain the rock upon which states are built . war has been the only force
that can dise ipline a whole community.” This concession to militarism (and masculinism) leads him
0 conclude. tollowing H. G. Wells. that the martial charac ter should be bred bv torce other than
military cons ription—the conscription of young men into a period of national SEIVICe: mining,
building bridges. window-washing. road-building, etc. He calls this force “the moral equivalent of
war. It is not necessary to . hallenge James’s solution or to disagree with his contention that pacifists
cannot rely simply on moral alfgument to note that his ultimate tocus on man’s “nobility” and
"honor”—his “manl virtues” and goodness—entails a complete turn away from the problem of what
he himself has previously called man’s ‘Innate pugnacity’ and fascination with horrors as causal fac-
tors of war, factors that will not be eradicated by the building of bridges. James’s tetishistic disavowal
of meradicable aggressivity—simultaneoush recognizing it and ac ting as though he hadn’t—is also
facilitated by his failure O question that war performs dise iplinary rather than disinhibiting func-
tions and that the state is 2 torce for good. William James, “The Moral Equivalent of War.” n.p.

49, Jacques Derrida. “A Dialogue with Jacques Derrida.” in Glovanna Borradori. Fhilosophy in a
Lime of Terror: Dialogues with Jurgen Habermas and [acques Derrida (Chicago: University of Chicago,
2004), p. 130. Derrida is not the only one to theorize 4 NEw cosmopolitanism. For the history of
other new cosmopolitanisms of the 1990s. see Bruce Robbins’s books listed in footnote 492

50, Derrida reworks Kant's Ideas, expressed in "Perpetual Peace.” about hospitality toward the
stranger in Of Hospitality: Ann Dufourmantelle Invites Jacques Derrida to R spond (Redwood City: Stanford
University, 2000)

31, Borradori, “De onstructing Terrorism.” in Philosophy in a Time of Lerror, p. 163,
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and democratic, agonistic discourse. Perhaps the very debate about war might help
bring about un-war, for, as Chantal Mouffe writes,

the novelty of democratic politics i1s not the overcoming of [the| us/them
distincion—which 1s an impossibility—but the different way in which 1t 1s
established. ... The aim of democratic politics 1s to construct the “them™
in such a way that it 1s no longer perceived as an enemy to be destroyed,
but an “adversary,” 1.e., somebody whose 1deas we combat but whose right
to defend those 1deas we do not put into question.”?

World Institute, unlike previous peacemaking proposals, aims to dismantle the
culture of war and institutionalize a new transnational un-war culture, challenging
the oft-expressed notion that emotional ties, identifications, and shared responsi-
bilities can only be forged on local and national scales. Bruce Robbins, a scholar of
cosmopolitanism, notes that “though the concept of culture emerged historically
in close connection with nationalism, it does not belong inevitably or definitively
on the side of nation, inheritance, or locality.” The reason, he explains, is that
although throughout most of human history “both habitual knowledge of others
and habitual opportunities to affect others hives were very imited 1n space,” social
organizations and communication technologies have now expanded and, along
with them, possibilities for international common cultures and modes of belong-
ing.>3 To realize one such possibility, Wodiczko mobilizes sophisticated
communication and information technologies, in order to bring about an antiwar
instance of what Robbins calls “global feeling.”>* World Institute thus exemplifies
what Robbins has more recently called "a newer cosmopolitanism,” which, in the

wake of the localizing, pluralizing tendency of certain new cosmopolitanisms of

the 1990s. reconsiders “the virtues of ('t)sm()l.)()lit;mism‘s universalist impuls(-" and.

like the Omega Institution, makes it a priority to oppose the military aggression of

one s own country, especially if that country 1s the United States.>>

In the preface to "Perpetual Peace,” Kant remarks on the practical politician’s
condescending attitude toward political theorists. “1'he worldly-wise statesman,” he
writes, believes that the theonst 1s a mere academic who cannot endanger the state.
“It thus follows,” he concludes, “that if the practical politician is to be consistent, he
must not claim, in the event of a dispute with the theorist, to scent any danger to the
state in the opimions which the theorist has randomly uttered in public. By this saving

52. Moutfte, "Deliberative Democracy or Agonistic Pluralism?,” Political Science Series 72 (Institute

for Advanced Studies. Vienna. 2000). Imp: 1hs.ac.at puhli{';mum'pu]
12. 2013).
3.

)

pw_72.pdt (accessed Augus!

Bruce Robbins, Global Feeling: Internationalism in Distress (New York: New York University, 1999),
pp. 19-20.
4. Ibid., p. 95.

- -

55. Robbins. I’rrpdm:( War. p. 3. F Illllhit\i\ mine.
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clause, the author of this essay will consider himself expressly safeguarded, in correct

and proper style, against all malicious interpretation.”®

Kant casts himseif as a hnpclvss 1dealist. detached from prm'li(';ll matters. trad-

Ing 1n fantasies—the role frequently assigned to those who assume responsibility for

abolishing war. Kant's preface 1s ironic, however, because, as the ethico-political
philosopher Allen W. Wood writes, Kant actually rejected the notton that “historical
hopes must never be entertained . . . as though we could not devote ourselves to
final ends of humanity ... unless we see clear signs that humanity 1s on the brink of
fulfilling them.”>7 World Institute for the Abolition of War makes clear that the same is
true of Wodiczko, who, 1n a ime of perpetual war, allows the historical hope of un-
war to enter the public space of appearances, establishing 1t as a reality.

56. Kant, “Perpetual Peace.” p. 03.

bi. Allen W. Wood, “Kant's Project for Perpetual Peace,” in Cosmopolitics, p. 72.
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I .ouise Lawler: No Drones

MIGNON NIXON

It 1s a queer experience, lying in the dark and listen-
ing to the zoom of a hornet, which may at any point
sting you to death. It 1s a sound that interrupts cool
and consecutive thinking about peace. Yet it is a
sound—ifar more than prayers and anthems—that
should compel one to think about peace.

