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“No man is an island,
Entire of itself”
MEDITATION XVII
Devotions upon Emergent Occasions
John Donne

Trying to reach the chronological starting
point of Social Pharmakon brings us to
an idealized world somewhere beyond
the mind of Marcos Lutyens, maybe
before you or I, or he himself was born.
From that starting point, our unfolding
habitats and the indecipherable changes
that we are all undergoing seem to have
emerged as the motivators of his interests: technologies as human extensions,
long arms and eyes that see farther than
ever before.
Most likely, as we look for the
source of this exploration, with all its
philosophical loops and sociological
twists we will find that its roots have been
lost in the mists of historical time. The social dynamics that Lutyens is interested
in can be traced back through our genes
and the nature of social behavior that
was so well described by Aristotle: “Man
is by nature a social animal.” (Politics, IV
century B.C.E.).
In Social Pharmakon, presented in Arte Boccanera, Lutyens explores
the presence of human relations that now
find themselves increasingly immersed
in social media, where people process
and refine their isolated existences. Social media posts are similar to the flash of
Bengal lights that are shot into these monopolian skies, under which social media
“friends” enforce their continental drift,
while trying to build ether chains among
themselves.
The stacking up of endless
posts that don’t easily allow users to
keep track of past events is exactly like

the game of Monopoly in which it is hard
to say what happened in the round before, let alone the one before that. It’s
clear that the limitation of the participant’s actions within a confining set of
rules, as well as the essential lack of
ability personalize, require a different approach than a merely social/technological analysis.
McLuhan’s research about how
the conveyance of media structures influence their contents, as well as the nature of exchanged messages, is tangible
in Lutyens’s works. Communication on
the web develops traces of the invisible
set of rules we passively adapt: data enters our minds in square and rectangular
shapes known as “windows” that try to fit
into, or even to shape, our forma mentis.
This process can be read in Social score,
a map that the artist has created in order
to help guide us through the exhibition. It
is a starting point: a brain with crowded
channels, but also hidden doors, screens
and narrow drawbridges through which
dynamic exchanges can occur between
the external and internal, the conscious
and unconscious.
The map at the entrance leads
to two possibilities, as the space is divided into two wings: a right hemisphere
and a left. The right hemisphere of the
gallery space, reconfigured for the occasion, hosts the psychographs. These are
personal maps: visual diaries and emotional accounts of the prolonged immersion in social networks, in friends’ posts
the artist underwent. Lutyens’ research
focuses on the exchange and porosity of
interaction between his mind and those
of social media posts on the Internet,
scanned and portrayed through technological tools. Through an open/closed
dialogue this series of maps has been
generated. The right side of the brain
ties in to movement and body awareness

in space which encourages the visitor
to physically travel through these mappings.
In a way, psychographs are
similar to documentary photographs or
recordings. With the addition of a title,
which is made up of the verbatim text of
the post as well as the day of the week
and time that it was posted, each work
can be placed into a vague space-time
location. These correlates of information may just as equally disappear and
the works become recontextualized in
totally different continents. The video
Se roule dans le foin! is a cross-section
of Lutyens’ research. The reflections, or
perhaps long interludes observing social
media posts have allowed us to think
of the existence of different forms of
communication, which last for extended
periods and translate to variously sized
mappings. Nature and its archetypes
overturn the two-dimensionality of the
surface and the superficiality of these
new communication methods, opening
up other galaxies of possible relationships.
The left wing of the gallery
hosts the left hemisphere and its sensory sphere, and it is appropriately through
the sensory sphere that the art of Lutyens interacts here. In Electronic ether
an immersive environment points to our
unconscious, freed from the constraints
of society. The shift to the spaces below
the surface of consciousness continues
and passes through i(c)onic lattice, of
which the flow, although invisible, completely surrounds the visitor, protecting and confining him at the same time.
From these explorations Lutyens reported a trace named Social pharmakon: a
poison as well as an antidote to the flow
that seeps into us by the new media of
communication.

