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Promahones: monument of the future 
 “We, whose task is wakefulness itself”1
Friedrich Nietzsche, 1885

On Sleep and Waking
According to a personal testimony by Venia Dimitrakopoulou, many of her works have their roots in the recording, the processing, and ultimately in the transmutation of the traces of her dreams as they are imprinted at the moment of waking. Doesn’t In Search of Lost Time begin with the waking of young Marcel Proust, soon to evolve into an exhaustive analysis of sleep and waking? And doesn’t Franz Kafka’s The Metamorphosis begin with Gregor Samsa waking from a restless dream to find himself transformed into a hideous insect, after which he refuses to fulfill his social obligations? Although the waking of Kafka’s hero is associated with a failed attempt at deterritorialization from the oedipal, imaginary, and symbolic structure, The Metamorphosis is still considered by Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari as a revolutionary work. And this is because becoming an animal is about crossing the “threshold” into “zones of liberated intensities,” where “forms come undone.”2
The moment of waking is a threshold, a zone of indiscernibility, a field of quantum fluctuations, which can trigger the transition to situations that are likely or unlikely for both the subject and the objects that the subject will formulate upon opening their eyes. What is at stake during the passage from sleep and dreaming to waking is whether one returns compulsively to the regulated world of past time and familiar place or goes, consciously or unconsciously, into          a radical derangement and reprogramming of the senses, and hence into constructing different places and temporalities. Remember here—and memory is also an aspect of waking—Arthur Rimbaud’s remark that “the Poet makes himself a seer [voyant] by a long, gigantic and rational derangement [dérèglement] of all the senses.”3 Every era, every artform, goes beyond dreaming the next one; by dreaming it pushes the individual or the collective subject towards waking, which means towards transforming those elements of dreaming that fervently demand fulfilment, if only in a distorted way. “The realization of dream elements in the course of waking up”4 is thus the objective not only for an art that attempts to redefine its temporal and spatial coordinates, but also for a political art of the new forms of subjectivity, much needed in today’s age of biopolitical power. These days, this new social organization is based not so much on sporadic disciplinary normalization, but on the technologies of constant cybernetic control of information and constant imposed communication.

In last century’s political registers, waking appears as a call upon the individual and the collective subject with a view to changing and subverting the established philosophical, artistic, and political forms and structures. If we espouse Aristotle’s view of sleep as “in some way the immobilization or fettering of sensation,”5 that is, as something indicative of the sleeping person’s inability to accept another being, to perceive stimuli from the world outside or within, then εγρήγορσις [“waking”] in Aristotle, just as the subsequent philosophical “wakefulness” (Wachsein) in Nietzsche, the “awakening” (Weckung) of “attunements” (Stimmungen) in Martin Heidegger or the “awakening” (Erwachen) of history from a deep slumber of mythology in Walter Benjamin, can be seen as ways for the subject to open up to the world, ready to accept the heterogeneous and the different. One wakes from the phantasmagoria of capitalism (Benjamin), from the anthropological sleep (Michel Foucault), from the nightmare of history (James Joyce) or, finally, from the complacency of an art which either liberates its subject with some romantic or functionalistic utopia, numbs the senses by keeping the subject in a state of hypnosis (Richard Wagner), or promises—through the presence of the artwork—the advent of a new community,   a new people, a new form of life. 

It is obvious that one who thinks of battlements and bastions at the moment of waking, like Venia Dimitrakopoulou, has certainly moved from the ivory tower of art to the control tower of social condition. And if this “control tower” metaphor sounds too static in relation to the flowing reality of the new media, still “the artist is indispensable in the shaping and analysis and understanding of the life of forms, and structures created by electric technology.”6 About this new attitude of the modern artist, the German expressionist writer Gottfried Benn coined, as early as 1949, the term “radar thinker” (Radardenker). Heightened attention, mental alertness, a readiness for the imminent and the unknown are certainly some of the necessary virtues for those who stand in front of Promahones and undertake to reconnoiter the situation. Of course, Promahones is also a conceptual work that invites us to reflect on the condition and the mission of art itself; a place which, although inscribed within the institutional framework, is also outside—what Foucault calls a “heterotopia”; and instead of comforting us, as utopias used to do, it makes us uneasy by keeping our senses alert to every impending thing. 

