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1. What does the avant-garde mean to contemporary artists? Does this term make sense now? 

The avant-garde has become a deplorable term used to either market or indict contemporary 
artistic practices.  As a selling point, it is one of the recurrent logos in the fashionable rhythm of 
artworld cycles.  In this context, it's very pronouncement is its own demise; the declaration of its 
arrival is simultaneously a funeral procession.  As an indictment, the term 'avant-garde' serves 
to either stigmatize the incomprehensible or inveigh against the politically 'outdated,' or both at 
the same time.  In any case, the infernal cycles of market gravediggers is here doubled by a 
forced entombment.  The avant-garde is today the requiem for a mirage. 

 

2. Do you consider yourself an avant-gardist? If yes, please explain what this means to you. 

The resuscitation of the avant-garde is essential to the life-blood of the art world.  However, for 
the resuscitation to be successful, it is not simply a matter of having this old Lazarus take us 
under his wing as we drag him out from the tomb.  Any revisitation must preserve its distance so 
that a true constellation can form.  Time cannot be negated.  It must be reinvented through a 
purposeful reconfiguration and a leveraging of the present from privileged moments in the past. 

 

3. Is the historical experience of avant-garde still relevant to you? 

The real question, in our historical constellation, is:  are you relevant to the avant-garde? 

 

4. Does contemporary art need to break the limits? Or, have all the boundaries already been 
overcome and it is just repeating itself? 

What contemporary art really needs to do is break the limitations that exist in thinking limits.  
According to a hackneyed opposition, limits function as lines to be crossed.  However, social 
normativity is irreducible to the simple dichotomy of law and infraction.  Therefore, the 'limit' 
that truly needs to be 'transgressed' is the very limit of this mode of thought. 

 

5. Do avant-garde ideas have to be implemented in life? Or should they remain projects or 
dreams? 

To take the claims of the avant-garde seriously, we can neither simply refuse this question – all 
art is all life! – nor can we abide the distinction between dreams and projects on the one side 
and life on the other. Rousseau said the difference between himself and other writers was simply 
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that he knew when he was dreaming. Avant-garde practice goes one step further: knowing that it 
is dreaming, it learns how to stop having dreams. 

6. Avant-garde and violence: is it possible to have an avant-garde movement without a radical 
reorganization of art and life? 

The question of violence is posed today with so much subterfuge. Whereas revolutionaries once 
grappled with the problem, now it has been rendered a mere metaphor, or a dispassionate call to 
arms cloaked in fiery rhetoric. We should return to Fanon's Wretched of the Earth, and recall 
the utter dichotomy of presentation there with Sartre's "Preface." Sartre takes up a call to arms 
against himself (let's face it: every philosopher calling for violence today is on the wrong side of 
the division of labor), while Fanon meditates gravely on what violence means. More than 
promoting violence, Fanon sought to understand it. Our task is no different. 

 

 

Realism and the contemporary artist 

 

7. What does realism mean? Does the contemporary artist strive to reach realism? 

Realism, like all words, has no meaning. Its meaning is generated in its context and use. The 
contemporary artist can strive to reach realism, or illusionism, or documentary fiction, for all I 
am concerned. What will matter is the context of articulation and the resources of interpretation 
brought to bear on the practice. 

 

8. Is it possible to have an art now that would not create the illusion of life, like in a movie? 

The desire is already to live in a movie. The difference between an art film and a mainstream 
movie is simply time. And who among us can honestly say they prefer the waiting, the in 
between, the empty times, the empty dialogue. Slowing Psycho down to twenty four hours, say, 
does nothing besides slowing Psycho down to twenty four hours. An entire re-thinking is 
necessary, a thinking-through of the empty time, and of its decline. Where does art meet the 
illusory quality of life itself? 

 

9. Can realism be avant-gardist? Or is realism conservative? 

Although style is part of politics; politics is not fully determined by style. 

 

10. Is it important for contemporary artists to represent the ambient life? 

No practice, no focus, no interest of its own accord engenders utility or importance. The ambient 
life that is part of existence can aid a political program at times, at others it can be a distraction. 
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To know the importance of a representation, one has to consider first and foremost what the 
power of the representation for action is. To remind us, for example, that our clothing is made in 
sweatshops is of less importance than reminding us that cheap labor will be sought so long as 
current economic systems prevail. To represent the ambiance of austerity is only to invoke 
pathos. To represent the means of ending of austerity - that is something. 