Your words about permeability make
me think of Vinciane Despret and
what she was talking about in terms
of porosity, but instead of porosity
across time to ghostly entities, it is
more across simultaneous time to
dematerialized friends...In the process I become fluid and a kind of
transparent conduit to the flows of
emotions that so fleetingly manifest
within social media. Perhaps this
process of dematerialization and
porosity leads us towards a communications exchange that stretches beyond the limitations of social
& human interaction and towards
a reconnection to the full range of
our intelligence-laden surroundings.
There may be a contradictory balance between being more embodied in one’s emotional connections
and empathy to the physical and yet
at the same time being more in tune
with the dynamic, invisible and fluid
states that make up the essence of
the world around us.
(Marcos Lutyens)

The
dialogue
between
Carolyn
Christov-Bakargiev and Marcos Lutyens
is one possible way to approach Social
pharmakon, taking into account the vast
variety and breadth of communications
that are exchanged on a daily basis
throughout the whole by the planet’s
ecologies. These natural communication systems contrast with the unstable
and anthropocentric ones that we have
developed for ourselves in human societies.
This virtual world, which regularly
collapses into or supplants
our physical reality, is also the beginning
point of
Sabolius’s contribution. Lutyens’s
response to this state of

affairs is to take visitors through a multisensorial experience of communication
to which humans may have forgotten
how to relate.
This dual perspective of the
strengthening and simultaneous weakening of sensory perception in this new
media era reminds us, as Christov-Bakargiev stresses, that as soon as a technology is invented the human skill it replaces atrophies. At this point the exhibition
moves in to take us beyond the point of
collective social entropy.
Chiara Ianeselli

Social score, 2013
ink on paper, cm 103,5 x 85, detail

Pharmakon as Unforeseen

They say a very rich man died and
left his children 17 camels and a
message stating that the first son
would get a half, the second would
get one-third, and the last would
get one-ninth of his possessions.
However, they could not divide the
assets according to the will unless
one camel was cut into pieces.
Mullah Nasreddin helped to solve
this case by creating one more
camel, so there would be 18 of them.
Consequently, the first son would get
nine, or one-half of the wealth; the
second would get six camels, or one
third; and the youngest child would
get two camels, which would be one
ninth. There would be one camel left
over, so they could give this invisible
camel back to its owner.
This anecdote illustrates
how a non-existent being solves
the question of existence: it opens
up the perspective of the surplus
of being, revealing the tension
between mathematical or numerical
stability and the volatility of actuality.
And this is exactly the point that
Social Pharmakon seeks to address
in terms of the ambiguous impact
that virtual realities may impose on
us. Lutyens investigates the tools
of technological communication as
semi-objects that, although being
material, undermine their temporal
plasticity, concealing their invisible
and immaterial power, which
constantly enters and changes the

structures of realities. Imaginary,
artificial and illusionary – as well
as technological - conceits play
Nasreddin’s role in which the invisible
camel resolves an intractable
problem of reality.
What is implied here is the
performative nature of networking.
Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn are not
only supplementary constructs or
the artificial counterparts of virtual
space. Their true impact is revealed
through analyzing the modalities
of metamorphic trajectories that
have the power to warp time. Social
pharmakon aims to work through
this temporal orientation and reorientation, coercing alien elements
into the territory of reality perception,
and inducing the forces that are not
compatible with the strict regulation
of the logic of rationality—the law
of non-contradiction, the principle
of individuation and the concept of
causality.
Posts on these networks
hover in a kind of present continuous
time (today, yesterday, last Thursday)
as a wave of continually updated
vague temporality. Anything over a
week quickly drifts into the forgotten
past, where ten days old is as ancient
as a decade ago.
One can remember that
Bernard Stiegler, in his Technics
and Time, describes the “human”
through the technical, marking a
fatal inversion of our evolution.
Our origin is neither biological, nor
transcendental, but fundamentally
prosthetical. It is not a human being