—Virginia Woolf, “Thoughts
on Peace 1n an Air Raid”

[ [)m,r(f/r’/mg‘s

Hitler deployed the first pilot-less flying bombs, the doodlebugs, as weapons
of terror over London. “The drone of the planes,” Virginia Weolf related, 1s “like
the sawing of a branch overhead. Round and round it goes, sawing and sawing. It
falls to the civilian under aenal attack to “fight with the mind” by “thinking against
the current, not with it.” Thinking in darkness, thinking in bed, thinking with the
unconscious—Woolf detends the supposedly “futile activity of 1dea-making™ as a
counterpoint to the drone of war.

Artistic resistance to war i1s often faulted for its futility. It 1s as if artistic
responses to war succeeded only 1n stripping art, and its audience, of their politi-
cal dignity. All antiwar art 1s not equally scorned, of course. Documentary and

l. Virginia Woolf, “Thoughts on Peace in an Air Raid™ (1942), in Thoughis on Peace in an Awr Raid
(London: Penguin Books, 2009), p. 1. First published in The Death of the Moth and Other Essays.
Commenting on “Living Under Drones,” a recent Stanford/New York University report on the etfects
of American drones on the civilian population of Waziristan, Chive Stafford Smith compares them to
the flying bombs that menaced London in World War II: "“When the doodlebugs (as V1s—Hitler's
drones—were called) came over,” he observes, citing the experience of his own mother, the buzzing of
the engine signaled temporary reprieve; sudden silence meant imminent death. 1'he droning sound
became a weapon of terror in itself, as it has in Waziristan, where “the Predators emit an eerie sound,
earning them the name bangana (buzzing wasp) in Pashtu.” Clive Stafford Smith, “Drones: The West's
New Terror Campaign,” Guardian (September 24, 2012). http:/ /www.theguardian.com/commentis-
free/ 2012/sep/25/drones-wests-terror-weapons-doodlebugs-1 (accessed January 30, 2014).
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activist modes may be counted as extensions of journalism and politics.
Memornializing and witnessing gestures bear the import of history. Protest art
defies authoritarian repression. And while any of these may be dismissed as naive
or mneffectual, a special contempt 1s reserved for those modes of artistic resistance
that refuse or mock the rhetoric of war.?

Woolt furnishes some reasons. War 1s not an event that suddenly comes
along, she explains. It 1s already here. "The desire to dominate and enslave”
defines evervday life, she writes, and the prevention of war, like war 1itself, there-
fore begins at home, with ourselves.? In her expansive text of 1938 on the
prevention of war, Three Guineas, Wooll argues that the cleavage of public and pri-
vate spheres 1s the foundational violence of militarism, placing war beyond reach
of the everyday.?* War as we know 1t 1s a ruse of militarism, in other words.

LLouise Lawler's sly interventions in contemporary war discourse underscore
this point. Apart from an extensive body of work on American militarism, culmi-
nating in her 2011 exhibition No Drones, the artist’'s antiwar ephemera and
non-works (including the double-page spread that opens this essay) resist the
etforts of militarism to monopolize and mystufy war, to cut it off from the everyday.
Woolf sharpened her pen on the spectacle of militaristic display, the frippery and
finery on parade in military, parhamentary, and academic pageantry alike. Lawler
trains her attention on the rituals of the art world, implying that militarism runs
through them like a steady line, smoothly connecting the dots. At the same time,
her art reveals another trend of militarism, which 1s the colonization of daily life,
the relentless intrusion of state violence into our so-called private lives. To expose
the ruse of militarism, Lawler suggests, we must open our eyes to its most intimate
and most insidious ettects.

Militarism distinguishes “war inside” (as Gertrude Stein referred to our
birthright of destructiveness) from “war outside,” the violence of the state.
Predicated on a fastidious separation of subject and state, militarism cultivates oun

sense of estrangement from war, discounts our msider knowledge, and discour-

ages questions like the one Stein recollected from childhood 1n her 1945 memoir

Wars | Have Seen: “What 1s 1t inside in one that makes one know all about war?”
For Stein, war 1s always already part of one, inside one. The mystery of war is that 1t
lavs 1ts claim on us from the inside out.

2. An example of such contempt i1s the critical response to Yayor Kusama's performances against

the nuclear arms race and the American war in Vietham. Mignon Nixon, "Anatomic Explosion on Wall
Street,” October 142 (Fall 2012). Pp. 3=2D.

3. Woolf, “Thoughts on Peace in an Air Raid,” p. 3. Woolf's prolific insights about the continuities
of tyranny and destructiveness in everyday life and in war underpin much essential feminist writing on
war culture. See, for example, Rosalyn Deutsche, "Un-War: An Aesthetic Sketch, 1n this issue.

i, Woolt, A Room of One's Own/ T hree Guineas, ed. Michele Barrett (London: Penguin, 1993).

). Gertrude Stein, Wars I Have Seen (1945; London: Brilliance Books, 1984 ), p. Y. On Stein's wai
memoir and contemporary artistic responses to war, see Mignon Nixon, "War Inside/War Outside:
Feminist Critiques and the Politics of Psychoanalysis,” Texte zur Kunst 17, no. 68 (December 2007), pp.
b5-75; and Rosalyn Deutsche, “"Un-war: An Aesthetic Sketch,” in this issue.
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No Drones

2. Drones

"Wars. So many wars. Wars mnside and wars outside.” This line carries the
cadence of Stein, but it 1s actually Bruno Latour, in a lecture delivered in the
spring of 2003, some two weeks after the U.S.-U.K. invasion of Iraq. He begins to
list the wars. "Culture wars, science wars, and wars against terrorism. Wars against
poverty and wars against the poor. Wars against ignorance and wars out of igno-
rance. Then he comes straight to the point: "My question 1s simple. Should we be
at war, too, we, the scholars, the intellectuals?”® Latour could almost be channel-
ing Woolf now, except that she would never have associated herself with “the
scholars, the intellectuals,” whose vanities she read as symptoms of militarist cul-
ture. IT'he difference tells when Latour abruptly pivots to what he calls his worry:

“Quite simply, my worry i1s that we might not be aiming for the right target.” With

this swerve from the qm'sliml of whether we. the wl!'-pml'msv(l thinkers. should

also be at war to the worry that we might simply have the wrong target in our
sights, Latour abandons the question of intellectual and psychical responsibility
for war 1in order to embrace the very symmetries between academe and militarism
that Woolf decries. “To remain in the metaphorical atmosphere of the time,” he
remarks, “military experts constantly revise their strategic doctrines, their contin-
gency plans, the size, direction, and technology of their projectiles, their smart
bombs, their missiles; I wonder why we, we alone, would be saved from those sorts
of revisions.” For Latour, what counts 1s to be rhetorically current, or “in the
metaphorical atmosphere” of one's time, and to be quick to recognize "new
threats, new dangers, new tasks, new targets.” Once upon a time, he reminds us,
“intellectuals were in the vanguard.” The cultural avant-garde not only kept up
with rhetorical change but set the pace. Now it 1s the military-scientific-industrial
complex that drives the agenda.

