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AftersixmonthsofworkinpartnershipwiththeteamattheCentrede
CréationIndustrielle(CCI),andwithoneyeartogobeforetheopeningof
theexhibitionentitledLes Immatériaux,Iwouldliketotakestock,firstlyby
makingafewclarificationsconcerningtheconceptionofthisexhibition,then
bysettingoutthequestionofinstallationaswehavecollectivelythought
itthrough,andreportingonourintendedresponsestothequestionof
installation,oratleasttheirgeneraldirection.Thosearetheprincipalpoints
thatIwouldliketocoverhere.

Theinitialtitleoftheexhibition,asstatedintheplanoftheCentreGeorges
Pompidou,wasLes nouveaux matériaux et la creation[NewMaterialsand
Creation].Suchatitleobviouslybringswithitawholewayofthinking,awhole
horizonofthinkingwhichwemightsetoutasfollows:inmakingaveryfine-
grainedanalysisofnaturalgivens,intelligencearrivesatcertainelements;
itsynthesisestheseelements,itreorganisesthem,aidedbythecreative
imagination,andinthiswayengendershithertounknownobjects.Andthe
philosopher,whenhescansthishorizon,recognisesthefigureofmodernity,
whichisperpetuatedintheformofasubjectthatisintelligent,imaginative,
andvoluntary,asubjectthattakesholdofaworldofgivenobjectsand
analysesthem–thatistosay,asubjectthatreducesthemtotheirfinest,most
imperceptibleelements,andproveshismasteryofthesegivensbycreating
fromtheseelementscompletelynewtools,newmaterials,newmatter,even.

BycallingtheexhibitionImmatériaux,wehad,ifImaysayso,anumberof
claimsinmind.Firstly,wemustunderstandmaterialsinabroadsense,aswe
havealreadywritten,extendingthemeaningofthewordmaterial[matériau] 
toalsocoverreferents[matières],hardware[matériels],matrices[matrices],



30 30 Years after Les Immatériaux

andevenmaternity[maternité].Tracingthecommonoriginofthesetermsto
the sense of the root mât,whichmeansbothmeasurementandconstruction,
wetriedtorethinkeverythingthatthemodernproject,theprojectofthe
figureofthesubjectIjustmentioned,tendstotreatasasortofpassivitytobe
conquered,asdatatobeanalysed.ThatistosaythatIwouldlikepersonally,
inmycapacityasaphilosopher,togivetheword“material”aphilosophical
pertinencethatnecessarilyexceedsthesenseofthewordasitisused,for
example,bythearchitectorthepainter.Ifinsaying“material”Ialsounder-
standsomethingasmaternity–thatistosay,asorigin–thenobviouslyIam
posingaproblem,thatofauthentication–aproblemofauthority,aproblem
ofbeginnings;andfromthatpointofview,theterm“material”immediately
raisesaquestionthatisgenerallynotconsideredinrelationtothefigure
ofmodernity–preciselythatoftheintelligent,imaginative,andvoluntary
originwhichexertsitsdomination,itshegemony,itsmastery,overwhatis
given.Thatisthefirstpoint.Ofcourse,bydistinguishingbetweencontent
[matière],hardware[matériel],matrix[matrice],maternity[maternité],and
support[matériau],weseektoredistributetheterm“material”,whichas
atermremainsrathervaguewithregardtocertainextremelypreciseand
specificfunctionsthataregenerallydistinctforthecommunicationsengineer,
forexample,butalsoforthelinguistand,probably,forthephilosopher.This
iswhy,inthefirstprojectplanconnectedwiththisexhibition,wetookas
areference-pointthemodelofthestructureofcommunicationthatdis-
tinguishesbetweenthesenderandtherecipientofamessage–whichalready
givesustwoinstances–butalsothecodeinwhichthismessageiswritten
–athirdinstance–thesupportuponwhichitiswritten–afourthinstance
–andthereferentofthemessage–afifthinstance.Itseemedtousthatwe
coulddistributethedifferentrootsofmâtinaccordancewiththisstructure
ofcommunicationinawaythatisnecessarilyarbitraryyetconvenient,one
thatwouldgiveusasortingmechanismfortheenormousamountofthings
thatthesubjectdemandedwedealwith.Thuswedecidedthatthesense
of maternityobviouslybelongedtotheroleofthesender,thesenderbeing
thefatherormother,asyouwish,ofthemessage.Asforthewordcontent 
[matière],ontheotherhand,ifwefollowtheusagethatiscommoninhigh
schools,colleges,teachingestablishments,andlibraries,whenwespeakof
contentwemeanwhatthemessageisabout,thematterofwhichitspeaks
–thatistosay,thereferent;thuscontentbecomesreferent,contentcomes
underthepoleofthereferent–whenwespeakofcontentinthecom-
municationalstructure,itisthereferentpolewearediscussing.Similarly,
matrix [matrice] canbeidentified,alittlearbitrarily,yetnotinsignificantly,with
thecodeinwhichthemessageiswritten,andhardware[matériels] are the 
meansoftransmissionofthemessage;thehardwareisthewayinwhichthe
messageiscarried,transportedfromsendertorecipient;thesetwoarethere-
foredevicesforthetransmissionandcaptureofmessages,whatevertheymay
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be.Andthenthesupport [matériau]propercanbeidentifiedwiththematerial
mediumofthemessage–thatofwhichthemessageismade.Distributingthe
differentsensesofthewordmâtinaccordancewiththestructureofcom-
municationinthisway,wehaveatourdisposalawayoffilteringoutwhatwill
interestusintheexhibition,ofchoosingwhatwillbepertinentinrelationto
ourproblem.

Wemustofcourseemphasisethefactthat,intakingthiscommunicational
structureasaparadigmandatthesametimeasafilteringmechanism
forwhatwewanttoshow,wehaveacceptedthehypothesisthatbelongs
specificallytomodernity,namelythateverygivenisamessage.WhatImean
isthatif,forexample,wetakethecaseofarchitecture,andthinkaboutitin
termsofthisstructureofcommunication,wearesayingthat,forexample,
thebuilding,orthisroom,isitselfamessage,thatthismessagehasasender,
thatistosaythatitisengenderedbyamaternity[maternité],thatithasan
authorwhoauthenticatesit;thatitaimsatarecipientandthereforethatit
canbegraspedinspecificwaysbyspecifichardware[matériel];thatitisin
somewayinscribedinasupportmedium[matériau]accordingtoacodethat
isitsmatrix[matrice];andfinallythatthisbuildinghasareferent[matière] 
–thatis,it“speaks”ofsomething.Thesamewouldapplyifitwereaques-
tionofapainting(tostaywithinthedomainofthearts),butalsoifitwerea
questionofalightsignalemanatingfromasunmanymillionsoflight-years
away;anditwouldbethesameifitwereaquestionofmutantbacteriaina
biochemicallaboratory–these,also,wouldbetreatedasamessage.Thisis
anideathathasbecomecommonplace.Itiscloselylinkedtotheveryideaof
modernity,foritisevidentlyonlyatthecostofmakingeverygivenamessage
thatthehegemonyoftheintelligence,will,andimaginationofthesubjectcan
beappliedtoagiven,forthisapplicationmeansverysimplythatthegiven
mustbeunderstoodasasign,andthusasreferring,andasbeingimmediately
integrableintolanguage.Basicallyitwillalwaysbeaquestionofasking:What
doesitspeakof?Howdoesitspeak?Whatdoesitspeakwith?Whatspeaks
andwhatdoesitspeakto?Presupposedintheveryideaofmodernityisthe
ideathateverythingspeaks,andthatitisenough,inshort,tofindtheconstit-
uentelementsofthemessage,sinceitistheseelementsthataregivenbythe
structureofcommunicationitself.Themessageiscontrolledandcontrollable
oncealloftheseinstanceshavebeendefined.Inthissense,then,thereis
nothingnewhereinrelationtothemodernproject,butaratherpreciseway
ofstretchingthemeaningoftheword“material”,likeasortoffabric,inorder
todrawit,tostretchitoverthestructureofcommunicationwhichis,tomy
eyes–andIbelievethatweallagreeonthisnow–theveryfigureofmodernity
initstreatmentofwhatisgiven.

Butasyouhaveobviouslynoticed,wedonotsay“material”,wesay
“immaterial”.Andwhenwesayimmaterial,weobviouslymeansomething
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extremelyprecise:thatthecontemporarysituation–whichofcourseremains
tobedescribed–thisprojectofmodernitywhichextendsitscommunicational
web to the totality of all possible givens so as to be able to control them by 
wayoftranslation;inshort–sinceitisaquestionoftranslation,aquestion
ofthemessage–thatthisprojectisrealisedfullyinthecontemporaneityin
whichwefindourselvestoday,andwhichIcharacteriseessentiallyontheone
handastechnoscientific,andontheotherashistorical–thoughwemaycome
backtothesetwopoints;thatthisproject,then,linkedtothesestructures,is
fullyrealised;butthatatthesametimethisveryrealisation,thiscompletion
ofmodernity,destabilisesthefigureofmodernityandthat,bydintofitsvery
perfection,itarousesdisquiet.Inparticular,thenegationim- in “immaterials” 
indicatesthesituationofaface-to-face,aconfrontationthatopposesthe
subject,thesubjectofwill,ofspirit,ofthegaze,tothatwhichisnothim,
andwhichfallsunderthegeneraldenominationmât.Thisface-to-facesitu-
ation,then,isunderminedtoday.Itisunderminednotonly,asIhavesaid,
bytechnoscience;itisunderminedbywhatIjustnowcalledhistory–thatis
tosay,byasortofchagrinwhich,inthetwentiethcentury,hasreplacedthe
hopethathadbeenopenedupbymodernityinthestrictsenseattheendof
theeighteenthcentury,twocenturiesago.ThischagriniswhatIwouldcallthe
contemporaryhistoricalsentiment,insofaras,certainly,mostofthehopes
oftheEnlightenmentera–whichwerenotsolelytechnoscientific,butalso
political–are,Iwouldnotsaythwarted,butinanycaseunfinished–thisis
theobjectofadiscussionwithJürgenHabermasconcerningthecompletion
orotherwiseofthisprojectofmodernity.WhatIwanttosayisthat,precisely
becauseitresultsfromthisproject,inasensenotonlydoestechnoscience
upsetandunderminethatproject,butthatintheorderofglobalpoliticsfor
thelasttwocenturies,theideaofanenlightened,luminoussociety,asociety
transparenttoitself,whetherwecallitasocialistorliberalsociety,itdoesn’t
reallymatter,hasrecededconsiderablyforustoday–andthisiswhatIcall
chagrin.Andinthissense,bycallingthisexhibitionLes Immatériaux,we
mean,amongotherthings,thatitisaquestionofcontributingtoasortof
workofmourningformodernity.Wemustmournformodernity,oratleast
certainaspectsofmodernitythattodayseemillusoryordangerous;andwe
mustproposethispreciselyontheoccasionofareflectiononthestructure
ofcommunicationandonitspertinencetothecontemporarycontext.I
wouldsay,tojumpaheadalittle,thatwhatisstrikinginthiscompletionof
themodernproject,thishegemonyoverobjects,whichatthesametimeisa
destabilisationofthemodernproject–whatisstrikingisthat,onthetechnos-
cientificlevel,weseeasortofreinforcement,anexaggerationalmost,of
theintimacybetweenthemindandthings.Forexample,thesoftwarethat
iscomingintogeneraluseonallscalesismindincorporatedintomatter;
syntheticproducts,polymersforexample,andallsuchchemicalderivatives,
aremattersthatarearesultofknowledge–theyareinstigatedbythemind.
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Biochemical,ormoreprecisely,biogeneticmanipulations,genetics,show
thattheminditself,initsmostintimatepropertiesandcharacteristics,can
betreatedasmatter,becauseitismatter.Whenmodernitypresupposesthat
everythingspeaks,thismeansthatsolongaswecanconnecttoit,captureit,
translateitandinterpretit,thereisnofundamentaldifferencebetweendata
andaphrase;thereisnofundamentaldifferencebetweenaphenomenonof
displacementinanelectromagneticspectrumandalogicalproposition,and
giventhisfact,inthisface-to-facerelationtoauniversethatishistodominate
–aheroicrelation,Iwouldsay–inordertomakehimselfthemasterofit,
manmustbecomesomethingelseentirely:thehumansubjectbecomesno
longerasubjectbut,Iwouldsay,onecaseamongothers,albeitacasewhich
retainsthisprivilege,untilprovenotherwise(whichisextremelyimprobable):
thatwecanwellimaginethatthereisnosimilarcaseinthewholeuniverse,
subjecttoacompleteinventorybeingmade.Yetitisjustonecaseamongthe
manymultipleinteractionsthatconstitutetheuniverse.Youseethat,from
this“immaterials”pointofview,wehaveemphasised–andthisisapartof
theworkofmourning–akindofcounter-figurethattakesshapewithinthe
figureofmodernity,acounter-figurewithinwhichmandoesnotplaythe
roleofthemaster.Onemightcallthisfigurepostmodern,insofarasithas
alwaysbeenpresentinmodernity,butitmightbetheverycompletionofthe
technoscientificprojectofmodernity.Andasthisprojectisdestabilised,it
allowsthiscounter-figuretoappearmoreclearlythanbefore.Iwouldsaythat
wecouldcallitpostmoderninsofarasthiscounter-figurebringswithitasort
ofdisappointmentinregardtotheprojectofdomination,andthatitcon-
sistsinmourningit;butIwouldsaythatthismakesthefigurerathercheerful
because,oncemourningisover,thenhappinesscomes.Butofcoursethis
counter-figureisuncertain.Andaboveall,Iwouldsaythatwhatthisexhibition
isinterestedin–probablythemostimportantthing–isthatweknowvery
wellthattherewasametaphysicscorrespondingtothetechnoscienceof
domination,whichwasthemetaphysicsofthesubject,themetaphysicsof
Descartesandofallthinkingofthesubjectuptoandincludingthetwentieth
century;butthatwearenotsurewhatkindofmetaphysicscouldbe
appropriatetothetechnoscienceofinteraction.Notonlywhatmetaphysics,
whatthought,butalsowhatpolitics,sinceitiseasytoseewhatthepoliticsof
thesubjectcorrespondingtothetechnoscienceofdominationwas:precisely
thepoliticsofstatepower,Iwouldsay.Ifnotthatofthetotalitarianstatethen
inanycasethatofthehegemonicstate–astatethat,moreover,allows,before
itsveryeyes,thedevelopmentofcapitalasthetruthofthemetaphysicsofwill
anddomination.Butthismetaphysicsisbecominglessandlesspertinent–I
thinkmanyscientistsareawareofthis–forcontemporarytechnosciences
andcontemporarypoliticsalike.Idon’tmeantosaythatthehegemonyofthe
stateandofcapitalhasdisappeared–farfromit,alas–butthatinacertain
senseitwasalreadydestroyed,thatwenolongerexpectanygood,anyjustice,
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fromthesefigures,andthat,consequently,itfallstoustofindathoughtand
apracticewithintheframeworkofthetechnoscienceofinteraction–one
which,inshort,wouldbreakfromthethoughtandthepracticeofscience,of
technology,andofdomination.Andinacertainsense,itisthisformidable
problem that Les Immatériaux triestopose.Moreformidableyetwouldbethe
claimthat,inthisexhibition,wehavetoposetheproblemthatislinkedto
postmodernity–thatistosay,thequestionofwhatkindofpoliticalpoweris
compatiblewithageneralisedfigureofinteraction.