that creates tools, but the architechnical exteriority that constitutes
humanity–evolution is inscribed
in humanity as a self-revelation of
being technical. And just as the
technological precedes the organic,
imagination precedes perception. To
conceive a tool as a tool means to
open oneself up towards imaginary
possibilities. In the famous scene of
Kubrick’s “Space Odyssey 2001,” in
which an ape weaponizes a bone
to kill a fellow ape, the bone turns
into a weapon not just physically,
but virtually as well as through an
actual gesture; the way it is used
quickly becomes a meme used by
others. That is why “consciousness
has never been self-consciousness
other than in being projected outside
itself.”
As Stiegler points out, the
explosion of technically reproducible
images and virtual realities is not a
matter of some monstrous evolution.
Mass
Media
images,
being
recurrent, ubiquitous and repetitive,
synchronize different modalities
of consciousness into a common
flux of images. They also expose
what always has been present
at the core of the technological
nature of being human.. However,
in this era of information industries,
and especially of the analogic
and numeric technologies, this
exteriorized
and
materialized
consciousness has become a
function of the manipulations of the
flux of consciousness and of mass
projections.

In this time of technology,
imaginary eventually merges into
“real,” as popular culture of visual
and social media becomes the
screen organizing our everyday
life, displaying the desired patterns
for auto-craving consciousness.
By virtualizing a standard of the
imaginary, much more than a
reproduction of reality is created–a
measure for our world is delineated
in which artificially created ideals
induce the mechanisms of control
and reshape the order of desires.
A human craves for what is
shown on the screen. That person
imitates a continuously broadcasted
phantasmatic
performance,
obeying an inverted logic of the
relationship
between
original
and copy. The “mirror of reality”
overtakes the role of creator, thus
reshaping the reality by imposing
desires, visions and patterns of
perception. Along Stiegler’s lines,
this can be conceived of as the
homogenizing synchronization of
consciousnesses through temporal
audiovisual objects. This is where
industries of technology and
control tend to overtake the role of
individual creativity, proposing the
“hypnopedic effect,” to use Aldous
Huxley’s words; they teach us how to
perceive by modeling passive states
of experience.
It is important to note that
the concept of passivity should
undergo crucial corrections in the
context of Lutyens’s practices.
“Hipnopedia,” in Brave New World, is

a method of learning through sleep,
described as a process to condition
of all the world’s inhabitants and
to create mental restraints, which
subsequently help to install them
into a hierarchical structure of
society. Likewise, today audio-visual
“dream factories” produce collective
dreams, i.e. they induce stereotypes
of understanding and synchronize
identities not by what we are, but by
what we dream about. This realm of
images functions as a compensating
illusion, which concentrates and
encapsulates the forms of our
desires. This is how technologies
strive to define the paths of evolution,
offering a temporal orientation,
which constantly induces us into a
sleep-state.
Conversely, for Lutyens,
hypnosis is something opposite
to Hipnopedia. By performing the
inductions the artist stimulates a
capacity to sink into the deeper
levels of passivity–deep enough
to turn into its antithesis. By the
unchaining
of
pre-conditioned
perceptual schemata, one opens
up to subconscious activities, and
then unleashes the interaction of
individual consciousness with the
hidden fields of collectivity. In a
way, this type of induction could be
understood as a form of inverted
wakefulness.
By
concentrating
on the shift of attention, Lutyens’s
practice juxtaposes the inability to
focus deeply on social media posts
that were intended to be transient
with constantly provoked perceptual