Art’s Affects and Lessons Learned
Waking up on the Promahones, we need time to realize where we are. At this dawn of thought and perception, the world appears like a mere contour. As the gaze penetrates deeper, some of the things that at first seemed clear become vague, while others originally in the dark are gradually illuminated.
The leading part of an advancing army, the troupe whose task is to reconnoitre the enemy ground, is known as a vanguard or avant garde. This military metaphor was adopted by modernist art, which was also a political critique of the established forms of social organization. The avant-garde artists moved to the front line of the social struggle, clashing with the ideological, class enemy (internal and external) and often undertook such unlikely missions as assuming the place of “representative” or, literally, placeholder, “Statthalter of the total social subject,” and thus keeper of its truth and history.7 Today, of course, after the deconstruction of the notion of aesthetic reproduction and political representation, or indeed of the uniform subject, all this sounds excessively narcissistic if not downright absurd and anachronistic. 

Although Promahones as both concept and aesthetic object involves polemological connotations, it is not readily classifiable under the tradition of modern avant garde. This is because the classic political concept and practice of drawing borders between friend and foe,8 as it applies in disciplined societies, in control societies it gets distorted by the affective politics of general threat9 and security. And while disciplinary power is based on the principles of isolating and fencing territories, the politics of security and threat lead to open borders and globalization, placing the already relaxed disciplinary measures in a new systemic position. The best part of today’s Western societies have become an open field that consists mostly of continuous and dynamic thresholds, of arcades and passages, and less of limits or borders. Benjamin had pointed this out already in his essays on Parisian arcades and modern architecture more generally, which he studied mostly through the theoretical work of Sigfried Giedion: “What matters, therefore, is neither spatiality per se nor plasticity per se but only relation and interfusion. There is but one indivisible space. The integuments separating inside from outside fall away.”10 Therefore he insisted on the clear distinction between boundary and threshold:       “A Schwelle [threshold] is a zone. Transformation, passage.”11 This may be one of the reasons why we talk of Promahones in the plural: to stress the new state of affairs whereby the checkpoints are everywhere, integrated throughout the social landscape. We may be joining Foucault in saying that where there is power there is resistance, but this also means that no one can predict what may happen in a zone of indiscernibility and change, such as a bastion or a threshold. At any moment resistance may turn to power, and vice versa. We move within the social spectrum from threshold to threshold, going up and down the scale of tension at every passage: from security and certainty to insecurity and ambiguity, and back again. It would be no exaggeration to claim that Promahones point to the model of threshold as a diagnosed uncertainty principle, which governs the organization of collective and individual life in the age of control societies.
Ever since Immanuel Kant we have known space and time to be the fundamental forms of perception by which our experience and knowledge of things is organized. Even so, space and time have long ceased to be forms of intuition and have become, mainly through the new digital technologies, programed and reprogramable techniques for the control of subjects, individual or collective. Indeed, given that in modern societies the main principle for the legitimation of power is not the past but the future, the top priority for every power in this world is to avert unpredictable events. And since events are directly associated with affects, today’s control policies are also policies for the normalization, the formulation and, above all, the modulation of affects under the attunement of anxiety over what is to come. The future usually looms as a threat, be it in the form of war, recession, or ecological disaster. Today biopower is predominantly affective, the ruler and coordinator of terror. Unlike disciplinary systems, its main preoccupation is not to isolate and enclose territories but to open up to the world, to become global if it really wishes, as it claims, to ensure the unhindered and universal mobility of people, goods, and information.