Followingthesefewclarificationsconcerningtheprojectplan,andbefore
tacklingthequestionofitsactualspatiallayout[mise en espace],Iwouldliketo
turntosomeassociationssurroundingtheterm“immaterials”–andtheseare
associationsratherthananalyses.Forme,theword“immaterial”isassociated
primarilywiththeword“immature”,whichisanEnglishword,butonethatis
increasinglyusedinFrench.ByimmatureImeanthat,withthistechnoscience,
aswiththisnewpoliticsinwaiting,thereissomethingchildlikeinourcon-
temporarysituation.Withinthefigureofmodernity,childhoodwasasituation
inwhichthatwhichbelongstonatureandthatwhichbelongstoculture–or
rather,Iwouldsay,thatwhichbelongstomatterandthatwhichbelongsto
language–isnotyetdissociated,isindiscernible,indiscerniblycombined,
mixed.Thereisasortofadmixtureofnatureincultureandofculturein
naturethatischaracteristicofchildhood.Now,ifthereisindeed,asIsaid,
suchanintimacyofthemindandofmatterinthenewtechnology,thenone
mightcharacterisethelatterasplacinghumanityinasituationofchildhood.
Totakeanexamplefromarchitecture,intheDiscourse on Method a whole 
page–morethanoneinfact–isdedicatedtoacomparisonbetweenthe
constructionofarationalmethodandtheorganisationandconstructionofa
city.Descartescomplains–oratleastpretendstocomplain–thatthesecities
werenotconstructedrationallybutweremadebitbybit,neighbourhoodby
neighbourhood,accordingtoneeds,accordingtodemographics,invasions,
therequirementsofnewtrades,populationgrowthordecline;andthatallof
thisobviouslyleadstogreatdisorder,whereasifacitycouldbeconstructed,
aswewouldsaytoday,toplan–thatistosayfirstofallonpaper–thenwe
wouldseeclearlyinthiscity,wewouldbeabletoorientourselvesinitvery
easily;themethodbeing,atleastinthistext,inDescartes’seyes(atleast
thisparticularDescartes)somethinglikeaplanofdominationspecifying
theprocedurestobeemployedinordertomasteranobjectofknowledge.
Well,intoday’ssituation,whatiscalledthecrisisofarchitectureprecisely
tendstowardakindofturningawayfromthisidea,whichwasstillthatofthe
modernmovementinarchitecture–thatofanentirelyprogrammed,entirely
predictableorganisationofarchitecturalandurbanspace.Onthecontrary,
thiscrisisconsistsinperceivingthatthecharm,whatIwouldcallthealmost
ontologicalbeautyandvalueofItaliancities,comesfromthefactthatthey
wereinfactconstructedexactlyinthewaythatDescartescomplainsof–in
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anon-dominatedway,alwaysincloseproximitytotheevent,aneventthat
couldbeeitherthetakingpossessionofthecitybysomeprinceofanother
city,ortheaccessiontopowerwithinthecityitselfofasuddenlyrichfamily,
or else the necessity of opening a new space for popular representation 
–allofthismeansthattheclasses,forexample,andtheroutesonefinds
throughtheseItaliancitiesdonotatallresembletheurbanidealprojected
bytheKingofFranceontothePlaceRoyaleinNancyorCharleville,orthe
PlacedesVosges.Thereisthusareturntoatypeofarchitectureandan
urbanismthatisclosetotheevent,whichforustodayseemslikeasortof
lostideal,alostmodel.Allthingsbeingequal,itisagainstthesameDes-
carteswhoisstartledatthefactthatonewasachildbeforebeingaman,and
whocouldnotmanagetothinkchildhood,andwhowishedtoovercomethis
childhoodatthearchitecturalandurbanlevelthroughacompleteplanning
ofstreets,ofplaces,ofdwellings–itisagainsthim,inacertainway,that
today’sarchitecturetriestothinkwhenittriestothink,Iwouldsay,achild
city,acityinwhichthe“birthing”ofthedwellingisincomplete,andcontinues
tobeincomplete.Itisnotmadeonceandforall,anditisnotaquestionof
respectingaplanthathasalreadybeenmade.Onthecontrary,itisaquestion
ofallowingtohappenwhatmusthappen–whateverhappens–andofmaking
aplaceforitwithinaspacethatisnecessarilyfluctuating.Iamnotsayingthat
thisisanidealofthepostmodernarchitecturethatcallsitself“postmodern”,
andwhichisinfinitelymoresuspect;butinanycase,Iseeverywellhowthere
issomethingfartoomatureinthearchitecturalmodelsof…[wordmissingin
manuscript]orofLeCorbusier,andhow,onthecontrary,whatweneedtoday
isachildcity,achildhabitatinthesensethatIjustdescribed,andinthesense
that,forexample,WalterBenjamindescribesinhisBerlin Childhood.Sothatis
afirstmeaningassociatedwith“immaterials”.

NextIwouldliketoassociateasecondtermwiththisword“immaterial”,the
termoftheincreate[incréer],or,ifyouprefer,thetransitive.Letmeremind
youthattheinitialplanfortheexhibitiongaveitthetitle“NewMaterialsand
Creation”,butthatwerealisedthat,whenwespeakofcreation,creativity,
thecreativesociety(asIhavereadrecently,ratherthanconsumersociety),
creator,andevenCAD–computer-aideddesign,butwemightalsosay
computer-aidedcreation–weinterpretthetechnologicalmutationwithwhich
weareconcerned(andalsothehistoricalchange–wemustnotforgetthat
here)asbeingstill,andonly,modern;thatistosaythatbasicallywethinkthat,
ontheoccasionofthisparticulartechnologicalmutation,mancontinuesto
aimatthemasteryoftheworld–andofhimselfofcourse–andthat,having
madeonemorestepforwardinthemeansofthismastery,thiscontrol,he
effectivelyapproachestheidealofthecreator.Thatthisisatheologicalword
onlyreinforceswhatIsay,forifitistruethatmodernitystartswithSaint
Augustine,itisalsotruethatitcontinueswithDescartes.Thedifference
betweenthetwoisvastandyetslight,vanishing,sinceitgoeswithoutsaying
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thatbothofthemimplyacreativeorigin–amaternity,tousethewordIused
before.Thefactthatthisoriginiscalled“God”inSaintAugustineand“ego”in
Descartesisofnogreatimportance,forinbothcasesweremainwithinthe
fieldofathinkingofamodernitywhichisthatofasubjectwhocreateshis
world,fortheendsofthearrangementofthisworldandtheenjoymentofthis
world,theenjoymentofknowing,ofpower;andthat,fundamentally,ifwe
thinkthenewtechnologiesunderthecategoryofcreation,ifwecontinueto
maintainthisideaasifallthenewtechnologiesdidwastofulfilthisdesire,this
infinityofmodernwillthatiscalledcreation,thenIbelievewemisssomething
thatisveryimportantinthistechnologicalmutation,inthisthirdtechnological
revolution,asitisknown–namely,Iwouldsay,theprospectoftheendof
anthropocentrism.Inanycase,this,tomyeyes,istheprospectthatwemay
looktowardsontheoccasionofthistransformation,thisgreaterintimacyof
intelligenceandtheworld,oflanguageandofthingsthatthetechnologiesin
questionyield:thatthecounter-figureinscribedinmodernity–themodern
counter-figureofmodernity,thatwhichpreciselydoesnotwishtofollowthe
paranoiaofthesubjectdominatingthetotalityofthemât – mayemerge.Ifyou
saycreation,thatmeansthatyouprohibittheothermetaphysicsthatIevoked
earlier:ametaphysicsinwhich,precisely,manisnotasubjectfacingtheworld
ofobjects,butonly–andthis“only”seemstometobeveryimportant–onlya
sortofsynapse,asortofinteractiveclickingtogetherofthecomplicatedinter-
facebetweenfieldswhereinparticleelementsflowviachannelsofwaves;and
thatifthereissomegreatnessinman,itisonlyinsofarasheis–asfaraswe
know–oneofthemostsophisticated,mostcomplicated,mostunpredictable,
andmostimprobableinterfaces.YouseethatwhatIamindicatinghereis,
perhapsonlyformyself–andIapologisetomycollaboratorsifso–that
ontheoccasionofthesenewtechnologies,perhapsthereisadeclineof
humanism,oftheself-satisfactionofmanwithintheworld,ofnarcissismor
anthropocentrism,andthatanendofhumanismmayemerge.AndImust
saythatformeitwouldbeagreathappinessinmylatteryearstoobserve
thedeclineofthismostmiserableaspectofmiserablemodernity;notonly
because,asIhavealreadysaid,thisaspecthasanextraordinarilyhighcost,
inblood,inviolence,interroranddeath;butalsobecause,philosophically,
itismostimpoverished.Andifwereallyhavetonamenames,thenIwould
say that the metaphysics that may emerge through these new technologies 
wouldnotbethatofDescartes,butratherthatofsomeonelikeSpinoza;or
ifyouprefer,ametaphysicsthatwouldbemorealongthelinesofZen–not
theCalifornianbrandofZen,butthatofthegreatZentraditionthatis,for
me,incarnatedinthatgreatJapanesephilosopher,livinginChina,calledEhei
Dôgen.ThisiswhatImeanwhenIsay“interaction”.WhenIspeakofinter-
actionIdon’twanttorehashthatpettyideologythatattemptstomakeup
fortheinabilityofcurrentmediatoallowtherecipienttointerveneinwhat
heseesorhears,andwhichthenheraldsinteractionasagreattriumphin
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thereinstatementofdialoguebetweentransmitterandreceiver,whichIfind
ratherconceited–Ihavelittlefaithindialogue,forit,also,mustbecritiquedin
relationtoitsveryPlatonicorigins.WhenIsayinteraction,whatIamthinking
ofisratherasortofontologyoftheendlesstransmissionofmessageswhich
aretranslatedbyeachother,forbetterorworse,asmuchaspossible,and
wheremanhimselfisnottheoriginofmessages,butsometimesthereceiver,
sometimesthereferent,sometimesacode,sometimesasupportforthe
message;andwheresometimeshehimselfisthemessage.Thisplasticity
ofhumansmeansthatthisstructureofcommunicationtodayseemslike
somethinguponwhichidentitiescannolongerbefixed:wecannolonger
saythatinthestructureofcommunicationmanis,forexample,intheroleof
thesenderanymorethanthatofthereceiver.Withtheadvanceofscientific
research–butalsoliterary,philosophical,andartisticresearch–itseems
thathemayoccupymanyplacesinthisstructure;sothisiswhatImeanby
“interaction”.