intensification. It is not by chance
that this hypnosis approach includes
the aspect of smell, an almost
Proustian gesture to stimulate the
undistanciated interaction with the
levels of enlarged world experiences.
Thus Social Pharmakon
is an attempt to escape the
manipulative phenomenon of mass
synchronization, offering a deep
change in the process of embodying
experiences. By “staying tuned”
we are induced into a condition of
a fleeting attention span and lose
the capacity to maintain extended
memories, unless we keep on
connected to the information and
socialization machines. Technologies
prosthesize
our
capacity
to
remember and create social media
as “temporal objects” that can have
both distanciating and unifying
power. They can steal our time, but
they can intensify the synchronization
of our minds and bodies. It might be
considered a well-known meaning
of “pharmakon”: both a cure and a
poison.
The paradox is that the
process of developing this intense
identification, succumbing to a
bombardment of a multiplicity
of images, coincides with the
distanciation of any unity. Human
mind becomes porous to the virtual,
losing its connection to the world
that presumably remains unaware
of any technological impact.
However, the natural, organic,
biological, subconscious, and alien
is not supposed to be rediscovered

outside of the technological, but
namely through it, by intensifying the
disrupting power of machineries, by
provoking the virtual fields to reshape
their preconceived order, or by
intermediating the media itself. The
interruption of flux always presents
itself as a call for the undetermined,
unexpected and unforeseen.
Lutyens’s
induction
produces interruptions to the state
of passive resignation and provokes
a passively active engagement,
in which social media loses its
signification of being literally
social. It morphs into far broader
relationships
that
encompass
the animate as well as inanimate
intelligences. This is why one might
conceive of this intermediate state of
socialization as a threshold between
intensification of oblivion and the
power of disruption, which leads to a
transformation of consciousness. By
reconsidering technology as a cure,
we might not be sure of its content or
its effect; it is unclear what this cure
is for or how it is going to work. To
be more precise, the healing power
consists of evoking this “cloud of
unknowing,” becoming aware of
unawareness which is irreducible
to any articulation or message,
going beyond any preconstituted
system or order, stemming from
undetermination and inadequation.
The exhibition also includes
“i(c)onic lattice“ consisting of a
sculpture formed of a gold plated
copper series of small pentagonal
clusters.
These
geometries

constantly transfer electrons through
their ionic lattice of molecules and
yet there is no physical manifestation
of this invisible communication.
Here, pre-conceived knowledge
that humans carry everywhere fails
and opens itself up to an interruption
within the flux. It is probable that over
the period of the exhibition these
pieces begin to accumulate a certain
experience of the communications
which were not created by any
author nor contains any defined
message. The sculpture is a medium
for uncontrolled information, the
zone of undetermined transformation
of both a visitor and the artist.
This technological state
of mediation might transform itself
into a feeling of disjunction, even
though it may be seeking a state of
unity and in so doing rediscovers
the necessity of metamorphosis.
It is no longer a question of the
flattering illusion of always being in
the middle of the streaming of the
sequences of events, but rather
provoking the event of your own
being. The technological formula
that one should “stay tuned and see
what happens next” must undergo
some radical corrections. Now the
disuniting force of bifurcation might
offer a new orientation: “I am an
event.” The technological immersion
starts functioning as a tool, which
destroys unity in order to provoke
creativity as a response to our
nostalgic feeling of the loss of reality.
This creative impact, like
Nasreddin’s camel, is what is always

there, a wake up call suggesting
that we migrate outside ourselves,
to abandon the content of individual
visions, and to regain memory by
forgetting the worlds of desire. This
is how the participation in the event
changes the essence of those who
are taking part. We might call it an
essential change of changing the
essence. This confusing being-inbetween, that lacks its ontological
value has to be solved by introducing
nothingness as the point of departure
as well as that of arrival. Artificial
surplus doesn’t serve as the imitation
of being, but as a factor of discovery
and fulfillment. This remediated
technology opens up towards some
non-human otherness, offering
us the experience of irrational or
differently rational experiences.
One might claim that by
viewing a film, photography, by
connecting to the Internet, by using
social media, we find ourselves
within a powerful transformation,
which
implies
a
“factor
of
uncertainty” effect. The hidden
sense of technology refers to the
intermediate virtual field, leading us
to the process of variation towards
undefined horizons. This third
dimension of change is at the same
time the eighteenth of Nasreddin’s
camels, which suggests itself as a
real body, without becoming part of
a “reality system.” It invades reality
as an organizing force and proposes
a performative correction of cause
and effect. This dynamic exposes
the irrational that stands at the core