Indeed, if we accept Paul Virilio’s analysis of the transition of modern information societies from geopolitics to chronocracy, we realize that the main preoccupation and the dominant fantasy of today’s biopower is the control of future time. This seems to be achieved to a high degree through various strategies—mainly through the politics of preemption and the military dogma of preemptive strike, which has gained ground after the September 11 terrorist attacks in New York. Since then, affects (anxiety, mostly) are generated in standardized and modulated form through a pattern of stimulus response, in advance and even without a concrete threat so as to remain controllable. Anxiety has been detached from any object and real threat to become         a “quasi-cause of itself,”12 discouraging sufferers from all action and creation. Insofar as the threat is generalized, it becomes totally indefinite; the enemy vanishes from the field of perception while control and preemptive politics are increased. Added to this preemptive eradication of events is the preemptive economics of austerity—the attempt to check the dynamic of the future by saving time and money in the present.13 This kind of economy controls and manipulates the future through credit: “Man is no longer man enclosed, but man in debt.”14
What can art do to oppose this almost complete political and economic annihilation of the event? What is an event which has not been prepared by preemptive politics and economics, and what is an affect that has not been formalized and modulated by the dispositifs of the media and the spectacle industry? Although this is not the place for a detailed answer to this major philosophical issue, it must be pointed out that neither events nor affects are subjective: they are intensities, which permeate a subject, transform it and render it unique.
An event constitutes an individuation through which a constellation of potentialities is suddenly condensed in a singularity. To Lacan, an event is something in the order of the real,                  a topological opening in the Euclidean geometry of our everyday reality; something we cannot wholly grasp in a perceptible form or through a symbolic language. It is clear that events can never be controlled in advance: they take place the moment they occur.
Affects, on the other hand, by contrast with feelings and the human-all-too-human affections, are not so much constant structures but more like forms of a process. The affects are variables that redistribute intensities and feelings, dissect the realm of the perceptible and constantly create new prospects and processes. An affect is the crossing of a threshold and hence the opening up or the reinforcement of a dynamic field of change. All this may help us understand what Deleuze and Guattari mean when they say that “The aim of art is . . . to wrest the affect from affections” and present it “as the transition from one state to another.”15
Ultimately, although affects are targeted by every control mechanism that attempts to render them manipulable, the point is not to repudiate an aesthetic or a policy of affects but rather to activate techniques and arts to extract from anxiety its positive dynamic; at the same time, they will introduce into the affects game the Nietzschean affirmation of life and all those positive sensations (such as joy in the manner of Baruch Spinoza) which enhance the intensity of life and our power to act and be resourceful when we find ourselves in zones of indiscernibility.
If it is true that all artworks are monuments, then Promahones does not commemorate something bygone, repressed or forgotten but, paradoxically, what comes from the future. It is    a monument against the age of averted events and in favor of the future. “A monument,” write Deleuze and Guattari, “does not commemorate or celebrate something that happened but confides to the ear of the future the persistent sensations that embody the event: the constantly renewed suffering of men and women, their recreated protestations, their constantly resumed struggle.”16 The notion that these human emotions that art attempts to convey in dynamic forms must go through the non-human, inorganic element of stone, paper or metal—a course adopted by the art of Venia Dimitrakopoulou in recent years—, that affects can be rendered in metal, paper or stone, as Deleuze and Guattari assert, invests human affairs with another, uncanny aspect on which we are now going to focus.