 

11. Or it is important, in the first place, to convey one’s personal experience in art forms? 

The impulse to translate a personal experience into an art form is at best paltry and at worst 
induces nausea.  Memoirs are necessary fictions and should be treated as such.    

12. Is formal decision important to you? If yes, do you understand it as realism? If not, why? 

The opposition between the real and the formal is a false opposition.  The real is always already 
formed, and forms are nothing if not real. 

 

The reality of the present 

 

13. Could life per se become art? Do you understand it as reality? If not, then what is reality 
connected with? 

Life and art are concepts whose entanglement only makes sense if they remain 
incommensurable.  The ready-made and the monochrome remain the vertiginous poles of such 
entanglement.   The desire for the fusion of art and life is a very old myth (cf. Pygmalion).  We 
should recall Balzac’s reinscription of this desire in his depiction of the painter, Frenhofer, in 
The Unknown Masterpiece.  Frenhofer’s insistence on the intense and vital reality of his canvas 
stands in apparent contrast to the chaotic and apparently haphazard forms that appear on its 
surface.  The relation of art’s and life’s entanglement can only be posed when their ‘likeness’ is 
shattered.   

14. Can contemporary art really affect your life? 

Contemporary art affects a life as alcohol affects a liver.   

15. The time we live in - does it suggest having the current moment captured? How do you 
understand the present? 

The timespace of our present is akin to the timespace of Heiner Müller’s Quartet: Drawing room 
before the French Revolution. Air raid shelter after World War III.   

16. An artist who works with fragments of ambient life - does s/he work with reality? 

One never works with reality, since reality is a principle.  Art works on reality by making it 
difficult to digest.  Aesthetics perhaps shares more with gastronomy than Immanuel Kant 
thought.   Beautiful things too can cause indigestion.    
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17. Should artists convey their time? If yes, will they at the same time reflect the reality? Or are 
these two concepts not directly related to the work of contemporary artist? 

Hegel once wrote, “every one is a son of his time; so philosophy also is its time apprehended in 
thoughts. It is just as foolish to fancy that any philosophy can transcend its present world, as that 
an individual could leap out of his time or jump over Rhodes. If a theory transgresses its time, 
and builds up a world as it ought to be, it has an existence merely in the unstable element of 
opinion, which gives room to every wandering fancy.”  The artist does not escape this plight of 
the philosopher. 

18. How is it possible to convey reality (if it exists)? With words, gestures, documentation; leave 
a trail in a material, transform into an image...? Or is it always escaping? 

The artists that interest us are not those that convey reality, but navigate and exacerbate its 
cracks, fissures and perturbations.  Artists should not wed themselves to the shackles of 
consistency or to ordinances of any kind.  If reality is a principle, one should unlearn the bad 
habit of mechanical reproducing its law.   

19. What does it mean to be an artist today? 

To recreate the notion of what an artist is. 

 

20. Is contemporary artist ready to abandon his own realization in art for the sake of genuine 
participation in an active social / political / personal life? 

This is a false choice imposed by the corporate executors of the present via a form of 
conservative blackmail.  

 

21. Is it important to overcome the boundary between the viewer and the artist today? 

Art today at once problematizes this distinction and reinscribes it.  The fact of appropriation 
entails that the spectator, critic, viewer, etc. occupies the space of the artist.  The act of viewing, 
interpreting, selecting is thus as much a part of the work as its production.  There is no need then 
to engage in silly tropes to activate the audience.  The art work should not be beholden to the 
model of the video game.   

22. Is the artist's political engagement possible today? 

Yes.  However, the politics of the artist by no means coincide to the politics of the work.   

23. Is it possible to match the artistic gesture to the artist’s life philosophy? 

NO.  The work of art is engendered only in and by this asymmetry.   

24. Is it possible for contemporary artist to avoid returning to the past experience of 
contemporary art? 

Backward is the only way forward.  
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25. Does contemporary artist need other artists? What does the experience of artistic community 
mean to him? 

Art is a social practice, even when it occurs in the isolated studio of the self-created bohemian 
'genius.'  There is no avoiding others, who are already there in the words we use, the forms we 
shape, the sounds we make and the activities we create.  Rather than repress their presence in 
the egological mania of the individual artist, who is forced to suppress the majority of himself to 
create as if in a vacuum, we should embrace the community that we are already within in order 
to better mobilize and marshal the forces of our creation.  The call to arms of contemporary art 
should be 'multiply—and obfuscate—thyself!' instead of 'isolate—and market—the self!' 

  

 