Woolf, by contrast, makes a virtue of hesitation and delay. “1'hree years 1s a
long time to leave a letter unanswered,” she announces in the arch opening line of
T'hree Guineas, “and your letter has been lying without an answer even longer than
that.”® Setting aside the abundant appeals that pile up on her desk, waiting for
more dust to gather before lifting her pen, the author ruminates at leisure before

replying at length to a question styled, in the now familiar way, to flatter prospec-
tive patrons of a new society: “How in your opinion are we to prevent war?"
Woolf’s response runs to some two hundred pages in small type. "It 1s true that
many answers have suggested themselves,” she confides, “but none that would not
need explanation, and explanation takes time.™

0. Bruno Latour, *"Why Has Critique Run Out of Steam? From Matters of Fact to Matters of
Concern,” Crnitical Inquiry 30, no. 2 (Winter 2004), p. 225. First presented as the Stanford presidential
lecture, Stanford Humanities Center, April 7, 2003. Subsequent references are to p. 225 except where
noted.

i Ibid., p. 226.

8. Woolf, A Room of One’s Own/Three Guineas, p. 117.
0. Ibid.
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A twenty-first-century Woolf, one Imagines, would not “donate now" to stall
next week’s war or circulate an online petition to her address book with an urgent
personal message. It is difficult to conjur her tweeting advice to the prime minis-
ter: to bomb or not to bomb. Offered opportunities to SIgn a petition, attend 32
political meeting, and donate to a fund, she declines all three. Belated as it is,
Woolf’s thick. chiding letter to the tounder of the new society does not conclude
by enclosing a check. Instead, it promises 2a guinea for the rebuilding fund of a
women's college. The prevention of war, she reasons. rests on a new model of edu-
cation, one not beholden to the arms industry. She Imagines a “poor college,”
experimental and nonhierarchical, with a curriculum devoted not to “the arts of
dominating other people” (which ‘require too many overhead expenses”) but to
“the arts of human intercourse,”10

Latour’s call to academic arms is an exercise in devil’s advocacy, to be sure.
Yet it touches on a rea] problem: how does critique adapt to a war footing’
Suggesting that the humanities have an obligation to move with the times, “to
press ahead, to redirect our meager capacities as fast as possible,” he charges the
humanities, and himself. with debunking and deconstructing while Rome burns.!!
Latour borrows yet another military analogy, that of “highting the last war.” to diag-
nose the malaise in which the humanities, circa 2003. were plunged. For military
doctrine has it that war. unlike history, does not repeat itself. “Would it not be
rather terrible,” he wonders. “if we were stll training young kids—yes, young
recruits, young cadets—for wars that are no longer possible . . . leaving them ill-
equipped in the face of threats we had not anticipated, for which we are SO
thoroughly unprepared?”12

When Latour extolled the superior competence of military experts who con-
stantly revise “the size. direction, and technology of their projectiles,” the current
wars were in their Infancy. Since then, it has become de rigueur for the humanities

Lo court legitimacy in a culture of techno-militarism, even as the credibility of that
culture has inexorably declined. Close to home, militarist thinking is detectable
€VEN In some revisionist histories of postmodernism, which reduce those debates
(0 abstract culture wars, and in 2 broad revival of fantasies of mastery that feminist.
psychoanalytic, and poststructuralist work had once discredited I'he prospect of a
umanist academy on the militarist model—a drone academy—seems rather dif-
terent now. Even as 3 rhetorical weapon, the smart bomb seems disastrously ill
equipped to alleviate the cultural malaise of anti-rationality bordering on nihilism
that Latour warned against back then and that has only deepened in our pro-
longed time of war. Rather than restrain us, “the scholars, the intellectuals,” from
"add[ing] ruins to ruins”—by which Latour intended the absurdist gesture of
retlexively invoking deconstruction in 1 public discourse already conducted under

0. Woolf, A Room of One’s Own/Three Cruineas. p. 155,

. Latour, “Whv Has k2 iliqlu* Run Out of Steam?.” p. 226,
1bid.. p. 225.
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the sway of the death drive—today’s drone culture has conferred on Latour’s
rhetoric a tragic reality. To the extent that we in the humanities are willing to
assume responsibility for the current wars, the question “is it really our duty to add
fresh ruins to fields of ruins?” can no longer be deemed safely rhetorical.!3 The
“young recruits, young cadets” of the current generation have assimilated the
streamlined training regimes dedicated to applying “meager capacities as fast as
possible” to urgent contemporary debates, as Latour admonished. But at what
cost? Have we 1nadvertently conspired to abet a techno-militarist fantasy of the
humanities themselves as a “fresh ruin,” a ruin overdue for being added to the

“field of ruins’? 14

3. No Drones

Posted on the door of my office at the Courtauld Institute of Art i1s a tattered
souvenir from Louise Lawler's 2011 London exhibition No Drones. A tew evebrows
were raised when the poster went up. Its pale
and faintly shimmering echo of “No Nukes'—a
political slogan that lingers on the fringes of
British protest culture—oftered an uncomfort-
able reminder of past failure. And that was part
of the point: War is retro, however futuristic it

appears. When artistic resistance to war sum-

mons the past. 1t reminds us of this. The

posting of No Drones was also intended as one

small way of highlighting the nexus of milita-
rization, art, and the humanities in the
everyday life of an academic institution. It was,
of course, not only the students I was address-
ing but, more particularly, myself.