Shadows and Sounds
Promahones dominates with its size and its imposing materiality, instantly conveying to the viewer a sense of the monumental and the dynamically sublime. Bearing in mind the monuments erected to commemorate glorious victories or undeserved 
defeats, one can easily arrive at such an interpretation. Yet once Promahones is perceived as an observatory of art, as a place for reflecting on form and material in art, then the aforementioned approach loses its interpretative exclusivity and conviction. What is mainly deconstructed in this metallic installation is the apparent dominance of hylomorphism, with all its political and aesthetic aspects.
In Promahones matter is not seen as that passive sensibility on which an intellectual form is imposed, as for instance in the way the power of a formalizing or moral law is imposed on an amorphous population under a totalitarian regime. Besides, the overall aesthetic experience of modern artworks has to do with the subversion of the hierarchy whose roots lie in the Aristotelian metaphysical dualism between matter and form, aisthesis and poiesis.17 Also disputed is another tradition—a variation of the first—which invokes, after John Locke, the equally hierarchic difference between the primary (shape, size, motion, number) and secondary (taste, smell, colors, sounds) properties of matter; they are disputed through the emancipation of the secondary powers—“the liberation of material”18 from the tyranny of the form and hence from the tyranny of the final cause, which is always considered superior to matter.
As Deleuze and Guattari aptly observe, the question of the dominance of form over matter was most rigidly expressed in metallurgy.19 Although metallurgy was invented by nomadic peoples, it ended up under the control of political and economic mechanisms and agents through which the polymorphy of the fluid “machinic phylum,” this unpredictable “matter-flow,” was gradually territorialized into a stabilized form, a homogeneous matter. Theodor W. Adorno had predicted that the liberation of the material from the constraints of the form would promote an exclusively rational dominance over the material, whose expressive potential is reduced to purely formalist or functionalist structures and compositions.
Deviating from the tradition of hylomorphism, Promahones is at once displaced and dematerialized in at least two ways: firstly, with its extension in the form of shadows, those intangible events projected on the surrounding walls; secondly, through the sounds that were recorded in the metalworking phase and which echo in the room—deterritorialized by now—to point out that materials are neither silent nor inert. The work, which initially appeared as the familiar expression of a rigid materiality and monumentality, turns into a live performance. Doubled through sounds and shadows, it becomes uncanny in the Freudian sense of the term. To paraphrase the title of Nietzsche’s well-known work, Promahones could alternatively be called, The Artwork and Its Shadow.
Of course, the shadow is not just the “negative” of a body or object, the downgraded absence of an otherwise live presence, but its kinetic extension in space, the development of part of its dynamic. The hitherto static object seems to move, corroborating the hypotheses of the new physics of objects about there being no stillness within things or in the relations among them. The localizational presumption about an object or body being only where it lies is subverted here through a performative aesthetic that links things with what literally takes place through them. The philosopher Brian Massumi, commenting on the essay “Re: Positioning Fear, Relational Architecture #3” by the architect Rafael Lozano-Hemmer, who makes use of new technologies, claims that in this new physics of bodies everything turns into a weighless choreography of shadows and movement. Resorting to an organic metaphor, Massumi describes shadows like the pseudopodia that the supposedly dead or alive matter of a body extends around it to create a zone of indiscernibility between object and shadow—a zone in which the hierarchy between presence and absence (shadow) is subverted.20 Massumis’s comment takes us to the heart of Venia Dimitrakopoulou’s preoccupations, although she avoids the use of computers, which would facilitate the work’s total dematerialization by generating technical effects. Even so, it is clear that the object of our perception is not static: it is defined through the relations it develops with other objects, or even with subjects whose dynamic vision makes them experience the aesthetic object as an event. In addition to the object that is doubled through its shadowy extension, our perceptions also constitute potential actions, kinetic, and tactile extensions. Ultimately, it seems that both objects and subjects constitute kinaesthetic amoebas; or, in Henri Bergson’s terms: between matter and spirit, between material and software there is no rupture but continuity, feedback, correlation.21
Aware of the profound relationship between metal and musical sound, Dimitrakopoulou turns Promahones into a transformer of matter. A kind of vitalism of matter is brought to the forefront of the installation. This is not only because of the musical sounds that metal can produce but also, as Deleuze and Guattari lucidly point out, because of the propensity of both arts, metallurgy and music, to go beyond the differences of matter and form and thus be part of          a constant and ongoing evolution. We must not forget the primordial symbiosis of metal with all other materials or beings, even with humans and animals, whose makeup includes metallic elements. Metal is a conduit for all matter. Thus the idea of “nonorganic life” belongs exclusively to metallurgy. Moreover, it is worthwhile to note that Pythagoras was the first to call “the ring of bronze when it is struck . . . the voice of a demon trapped within it” (τόν δ’ εκ χαλκού κρουομένου γινόμενον ήχον φωνήν ειναί τινος των δαιμόνων εναπειλημμένην τω χαλκώ).22
By extending her work with the audio installation, Venia Dimitrakopoulou turns the metal into a bearer of events, affects, and expressive forms. In this way she confesses that it is probably best to follow the flow of matter instead of trying in vain to control it through fixed structures, because both matter and form are not constant entities but variable vectors. It follows naturally from this vision that the artist who goes with the flow of matter becomes a nomad who can exploit and redistribute matter in various ways.
Is Promahones a political work? If we claimed that, it would not be because of any political content but in connection with the dynamic of its form. An artwork becomes political mainly when it demonstrates in practice the dynamic field of potential changes in both subjects and objects, that is, when it permits the emergence of events.