Iwouldnowliketomoveontoanewgroupofassociationsaroundthetheme
oftime.Thequestionoftimewillplayaconsiderableroleintheexhibition,
asIshallexplainlateron.AndthegroupofassociationsthatIhaveinmind
ultimatelycomprises,tosimplifysomewhat,twomaintendencieswhich
areperfectlycontradictory.Ononehandweareconcernedwiththesenew
technologies,butalsowiththeso-calledpostmodernsociety,inwhichwe
maintainarelationtotimethatcomesfrommodernity,andwhichisthe
extensionofthemodernprojectofdomination.Contemporarytechnologies
andthecontemporarywayoflifeaimtoexertman’smasteryovertimein
thesamewaythatthemodernprojectaimed,andstillaims,toexertman’s
masteryoverspace.Iwouldassociatetheimmaterialwiththeimmediate, in 
thesensethatmasteryovertimeimpliestheabolitionofanydelay,andthe
capacitytointervenehereandnow.Theothertendency(Ishallcomeback
tothispointinafewmoments),whichisinperfectcontradictiontothefirst
one–andtomymindthiscontradictionillustratesveryspecificallythecon-
tradictionofpostmodernityitself,whichatoncecompletesmodernity,orat
leastextendsit,yetontheotherhandcontradictsandoverturnsit–theother
tendencyintherelationofmantotimetodayisthat,preciselybecauseofthe
importanceaccordedtodominationovertime,andthevalueofimmediacy,
manencountersprobablymorethaneverhisincapacitytodominatetime
preciselyinsofarastimeisnotamaterial.Itisdifficulttoconceiveofspace
withoutthebodiesthatoccupyspace,whereastime,onthecontrary,cannot
onlybeconceivedofbutevenexperiencedwithoutanybodyoccupyingtime;
whatoccupiestimeisnotbodies,andthus,inthissense,timeistheform(to
speaklikeKant) par excellence–orthemedium,ifyouprefer–ofimmateriality.
Inphilosophyitusedtobecalled“innersense”,butobviouslythisisaterm
thatwecannolongerusetoday.Iwillreturntothesetwoassociations–the
associationofimmaterialitywithimmediacy,andthecounter-associationof
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immaterialitywithunmasterability.Afirstpoint:tomastertheobject–what
Ihavecalled“mât” – themindtranslatesthepropertiesofthatobject,orat
leastthosethatareconsideredtobeexploitable,andthisiswhattheterm
“project”means:thattheobjectisaddressedinviewofexploitation,that
istosayinviewofdominationandusage.Thereforethemindtranslates
thepropertiesjudgedtobeexploitableinlanguage,algebraiclanguagefor
example,andretranslatestheequationsobtainedintogeometricalproperties
–atleastthiswasthewayinwhichthemodernprojectproceeded.Thusspace
–whichisgivenspontaneously,naturally,throughsightforexample,butalso
throughhearing–spacereceivedinthiswaybythecorporealhumansubject
isreplacedbyacontrolledspace,onethatiscontrolledviathisprocedure
ofanalysis,aprocedureoftranslationintomathematicallanguage,anda
procedureofsynthesisthatpermitsthere-translationofequationsback
intolinesandbodies,aprocedureforpassingfromarithmeticandalgebra
backintogeometryandmechanics–thisisaprocedurealreadyelaborated
byGalileoandDescartes.Ifwefollowthelineofthisprocedure,theideal
pursuedbythisprojectofcontrolandmasteryinrelationtotimeisthe
capacitytointerveneinstantaneouslyintheobject’sbehaviour.Wewillbe
abletosaythatthemasteryoftheobjectiscompleteif,asitevolvesindepen-
dently,theobserverortheworkercaninterveneimmediatelyinitsbehaviour,
andinterveneinsuchawayastoimmediatelycarryoutthetaskthatthe
observerortheworkerjudgesappropriate.Thismeansthattheanalysisof
thebehaviouroftheobject,includingunpredictablebehaviour,andthesyn-
thesisoforderstoaddressthisobject,mustoccupytheleastpossibleamount
oftime.Itisclearthatcyberneticsdependsuponthisprinciple,andthatthis
iswhytelematicsandinformaticscounttimeinnanosecondstoday,andwill
sooncountinpicoseconds–10–12seconds–whichonthehumanscaleis
closeenoughtowhatwecallimmediacy.Machinesthatworkonsuchtime-
scalesobviouslymakepossibleinteractionsinwhatwecall“realtime”;thisis
thecase,forexample,withtheSogitec4XmachineinventedatIRCAM,which
allowsacomposertointerveneintheproductionofsynthesisedmusicasitis
listenedto.Iwouldsaythatthiskindofprocedure–oneofimmediateinter-
vention–fullycompletestheprogrammeofmodernmetaphysics,whichis
alsotheprogrammeofcapitalism–namely,togaintime,toloseaslittletime
aspossible.Thismeansthattheexhibitionwillhavetoshowthisconquest
oftime,aswesay,andwillhavetodothisacrossagreatmanyapparently
heterogeneousdomains.Forexample,Ithinkthatwemustusemusicasa
guidingthreadhere,forreasonsthatareeasytounderstand,becauseitis
anartoftime,anditisthereforeinmusicthat,asifbyaccident,immaterials
havedevelopedmostrapidly.ButIwouldverymuchlike,forexample,to
comparethismusicalresearchtofinancialresearchconcerningthedemateri-
alisationofmoneyandthepossibilityofcarryingouttransactionsthatare
almostimmediate,transactionsthatcompletelydoawaywiththeusual
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delaysinrealisation.Thisideaofimmediateinterventioniscloselytied,asI
havesaid,totheveryprojectofexchangeingeneral–theideaofabridging
asfaraspossiblethedistancebetweenthepurchaseofsomegoodsandthe
remittanceofthecorrespondingsum.Idon’twanttodevelopthataspect
here;Ijustwanttosaythatfundamentallytheconquestofnow–thecon-
questoftheinstant,ofthestraightaway–realisesamodelofimmediacythat
wefindinwhatlinguistscallperformativity.Theclassicexampleofaperfor-
mativephraseisthatofthechairmanofameetingwhenhesays“Ideclare
themeetingopen”.Itisenoughforhimtosay“Ideclarethemeetingopen”in
orderforthemeetingtobeopen;thatistosaythatherewehaveaneffective-
nessthatisimmediateinthesensethatthephraseitselfis theeffectiveness:
itseemstodescribeasituationbutinrealityitbringsitabout;itbringsit
aboutwithnofurthermediation–withoutsomeoneelseneedingtocarryout
theorder,forexample.Whenwemakeapromise,itisthephraseitselfthat
performsitsmeaning,andthuswecansaythatwiththeperformativewefind
ourselvesinimmediacypar excellence.Iwouldsaythatthemodernproject–
andinparticularthecapitalistproject,insofarasitis,obviously,linkedtothe
modelofexchange–isaprojectoftheperformative.Itisaprojectofatime
thatisentirelyatthedisposalofhewhospeaks,andwhoisinapositionto
ensuretheimmediateeffectivenessofthatwhichisenunciated.Theclas-
sicalthinkers,intheancientdiscussion,the“quarreloftheAncientsandthe
Moderns”,reflectedonthebiblicalphrase“lettherebelight,andtherewas
light”,regardingthisasanentirelysublimecaseofimmediacy.Itseemstome
thatthisispreciselytheproject–orrather,thedream–ofmodernity;adream
which,moreover,iscloselylinkedtothatofsublimity:itsdreamwouldbeto
say“lettherebethecar,andtherewasthecar;lettherebepetrol,andthere
waspetrol”.This,Ithink,istheideathatgoesbythenameofcreation.

Thismodelofperformativity,whichcorrespondsinacertainwaytothe
conquestofthenow,impliesasortofpriorityoflanguage,orinanycasea
hegemonicpredominanceoforallanguageoverwrittenlanguage:“Ideclare
themeetingopen”isonlyperformativeatthemomentandintheplacewhere
itoperates,inactualandpunctualfashion;whenyoureadintheminutesof
somemeeting,orinanovel,thatthechairmanhassaid“Ideclarethemeeting
open”,itdoesnotfollowthatinyourspace-timeasthereader,somemeeting
isnowopen.Theperformativeisalwayslinked,obviously,toaparticular
space-time,toahereandnowwhicharethoseoftheperformativephrase
itself,andwhoseeffectivenessisthuslinkedtotheactualenunciation.
Whencetheimportanceaccordedinthecurrentproblematictoorality;not
onlyintheproblematic,but,Iwouldsay,firstandforemostineverydaylife:
theimportancegiventothevoiceoverwrittenlanguageiswellknownto
teachersandpedagogues;effectsofneo-alphabetisation,ofdyslexia,are
producedbythepredominantuseofthetelephone,oftelevision,ofsound
film(Iwouldalsoincludetaperecorders)–thatistosay,materialsthat
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transmitthevoiceinitsorality,andwhichhaverealtimeeffects.Film-makers
speakoftherealityeffect;onemightspeakofarealityeffectoftimethrough
orallanguagewhich,obviously,writtenlanguage,languagewritteninabook,
doesnothave;forthereisnoeffectofperformativityuponthereaderwhen
hereads“Ideclarethismeetingopen”,whereasontheotherhand,ifhehears
it,heaskshimselfimmediatelywhatmeetinghasbeenopened.Perhapsthese
voice-transmittingmaterials,thisprecipitationthatIhavesupposedtobe
takingplace,withoutbeingabletoattesttoitmyself,alsoaccountforcertain
changesinlanguagethroughthelossorwithdrawalofthewrittenlinguistic
referentthatmightslowdownimportantdisplacementsinlanguageuse.
Thus,fromthisperformativemodel,thispredominanceofarticulated
language,therefollowsasortofpredominanceofthegeneralattitudeof
reading.ByreadingImeannotthedeciphermentofatextinthespacethatwe
callthepage,butsomethingalittledifferent:when,forexample,wequerya
server,onMinitelforexample–let’stakethesimplestpossibleexample–the
serversendspagestothescreenwhichwereadandinwhichweseekthe
informationwe’reafter.Thisisanexerciseinreading,wereadpageafterpage;
butthisreading,precisely,isnotproperlyspeakingavision,notifwetake
visioninastrongsense.Itisratheroftheorderofhearing;andasproof,I
woulddrawyourattentiontothefactthatanaturalvoiceorasyntheticvoice
couldverywelltransmitthisreadablemessagewerewenotabletoreadit.Of
coursethismeansthatthetextwouldbeinterpretedbyanactor,byareader
–potentiallybyarobotreader–thusitisverymuchanart,butitisanartof
time,ofthesameorderasthatofmusic.If,ratherthanatext,onthescreen
pageoronanysurfacewhatsoever,youhaveanimage–thisiswhatIcall
visible–itgivesrisetoavision;andwithsomethinglikethatthevoice
–whetherroboticorhuman–cannotreinstatetheimageforyou;byreinstate
Imeanthatwhenyouseetheimage,youdonotreadit,youdonothearit.Of
coursethevoicecanspeaktoyouoftheimage,butitcannotspeaktheimage
asitspeaksatext.Inthissense,thetraitsthatformthesyntheticlettersof
oursystemofwritingareincomparablewiththetraitsthatformimages,even
thoseofso-calledideographiclanguages.Andinthissense,Iwouldoppose
visionandhearingasimageandlanguage,andofcourseasspaceandtime.In
frontoftheirscreens,humans–contrarytowhatwemightthink–ceasetobe
lookersandbecomereaders–thatistosay,essentially,listeners.Inthisway,
wefindourselvesconfrontingtheoppositionbetweentheartsoftimeandthe
artsofspace,Iwouldsayapracticeoftimeandapracticeofspace–between,
letussay,musicandpainting,inshort.WhenIsaybetweenmusicand
painting,Imeanthatvoiced,articulatedlanguageandmusicandcinemaare
anartoftime,andthatwhenwepassfromthepenandpenciltothekeyboard
forreading/writing,passingbywayoftheword-processorkeyboard,which
hadalreadybegunthismutation,wegofromamodethatspatialises
inscription–asisalwaysthecaseinpainting,andthefirstwritingisavariety
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ofpainting–towardamodethattemporalisesinscription.Thismeansthatthe
signifierinthissecondmodalityisorganisedinachainallofwhoseelements
arenotactualisableatonce–intheblinkofaneye,aswesay–asisthecase
foranimage,butonlysuccessively–or,aslinguistssay,diachronically.The
screenpagesthemselvesscroll,andwhenawriterworksonawordprocessor
–somethingthatwearealsoincludinginthisexhibition–theimportantthing,
especiallyifheisusedtoworkingwithapen,isthatthiswriterloseshis
manuscriptpage,helosesallthepreparatoryworkwhereadditionsare
inscribed;theemendations,erasures,andmistakeswhicharetheretogether
inthepreparatorytextalldisappearandgivewaytoatextthatitselfmayalso
bepreparatory,butwhichispotential–Imeanthatitisnottheretohand,you
can’tputalltheeditedpagesnexttoeachothertogetaviewofthewhole;you
havetobringuponebyonethisorthatpastpagewhichhasbeenmemorised
inyourmachine.Insteadofapreparatorytextitisapotentialtext,atextthat
isafuturetextbecauseitisintheprocessoffabrication,butonewhich,on
theotherhand,ismorepastthanthemanuscriptis,becauseyoucanonly
recallitpagebypage,toreviseandcorrectit.Youcannothaveithere,now,en 
bloc;itisneverthere,anymorethanafilmiseverthereasawhole.Thisalso
meansthat,atthekeyboardandbeforethescreen,wehaveanexperienceof
timeratherthanofspace.Bizarrely,thispredominanceoftimesignifiesasort
ofpreeminenceofmovementoverrest.Spaceasthesiteofinscription– 
aboveallthespaceofpaintingorofhieroglyphics,hierographicsingeneral–is
linkedtorest,timeislinkedtomovement.Theparadoxesoftimeare
paradoxesofmovement,andinahegemonyofreading,likethatwhichIhave
justdescribedveryclumsily,wemightsaythatspaceisitselfbutaparticular
caseoftime,thatistosaythatrest–thesimultaneousgraspingofavisual
wholebytheeye(arelativerest,sinceweallknowthattheeyeisinfactvery
activeandisitselfalwaysinmovement,butthemovementisnotintheobject,
themovementisintheeye)–thisrestitselfisaparticularcaseofmovement.
Youcanstopyourscreen-pagetoregisteritinamorestable,slowerway,for
example,tochangespeedsasonedoeswiththeprocessionofframesatthe
cinema;butregardless,theframeitselfcanonlybetakenasanextremecase
ofnon-movement,theonlyuniversalcasebeingmovement(bymovement,I
repeat,Iunderstandthemovementoftheobject,byvirtueofthesame
principleasinmusic,whereitgoeswithoutsayingthatitisthemovementof
vibrationsthatconstitutetheobjecttobeunderstood).Now,ifthereisno
suchresttobegraspedinthesetechnologies–if,onthecontrary,these
technologiesatonceconstantlyrecordandutilisemovement,andonly
movement–thenitfollowsthatinacertainsensenothingcanbegraspedin
onego,nothingcantakeplaceatthesametime.Visioncangraspanactual
wholeatthesametime–atleastthisisaprejudicewehavealwayshad
–whereaslisteningneverhappensatthesametime:listeningtoapieceof
music,evenashortphrase,cannottakeplaceallinonego.Thephraseisnot
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presentallatonce.Theverynotionofthe“blow”,inthisregard–asinthe
expression“atoneblow”–mustbere-examined,sincewhatwecallthe“blow”
–ifwewishtothinkithereasittakesplace,forexample,inreflectionson
internaltime-consciousness–the“blow”ofthearrivalofamusicalnotefor
example,isanevent,atemporalevent:somethinghappens.Whatisthis
somethingthathappens?Itarrivestoosoonandtoolate,meaningthat,
insofarasitisnotthere,itisnotthere,andassoonasitisthere,itisnolonger
thereasevent,itisthereasmemory,immediatememory.Onemightsayin
relationtotheeventwhatFreudsaidaboutthetraumaticevent:atraumatic
eventisoneinwhichouraffectivityisstruckandmarkedbycertaindis-
positions–neuroticdispositions,forexample,orcertainphantasms–and,as
Freudsays,thisrequirestwoblows,notjustone.Ittakesafirstblowinwhich
theeventisimpressedwithoutbeingrecorded,wemightsay,bytheuncon-
scious;andthenasecondblowinwhich,onthecontrary,ananalogueofthe
traumatisingeventmakesitselfknownastraumatisingwhenitisnotsoin
itself,butonlybyanalogywiththefirstblow.Inthisdoublingoftheblowlies
thewholesecretofthefactthattimeescapesus,thatthetimeofanevent
itselfescapesus,thatweareimmanenttothistimethatwecannotmaster,
andthat,inthissense,immaterialsareboththreateningasimminences,andat
the same time are unnmasterable.