In November 2011, Lawler’s exhibition No
Drones coincided (coincidentally) with a retro-
spective of Gerhard Richter at Tate Modern.1>
Lawler in effect transferred two works by Richter, )
Mustang Squadron (1964), based upon a photo- for No Drones.
graph of Allied bombers over Germany, and Spriith Magers,
Skull (1983), to the Spruth Magers gallery at the London. 2011
dead end of an elegant Mayfair street. Printed on

| 3. [Latour, “Why Has Critique Run Out of Steam?,” p. 225.

14. For an example of how the eclipse of the humanities by the sciences has become academe s new
“‘worry,” see, for example, Tamar Lewin, “As Interest Fades in the Humanities, Colleges Worry,” New
York Times (October 30, 2013). http://www.nytimes.com/2013/10/31/education/as-interest-fades-in-
the-humanities-colleges-worry.html (accessed January 30, 2014). Stanford University, where Latour gave
his 2003 lecture at the Humanities Center, is one of the campuses described as particularly worried.

15. [Lawler was not responding directly to Tate Modern’s Gerhard Richter exhibition and was not
aware it would coincide with her own. Conversation with the author, October 10, 2012.
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| .awler. No Drones. 201 1.
Installation view.

adhesive vinyl and applied directly to the gallery walls, Lawler's photographs of

these works, taken during the installation of Richter’s work in the Albertinum
Museum/Staatliche Kunstsammlungen, Dresden, in 2010, were manipulated—
adjustea to fit, in Lawler's descripion—to make them strictly proportional to
the site.16

Titded No Drones and Civilian, the two works took on fresh political import as
an extension of Richter’'s own procedure in retrieving and enlarging photographs
of the bombing of Germany during World War Il. Drawing on photographs of a
recent past that had already been effectively repressed, Richter pointed to a process
of historical forgetting: His photographs were reminders of a “last war™ that was
briefly imagined to mark the end of wars. By applying optically distorted, or
stretched, editions of her own photographs of Richter’'s paintings in Dresden, the
site of frenzied Allied bombing of civilians, to a gallery wall in London, the city
where Hitler deployed the first unmanned drones, Lawler invited reflection on the
extent to which the remembrance of wars past shapes the dynamics of our own cur-
rent wars. In particular, the installation invited reflection upon aerial destruction as
a preeminent mode of cultural domination and control.

“Dresden was the Florence of Germany,” Sven Lindqgvist has written, “an old
cultural capital, full of art treasures and architectural masterpieces that the bomb-

ing had left untouched throughout five years of war. So the city was full of

16. On Lawler and Richter, see Lowise Lawler and/or Gerhard Richter: Photographs and Works, ed.
Dietmar Elger, essay by Tim Griffin (Dresden: Schirmer/Mosel, 2012). On Lawler’s adjusted-to-fit
works, see Sven Lutticken, ""Not Stone ': Acting in and with Louise Lawler’'s Pictures,” in Lowise Lawler:
Adjusted (Munich: Prestel Verlag, 2013).
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[.awler. No Drones. 201 1.
Installation view.

refugees and practically undefended when the British attacked on February 15,
1945.717 Yet, he remarks, “even today there i1s no hint in any British museum of the
systematic attacks on German civilians 1in their homes, no hint that these attacks
constituted crimes under mternational humanitarian law for the protection of
civihans. '8 Even, or perhaps especially, in the war museum, historical perspective
1s trumped by aerial perspective.

LLawler’s photograph of Mustang Squadron 1s entitled No Drones. Its angle 1s
sidelong to the painting. Stretched out along the wall, 1t 1s anamorphically dis-
torted, prodding the viewer's body to shuttle sideways, as if 1n search of some
elusive optical resolution. Adhering to the wall like a label, the vinyl surface ot No
Drones contrasts with 1ts subject, a painting seen askance, pitched sharply forward,
partially obscured, hooks and wire exposed. Not an 1mage of an 1image of an 1image

of bombing, then—an 1image suspended in the infinite regress of the virtual—No
Drones presents instead a photographic mural of a

photograph of an installation of

17. Sven Lindqvist, A History of Bombing, trans. Linda Haverty Ru
214 (n.p.).

| 8. Ibid.. entrv 200 (n.p.).

oo (London: Granta, 2001), entny
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a painting of a photograph, itselt photographically reproduced, of a squadron of
bombers. And each of these translations performs a kind of estrangement, draw-
ing the viewer into an intricate process of interpreting an aerial perspective.
Unlike the viewpoint of the drone, whose operators search screens for targets to
destroy, the perspective of No Drones 1s one of anamorphosis, in which mastery of
the visual field, and by implication historical depth, 1s sufficiently frustrated that
the very premise of such mastery 1s called into doubt.

In his seminar on anamorphosis, Jacques Lacan drew the attention of his lis-
teners to a painting in the National Gallery in London, Hans Holbein's 7%
Ambassadors (1533), which offers a virtuoso demonstration of the principle that a
picture 1s “a trap for the gaze.”1” The young ambassadors, Jean de Dinteville and
George de Selve, stand “frozen, stiffened 1n their showy adornments, he recounts,

while between them, arrayed on two shelves, 1s "a series of objects that represent in

the painting of the period the symbols of vanitas.”?" The upper shelf, where the

figures’ elbows rest, i1s the repository of astronomical devices, including a celestial

globe, a portable sundial, and an astrolabe, instruments for measuring the heav-

ens, the early equipment of a scientific dream of aerial masterv. The lower shell

19, Jacques Lacan, The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, ed. Jacques-Alain Miller, trans
\lan Sherndan (London: Vintage, 1998), p. 89.
20). Ibid.. p. 88.

