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     In the history of philosophy as well as theory of art there exists a variety of works 
based on the idea of friendship. The core of our present interest in friendship goes 
beyond friendship  as  mere  closeness,  afnity,  afection  or  a  certain  consensus  of 
opinion.  It  actually  implies  a  broader  political  dimension and consequently  even a 
certain tension and malaise. The exact nature of this dimension, the way it manifests 
itself  in  relation  to  friendship  and,  last  but  not  least,  the  way  it  afects  art,  are 
questions that both this text and the exhibition seek to answer.

     The exhibition itself evolved from the premises of so-called participatory art of 
Eastern Europe and Latin America, which are here brought to a signifcantly diferent 
level. Claire Bishop has described participatory art in these geopolitical spaces in the 
period from the 1960s through the late 1980s as artists’ desire for a more subjective 
and  intimate  aesthetic  experience,  which  is  no  longer  perceived  as  political,  but 
instead as existential and apolitical, dedicated to the idea of individual freedom and 
imagination.1 The thesis  about  art  being apolitical  is  quite  problematic,  to  say the 
least. The exhibition Politicization of Friendship therefore attempts to encompass certain 
aspects  of  “participation”,  for  instance  collective  artistic  production,  solidarity, 
interaction and collaboration between artists in diferent parts of the world where the 
art  system was  not  only  underdeveloped,  but  also  completely  indiferent  towards 
alternative artistic practices. Some of the typical characteristics of Eastern European 
and Latin American spaces and their understanding of collectivity and collaboration 
include informal alternative art spaces, apart-art, art collectives, collective creativity, 
self-organizing, “self-historicization”2, etc.  

     However, our point of departure is not the history of theater or performance art, 
where theoreticians typically tend to locate the beginnings of participatory art,  but 
primarily ruptures in various areas of knowledge, or “the new politics of knowledge”3, 
that have occurred since the 1960s. Such ruptures produced diferent discourses, not 
only the discourse on madness, sexuality, history and a variety of scientifc discourses, 
but also the discourse on art. They all derive from an attempt to dispense with the 
conventional habits of mind and received ideas in each established area, or in other 
words, from the need to uncover the relations between knowledge and power.

     In his essay “Politics of Friendship”4,  Jacques Derrida discusses friendship as a 
political concept with a fundamental role in public life, suggesting that many aspects 
of  the  political  can  be  explained  by  examining  the  apparently  intimate  sphere  of 
friendship. According to Derrida, however, only friendships based on usefulness and 
beneft can be considered as being political. Viktor Misiano’s text “Institutionalization 
of Friendship”, which refers to the 1990s and the special role of friendship between 
artists from Ljubljana and Moscow, could be read within the framework of Derrida’s 
thesis, as it essentially deals with friendship in terms of its potential strategic value. 
But something diferent is at stake in Misiano’s text, namely the specifc characteristic 
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of friendship as a form of social relation with no presumed permanent interaction. No 
part  of  such  friendship  is  imposed  from  outside;  it  consists  primarily  of  each 
individual’s choice or some sort of “ethical form of Eros”. The story of friendship is 
thus not merely a “story of meetings” and “serial solidarity”, but also, in Misiano’s 
poetic words, “a discovery: discovery of the Other and at the same time of the Self.”5 

Giorgio Agamben’s take on this particular “discovery” could perhaps go as follows: “To 
recognize someone as a friend means not to be able to recognize him as ‘something’. 
One cannot say ‘friend’ as one says ‘white’, ‘Italian’, ‘hot’ – friendship is not a property 
or quality of a subject.”6

     What therefore interests us in our case are not so much the subjects of friendship,  
but rather the procedures of friendship, which stem from the following questions: What 
can  friendship  achieve?  What  shifts  can occur,  in  both  artistic-formal  and political 
terms,  if  friendship  begins  to  create new  ways  of  interpersonal  relating  and  new 
structures of being? What is at issue is not just the political potential of an artwork or  
its emancipation from the representational regime, but politicization as desire, which 
“deploy[s]  its  forces  within  the  political  domain  and  grow[s]  more  intense  in  the 
process of overturning the established order”.7 In short, desire as the driving force of 
exploration, which surfaces at some fundamental encounter at the junction of politics, 
art,  philosophy,  etc. Since  we  perceive  this  as  being  akin  to  madness,  we  have 
consequently included madness in our exhibition. Here, of course, we speak of that 
particular kind of madness, that is a creative principle, of something that creates a 
paradox, all the while escaping control.

    When  friendship  is  based  on  desire,  it  doesn’t  fall  under  the  imperative  of 
collaboration, nor does it constitute some kind of temporary or seeming community or 
strive towards a specifc goal. Rather, it is about “truly dissensual politics”8, in which 
encounters between singularities create the conditions for the production of thought. 
But not just any kind of thought: what we have in mind is the production of thought of 
a special order, when two or more people are “capable of taking upon themselves the 
diference and making it  generative”.9 Moreover,  encounters of  this  sort  constitute 
venturing  into  unknown  territories,  taking  risks  that  could  lead  to  something  new, 
understood  as  an  experience  of  intensity,  as  a  rupture  with  the  commonplace. 
Friendship therefore can’t simply be equated with collective spirit and collective work. 
The way friendship is conceived and understood here, it can only mean some kind of 
rigorous  existence,  extreme  in  terms  of  singularity,  gestures  of  revolt  and  their 
inherent  potential.  Friendship  is  thus  a  form of  emancipation,  not  in  the  sense of 
political correctness, consensus or search for some universal truth, but as a constant 
discovering of what we are and what we become in the processes of friendship. These 
questions are both essentially political, calling for a decision that does not come easily, 
hence demanding a signifcantly diferent engagement in the here and now.
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