Iwouldnowliketoassociatethetermimmaterialwithanotherneighbouring
term,thatoftheunsexuated or transsexuated;bythisImeanthat,inthecon-
tradictorynotionoftheimmaterial,thereisnotonlytheattempttoshow
that,inthesetechnologiesandinthispostmodernhistory,thevoluntaristand
perfectlymaterialistprojectofmodernityturnsbackinasortofdispossession
ofwillandadematerialisationoftheobject;butalsothatasortofecho,asort
ofconsonanceisproducedinthisreversalofthesituationwhich,itseemsto
me,isspecificallypostmodern:transsexualism.insofarastranssexualsareina
relationtothatreferent[matière]thatissex.Byreferent[matière] I mean that 
obligatoryreferenceofthemessagethatisourbody,abovealloursocialised
body,inthesensethatthebodyqua message teaches us something about 
sex,teachesussomethingaboutwhatsexweare,andwhereunfortunately
onedoesnothaveanychoicebeyondthatofbeingamanorawoman.Now,
thephenomenonoftranssexuality–whichhasofcoursedevelopedthanksto
theprogressofmedicine,whichhasdevelopedonasuperficiallevelinsofar
aswenowseeittakingplace,butwhichcertainlyexpressesadesirethatis
veryoldandveryprofound,adream–thisphenomenonoftranssexualism
certainlymanifeststheindecencyofimmaterialitypreciselyinthesensethat
itdeniesthealternative“manorwoman”inregardtothesexualsignificance
ofthecorporealmessage.Justastechnologyandimmaterialsareincredulous
inregardtotheoppositionbetweensubjectandobject,Iwouldsaythatthey
alsomakeusincredulousinrelationtosexualdifference.Inanycase,they
allowthisincredulityinregardtosexualdifferencetobecomevisible,beyond
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theequalityofthesexesdemandedbyfeministmovements.Wouldn’tthetrue
aimofthesemovements–orinanycasethetruepostmodernaim–rather
bethedisappearanceofthealternative,thetransactionbetweenthetwo
sexes,theconstitutionofasortofsyntheticproduct?TounderstandwhatI
amsayinghereonecoulddonobetterthantoreadapassagefromCatherine
Millot’sbookHorsexe: Essays on Transexuality,whichexpresseswhatIwantto
say marvellously: 

IshallcallhimGabriel,afterthearchangel,inconformitywithhisdesire
tobepurespiritonly.Hewastheonlyonetotaketheinitiativeoftalking
withme.AwarethatIhadalreadyseenanumberoffemaletranssexuals,
hephonedmeonedaytotellmethathewantedtomeetmeinorderto
getthetruthabouttranssexualitystraight.Hefearedthattheothershad
misledme,andwishedtoridmeofmyillusions,forhecouldnotbearthe
ideaofpeople“talkinganyoldrubbishabouttranssexuality”.Hearrived
wearingaman’ssuit(transsexualsgenerallyprefertraditionaldress;
moreinformalclothesaresexuallylessmarked),agoateebeard,andwas
unquestionablymasculineinhisbearingandhisvoice.Straightawayhe
declared,“Thetruthabouttranssexualityisthat,incontrasttowhatthey
claim–thattheirsoulsareimprisonedinbodiesoftheoppositesex–
transsexualsareneithermennorwomen,butsomethingelse”.

ThisisaquotefromGabriel.MillotaddsthatitisthisdifferencethatGabriel
wantstobeaccepted,thensheletshimspeak:

Transsexualsaremutants,differentfromwomenwhenoneisallwoman,
anddifferentfrommenwhenoneisallman.IfeelandIknowthatIam
notawoman,andIhavetheimpressionthatIamnotamaneither.The
othersareplayingagame,theyareplayingatbeingmen.1

Gabriel,sheadds,hasneverfeltlikesheisaman,butthatitwasbecause
hewassureofnotfeelinglikeawomanthathewascalledaman.The
unhappinessoftranssexualsisthatthereisnothirdterm,nothirdsex;and
accordingtohim,societybearsthemainresponsibilityforthisbipolarity
whoseconstraintstranssexualssufferfrom.Iwouldsaythat–orrather,Iwill
let Catherine Millot say it: 

Thisaspirationtowardsathirdsexisfarmorecommonthantranssexual
stereotypeswouldseemtosuggest.Somefemaletranssexualsstickto
theirmanlypretensions,butinmanycasesthisclaimmasksahopeof
escapingthedualityofthesexes.Transsexualswanttobelongtothesex
ofangels.2

1 CatherineMillot,Horsexe: Essays on Transsexuality,trans.KennethHylton(NewYork:
Autonomedia,1990),p.129–130.

2 Ibid.,p.126.
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Ifindthisformulaveryinteresting,andIwouldsaythat,inthesemanticfield
ontowhichtheterm“immaterial”leadsus,wealsofindthisideaoftranssexu-
ality–or,ifyouprefer,angelism.AndhereIwouldnothavetolookfartofinda
wholemysticaltraditionthat,initsownway,anticipatedthemedicaltradition
ofpostmoderntranssexuality.

Iwouldliketoassociateonelastwordwiththatofimmaterials,anditisthe
wordimmortals,butIdonothavethetimetodevelopthatfullyhere.Iwilljust
readapassagefromthatoldclassic,fundamentaltothehistoryoftechnics
andofreflectionontechnics,Mumford’sTechnics and Civilization,wherehe
writesthefollowing–whichhasalreadybeenlargelysurpassedsincethiswas
writtenin1934,exactly50yearsago,butwhichremainsallthemoretruefor
the new technologies: 

Whateverthepsychologicalreactionstothecameraandthemoving
pictureandthephonographmaybe[thesearethetypesofhardware
<matériels>heisthinkingabout–J-FL],thereisnodoubt,Ithink,asto
theircontributiontotheeconomicmanagementofthesocialheritage.
Beforetheyappeared,soundcouldonlybeimperfectlyrepresentedin
theconventionsofwriting[whichbringsustotheproblemsofinscription
inspaceandtime–J-FL]:itisinterestingtonotethatoneofthebest
systems,Bell’sVisibleSpeech,wasinventedbythefatherofaman
whocreatedthetelephone.Otherthanwrittenandprinteddocuments
andpaintingsonpaper,parchment,andcanvas,nothingsurvivedof
acivilisationexceptitsrubbishheapsanditsmonuments,buildings,
sculptures,worksofengineering–allbulky,allinterferingmoreorless
withthefreedevelopmentofadifferentlifeinthesameplace.[Here
theaccentisindeedputonthequestionofspace–J-FL]Bymeansof
thenewdevicesthisvastmassofphysicalimpedimentscouldbeturned
intopaperleaves,metallicorrubberdiscs,orcelluloidfilms[wecould
add,ofcourse,microprocessorsandthechips–J-FL]whichcouldbefar
morecompletelyandfarmoreeconomicallypreserved.Itisnolonger
necessarytokeepvastmiddensofmaterialinordertohavecontact,in
themind,withtheformsandexpressionsofthepast.Thesemechanical
devicesarethusanexcellentallytothatothernewpieceofsocial
apparatus which became common in the nineteenth century: the public 
museum.Theygavemoderncivilisationadirectsenseofthepastanda
moreaccurateperceptionofitsmemorialsthananyothercivilisation,in
allprobability,had.Notalonedidtheymakethepastmoreimmediate:
theymadethepresentmorehistoricbynarrowingthelapseoftime
betweentheactualeventsthemselvesandtheirconcreterecord.Forthe
firsttimeonemightcomefacetofacewiththespeakinglikenessesof
deadpeopleandrecallintheirimmediacyforgottenscenesandactions…
Thusanewformofimmortalitywaseffected;andalateVictorianwriter,
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SamuelButler,mightwellspeculateuponhowcompletelyamanwasdead
whenhiswords,hisimage,andhisvoicewerestillcapableofbeingres-
urrectedandcouldhaveadirecteffectuponthespectatorandlistener.3

YoucanseeherehowMumford,preciselythroughthemediationofthe
immaterialityofnewmaterials,andontheotherhandtheimmediacyof
transmission,andparticularlythetransmissionofthevoice,rediscoverswhat
wehavesaidinregardtotime,withintheperspective–whichwehavenot
spokenaboutbutwhichmustbedevelopedfurther–oftherelationbetween
immaterialityandimmortality.AndIwouldadd,tocompletethisfieldoffree
associations,thatnodoubtweshouldstraightawayassociateimmortalityand
theangelismofwhichIjustspoke.