Hans Holbein. The Ambassadors. 1533,
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holds a terrestrial globe, a compass, an open hymn book, and a lute. The work’s
most enigmatic feature, however, hovers in the foreground, tilted on the diagonal,
as 1if levitating. LLacan describes 1t as “the singular object . . . which is there to be

looked at. in order to catch. 1 would almost sav. to catch 1n its trap, the observer.

that 1s to say, us. 2! Only by surrendering an overview of the painting and moving

to 1ts side does the viewer discern that the tilted object floating in the foreground
1s a skull. "It 1s,” Lacan continues,

an obvious way ... of showing us that, as subjects, we are literally called
into the picture, and represented here as caught. For the secret of this
picture . . .1s given at the moment when, moving shghtly away, little by
little, to the left, then turning around, we see what the magical tloating
figure signifies. It reflects our own nothingness, in the figure of the
death’s head.22

A visitor to Lawler’'s exhibition in London, turning away from Mustang
Squadron/No Drones, confronted—what else’—a photograph of Richter's Skull ot
1983 pasted to the adjacent wall and retitled Civilian. In The Ambassadors ot
Holbein, the outsized skull hovers in the foreground of the painting, obscure to
the viewer who examines the tableau head-on. 1his skull 1s, of course, a memento
morl, a reminder of mortality that haunts the world of appearances, displayed
here “in all its most fascinating forms,” as Lacan exclaims, in the double portrait.=
For Lacan, its more particular effect, however, i1s to echo, or retlect, our nothing-
ness, to annthilate us in the act of seeing. “All this shows,” he writes, “that at the
very heart of the period in which the subject emerged and geometral optics was an

Lacan, The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, p. 92.
bid., p. 92.
bid., p. 88.

Holbein. The Ambassadors (detail). 1533,
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[.awler. No Drones. 201 1.
Installation view.

object of research, Holbein makes visible for us here something that 1s simply the

subject as annihilated. =4 In Lawler's staging of the anamorphic scenano, the sub-

ject-as-annihilated 1s, in etfect, the civilian that could be me. In contrast to the

drone’s eve view, which ;.1<'ln|)lx the aenal |)v|‘_~;|)('('li\‘<* of the perpetrator, or [_}l;lll{‘.
the ;m;nnm‘])hi(' situation (_-xplnils an “mverted use of pt*rs])u'liw" to reveal the

1llusion of this abstraction.2>

Coincident with the historical emergence of the mastering subject through
perspective, Lacan speculated, came the emergence of “the gaze as such, in all its
pulsatile, dazzling, and spread out function, as it 1s in this picture. 2% In No Drones,
the anamorphic picture and the skull are accompanied by a third element, a mir-
rored disco ball hung between them, low to the floor, reflecting the installation in

its fish-eve gaze. At night, when the gallery was dark, the disco ball became the star

of the show, a luminous silver globe spinning like a planet in a dazzling field of

red and green flickers that was evocative both of festive holiday lights and of that
other hght show unfolding on computer screens in technological fantasies of aer-

24, lL.acan. The Four Fundamental Concepts of l"s)'r'/uuuuu’;w's. p. 88.

). Ibid., p. 87. Lawler was not explicitly referencing Holbein's Ambassadors: 1 was aware of [the]
anainorphic skull, but wasn't thinking of any particular work when installing” (e-mail communication
with the author, October 17, 2012).

20. Ibid.. p. 89.
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1al mastery and control. In another echo of The Ambassadors, with its ostentatious
display of scientific instruments and globes—"everything that recalls, in the per-
spective of the period, the vanity of the arts and sciences’—Lawler drops this
pulsating sphere at our feet, in the position occupied in Holbein's painting by
what Lacan calls the “magical floating object” that reflects our own nothingness,
our lack.2?

Retithng Richter's Skull as Civilian, Lawler alludes to the persistent omission
from histories of aenal war of the death toll of noncombatants. Since the end of
World War 11, the perspective of war has been an insistently aerial one, an expansive
overview that obscures suftering on the ground through the famihiar euphemism
“collateral damage.” Missing from these aenal fantasies of war 1s not only the civilian
dead but the specter of our own annihilation, our own nothingness. Swept away with
all those “No Nukes™ banners that Lawler’s pale poster faintly reflects 1s the anxiety
of annihilation, of nonexistence, to which Lacan’s theory of the gaze is dedicated. It
1s therefore not surprising that one casualty of our current wars has been psychoana-

l_\‘li(‘ theories of subjec tvity that dwell upon our lack.

l ACdll, /.-‘Jn /":H! /'EHHEHHH'HHH’ C.oncepls o f’\\l;/;;u;nf{f\w\ y. Y22
!

i
|
li
%

[.awler. No Drones. 2011.
Installation view.
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In No Drones. L.awler echoes a question |_'msv(l by Lacan: "How can we not see
here, immanent in the geometral dimension . .. something symbolic of the func-

tion of the lack?™28 In The Ambassadors ot Holbein, the enigmatic object “from

some angles appears to be tlying through the air,” Lacan remarks, "at others to be
tilted.™® It hangs in the air, eerily suspended, hideously flattened. The enigmatic
object that i1s the skull, a reminder of our nothingness, exceeds the perspective of
the image. It i1s only by abandoning the illusion of mastery over the visual field—

which Lacan calls only "a partial dimension in the field of the gaze —that we can
make out the anamorphic eftect and retlect upon 1ts significance.”"

Anamorphosis exacts a looking askance that i1s at odds with the drone per-
spective of targets and precision strikes. Anamorphosis demands that we take our
eye off the target. “Begin by walking out of the room,” Lacan adwvises. "It 1s then
that, turning round as you leave . . . you apprehend in this form ... What? A
skull. 3! In her installatiton No Drones, Lawler conjures anamorphosis at every turn.
Aerial fantasies assumed a heightened reality through the rhetoric of aernal pho-
tography, as commemorated in Richter’'s Mustang Squadron. Taking a sidelong

angle on the painting, Lawler exposes its illusion doubly, first in the re-presenta-

tion of Richter’s own appropriation of the motf, and then again in the oblique
angle that evokes what Lacan calls "the gaze as such,” having, as he puts it, a
“spread out function. 32 The “spread out function” of Lawler's stretched pho-
tographs 1s 1n keeping with Lacan's suggestion that our desire for mastery 1s
potentially tripped up by the anamorphic 1image, which offers an 1illusion of mas-
tery at the cost of that illusion's being stretched beyond recognition. What
destroys the illusion is the gaze, conceived by Lacan as outside us, a “pulsatile, daz-
zling, and spread out” effect, which Lawler slyly summarizes in the simultaneously
refracting and reflecting etfects of the mirror ball that 1s the fish-eye surrogate of
[Lacan's famous sardine can glinting in the water.?3 It 1s only by turning one's back

on the picture, Lacan insisted. that the viewer discovers the secret of The

‘Ambassadors, the secret of one’s own nothingness. In order to assume individual
responsibility for war, Lawler implies, we might take a hint from Holbein and
[Lacan and look askance, turn our backs, and 1ignore the target completely.