Clinamen
Promahones is possibly the outcome of a random or forced choice made from a range of possibilities at the moment of waking; it is a point where the flowing energy is condensed and transposed—a transformer of energy. The certain thing is that it all begins with a swerve, upon waking from the deep dream of hylomorphism and the static equilibrium around a center.
It is not easy to explain the emergence of an artwork or any other cultural object. We already know from physics that the measurement of initial values is always vague,23 be it about the beginning of the world, the moment of waking, or the origin of the artwork. It is this very failure that prevents the prediction of the future eventualities in a system. Divergence lies as much in the dynamic of matter flow as in the creative gaze of the observer who transforms it. The artist simply follows the flow of matter, diverging in turn from the original divergence and doing what all the wise men of China advise the prince’s generals: to follow the course of the situation, exploit its development rather than heeding a specific model and imposing it upon the flowing reality.24 Besides, no power in the world can reverse the course of the arrow of time. Even the cybernetic technology of feedback loops, which constantly restores any glitch or disruption in an organized system, will never be able fully to control the uncertainty of what is coming; if it could, the stock market, weather forecasting, or love would be axiomatic sciences by now.
Lucretius already regards any divergence in physics (or in society, for that matter), any disruption of the equilibrium, as a potentiality for change in the universe. As the poet wonders in his famous On the Nature of Things (De Rerum Natura, ΙΙ, 251–293):25 
[I]f all motion is ever linked together and a new motion ever springs from another in a fixed order and first beginnings do not by swerving [declinando] make some commencement of motion to break through the decrees of fate, that cause follow not cause from everlasting, whence have all living creatures here on earth 
. . . wrested from the fates the power by which we go forward? . . . but that the mind itself does not feel an internal necessity in all its actions and is not as it were overmastered and compelled to bear and put up with this, is caused by a minute swerving [clinamen] of first beginnings at no fixed part of space and no fixed time.
Open systems such as artworks, which do not obey the equilibrium principle because of their thermodynamic dependence on the environment, are highly sensitive to the minutest swerving or divergence, which they record. Yet irrespective of the high precision of the new storage media, the record is always tainted by the swerve. The swerve is recorded in the beginning of each work.
Promahones is a monument of the future, hence it is presented in the form of inclined surfaces, the inclination always denoting ongoing change. And this is because, as Deleuze and Guattari point out, clinamen leads to the formation of spirals and vortices that swerve away from the straight and perpendicular line of fall.26 In Promahones, the static relationship between matter and form gives way to the dynamic relationship of matter with the forces of change.
Of course, the sloped layout of Promahones also serves some additional aesthetic or strategic purpose associated with the games of shadows, their enlargement and shrinking or the use of wind to generate random sounds and noises. In any case, the smooth, inclined surfaces of Promahones call upon us to reflect on how great changes result from many small and usually imperceptible differences whose total produces vortices and unpredictable chaotic effects, but also new forms of order and coexistence among individuals. This is why many political theories of art link the artwork with the advent of a new people or a new form of community. As Deleuze writes, “It’s the greatest artists (rather than populist artists) who invoke a people, and find they ‘lack a people’: Mallarmé, Rimbaud, Klee, Berg. The Straubs in cinema.”27 Jacques Rancière, on the other hand, stresses the need for a distinction between art and politics and critically concludes that, “A people still missing will always be missing,”28 thus implying that the tension between art and politics must be preserved. Art must deviate from action-focused politics and retain its priority, which is to demonstrate the ascendancy of the potentiality in our every act.
The imperceptible deviation of art is deemed crucial, because the strategies of those who govern and those who are governed have long formed an indivisible continuum rarely interrupted or ruptured by events. Indeed, the creation of new dynamic fields and the release of forces has become a fantasy for the financial system itself. Art already moves in such a striated space, which is dominated by the relatively deterritorialized flows of capital. The question is what the future would be like if we were to shed the theological and, above all, humanistic parameters that have kept us trapped for at least two hundred years now; a future where the human-all-too-human will have no place in the dynamic field of the event. The point is not whether what is coming is good or bad (the non-human of art and politics does not need this metaphysical contrast), but whether we are in the right place—on the right track, rather—to follow the gradient of the current situation like the surfer who rides the waves, being on the alert to exploit its attendant potential.
The certain thing is that the art of Promahones on no account mounts a frontal attack against what is coming; it sidesteps, deviates, and flanks it, constructing rafts capable of staying afloat on the undulating form of the new material reality.
In any case, “It is always a matter of defeating chaos by a secant plane that crosses it.”29