of the rational.
The
way
technologies
are rearticulated from established
practices might offer a moment of
escape from the artificial, which
nevertheless remains within media
surroundings. Hence, there is a
chance of an immediate experience
under the state of the technologically
conditioned
imaginary.
By
demystification of its own nature,
new technologies produce the
possibilities of corrections. Our
emancipation through and from
technology can become a technique
for mental transformation.
Kristupas Sabolius

Social ether, 2013
installation view

Social score, 2013, installation view, cm 103,5 x 85

Social pharmakon, installation view

Flash - Gathering, dance to solar sounds yesterday at 10.55 am, San Francisco, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Government Resigned and was never never replaced, Saturday 8.01 pm Egypt, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

El rezo tiene mucho màs poder que la arrogancia de los
lamentos 5 hours ago, Madrid, 2013
ink on paper, cm 152 x 113,5

Fighting to see Guernica 7 Hours ago, Madrid, 2013
ink on paper, cm 69 x 114

Full moon arisen, tides are gonna be on the high side, Wednesday at 8 pm (location unknown), 2013
ink on paper, cm 113 x 118,5

Burbank airport has the best soundtrack, Yesterday 9.16 pm Los Angeles, 2013
Ink on paper, cm 102 x 66

i(c)onic lattice, 2013
copper and 22 carat gold, wires, glass, and clips and electrons, variable dimensions, installation view

i(c)onic lattice, 2013
copper and 22 carat gold, wires, glass, and clips and electrons, variable dimensions

Who's good at x-code?
Thursday at 10.55 am (location x), 2013
ink on paper, cm 102 x 66

There's no coffee. I'm so freaking tired. Nap time?
Wednesday at 2.02 pm (location x), 2013
ink on paper, cm 102 x 66

sittin' in the entry line as the sun sets on symbiosis
Thursday 6,48 pm (location x), 2013
ink on paper, cm 91,5 x 113

Eddai che non ho chiuso occhio
continuiamo così
Friday 6.07 am Milano, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Question for the hive mind: has anyone
experienced their car being triggered by
someone else's remote?
3 hours ago Boulder, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Social pharmakon, installation view

Eddai che non ho chiuso occhio
continuano così
Milano Saturday 2 pm, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Paris, indeed!
yesterday at 14.5 pm Paris, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

You pose, I post. You suck, I
fuck. You lick I kick
Rome yesterday 8.05 am, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

It’s not like me and it will pass,
but it’s 3.39 am and I can’t sleep,
and my heart feels broken. Really.
Broken, 4 hours ago via twitter
unknown location, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Good morning Europe. How are you
today?
2 hours ago London, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

This mood was unknown to himself
St. Louis, Tuesday 5.49 am, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Electronic ether, installation view

Electronic ether, installation view

Electronic ether, 2013
Olfactive Liquid: Marcos Lutyens with The institute for art and olfaction, Saskia Wilson-Brown
sound design: Julia Owen
seating design: Marco Salvaterra

Marcos Lutyens with The institute for art and olfaction, Saskia WIlson-Brown, Social Ether, Olfactive Liquid, 2013, details

No celebro ni conmemoro guerras
Tuesday 5.15 pm Mexico, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,53

La luna Ilena me la ha vuelto a jugar,
yesterday at 12.37 pm Madrid, 2013
ink on paper, cm 152 x 113,5

Cominci a dare di matto con tanto di
allucinazioni o semplicemente l’organismo si adatta?
Yesterday at 1.59 am Milano, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

and it was here where I caught my
puppet on fire
thursday at 10.55 am Los Angeles, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