In No Drones, Lawler produces an anamorphosis of political resistance to war,
countering the drone perspective by inviting viewers to look askance, to contemplate
our lack. “The anamorphic shift,” Slavoj Zizek has noted, “enables us to discern an
apparently positive object as a ‘'negative magnitude, as a mere ‘positivization of a

void. 34 In The Ambassadors, the enigmatic object that 1s the skull exposes the vanities

x

' [ a

L.acan. The Four Fundamental ( oncepls of Psychoanalysis, p. 88.

bid.

bid.

Ibid.

bid., p. 89.

bid., p. 95.

Slavoj Zizek, The Plague of Fantasies (London: Verso, 1997), p. 76.
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of cultural and scientific mastery represented by globe and astrolabe, and by painting
itselt. The illusion of perspective is revealed to be exactly that. It is only by sacrificing,

however tleetingly, the fantasy of mastery over the visual field that we can discern the

logic of anamorphosis—and put it to use. “lIdeology,” Zizek maintains, “is the ‘self-evi-

dent surface structure whose function 1s to conceal the underlying ‘unbalanced,’
uncanny structure. % Lawler proposes the anamorphic shift as a logic that might
enable us to glimpse the uncanny structure of drone culture.

4. No 4\'H/ff’\

T'he Itahhan psychoanalyst Franco Fornari, writing in the 1960s in response to
the Cold War nuclear threat, argued in The Psychoanalysis of War that “the war phe-
nomenon 1s a cultural solution to a very real psychic and social problem, which 1s
the need to expel terror from the inner world to the outer world, and to export
destructiveness from our own social group.’® Aerial bombing transformed war by
enabling some of us to expel our destructiveness to the furthest corners of the
F.arth and so to distance ourselves from our own annihilative acts even while revel-
Ing 1n fantasies of omnipotence. But there was a catch. The increasing
destructiveness of war that aerial bombing had unleashed, the psychoanalysi
observed, threatened to deprive us of war itself.

“No Nukes,” in Fornari's terms, poses a threat to our sanity. Nuclear war threat-
ens to annthilate not only the enemy but ourselves as well. Faced with the prospect
of planetary annihilation through war, Fornan predicted (correctly), we might be
inclined to act out our desire for war through “transterence wars.” In psychoanalytic
parlance, transterence signifies a distorted repetition of the past. We all engage in
transference routinely, transposing past conflicts and attachments onto current situ-
ations, all the while imagining that what we do and feel today 1s fundamentally
different from what we once did and felt. In No Drones, Lawler gestures toward this
phenomenon of transference war, and toward the transterential dimension of any
war. Her anamorphic photograph of Richter’s painting of an aenal photograph of
bombing in the iconic “good war” demonstrates the principle by which the flawed
logic of aerial wartare can be stretched, or adjusted, to fit a mynad of contingencies,
including those of protracted, even perpetual war. From an aerial point of view,

Lawler suggests, a stretched-to-fit war provides a convincing-enough optical illusion.
[t tricks the eye. It is beneath the zoom of the hornet, as Woolf put it, in the shadow
of the plane, that this illusion 1s undone.

Crazy is the title Lawler assigns to the mirror ball that hangs from the ceiling 1n
the exhibition No Drones. In Fornari's terms, war 1s a cultural bulwark against insanity.

i £ T A e

It converts the intolerable ;umivl_\' of our own agoeression. (‘.\;l)t‘l'i(‘llt't‘(l as an “internal

ol

terrifier,” into rational violence directed against an actual enemy. Whether found or

:};.ht /Ia"ll\ //u J:’Ir!_;_;"h‘r uf I'HH;‘H\H y, |1. B2,
36. Franco Fornari, The Psychoanalysis of War, trans. Alenka Pteifer (Garden City, NY: Anchor Books,
1974).
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made, Fornan contends, the enemy that 1s the object of our destructiveness 1s also

our deliverance, the guarantor of our sanity. The prospect of nuclear war, which
threatened to render war obsolete, also left us potenually defenseless against our tei
rors, he maintains. MAD, the military doctrine of mutually assured destruction, was
the aptly named solution to this predicament, providing, in the calculus of the Cold
War, a logic by which preserving war also prevents its ulumate expression. T'o submi
willingly to the psychic strain of hiving constantly on the brink of annihilation was
mad, but also unsustainable, and our current wars provide, if not a resolution of the
persistent nuclear threat, at least a distraction from 1t.

In her important book Hwroshima After Irag, Rosalyn Deutsche argues that the
Iraq War, purportedly instigated in response to an imminent nuclear threat, perpetu
ates the state of existence that the psychoanalyst Hanna Segal called
‘nuclear-mentalitv culture. %7 After the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, othe:
modes of terror bombing, Deutsche observes, were demoted to the term “conven-
tional weapons,” making them appear “benign by contrast with their nuclean
counterparts, 1n a rhetorical gesture that enabled aenal destructiveness to intensity,
even dramatcallv—tor example, in Vietham—in the guise of restraint.”® No Drones,
with 1ts evocation of conventional bombing; Crazy, with 1ts allusion to MAD; and
Crvilian, summoning the target of both, conspire to suggest that drone culture 1s not
a solution to the problem of “"nuclear-mentality culture” but a perpetuation of it

We are engaged, as Fornari foretoid, 1n a rearguard action to revive war, to
remvent it not as an actuality, with all the implications this might hold for ou
own destruction, but as a realisticsseeming fantasy, a skewed transference etfect.
Drone warfare 1s real, but its execution 1s virtual, condensing the nuclear threat
of remote-controlled (self-)obliteration into a fantasy of mastery that 1s unilat-
eral, targeted, and contained.