NowIwilladdressasecondpartofthisreflectionontheexhibitionLes 
Immatériaux,dedicatedmoredirectlytotheproblemposedbywhatiscalled
thespatiallayout[mise en éspace]ofanexhibition;whatwemightcallits
installation.ThecontractIsignedprovidesthatattheendofthismonthI
supplyasynopsis,ifonlyaprovisionalone,oftheexhibition.Synopsis,in
Greek,meansthatonehasanoverallviewofwhatoneplanstodo.Withthis
principleofanoverallviewwhatispresupposedisthatthedesignerofthe
exhibitionisinapositiontobringintoviewthetotalityofwhathehascon-
ceived,toshowitatoneblow;togiveittobeseenatoneblowtoitsrecip-
ients.Wecanseethattheveryconceptofsynopsisposesaproblem,given
thatIhaveassociatedtimeandsuccessionwiththenotionofimmaterials
thatIhavebeenconstructing.Forifitistruethatwhatischaracteristicofthe
relationbeingestablishedbetweenthemâtingeneralandthemindisthatwe
cannotexpecttheself-evidenceofimmediacyatoneblow,whilethesynopsis
fallsunderthisdelay,this…Thisissomethingweremarkeduponveryquickly
oncewestartedtoapproachthequestionofrealisation,thepassagefrom
conceptiontospatialdeployment.Itwasfundamentallyimpossible–thisis
whatwequicklyunderstood–toholdtothetraditionalnature,thatistosay
themodernnature,oftheexhibition.Exhibition[exposition–also“exposure”] 
ormanifestation[manifestation] are obviously eminently philosophical 
terms.Theymeanthatthingsarepositedhere,ontheoutside,intheirman-
ifestaspect.Andthereisarelationimpliedinthisconceptofexhibition,the
relationofasubjectwhovisualisesobjects,works,whoconfrontsthem,who
looksatthemface-to-face,withthisvisualisation–thatofthosewhohave
conceivedtheexhibition–controllingitthroughthespatiallayoutitself.Thus
onthepartoftherecipientwhoisthevisitor,thereistheprinciplethathe
isforemostamanwholooks,aneye.Whatismore,thisisaneyethatisin
movementoverabody,aneyethatwanders,andthereforeonethatexists
inthegeneralregisterofwhatwerecalledpromenadesintheeighteenth

3 LewisMumford,Technics and Civilization(London:RoutledgeandKeganPaul,1955),p.
244,and246.
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andnineteenthcentury–whatwecouldcalltourism,withoutseekingto
distinguishbetweenthetwoatpresent.Sothisiswhatispresupposedon
thepartoftherecipientoftheexhibition.Asforthesender,ofwhomis
demandedthesynopsisofthisexhibition,whatisrequiredisultimatelythat
heanticipates,onpaperatleast–thatheprojects–thisvisitoftherecip-
ient,thusshowingthatitsspatiallayoutwillbemadeinsuchandsuchaway,
andthatitcanbeguaranteedthatthevisitorwillconducthimselfinsuch
andsuchamanner,andthatthereforetheresultsofthiswandering–ofthis
promenadeorthistour–canbeanticipated.Thismeansthatthewandering
eyewillreconstitutethemovementofconceptiononceitisinstalled–thatis
tosay,laidoutspatially.Youcanseethatthispresupposition,inscribedinthe
veryterm“synopsis”or“exhibition”,issomethingthatishandeddowntous
frommodernity:thefirstgreatpublicexhibitionstakeplaceattheendofthe
eighteenthcentury,andsalonsandgalleriesarethecharacteristicspacesof
thesepublicexhibitions,whichwillsubsequentlyproliferateduringthecourse
ofthenineteenthcentury,withtheRepublic.Whatwehavetoseeisthatthese
spacesarecharacteristicofmodernityformanyreasons.

Firstly,theeye,asitisthoughtinthesynopsisorintheexhibitioningeneral,
istheeyeofmodernity,asitwasestablishedduringthefifteenthcentury.It
isamatterofrenderingeachobjectvisibletothisvisitor’seyeinawindow–I
wouldevensayas awindow,oratleastaswhatonemightseeinawindow
orthroughawindow.Ithusdesignatesomewhatsummarilywhatfifteenth-
centuryItalianpainterscalledtheveduta–thatistosay,theviewontothe
vistaofalandscape.Allthewindowstosee,orthroughwhichtosee,are
organisedintoafaçade,theyarecollectedinafaçade,aninternalfaçadeas
inthecaseoftheLouvre’sGalerieduBorddel’Eau.Itisnotthefaçadeofa
house,itistheequivalentofthefaçadeofahousebutinside ahouse.That
is,thegalleryinitsveryconstructionislikearoadwithinabuilding,within
apalace—aroadwhich,throughtheworksshown,initiallyandessentially
perspectivistpaintings,opensontoanoutside.Whichmeansthattheeye
wandersasinastreet,butwhatitseesthroughthewindowsarenotscenes
thatitmightseeinthestreet.Thevisitorisontheinside,heisprotected
fromthestreet–thatistosay,fromwhatwecallreality.Butthisisnodream
either,forinthedreamthereispresumablynowindow,thereisnowindow
atall;oneiricspaceisnotfifteenth-century-typevisualspace–notascenic
space,atleast.Anditisnotadreambecause,inprinciple,thespaceofItalian
Renaissancepaintingisnottroublinginanyway;onthecontrary,itaimsata
fairlyeasyrecognitionofwhatisinquestion,ofthesceneorthecharacters
oftheplaceorevenofthemomentconcernedinthispaintedscene.Iwould
sayratherthatthemultiplicityofwindowsconstitutedbypaintingshung
onthewallsofthegalleryopensontolandscapes,portraits,situations,
objects;andallofthisformsnotrealitybutculture.Basically,allthescenes
ofculture–orinanycasealargenumberofthem,alargenumberofthese
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scenes–arepresentedthroughthesewindowswhicharepaintings,hollowed
outfictivelyonthewallofthegallery.Andthefunctionofthisexhibition–of
thisexhibitionwhichcontainsinitselftheprincipleofbeingexhaustive,and
which,also,isanex-hibition[ex-position]becauseitisontheoutsideofthe
galleryinthefictivespaceopenedupbytheframes–hasafunctionthatis
inversetothatofthedream.Theimagingfunctionoftheexhibition–and
this,moreover,iswhythisspaceisprivileged–istoidentify,topermitthe
visitortoidentifyhisbelongingtoaculture,toidentifyobjectsandtopermit
identificationthroughtheidentificationoftheobjectspresented.Iwilladd
that,insofarasitisaquestionofperambulation,itisaquestion,asweshall
see,ofasortofeducationaljourney.Butbeforetalkingaboutthis,Ishouldlike
toclarifysomethingelse:whatisvisualised–stayingwiththemodernspace
oftheexhibitionstill–arefragmentsofstoriesthatareidentifiablebecause
theyareapartofculture.Theexhibitionallowsforasortofapprenticeship
ofrecognition,ofcharacters,ofplaces,ofartists,ofthatwhichispresented
andofthevisitor;anapprenticeshipincultureforthevisitorintheexhibition.
AndIwouldsaythatthismodel,thistypeofauto-identificatoryvisualmachine
thatistheexhibition,findsitscomplementoritsreciprocalinverseinthe
modernstreet,whichisalsoconceivedasagallery–unlikewhatisthecasein
avillage,forexample.Thestreetisconceivedasagallery,theshopwindows
ofthemodernstreetarelikepictureframeswhichintheirturngiveontoland-
scapes,portraits–sceneswhich,whatismore,justlikeinthegallery,permit
identification.Alittlesurprise,alittleidentification;aquicksurprise,obviously
elicitedwithacommercialaiminmind–whichisnotexactlythecaseinthe
gallery–oratleastnotalways.Intothiskindofurbanity,whichisanurbanism
ofthefaçade,onecan,quiteobviously,introduceanaestheticofshock,ofthe
shocking–somethingthattendstowardsurpriseanddestabilisation.From
onevitrinetoanothertherearegoingtobeshockingthings,andplacingthings
intovitrinescanitselfmakeforacertainsurrealism.AndhereIwouldsaythat,
forexample,whenwesay“shock”,wecannotbutthinkofWalterBenjamin’s
outlineofanaestheticsofshockformodernity,followingBaudelaire.In
certainregardswecouldspecifyhow,presumablyalongwithpostmodernity,
thisaestheticofshock,thisaestheticofsublimitythroughshock,whichiskept
intactinsurrealism…butthatisanotherquestion.

Icannowcomebacktothesecondaspectofthistypeofclassicalschema,
whichisinfactamodernschema,oftheexhibition–theschema-typeof
themodernexhibition:perambulation.Ihavesaidthatthereisaneye,an
eyeinmovement,aneyethatwalks.Thisperambulationisveryimportant
becausefundamentallyitobligesthedesigner–theonewhoisgoingtomake
asynopsis–toaskhimselfthequestion:Whatisittowalkinanexhibition?
Whereisonegoing?Oneisgoingtowardtheexit,okay,butcanonegetthere
invariousways,orviaonesinglepath;andwhatdoestheexitmean?This
isaratherimportantdifferencefromthestreet,wheretheanalogymust
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end,forthestreetonlyeveropensontoanotherstreet.Therewillprobably
comeamomentwhen,fromthestreet,onepassesintothecountryside–
anextraordinarilyinterestingandbizarremoment,infact;butonethatis
increasinglypostponedandwhich,moreover,incontemporarycitiesand
metropolises,isprobablyevadedratherthanpostponed.Whichiswhystreets
incities,andinthesuburbsofmetropolisesconstructedinthe‘30sand‘60s,
resemblegalleriesratherthantowns.Inthemoderncity,thestreetleads
tothestreet;inthegallery,walkingleadstotheexit;oneexitsthegallery
whenoneentersthestreet.Onegoesfromthestreettothegallery,fromthe
gallerytothestreet;onegoesfromone’shometothestreetandfromthe
streettoone’shomeortoanotherhome.Thusthequestionofknowingwhat
onedoeswhenonewalksthroughthegalleryis,ofcourse,averyworrying
questionforsomeonewhohasresponsibilityforpresentingasynopsis.One
mightbetemptedtosay–takingupagaintheanalogyoftheroadandthe
gallery(despitethedifferencesIhavejustmentioned)–thatthegalleryislike
arationalstreet,autopicstreet.Itisastreetinsofarasitisaseriesoffaçades
ontheleftandrightofthevisitor,withopeningsontofictivespaceswhichare
bothculturalandidentificatoryspaces;butitisastreetordered,forexample,
accordingtoahistoricalorder,asisthecaseinmuseums,oraccordingtoa
pedagogicalorder,asisthecaseinexhibitions–andveryoftenbothatonce.
Whichmeansthatthevisitor’sbodytraversesthespacesandsituations
thatareshown;heproceedsthroughthem–or,ultimately,hiseyeproceeds
throughthem–asoneproceedsthroughacourseofstudy.Thistraversalis
likeacourse,akindofprogrammeofeducation.IngeneralIbelievethatthe
commissionersanddirectorsoftheexhibition,whetherconsciouslyornot,
takeastheiraimtheeducationofthevisitor;andthatinthissense,thegallery
is a teaching establishment that one goes through faster than a teaching 
establishment;itissomethinglikeatrainingfilm,exceptthattheobjectsare
generallyimmobileanditistheviewerwhomoves.Butifthisisthecase,if
itisindeedamodelstreet,astreetthatleadsnottowardthecountryside
buttowardtheheartofculture,astreetthatgoestowards“downtown”,
towardthecentre,thenthisisalsocharacteristicofmodernityinsofarasthis
traversal,whichmaybelong,winding,andevenlabyrinthine,constitutesa
sortofmodelofmodernityitself.Thisisalreadythecaseinthepicaresque
(especiallySpanish)novel,andofcourseintheroman de formationattheend
oftheeighteenthandduringthenineteenthcentury,andthemodernepic
ingeneral–andalso,ofcourse,theBildungsroman,thenovelofculture,the
novelofadventure,thetravelnovel,whichdevelopsinthesixteenthcentury,
whichisentirelymarkedbymodernity,andwhichfullyflourishesinEngland,
inGermany,inFranceintheeighteenthandnineteenthcenturies.Thisnovel
istypicalofmodernity:asubjectgoesthroughanexperience,andiseducated
ingoingthroughthisexperience;heiseducatedbywhatheexperiences,
byhisexperiencingofthesituationshegoesthroughandbywhathehas
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experienced.The“formativeexperience”isafundamentalformoftheexpres-
sionoftheprojectofmodernity.

HereIwouldliketoopenupasortofparenthesiswhichwillmakefora
transitiontowardwhatIwanttosayinregardtothespatiallayoutofour
exhibition,Les Immatériaux,havingsetout,ratherabruptlyandinsufficiently,
thissortofmodelofthemodernexhibition.Iwouldthusliketotakeadetour,
toopen,inshort,adigression,tomakealittledetourtowardsomeonewho,
inhisdescriptionofexhibitions,contributedpowerfullytoundoingtheir
controlledspaceofmodernity,ofthedominatinggazeandtheedifying
organisation.IamthinkingofDiderot’sSalon, andinparticulartheGrand Salon 
of1765and1767.WhatIwouldliketoretainfromthesesalons,aboveallthat
of1767,isamostsignificantturninwhichIbelievethemodernspaceofthe
galleryorthesalonortheexhibitionismeticulouslyandsecretlyattacked.It
istheturnwhereby,whenhedescribesawholeseriesofpaintingsbyVernet
in1767,Diderotrepresentsthemasiftheywererealsites.Hecallsthemsites,
notpaintings,exceptforthelastone,foraveryprecisereason–justasifthey
wererealsitesinwhichhewaswalking.Sothat,inprinciple,wearestillinthe
salonthatDiderotdescribes,beforethepaintings,butthewriter’sexpres-
sionissuchthatitseemsthatwearetakingasortofpromenade,ajourney,
atourwhichDiderottakeswithacharacter,anAbbé,andhistwostudents,
inrealplaces;sothatVernet’slandscapesaredescribedasrealities.Diderot
triestoshowthatpreciselynopainter,includingVernet–atleastthisisthe
Abbé’sobjection–couldequalthebeautyofthereallandscapesofthesesites.
Sowefindourselvesbeforethedematerialisationofthepainting,ofVernet’s
paintings,andtherealisationofwhattheyrepresent,thatistosaythesites
thattheymakeussee,asifthesesiteswerereal.Andultimatelyweobserve
anexchangeofrolesbetweennatureandpainting.Itisnaturethatisthe
authorofthesitesthatDiderotandhisfriendtheAbbévisit,whereasweknow
thatitisthepainterVernetwhoistheauthorofthesesites,intheformofthe
paintingsthatDiderotvisitsintheexhibition.Diderotbeginsthispassageas
follows: 