I want what happened in the movie last week to
happen this week - otherwise what is life all about
anyway, yesterday at 12.55 am, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Goofy is in Love with Carabelle, the cow Sunday
4.03 pm Portland, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

You are loved and chosen, a unique lovely word and slighlty screwed up creation
yesterday at 9.57 Los Angeles, 2013
ink on paper, 152 x 113,5

Dear God, it never gets any less relentless or any less
amazing, Friday at 5.18 pm NYC, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Chick power - but not in a stupid way
Los Angeles Saturday 5.05, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

and down the river's dim expanse Like some bold deer
in a trance
yesterday at 9.07 pm unknown location, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Don’t laugh at me but my heart burst! Thursday at 4.05 pm Los Angeles, 2013
ink on paper, cm 98 x 113,5

it's like silent fireworks without the
crowds
Wednesday 4.20 am London, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Oh! Romantic fall, you are upon us
NYC, yesterday at 10.04 am, 2013
ink on paper, cm 76 x 56,5

Marcos Lutyens speaks with Carolyn
Christov-Bakargiev for Social
pharmakon

the button and they wouldn’t go and
eat, even though there was food
there, and they would die of hunger.

ML: What do you think social media
does to people’s attention and psyche?

ML: So it’s almost as if the reward
centers of the brain are satisfied
more by being online than in the material world?

CCB: one aspect is a huge increase
in anorexia, which is the equivalent
of the hysteric arc of the late 19th
century that Jean-Martin Charcot
was studying, and that suddenly disappeared. And now, amongst young
women, anorexia seems almost normal because people live in a universe of disembodied communications. It’s a little bit like Saint Theresa
of the Middle Ages, you suddenly
begin to idealize the indiscernible
as you focus on the invisible, like an
anorexic figure—a trope of the ideal
woman of the age of disembodied
communications, of the age of bodily
death. You know, there are all those
people ‘communicating’, and then
they just don’t eat.
ML: There certainly seems to be a
one-way immersion into a kind of
electronic self. And I do think we forget about our physical side.
CCB: Yes, for instance, they used to
do experiments with rats, with the
stimulation of sexual pleasure. It’s a
famous rat experiment conducted by
two brain researchers named James
Olds and Peter Milner in the 1950’s.
And then the rats just kept pushing

CCB: So I think that connecting
through social networks does
change the brain. For example it
changes our attention span because
you can’t focus for more than a few
seconds on anything specific. Your
brain gets connected to systems like
SMS, which causes short communications, but also emails do too. And
there’s a running after the speed of
instant communication, because the
faster the computer, the more nervous you get about having to wait during a Google search, and you also
never go beyond the first 20 hits,
even if there’s 50,000 because it’s
impossible because there actually
is no patience for it. So, apart from
the attention problem, the tagging
of these searches is very political,
it’s very controlled… The way certain
things come up easier than others. .
Even if nobody did any of that dirty
search optimization stuff, there is no
patience to rove and sieve through
all of that material. So I think there’s a
kind of impatience and a desire for a
kind of simultaneity, but it’s not simultaneous. So, I don’t think our body
can follow that speed.
ML: So what’s going to happen to our

bodies, then?
CCB: Although our bodies can a little
bit. I think our bodies can adapt to
current technology a little bit, don’t
you think?
ML: Well, do you think our bodies are
going to disappear perhaps?
CCB: Well, no, it’s the opposite. I
think there’s a big counter-trend toward embodiment and new materialisms, towards growing your own
food, and making things, crafting
things, making pottery. Ceramics…
Ceramics are very fragile, because
they can break. At the same time,
they’re durable and can last for
thousands of years, so they are the
opposite of an email message or a
post, which is somehow not fragile
because it can be backed up, and
copied, and all that, but it’s not durable at all because once the technology, —it’s more than the hardware,
it’s also the software—gets obsolete,
you can’t open those messages anymore. They last for five years, unless
you were to change or translate the
language in which they were written.
But you lose them. So I think there’s
a movement toward objecthood and
embodiedness, at least in the socalled privileged classes…
ML: So basically some people are
trying to turn their backs away from
the technology.
CCB: Well, I don’t think that. It’s not an