Crazy, the mirrored globe that dangles from the ceiling, 1ts reflectons playing

O
].‘ﬁ‘

dizzvingly over 1ts faceted surface, encapsulates this fantasy as the precipitate of MAD

and recalls an earlier body of work devoted to that theme. In 1966, the New
York-based Japanese artst Yavor Kusama blanketed the lawn of the Italian pavilion of
the Venice Biennale with 1,500 plastic mirror balls, oftering them for purchase unde:
the slogan "Your Narcissism for Sale” to any passerby for the price of two dollars. She
followed this up in the summer of 1967 with a psychedelic film, Self-Obliteration, and,
in the summer of 1968, conducted a series of "anatomic explosions™ in downtown
New York, warning against the “pantoclastic prospect,” as Fornari called it, of a world
pulverized into polka dots. She went on to produce infinity mirror rooms, kaleido-
scopic chambers, and hight shows designed to crystallize the hallucinatory condition

y —

S Rosalyn Deutsche, Hiroshima Afte /fr‘:'fl_r'-' [ hree Studies in Art and War (New York: Columbia
University, 2010), p. 25

38. Ibid., p. 24. On the intensification of aerial destructiveness in Vietnam to a level dwarfing the

atomic bombing of Hiroshima, see Nick Turse, Kill Anything That Moves: The Real American War in

Vietnam (New York: Picador. 2013)
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of contemporary nuclear politics in spectacles of infinite regress. For all this, Kusama
herself was long dismissed as crazy.3Y

T'he mmsistence on rationalism in the rhetoric of war 1s a constant, and
responses to war that invoke 1ts unconscious motives court derision. With No
Drones, Lawler looks at this problem askance. Our current wars, she suggests, are
anamorphic editions of the aeral fantasies of the recent past. Stretched-to-fit, she
suggests, might be a more accurate description of the metaphorical atmosphere of

our time of war than aimed-at-the-right-target. Extensive in space and time, oul

stretched-out. a}n'v;ul—mn wars have become ;l}l;tllllll']i'li{‘;l”\ distorted. [mlili{‘;tlh

and historically diffuse, she points out. As for critique, the target of Latour’s chal-
lenge to the humaniues, Lawler, too, seems skeptical. No Drones 1s pointed, but its

angle is oblique.*

39. On Kusama's art as a response to war, see Mignon Nixon, “Infinity Politics,” in Yayo: Kusama, ed.
Frances Morris (London: Tate, 2011), and “Anatomic Explosion on Wall Street,” October 142 (Fall
2012), Pp. —=29.

10, In his recent essay “Louise Lawler: Memory Images of Art Under Spectacle,” Benjamin H. D.
Buchloh has declared her work’s “most astonishing dimension to be “the subtlety of 1ts devastating
and carefully annihilating antiaesthetic.” Lowise Lawler, Adjusted (Munich: Prestel, 2013), p. 85. Here, |
have attempted to make a corresponding claim that Lawler employs a “caretully annihilating antr
aesthetic” anamorphically, and apotropaically, as a response to the mystique of war.
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Staging Soviet Art: 15 Years of
Artists of the Russian Souviet
Republic, 1932-33*

MASHA CHLENOVA

We won t talk about which style will result from pro-
letanian art. This problem s not resolved and it may
not be for a while. But in any case, we know all the
ways and paths that lead there.

—Arnstarkh Lentulov, 19331
What will be the concrete forms of socialist art? . .

What can we do, comrades, if a recipe for a ready-

made socialist art does not and cannot exist?
—FEvegenii Kronman, 19332
A documentary photograph from the exhibition 15 Years of Artists of the

RSFSR (Khudozhnikt RSFSR za 15 let)3 that ll[_)t‘llt‘{'l in Moscow 1n Jum- 1935 shows

the extent to which umlmnpmm‘it*s pm‘(‘vi\nl this show as a watershed. a moment

when the last remnants of the bourgeois culture of prerevolutionary Russia defini-
tively gave way to the proletarian culture of the rapidly modernizing Soviet Union.
A clean-cut and athletic Soviet youth looks straight into the eyes of the refined
symbolist poet, playwright, critic, and translator Mikhail Kuz min as painted 1n
1926 by a fellow member of the artistic group World of Art (Mir Iskusstva), Nikolai
Radlov. In this confrontation, Kuz' min seems to embody everything the Soviet
Union had done away with. The height of his fame as a Symbolist poet was the

1900s and 1910s: 1n the earlv 1930s. he was still writing poetrv. but was unable to
S | |

['his essay draws from my dissertation, “On Display: Transtformations of the Avant-Garde in Soviet
Public Culture, 1928-1932" (Columbia University, New York, 2010). I am grateful to Christina Kiaer and
Kristin Romberg for their encouragement and helpful feedback at different stages of my work on this
material and to Cara Maines and Jodi Roberts for their comments on earlier versions of this essay.
. Aristarkh Lentulov during a debate at the State Tretyvakov Gallery in January 1933, See
“Diskussiia v GTG po re-ekspozitsit™ (Jan. 27-Feb. 8, 1933), Russian State Archive of Literature and Art
(RGALI) £.990 op.3 d.7 1.106-7. All translations by the author.
2. Evgenit Kronman, O klassike 1 klassitsizme, Sovetskoe iskusstvo (June 8, 19353), p. 5.
3 RSFSR is an acronym for Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic, the largest republic of the
Soviet Union.
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publish and increasingly marginalized.* In the painting's background, a mythi

landscape set within an arched window typical of Renaissance portraits ties him to

the Western humanist tradition. Kuz' min’'s bodily posture ivites contact: Seated

close to the picture plane with open arms, he appears to look out. Yet the poet

also seems reserved and distant, perhaps because of his formal dress, and ntro-

spective: The lit cigarette at the level of his mouth and his semi-open book signal

that he 1s preoccupied with a subject other than his interlocutor. The youth, on

the other hand, has the confident,

even somewhat condescending look

of a master of the universe (khoziain

zhiznit), with folded arms and a

slightly skeptical glance. Wearing a

tashionable sports shirt on his fi

body, he represents the 1deal of the

times: a healthy, physically strong,

and 1deologically prepared buildes

of a socialist society who, both liter-

ally and figuratuvely, embodies the

Soviet future. Such an i1deal 1s exem-

pliied by Aleksandr Samokhvalov's

contemporaneous painting Girl in a

Soccer I/f'f\f"_\' (Devushka v _/N//Hf/ﬂ# I

which was displaved in the same

exhibition and quickly became an

iconic symbol of Soviet athletic

vouth. This seemingly antagonistic

encounter between representatives

of the Sowviet past and future simul-

taneously retlects the change 1n the

Nikolai Radlov. Portrait oftficial rhetoric. By 1933 1t was con-

of Mikhail Kuz'min. 1926 ciliatory 1in tone, having firmly

replaced the open class contlict of

the preceding vears, and bourgeois specialists were not only welcomed back into the
fold of Soviet society, they were oftered privileges if they worked for the new state.