Vernet:I’dinscribedthisartist’snameattheheadofmypageandwas
abouttoreviewhisworkswithyou,whenIleftforacountryclosetothe
seaandcelebratedforthebeautyofitssites.There,whilesomespent
theday’smostbeautifulhours,themostbeautifuldays,theirmoney,and
theirgaietyongreenlawns,andothers,shotgunsovertheirshoulders,
overcametheirexhaustiontopursuetheirdogsthroughthefields,and
othersstillwanderedaimlesslythroughtheremotecornersofapark
whosetrees,happilyfortheiryoungconsortsindelusion,aremodels
ofdiscretion;whileafewseriouspeople,aslateasseveno’clockinthe
evening,stillmadethediningroomresoundwiththeirtumultuousdis-
cussionofthenewprinciplesoftheeconomists,theutilityoruselessness
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ofphilosophy,religion,morals,actors,actresses,government,therel-
ativemeritsofthetwokindsofmusic,thefinearts,literature,andother
importantquestions,thesolutionstowhichtheysoughtatthebottom
ofbottles,andreturned,staggeringandhoarse,totheirrooms,whose
doorstheyfoundonlywithdifficulty,and,havingrelaxedinanarmchair,
begantorecoverfromtheintensityandzealwithwhichthey’dsacrificed
theirlungs,theirstomachs,andtheirreasoninthehopeofintroducing
thegreatestpossibleorderintoallbranchesofadministration;thereI
went,accompaniedbythetutorofthechildrenofthehouseholdandhis
twocharges,mycaneandwritingpadinhand,tovisitthemostbeautiful
sitesintheworld.Myintentionistodescribethemtoyou,andIhopethat
thesedescriptionswillproveworththetrouble.Mycompanionforthese
walks[thatis,theAbbé]wasthoroughlyfamiliarwiththelieoftheland,
andknewthebesttimetotakeineachrusticscene,andtheplacesbest
viewedinthemorninghours,whichweremostcharmingandinteresting
atsunriseandwhichatsunset,aswellasthecoolest,shadiestareasin
whichtoseekrefugefromtheburningmiddaysun.Hewasthecicerone
ofthisregion;hedidthehonoursfornewcomers,andnooneknewbetter
thanhehowtomaximisetheimpactofthespectator’sfirstglance.We
wereoff,andwechattedaswewalked.Iwasmovingalongwithmyhead
lowered,asismycustom,whenIfeltmymovementsuddenlychecked
andwasconfrontedwiththefollowingsite.

First Site:Tomyright,inthedistance,amountainsummitrosetomeet
the clouds.Atthismomentchancehadplacedatravellerthere,upright 
andserene.Thebaseofthemountainwasobscuredfromusbyan 
interveningmassofrock;thefootofthisrockstretchedacrossthe view,
risingandfalling,suchthatitseveredthescene’sforeground from its 
background.Tothefarright,onanoutcroppingofrock,I sawtwofigures
whichcouldnothavebeenmoreartfullyplacedto maximisetheireffect;
theyweretwofishermen;onewasseated towardsthebottomoftherock,
hislegsdangling;theother,his catchslungoverhisback,bentoverthe
firstandconversedwith him.Ontheruggedembankmentformedbythe
extensionofthe lowerportionoftherock,whereitextendedintothedis-
tance,a coveredwagondrivenbyapeasantdescendedtowardsavillage 
beyondtheembankment:anotherincidentwhichartwouldhave sug-
gested.Passingoverthecrestofthisembankment,mygaze encountered
thetopsofthevillagehousesandcontinuedon,plunging intoandlosing
itselfinalandscapeprospectthatmergedwith thesky.

HerebeginsDiderot’sdiscussionwiththeAbbé:

Whoamongyourartists,myCiceroneaskedme,wouldhaveimagined
breakingupthecontinuityofthisruggedembankmentwithaclumpof
trees?—PerhapsVernet.—Right,butwouldyourVernethaveimagined
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sucheleganceandcharm?Wouldhehavebeenabletorendertheintense,
livelyeffectoftheplayoflightonthetrunksandtheirbranches?—Why
not?—Depictthevastdistancestakeninbytheeye?—He’sdoneiton
occasioninthepast.Youdon’tknowjusthowconversantthismaniswith
naturalphenomena…Irespondeddistractedly,formyattentionwas
focusedonamassofrockscoveredwithwildshrubswhichnaturehad
placedattheotherendoftheruggedmound.Thismasswasmaskedin
turnbyacloserrockthat,separatefromthefirstone,formedachannel
throughwhichflowedatorrentofwaterthat,havingcompleteditsviolent
descent,brokeintofoamamongdetachedrocks…Well!Isaytomy
Cicerone:GototheSalon,andyou’llseethatafruitfulimagination,aided
byclosestudyofnature,hasinspiredoneofourartiststopaintprecisely
theserocks,thiswaterfall,andthisbitoflandscape.—Andalso,perhaps,
thispieceofroughstone,andtheseatedfishermanpullinginhisnet,and
thetoolsofhistradescatteredonthegroundaroundhim,andhiswife
standingwithherbacktous.—Youdon’trealisewhatabadjokeyouare
making,Abbé…4 

Diderot’saccusationagainsttheAbbé,inthisfictivedialoguewhichtakes
placewithinasupposedlandscapewhichinrealityisnoneotherthanthe
landscapepaintedbyVernet,theAbbé’s“badjoke”consistsinthefactthat
theAbbésuspectsVernetofhavingcopiedindetailanaturallandscapewhich
inrealityisnoneotherthanaVernetlandscape.Thushereisanexchangeof
rolesbetweenfictionandreality,betweencreationandnature,asIsaidjust
now;butwhatismoreinterestingisthatarotationtakesplacebetweenthe
instancesofthestructureofcommunication:theauthorofthetextpasses
intothelandscapethatheissupposedtobedescribing,andinthislandscape
heholdsadialoguewhichspeaksofthislandscapeasifitwererealwhenitis
fictive;andwhatismore,hisinterlocutortheAbbéspeaksofthisrealland-
scapeasamodelabsolutelyinimitablebytheverypainterwhomDiderot–the
authorofthetext–iseulogisingonaccountofoneofhispaintingswhichis 
thislandscape.It ’sarathersimplethingultimately,andyetitisremarkable
insofarasthespaceofthegalleryandoftheexhibitioningeneralispro-
foundlydisruptedbyit.Foritisnolongeraneyethatperambulatesbefore
paintedlandscapes;itisallofasuddenaspeechwhichjumpsintothepainted
landscape,andwhichabolishesitqua paintedlandscape,foritispurelyand
simplyabolished;andwhich,fromthislandscapetakenasrealinstance,as
place,asrealspace,speaksofthemarvel,thesublimityofthislandscapeas
ifitwerereal,defyingallpaintingtoequalthissublimity.Thusherethereisa
sortoftransferfromthefunctionofthegazetothefunctionofspeech.The
exhibitionisexploded,becausethewindowsceasetobewindows.Diderot

4 DenisDiderot,“TheSalonof1767”,inDiderot on Art, vol. II: The Salon of 1767,trans.John
Goodman(NewHaven,CT:YaleUniversityPress,1995),p.86–88(translationmodified).
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jumpsthroughthewindow,installshimselfinthefictivespacerepresented
bythepainter,andindoingsodefiesallpossiblepainting.Thatistosaythat
thetruthisthat,throughtheworkofwritingitself,Diderotnolongerseeks
simplytodescribewhatthepainterhaspainted,sincehejudgesthatinthe
endwritingwillneverbeabletoequalnatureatthelevelofdescription,that
writingisanartoftimeandpaintingisanartofspace,andthatthetwoof
themareincommensurable.Onthecontrary,Diderot,inhisworkofwriting,
triestogetacrosstohisreader–forwearereadingthis–whatthepowerof
sublimityofVernet’spaintingscouldbefortheviewer.Thusherewehavea
passagefromthegaze–Iwouldsayanartofseeingandthusofspace–tothe
earandtoanartoftime;wehave,fundamentally,thepassagefromVernet’s
paintingstoDiderot’swriting,which,inacertainway,breaksopenthespace
ofthegalleryoftheexhibition,becausethispassagegivesanewhegemony
totheartofspeech,ofwriting,whichisanartoftime.Sothat–ascriticswho
specialiseinDiderothaveexplainedverywell–thissalonof1767,andbefore
itthatof1765,arealreadyoccasionsforDiderottoexperimentwithwritingas
anartoftimeandthusasmusic.Fundamentally,Diderotthinksthatonecan
equaltheplasticpowerofVernetonlythroughapower,notatallofanequiv-
alentframeworkofreference,butthroughapowerofevocation,apowerof
expressionthatisequivalentinitsorder–anditsorderistheorderoftime,
thatistosay,themusicalorder.Iwouldsaythatthisrupture,whichIcannot
makeafundamentalanalysisofhere,thisruptureofthespaceofthemodern
exhibitioninfavourofsomethingthatwillcontainmoreofmusicthanofthe
gaze,inacertainwaynotonlyannouncesDiderot’smostpostmoderntexts,
such as Rameau’s NephewandThe Paradox of the Actor or Jacques the Fatalist,
butalsoannouncessomethingthatwilldestroy,withinthecityitself,the
projectofdominantmodernity.InthiswritingexperimentofDiderot’sthereis
somethingthattendstowardthedestructionofaspaceoffaçadesofmas-
tery,oforder:thereisasortofdisorderhere.Literarycriticsveryoftenspeak
ofthispassageandofequivalentpassagesintermsofdigression.Thereis
thereforeasortofdigressionwhichisinrealityawholemotif,awholemusical
work,andasortofhysteriaoflanguagewhichtriedtoprovide,withinitsown
order,anequivalenttotheplasticpowerofthevisualwork.AndIwouldadd
onemorething,whichisthatitisactedout,ofcourse,andthusitimpliesa
sortofcoldness,foronecanonlydowhatDiderotdoesifoneknowsverywell
howtowrite,andthusifoneisnotoneselfthevictimofablindpropulsion.
Thisispreciselyhowtheparadoxoftheactorisannounced,sincetheactor
hastofeelallpassions,butatthesametimehastofeelnoneofthem,inorder
tobeabletoreproducethosethatheissupposedtoactout.Whichmeans
thatwhatbecomesimportantforDiderotiscirculation,exchangeability,the
possibilityofexitingfromtherectilinear,orthogonalmodernspace,ofleaping
laterallyintodigressivespaces,andthisatspeed,asweshallsee,forexample,
intheveryconstitutionofthetextcalledJacques the Fatalist.Theruptures,I
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wouldsaythemontages,betweenastoryoradescription,betweenasalon
thattakesplaceonthefloorofthegalleryandthestoryorthedescription
thattakesplaceinthefictivedigressivespaceofthepainting,thismontage
takesplacewithoutanywarning,withoutanyannouncement,andthus,as
film-makerssaytoday,thereisacutandacrossfade.Itispreciselyherethat
wemeetthethemeofshockoncemore;butitisnotshockinthesamespace
andinthesametime,butashockthathastakenplacebetweenonespace-
time–forexample,thatofthegallery–andanotherspace-time–forexample,
thatofVernet’spaintedsite,inwhichDiderotandtheAbbésuddenlybegin
theirdiscussion.Ithinkthatherewefindtheembryo,thesketch,already
extraordinarilywelldeveloped,perhapsunsurpassable,ofanaestheticswhich
isnolongertheaestheticsofmodernity,whichis,tomyeyes,apostmodern
aestheticsinsofarasitimpliesthedisappearanceofacommonreferent,of
asharedspace-timeand,onthecontrary,suggestsasortofheterogeneity
orincommensurabilitybetweensituationsandthusbetweensubjects.
Becausewhatinterestsmeisthathereitisnotsomuchamatterofformative
experience,andonedoesnotgainsomuchinexperiencingit;insteaditisa
matterofrenderingoneselfsufficientlymobile–thegodthatDiderotcon-
stantlyinvokesisVertumnus,who,asweknow,ischaracteristicallyunstable
–itisamatterofrenderingoneselfsufficientlyflexibleandsuppletobeable
toleapfromonespace-timetoanother.Iamsayingthatherethisspeed–
whichisathemethatwillbereprisedbyStendahland,ofcourse,today,inthe
commentaryofsomeonelikePaulVirilio,butalsobyourverypracticeoftime
incontemporarycapitalistandtechnologicalsociety–thisspeedisalready
somethingwhich,beyondmodernity,announcespostmodernity.

Wemustnowdescribe,followingtheworkofcertainsociologists,thispost-
modernspace-time,particularly–Iwouldsayessentially–inwhattodaywe
stillcallthecity.HereIfollowthebrilliantanalysesmadebyPaulVirilioand
GiairoDaghini,publishedinChange Internationalno.1(December1983).Iwill
letthemspeakforthemselves,soastomakeitunderstoodinwhatspiritwe
settothinkingthroughthespatiallayout,orratherthespace-time,ofthe
exhibitionLes Immatériaux. Daghini writes: 

[T]hecityasformofdevelopmentplaysafundamentalrolewithinwhat
willcometobedefinedastheprojectofmodernity–namely,theidea
setforthbymodernsciencesofanindefiniteprogressionofknowledge,
theaimaffirmedinthegrowthofcapitalismofalimitlessaccumulation
ofriches,therevolutionaryprojectortheideaofaprogressivesocial
andmoralamelioration,asdefendedbysocialistandcommunist
movementsfromthelastcenturyonward.Itiswiththisintentthat
themodernimaginary,whatwemightcallthemodernspirit,detaches
andfreesitselffromformerconstraints,andfromthatpositiveideaof
progressofwhichthecityisthesite.Thiscity,infact,initselfisoneofthe
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fundamentalobjectsofproduction,throughacceleratedurbanisationand
industrialisation.