‘either-or’ . I don’t want to demonize
technology at all in some neo-romantic way. That’s why I like Donna Haraway. The idea of the cyborg: it’s not
like the idea that the ‘natural’ and the
technological are completely split—
this is not right, to see it that way.
Technology is simply the invention
of a prosthesis to help the body do
things that it already knows how to
do, like for instance, you can tell the
time by looking at the sun, and you
want to help the body do that so first
you invent the sundial, and then you
invent the watch to help you do that.
The technology, which is the prosthesis to the body, is an extension of
the body’s ability—like the book that
helps with memory—then there are
certain things that get atrophied, like
certain muscles get atrophied. Like
the ability to memorize gets lost with
the onset of printing, or the ability to
tell where the sun is (whether it’s one
o’clock or three o’clock) gets lost.
ML: And probably the ability to communicate fluidly and fluently with
friends, as well.
CCB: well that might be true, I think,
if you follow my logic… So, if the rule
is that every technology is invented
with the purpose of facilitating the
ability that we have, and then the
minute it’s invented it causes, as a
black-lash, an atrophy of that same
ability, it’s almost like an osmotic thing, you know, that the level of
communication is neutralized or regresses. So, if we’re thinking about

technologies of communication as
parallel, say, to technologies used for
telling the time, as we said a minute
ago, or for making fire—you make a
lighter and you don’t know how to
make fire anymore with sticks and
flints—something gets atrophied. So
what gets atrophied would probably
be the ability to communicate deeply and for a long time, intensely with
other people. I imagine that’s what
would happen. Because of the multiplication of the people you’re in
contact with, you lose the ability for
profound, focused communication.
The first thing that happens is the
collapse of the nuclear family. I think
it’s quite proven that there has been
a huge increase in divorce rates
during the post World War II period.
And of course, often these things are
claimed as progress, you know? And
they are progress! Like the right to
divorce. It has saved innumerable
abused people. But everything is
always ambivalent; there’s not one
side to it—there are always two if
not more, three or four or five or a
billion. So the right to divorce is a
fundamental right for women, but it
can also have its negative consequences. You don’t see the person
anymore. So I think one of the consequences of the increase in communication technologies is the slow
collapse of the nuclear family.
It’s not so much because of the
way technology causes an atrophy
of the abilities to communicate together, in the same place. It’s more
because of the way that capitalism

needs consumers, and buyers. They
so desperately need a lot of people
who will read messages and watch
videos, and a few people who make
them, as well, but mostly to watch
them—that there isn’t time for nuclear families. So the nuclear family is
uneconomic, it becomes almost unpatriotic.
ML: That’s a tough social equation to
solve!
CCB: So, I think the attempt that the
economic forces will pursue is the
attempt to atomize, for example,
nuclear families, to have a society
of separate individuals. You end up
needing two apartments instead of
one: two ironing boards, two washing machines….
So these needs must be satisfied as
soon as possible. Your son Jasper is
growing, you know, so the earlier the
better!
ML: He’s right here with his iPad and
only four!
CCB: Hi!
ML: Chuckles. You can see he’s already atomizing!
CCB: But there are things that can
be done with technology, it’s just a
matter of changing the technology,
you know? Because every time it’s
invented, it’s invented as a help. It’s
prosthesis, like the telephone, so
you can talk with someone, even if