1 Friedrich Nietzsche, “Beyond Good and Evil,” in Basic Writings of Nietzsche, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York, 2000), p. 193.

2  Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature (Minneapolis, 1986), p. 13.

3 See the poet’s letter to Paul Demeny dated May 15, 1871, in Rimbaud: Complete Works, Selected Letters, trans. Wallace Fowlie (Chicago and London, 2005), p. 377.

4 Walter Benjamin, The Arcades Project, trans. Howard Eiland and Kevin McLaughlin (Cambridge, MA, 1999), pp. 13,  464.

5 Aristotle, “On Sleep and Waking,” in On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath, trans. W. S. Hett (Cambridge, MA, 1995), p. 325.

6 Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media (London and New York, 2001), p. 71.

7 Theodor W. Adorno, “The Artist as Deputy,” in Notes to Literature, vol. 1, trans. Shierry Weber Nicholsen (New York, 1991), p. 107.

8 Carl Schmitt, The Concept of the Political: Expanded Edition, trans. George Schwab (Chicago, 2007).

9 Paul Virilio, Negative Horizon: An Essay in Dromoscopy, trans. Michael Degener (London and New York, 2007), p. 181.

10 Sigfried Giedion, Bauen in Frankreich (Berlin, 1928), 
p. 85; cited in Benjamin 1999 (see note 3), p. 423.

11 Benjamin 1999 (see note 3), p. 494.

12 Brian Massumi, Ontomacht: Kunst, Affekt und das Ereignis des Politischen (Berlin, 2010), p. 120.

13 Jean-François Lyotard, The Inhuman: Reflections on Time, trans. Geoffrey Bennington and Rachel Bowlby (Cambridge, UK, 1993), pp. 66–67.

14 Gilles Deleuze, Unterhandlungen 1972–1990 (Frankfurt am Main, 1993), p. 260.

15 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, What Is Philosophy?, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Graham Burchell (New York, 1994), p. 167.

16 Ibid., pp. 176–77.

17 Jacques Rancière, Ist Kunst widerständig? (Berlin, 2008), pp. 16, 42, 48.

18 Theodor W. Adorno, Philosophy of Modern Music, trans. Wesley V. Blomster and Anne G. Mitchell (London and New York, 2007), p. 37. See also Lyotard 1993 (see note 12), p. 166.

19 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, trans. Brian Massumi (London and New York, 2014), p. 479.

20 Massumi 2010 (see note 11) pp. 191–207.

21 Henri Bergson, Matter and Memory, trans. Nancy M. Paul and W. Scott Palmer (New York 2005). See also Lyotard 1999 “Matter and Time,” (see note 12), 
pp. 36–46.

22 Hermann Diels and Walther Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1922), pp. 58, C2, 357.

23 Henri Poincaré, Wissenschaft und Methode (Leipzig and Berlin, 1914), p. 57.

24 François Jullien, A Treatise on Efficacy: Between Western and Chinese Thinking, trans. Janet Lloyd (Hawaii, 2004), see esp., chapter 2: “Relying on the Propensity of Things.”

25 Lucretius, “On the Nature of Things,” in Lucretius: On The Nature of Things, The Discourses of Epictetus, The Meditations of Marcus Aurelius, trans. Hugh Andrew Johnstone Munro (Chicago, 1952), p. 18.

26 Deleuze and Guattari 2014 (see note 19), p. 421.

27 Deleuze 1993 (see note 13), p. 249.

28 Rancière 2008 (see note 15), p. 84.

29 Deleuze and Guattari 1994 (see note 14), p. 203.

ΑΡΧΕΙΟ ΒΕΝΙΑΣ ΔΗΜΗΤΡΑΚΟΠΟΥΛΟΥ      
                                                                                                                                           10