Howelsecanweexplaintheenormousexpansion,startingintheindus-
trialrevolution,ofaprocessofurbanisationwhichholdsitselftobeuni-
versal,theburgeoningofthecityintotheGrossstadt,theinflationofthe
latterintotheglobalcity,andfinallytheappearance,analysedbyPatrick
Guetzalreadyattheturnofthecentury,ofurbanconcentrationnolonger
havingtheformofthecity,butthatofconurbations?

Thesegiganticurbanagglomerationswhichbringtogethermanycities,
andforwhicheventheterm“metropolis”seemsinadequate,consistof
numerouscomplexentities,andonlyappearasthehighestpoint,orat
leastasthesiteofthegestationoftheunfinishedprojectofmodernity,
throughanillusoryeffect.Inreality,thecontinualmutationoftheir
forms,theinextricableramificationofdiversespeedsandorientations
ofdevelopment,theinternationalisationofformsofcentralandcentred
powerconstantlymodifytheveryparadigmofmodernityandcallitinto
question.5

Andonthesubjectofthisparadigm,Dhaginisaysthefollowing:

Itisnotonlytheformofthecitythatislostduringthechallengewhich,
inthe‘80s,becomesalongcrisis;whatalsodisappearsisamodeof
production,sinceamechanical-industrialparadigmisonthewayto
passingintoanelectronic-nuclearparadigm.

Withinthisnewparadigmtheevermorefrequentapplicationofinfor-
maticprocedurestotheactivitiesoflabourleadstowhatwemightdefine
asasemiotisationoflabour,thatistosayalabourthatisappliedtoand
throughsignsratherthanbywayoftheworker’sdirectmanipulationsof
themachine.Tosemiotisethuscomesdowntocoding,andcodingmeans
managing:thepost-industrialmetropolisofthe‘80sisthuspresented
to us by institutional theorists as one within which all activities are 
resolvedintomanagement.Simultaneouslythenewformsoftreatment
ofspacebymeansofthecombinedtechniquesofinformaticsandtele-
communicationsallowtheabsorptionofthe“old”metropolitanconcen-
tration-standardisations;theyauthorisethedecentringoftheproduction
intonewestablishments,new“cities”.Still,theinvisiblenetworksofthe
informaticmetropoliswhichdecentreorcentrebythrustingitsterminals
everywhere,donotatallendupinconstellationsofnewpolises,anymore
than they constitute new Siedlungen.Soitmakessensetoask:Whatis
thisnewspacethatisbeingconstitutedtodaythroughthese“invisible

5 GiairoDaghini,“Babel-Métropole”,Change International,no.1(December1983).
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networks”,whatarethesocietiesthatinhabitit,andtheurbanformsthat
representit?6 

Thislastquestionis,ifwemightsayso,theveryquestionthatweask
ourselvesinregardtothespaceoftheexhibitionLes Immatériaux:Whatisthe
newspacethatisconstitutedtodaythroughtheseinvisiblenetworks?Dhagini
concludedhisarticlebysaying:

onethingiscertain:oncethesystemhaschanged,thereisnopointin
makingdirectionalandcoherentanalyseswiththelogicofthissystem
orwiththelogicoftheprojectdefinedasthatofmodernity.Onthe
otherhand,wewillhavetoworkpatientlyandatlengthsoastograsp
andtopracticethecharacteristiclogicsofthesystemsinwhichweare
immersed.

InacertainwaythispatienceofwhichDaghinispeaksissomethingthatweas
designersofanexhibitionmustalsopractise,insofaraswecannotrespond
toofasttothedemandforaplanorforaprojectconcerningthisspaceof
immaterials.Irememberthat,havinghadtobeawayfromtheteamforafew
monthslastautumn,Iwasovercomebyasortofanxiety,thinkingthatwe
oughtatleasttomakesomeindicationastothespatiallayout,soastosatisfy
thedemandsoftheproject.Thispropositionwasrejectedunanimouslyby
theteamalmostwithoutdiscussion,withoutanyargument–fundamentally
rejected,asiftheteamunderstoodthatwecouldnotgettotherootofthis
problemofpostmodernspacethrougharapid,controlledspatiallayoutof
aplanfortheexhibition.Inhistext,Virilio,forhispart,extendsDhagini’s
question,orperhapscontributesanelementofaresponsetohim,youcould
seeiteitherway:whatweareseeing,hesays,isaparadoxicalphenomenon
wherebytheopacityoftheconstructionmaterialsisbeingreducedtonothing;
thus,Virilioreflectsheremorepreciselyontheverynotionofexhibition
[exposition],sincethetitleofhisarticleis“TheOverexposedCity”.Iwould
bepleasediftheexhibitionLes Immatériauxcouldbecalledasurexhibition 
[surexposition].Viriliosays:

Withtheemergenceofportativestructures,curtainwallsmadeoflight
andtransparentmaterials(glass,plastics)arereplacingthestonefaçade
atthesametimethatthetracingpaper,acetateandplexiglasusedin
projectstudiesarereplacingtheopacityofpaper.

Ontheotherhand,withthescreeninterface(computers,television,
teleconferencing)thesurfaceofinscription–untilnowdevoidofdepth
–comesintoexistenceas“distance,”asadepthoffieldofanewrep-
resentation,avisibilitywithoutdirectconfrontation,withoutaface-
to-face,inwhichtheoldvis-à-visofstreetsandavenuesiseffaced

6 Ibid.
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anddisappears.Thus,differencesbetweenpositionsblur,resultingin
unavoidablefusionandconfusion.

Andheemphasiseswhatfollowsfromthis:

Deprivedofobjectivelimits,thearchitectonicelementbeginstodrift,to
floatinanelectronicetherdevoidofspatialdimensionsyetinscribedin
thesingletemporalityofaninstantaneousdiffusion.7

ThisIthinkspeaksforitself,withoutanyneedforfurthercommentfromme.
Furtheron,headdsthefollowing:

Solidsubstancenolongerexists;instead,alimitlessexpanseisrevealed
inthefalseperspectiveoftheapparatuses’luminousemission.Con-
structedspacenowoccurswithinanelectronictopology,wherethe
framingofthepointofviewandthescanlinesofnumericalimagesgive
newformtothepracticeofurbanmapping.Replacingtheolddistinctions
betweenpublicandprivateand“habitation”and“circulation”isanover-
exposureinwhichthegapbetween“near”and“far”ceasestoexist,inthe
samewaythatthegapbetween“micro”and“macro”disappearsthrough
electronicmicroscopescanning.8

Virilioconcludesthispassageasfollows:

Therepresentationofthecontemporarycityisthusnolongerdetermined
byaceremonialopeningofgates,byaritualofprocessionsandparades,
norbyasuccessionofstreetsandavenues.Fromnowon,urban
architecturemustdealwiththeadventofa“technologicalspace-time.”
Theaccessprotocoloftelematicsreplacesthatofthedoorway.The
revolvingdoorissucceededby“databanks,”bynewritesofpassageof
atechnicalculturemaskedbytheimmaterialityofitscomponents:its
networks,highwaysystemsanddiversereticulationswhosethreads
arenolongerwovenintothespaceofaconstructedfabricbutintothe
sequencesofanimperceptibleplanningoftimeinwhichtheinterface
man/machinereplacesthefaçadesofbuildingsandthesurfacesof
groundonwhichtheystand.9

Asforthesurface,inthesametextalittlefurtheronwefindthefollowingdef-
inition:“Everysurfaceisaninterfacebetweentwomilieusinwhichaconstant
activityprevails,takingtheformofanexchangebetweentwosubstances
placedincontactwithoneanother.”10

7 PaulVirilio,“Une villesurexposée”,Change International,no.1(December1983),p.
19–22; “TheOverexposedCity”,trans.AstridHustvedt,inZone 1–2(NewYork:Urzone,
1986),p.540–550:544.

8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
10 Ibid.,p.545.
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Withthesefewremarkswehave,bywayofurbansociology,anapproachto
whatisnecessarilyinquestionforusinsofarasweconfrontthequestionof
the spatial layout of Les Immatériaux.Itisveryclearthattheexhibitionmust
takeuponitselfortakeupforitselfthisspace-time,aspace-timewithout
façadebutwithaninterface,wheresurfacesareonlyinterfaces–andVirilio
andDaghinishowustheextenttowhichtheseinterfacesareessentialtothe
newhabitat.

Theproposedmodelhereisthatoftheconurbation,whichtheurbanised
knowverywell,andwhichischaracteristicofthegreatinhabitedzones,for
example,oftheSouthCaliforniancoast,whichextendsfromtheMexican
bordertothenorthofSantaBarbara.Theconurbationisneitherthecitynor
thecountryside;itexcludestheoppositionbetweendowntown,citycentre,
andperipheryorsuburb;itcompriseshabitatzonesanduninhabitedzones
–notonlyvagueterrainswithinthecity,asseenintheUSandprettymuch
everywhere,butalsohillyregionsinwhichonethinksforamomentthatone
isinthecountryside–desertedhills–whenoneisactuallystillinthecity.This
region,whichinitselfdestroystheoppositionscorrespondingtothedivision
betweencountrysideandcityand,atthelimit,betweennatureandculture,
suggeststheanalogyofanebula,intheastrophysicalsense–amassofdust,
afocusofenergyformingmatter,onethatexcludesthesimpleopposition
betweeninteriorscenes,likelivingrooms,andmodesofcirculation,likelines
ofattractionbringingbodiestogether.Thisrepresentation,whichisthatof
classicalmodernity,willundergoanentirelyradicalcritique–firstly,ofcourse,
withthetheoryofrelativity,andthenwiththeidea,theprinciplethatmatteris
energy,andthattheoppositionbetweenbodyandlinesofforce,forexample,
cannotbemaintained.Thesamegoes–orinanycasethisisanideathat
shouldbedeveloped–concerningthemetropolisthatIamtryingtodescribe.
Therealsotheoppositionbetweenthestable–whatIwouldcallhardware
habitats[habitats matériels]–andmodesofcirculation–fluidities,likethe
flowofvehicles,forexample–disappears,sincethehabitatsareultimately
onlythenodesofcirculationofthemessage,oftheelectronicmessage,of
photonicmessagesandsonicmessages,whichthemselves,moreover,are
nowalsotransmittedelectronically–andofcoursethesemessagesarefar
moreelaboratethanlinguisticmessagesingeneralandaffectivemessages,
whichremaintobeelaboratedatthelevelofthecosmicorcosmological
metaphorIamtryingtodevelophere.Sothesehabitatsare,asViriliohas
justsaid,farmoreinterestingqua verycomplexinterfacethanqua interiors 
heldwithinfaçades.Thishasalreadylongbeenreflected,inparticular,inthe
CalifornianarchitecturethatFrankLloydWrightandhisschoolimplantedin
thisregion.Thisisalreadynothingnew,itisinscribedstillunderthesignof
theprojectofmodernity,butnevertheless,thedecisionpreciselynolonger
toopposematerialsupport[matériau]andornament,tonolongercon-
servetheoppositionbetweeninsideandoutside,butonthecontrary,by
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meansoflightingandtransparentsurfaces,toplacetheinterioroutsideand
theexteriorinside,theprofoundreflectionofshadowandlight–allofthis
alreadyanticipatedsomethingthatisattainednotsomuchbymeansofa
materiologicalresearchbutfromthesolefactofthepredominanceofnew
technologiesinthehabitat,inarchitectureandinurbanism.Iwouldsaythat
certainlargemetropolises–abovealliftheyarenotlimitedintheirexpansion
bythestructureofthemoderncityofyore,withitscitycentre,commercial,
administrative,politicalcentre,andthenthevariouspatchesofthesuburbs
–thisfreedomwhichholdsforthelargeSouthernCalifornianmetropolis
whichIalreadyreferredto,canfundamentallybethoughtfarmoreeasilyin
termsofthecosmicorcosmologicalmodel;butalsointermsofamicrocosmic
model,thatofafieldofelementaryparticleswhichformacontent[matière],
whichformanodeatcertainplacesofencounter,onewhich,moreover,
isextraordinarilydifficulttolocalisepreciselybecauseoftherelationsof
uncertainty–thatistosaythateachtimetheobservertriestodefinethe
placesofencounteroftheseparticles,itisdisplaced.