you’re far. So it’s not demonic. The
technology itself, or the impulse to
make technology, is not something
that just concerns today. The first human who took a stone and banged
it together with another one, was using some sort of technology. So, in
the Heideggerian sense, any tool is
technology. A hammer or other simple tool is technology—not electrical,
not electronic, but it’s a tool, and it’s
using the energy from your hand. It’s
prosthesis to help us do something.
So the impulse to create forms of
technology, new forms of technology, is an impulse to make our lives
easier, to help us.
And whenever it’s done, it causes
this backlash. So somebody else
comes along with something different.
ML: So should we consider a possible antidote to this, or is it just a
question of being absorbed deeper
and deeper into Instagram, Facebook, Youtube and all these other
worlds?
CCB: Yes, of course. We don’t really
need to do much. We’re almost in a
revolution anyway. It’s a very revolutionary period now in the world, and
in many parts of the world… I don’t
think you need to instigate them
much. It just unfolds. Like my daughter…she’s not so interested in Facebook anymore. She uses it now and
then, only for the purpose of sending
out a message or getting a piece of
information. But when it started, she

was on Facebook a lot, and she’d be
sending back and forth messages,
and now she’s not on it very much.
She uses it rarely, as a tool. So I think
we’ve almost gone past the top, the
peak, of things likes Facebook and
Twitter. Youtube is different to me
because, again, Youtube is really altering the status of the image. And
it actually ushers in the past, as well
as the future, because all of this incredible body of film and television
archives has become available to
us. All of the 1950’s and 60’s of the
entire world, will slowly be on Youtube, so it’s a retrospective gaze as
much as it is about new videos being
made, and I think that archival past
aspect of it becomes prevalent as
time goes on.
ML: One of the problems with Facebook is that you can’t search for anything except the name of a friend,
and it’s difficult to go back in time:
scrolling through three days is already impossible, let alone thirty
years.
CCB: But I agree, it’s not an archive,
really, that you can search into. That’s
why Youtube is different. I mean,
Youtube has its channels, so people
have their channels. There is some
form of personality. But it’s not the
same as Facebook, which is a system of control, I think. It’s like the CIA!
ML: Chuckles. What do you think of
Ray Kurzweil’s book The Singularity Is Near? And the idea that at a

certain moment in time, artificial intelligence is basically superseding
human intelligence, and that point,
artificial intelligence won’t need human intelligence anymore.

ML: Absolutely, the idea of the work
in this exhibition is to seek a kind of
antidote or way through to other perspectives on this whole question of
electronic media.

CCB: That’s unimportant to me because it’s the repetition of a discussion that was already explored in
depth at the beginning of the cybernetic debate of the 60’s and 50’s,
you know. Norbert Wiener and all
these people, Umberto Eco… They
were all part of that development,
even John Cage was dabbling in
this, and so that whole myth that the
machine would take over a human
that was something that even Mary
Shelley in Frankenstein writes about
when the first machines, in the 19th
century machine age, take over the
human labor and have to get substituted with products of the factories. So I don’t see this as anything
ontologically new. It’s just another
incarnation of a discussion that is
periodic from the perspective of human intelligence being superseded
by the artificial one… in a paradoxical way, it doesn’t matter, I mean, I
don’t care about human intelligence
by itself. One of our problems is human exceptionalism, the notion that
the world has been created for humans who lead it, and who need to
be served by all the resources of the
planet and all the other sentient beings, from bacteria to bees, ants and
complex non-human animals.

CCB: Yes, I don’t think that the opposition to human intelligence is artificial intelligence.
That’s not the opposition; there’s
thousands of different perspectives
in terms of interspecies animal and
plant intelligences and even the inanimate of inert, vibrant matter, that
connect across all levels and relationships of reality. The world is an
intra-active process of becoming.
The political challenge is to form intra-species and multispecies alliances, or to recognize the way they are
continuously being forms anyway,
to see evolution also as a form of
symbiotic process of becoming, in a
worldly manner. To see the issue as
a human/machine opposition is myopic and also tremendously self-centered, from the point of view of humankind.
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