As a historical record of the exhibition 15 Years of Artists of the RSFSR, this photo-

graph also illustrates 1ts officially announced goal: to bring together Soviet artists and

their proletarian viewers and thus to serve as a discursive bridge that would generate

mutual feedback between |)|n(|ll{'(‘l‘\ of art and 1ts consumers. In that sense. the aim

3 Kuz min s last book of poetry, Forel’ razbivaet led: stikhi, 1925-28 (The trout breaking through the
ice: poems, 1925-28), was published 1in 1929. Critics dismissed it as irrelevant to “the most serious ques-
tions of our tme and “a curtous monument of a culture that has died out.” Valerv Druzin, Zvezda 5
(1929), pp. 171-72. Starting in the late 1920s, Kuz'min began making a living only with translations,
which grew increasingly scarce. He was also persecuted for his homosexuality, which was recriminalized
in 1933. He died 1in 1936 in complete poverty and 1solation. See John Malmstad and Nikolai
Bogomolov, Mikhail Kuzmin: A Life in Art (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 1999), pp. 346-51.
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of this unprecedented survey of Soviet artistic production was to stimulate the cre-
ation of socially relevant (sotsial no znachimye) works by teaching artists to understand
the needs of Soviet viewers and of unions, workers' clubs, and administrative offices,
organizations that chose and bought works from the exhibition. Its very title—"15
Years of Arusts of the RSFSR™ which replaced the earlier working titles “"Soviet Art

over 15 Years™ and "15 Years of Soviet Power—emphasized the agency of artists in the

(lm't*lul)mvm of Soviet art. At the same tume. the 1‘('11'n-'|'w(‘li\'v, with 1ts unprece-

dented level of publicity, many organized group visits, and heightened attention to
viewers responses, was aimed at compelling the Soviet masses to make an effort to
know and understand contemporary artistic production i the country. It was also
Intended to empower them to have a direct say in what thewr art was going to look like
in the future.”

1he exhibition was concewved 1 January 1932 to coincide with the fifteenth
anniversary of the revolution. Its immediate goal was stated bluntly in major Soviet
newspapers: to demonstrate the sheer scale and amplitude of Soviet pictorial
achievement and to present this as an illustration of the advantages of the Soviet sys-
tem of arustic production over that of the capitalist West.® As such, 15 Years
established a precedent for state-organized exhibitions on an enormous scale, with
carefully orchestrated campaigns of advertising, media coverage, and critical
reviews. /

[anuary 1933 at the Russian Museum 1n Leningrad; the second, considerably modi-

| he first version of the retrospective was held from November 1932 to

1ed version opened in Moscow 1n June 1933 with the exhibition of painting at the

Historical Museum followed by shows 1n other media at four additional major muse-
ums in the capital over the course of the subsequent year.

Accompanying this massive review of Soviet art was the construction and
institutionalization of a canonical narrative of the history of Soviet art and a pro-

S

5 2 lh‘\]}lh' its historical i!lllu}lhillu‘. this exhibitton has recewved little scholarly attention. A it'll:_:llh
article written in 1982 by the art historian and former curator of Soviet art at the Iretvakov Gallen
Aleksandr Morozov remains the most extensive source of factual informaton about the exhibition and
contains detailed descriptions of individual works of the emerging Socialist Realist canon. A. Morozov, "K
istoril vystavki ‘Khudozhniki RSFSR za 15 let,”” Sovetskoe iskusstvoznanie 1 (1982), pp. 120-67. For all its
research mernits, however, Morozov's essay has the inherent imitation of having been written within the
Soviet context at the ume when Socialist Realism was still the onlv ofthicially ace t'lm‘tl artistic stvle.

6. See, for instance, “Istoricheskaia spravka,” Sovetskoe iskusstvo (June 26, 1933), p. 1.

1. One precursor of this exhibition was a 1919 state retrospective entitled Pervaia Gosudarstvennaia
Svobodnaia Vystavka Iskussto (The First State Free Exhibition of the Arts), which opened at the Hermitage
Museum, then called Palace of the Arts, in Petrograd. It was organized by the Arts Section of Narkompros
(Commiussariat for Enlightenment), headed by David Shterenberg and Natan Altman, who had mvited
artists to partcipate with their latest works. Its goal was “to demonstrate the state of Russian art at the pre-
sent moment through all trends and movements. It included a total of 1,826 works by 359 artists. See
David Shterenberg, "Polozhennie ob ustroistve khudozhestvennor vystavki v Petrograde, [skusstvo 4
(October 1919), repr. 1in Sovetskoe I[skusstvo za [5 let: matenialy 1 dokumentatsua, ed. Ilvan Matsa (Moscow:
OGIZ, 1933), p. 99. See also Boris Shklovskii, “Svobodnaia vystavka vo Dvortse Iskusstv,” Zhizn’ iskusstva
(May 29-30, 1919). In its turn, 15 Years prefigured such major exhibitions as The Industry of Socialism, 1935-
41. See Susan E. Reid, “Socialist Realism in the Stalinist Terror: The Industry of Socialism Art Exhibition,
1935—41, The Russian Review 60 (April 2001), pp. 153-84, and Faina Balakhovskaia, "Polnaia 1 okonchatel -
naia pobeda sotsializma v iskusstve. Istoriia odnoi vystavki,” in Borba za Znamia: Sovetskoe iskusstvo mezhdu
T'rotskim i Stalinym, 1926-36, ed. Ekaterina Degot’ (Moscow: Rosizo, 2008), pp. 88-935.
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jection of its future trajectory. While initially planned as an inclusive and histori-
cally balanced survey of a wide range of past and current Soviet artistic practices,
in its final realization the presentation was selective and tendentious. 1'his exhibr-
tion and the critical discourse surrounding it completed the public sugmatization
of the arustic legacy of the Russian avant-garde as a deviation from the main trajec-
tory of the development of Soviet art, at best, and as an outdated remnant ol
prerevolutionary bourgeois ideology,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>