IfnowItakethisbarelysketched-outmodelandtransportittothecaseofthe
exhibition,askingmyself,therefore,whatapostmodernexhibitioncor-
respondingtothemetropolisortothenebulaofconurbationcouldbe,thenI
amindeedobliged–andthisiswhatwehaveallconcluded–weareobligedto
refusethetraditionaldispositif ofthegalleryandthesalon–thatistosay,the
dispositif whichopposes,forexample,roomsandthecorrespondingcorridors,
habitatsandlinesofcirculation.Torefusetheoppositionbetweenthecentral
point,thepreeminentpointoftheexhibitionandtheperipheryoftheregions,
themostimportantzone,themostimportantroom,andthentheoutlying
rooms,justastheoppositionbetweenadowntownmetropolisandthe
suburbshasdisappeared.Wemustevenquestiontherelationbetween
entranceandexitbyvirtueofthesameprinciple,sinceitisverydifficult,ina
largenebulalikethatofSouthCalifornia,tosayatwhatmomentwehave
enteredthecityorleftit.Andwemustalsocallintoquestionandprobably
abandontheprinciplethatthereisadirectiontothevisit,thatistosaythatin
itthereisapolarisationofspaceandoftimewhichmeansthatoneeither
goestowardthesecretchamberofthetemplewhereknowledgewillbe
completed,oronetraversesalloftheroomsbymeansofthemodeof
circulationtowardtheexit,theexitbeingtheendoftheapprenticeshipand
theaccomplishmentoftheinitiation.Allofthesespatiotemporal
arrangements,whicharepowerfullysignificantfortheprojectofmodernity,
andwhichorganisethespaceofthegallery,mustbereconsideredifwedonot
wantourexhibitionLes Immatériauxtobecontradictoryand,Iwouldsay,in
contraventionoftheverynameofimmaterialsandwiththeveryprojectof
exposingsomeaspectofpostmodernity.Itmustbenotanexhibition
[exposition],butasurexhibition[surexposition],totakeupthetermViriliouses
inrelationtothecity;itmustbeanoverexposedexhibition.Sotheseareafew
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reflectionsonthespatiotemporalproblematicthathaspreoccupiedus,and
whichwillhavetobereconciledwithacertainnumberofconstraints,because
wearenotputtingonthisexhibitiononvirginsoil,withinanuntouched
space-time.ThefifthflooroftheCentreisasurfaceof4000squaremetres,
2700squaremetresofusablespaceifwediscounttheentrancesandexits.It
isaspacewithoutanypartitions,whichisagreatadvantage;butmore
importantlyitisaspacethatcannotbemadecompletelydark–thisshouldbe
emphasisedinsofarasitispreciselyaquestionofthatstillmodernbutalready
postmodernarchitectureoftransparency,giventhatinteriorandexteriordo
notconstituteapertinentoppositionhere.Ontheotherhand,thisspaceis
situatedwithintheCentrePompidou,intheverycentreofParis,amodern(I
wouldsayclassical-modern)city,inaneighbourhoodwhich,especiallysince
thebuildingofLesHalles,drawsacrowdofvisitors,particularlyatthe
weekend,acrowdofpeoplewhocomefromthesuburbs;thisstructureand
thissituationthemselvesconstituteconstraints.Ontheotherhand,the
exhibitionisnotamuseum;itisanorganisationofspacewhichistemporary,
notpermanent;andwemustincludethedurationoftheexhibition–notonly
theentireperiodoftheexhibition,butthedurationofthevisititself–within
theconstraintsbearingontheorganisationofthefifthfloor.Iwillleaveaside
questionsofbudget,whicheveryonecaneasilyimagine,notbecauseIdon’t
wanttotalkaboutthembutbecauseinthecaseofLes Immatériaux we might 
thinkthatwhatisnewinthewaythequestionofthebudgetisposedisthat,
firstly,thebudgetwillbehigherthanusualforexhibitionsonthefifthfloor,
becauseoftheverynatureofwhatwillbepresented–thatistosay,
technologicallycomplexmachines;andontheotherhand,thattheevaluation
ofcostissometimesimpossibleinsofaraswearedealingwiththecreationof
originalproducts.Iwouldaddthattheverytermthatdesignatesthisspaceon
thefifthfloor,theverynameofthisspaceisthe“GrandeGalerie”.Iamnot
sayingthattheseconstraintsmakethethingimpossible–farfromit.Onthe
contrary,ifwecomparethisrelativelyfreespaceinrelationtootherspaces,
theexhibitioncanonlybenefitfrombeingthere.Nevertheless,the
Immatériauxprojectisrenderedparadoxicalbythefactofthecentralposition
ofthesite–thatistosaythatittakesplaceinacentre,theCentreGeorges
Pompidou,theestablishmentofwhichwasindeeddisputedatatimewhen
decentralisationwastheorderoftheday;thatthesupervisingbodyofthe
exhibitionisalsoacentre,theCentre de Création Industrielle(CCI),acentreof
creationindeed;andthat,ontheotherhand,thething–thatistosay,the
exhibition–isrenderedperilousbythefactthatitsphilosophicalnature,
whichisinanycasereflexive,andtheteam’sambitionastowhatneedstobe
gotacrosstothevisitor,isnotexactlytailor-madetomaximisefootfall.Thatis
tosay,theproblemoftheattendanceofanexhibitionthatpreciselywillnotbe
madetoteach,noreventoshowsomething,sinceitwillnotbeafaçade,and
whichisalsonotaboutmarvels,inthesensethatonemightmarvelatnew
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technologies,butwhoseaim,fortheteaminanycase,istoquestion,andI
wouldevensaytodisquiet,theideaofthewillandintelligenceofanall-
powerfulsubject,inordertoproduceinsteadasortofeffectofmodestyinthe
anthropologicalatmosphereinwhichwelive–theproblemisthatiteffectively
risksendingupinfailure.Ithinkthewholeteamisperfectlyawareoftherisk
wearerunningintreatingthequestioninthespiritthatIhavetriedto
describe.Thissaid,itisnowtime,nottospecifytheresponsesthatwewilltry
togive,ononehand,tothisquestioningofthemodernproject,andonthe
other,totheconstraintsofthisspace,buttosketchoutcertainresponsesthat
havecomeupalongthewayduringthisveryabsorbingwork,inwhichthe
wholeteamisverymuchinvested,becauseitisverydisquieting–inanycase,
somelocalresponses.Hereishowwehavedecidedtoproceed:weadopted
thecommunicationalstructure,andwedecidedtoextendthesenseofthe
immaterialaccordingtotherootmâtandtodistributethedifferentsenses
associatedwiththisroot,referent[matière],hardware[matériel],support
[matériau],matrix[matrice],maternity[maternité],onthedifferentaxesofthis
communicationalstructure.Withtheuseoftheterm“material”andthe
mediativeprefix,wearenotsuggestingthatthereisnolongeranymaterial
support[matériau],butwethinkthatweareinagreementinquestioningthese
differentsenses:Istherestillincontemporarytechnologiesandinhistorya
placeforsomethinglikeamaternity,asifsomeone–nature,theworld,God,
theGreatMother,wereaddressingmessagestowehumans,recipientsof
thesemessages?Aretherestillmedia[matériaux]whichareonlymedia–that
istosay,relativelyindifferentsupportsthataremadeuseofaccordingtoan
independentproject,like,forexample,“brickarchitecture,”touseaterm
borrowedfromourcolleague[Alain]Guiheux?Aretherematrices,thatistosay
codeswhichencodemessagesthatwecandecode?Isthehardware[matériels] 
forthetransitandcaptureofmessagesitselfstable?Istheverycontent
[matière]ofmessages,thatistosaytheirreferent,thatofwhichtheyspeak,
independentofthesemessages?Youcanseethatherethereareaseriesof
questionswhichdemandthatwegrouptheobjectstobeshownnotinto
separatedomains–thatistosaybygenre,asonedistinguishesbiologyfrom
cookery,painting,andindustry–butonthecontrarythatweplacethese
objects,thatwegroupthembyzone.Eachofthesezoneswillfallunderthe
regimeofaquestionofthetype:Whataboutthereferent[matière]?Insuch
andsuchadomain,whetheritisastrophysics,biology,architecture,what
aboutthesupport[matériau]?Insuchandsuchadomain,theatre,painting,or
industry,whataboutmatrices,whatabouthardware[matériels]?Thuswehave
beenguidedbythisideathatwhatispertinentarethezonescorrespondingto
differentquestionsbearingonthedifferentsensesoftherootmât.Wehave
beenledalreadytothisfirstimplicitorganisation,apriororganisationofthe
space,whichwouldbeanorganisationbyzone,groupingsitesbelongingto
domainsofdifferent,heterogeneousgenres,andwhosehomogeneitywewill
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demonstratepreciselythroughthesimplefactthattheywillbeinterrogatedin
thesamemanner,onthebasisoftherootmât.Asecondideaisthatwedonot
wishtohave,andwecannothave,anoverallviewofthewholeofthisspace.
Thismeansnotonlythatthevisitorhimselfwillhavenooverallview,andthat
shewillcirculateimmanentlyinthisspace,withoutbeingabletograsp,at
leastnotimmediately,itsoveralleconomy;butthatevenwe,whoaresup-
posedlythedesignersorthecreatorsofthisspace,wedonotproceedviaa
priordivisionofthisspace.Thatistosaythatwewillnotplanoutthis
exhibitionandthencarryouttheplannedproject,butrathersetoutfrom
thesequestions,interrogatethedifferentdomainsonthebasisofthese
questions,andsituateonebyoneeachofthesitesthatseemnecessarytous,
thosethataremostpertinentinrelationtothesequestions,inwhich,inthis
orthatdomain,theprojectofmodernitymaybedisquietinginsomeway–on
theaxisofreferents[matières],ontheaxisofmatrices[matrices],oronthe
axisofmaternities[maternités],andsoon.Andultimately,indelayingthe
momentwhenallofthesites,groupedbyzones,willcometocoverthefifth
flooroftheBeaubourg.Athirdprincipleisthat,ifwewanttobefaithfultothe
spiritofimmateriality,itisimportanttoaccordaconsiderableplacetothat
whichrelatestotimeratherthanthatwhichrelatestospace;andthat,in
particular,wemustnot–andweseemanyadvantagesinnotdoingthis–we
mustnotissuethevisitorwithinstructions,whetheraninstructionmanualor
aninstructivepamphlet,thatis,informationbooklets.Weshoulduseasfew
textpanelsaspossible,sincethesearestilloftheorderofinscription–asI
haveexplainedbefore,theinscriptionofthespace–andinsteadshoulduse
themediumofspeech,ofsound,whichbelongstotheartoftime.Wehave
takenthedecisiontouseanaudioprogrammetocovereachofthezones
groupingtogethersitesinvolvedindifferentdomainsbutbelongingtothe
sameproblematic.Foreachzonetherewillthereforebeatransmitter,which
willbelocatedinthespaceoftheexhibitionitself,andattheentranceeach
visitorwillpickupalittlereceiverthathewillwearoverhisearssothat,
passingfromonezonetoanother,thevisitorwillpassfromonetransmitterto
another,andwillthusreceiveanaudioinstructionthatwillbesenttohimby
thetransmitterinquestion.Throughthetransmitterweplantoplayatape
recordingrelatingtotheproblemsthatgovernallofthesitesplacedwithinthe
zone;inotherwords,theinstructionwillbeoral,andthisallowsustoavoid
havingtoomanypanelstoread.Itwillalsoallowusconsiderablelatitudein
thenatureofmessagesconcerningthezonesandthesites,becausebyusing
oralspeechwecanavoidthemonotonyofwrittenexplanation,which
generallyisoftheorderofinstruction;wecanenvisageusingcitations,or
textualcreations,fromcompletelydifferentgenres.Wecanwellimagine
poems,fragmentsofliteraryprose,instructionsintheimperativemode,
questions,exclamations,allofthisbeing–atleastthisisourplan–readbya
good,well-knownreader,andthusmakinguseofthespecificpowerofspeech.
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Ofcoursethesesamereceiverscouldreceivemusicalsignals,whetherthese
signalsaremixedwithtext,orwhetheronthecontrarythereisanentirely
musicalzone,asIRCAMhavesuggested.Oncemore,theartsoftime,oral
speechandmusic,withalltheintermediariesbetweenthetwo,including
noises,aremuchsuperiortoreading.Iwouldaddthattheinterestof
proceedinginthiswayisthat–theexhibitionspacemustbekeptcompletely
silent–eachvisitorwillbeisolatedinasingularrelationtothetransmitters.
So,tocomebacktothesites,thesesiteswillbeplacedinzoneswhichare
transgeneric,trans-domain,thesesiteswillbesometimessingular,sometimes
comparative–thatistosay,comparinganewindustrialtechnology,for
example,withanewartistictechnologysothatthevisitorswillbeledto
questionwhatissupposedlyfunctionandwhatissupposedlyexpression.
Otherswillbeanamnesiac,thatistosaythatinthedomainitselftheywill
comparetwostates,forexampleofthequestionofreferent[matière]and
support[matériau].

Andfinally,thewayinwhichthesitesarelinkedtoeachother,asIhave
said,willbethroughthecommonproblematicofreferent[matériel],sup-
port[matériau],andsoon.Andthewayinwhichthezonesthatcovereach
oftheseproblematicswillbelinkedtoeachotherwillremain–wearedis-
cussingthisnow–probablyrelativelyloose,whichleadsustothinkthatthe
perambulationwithinthesezoneswillbeatleastpartlyfree,sothateach
visitorwillhave–Iwouldnotsaythechoiceofroute,theterm“choice”isnot
satisfactory–butinanycasewillhavethefreedomtogohereandthere,a
littleaccordingtochance,orhistastesorhismomentaryinclinations.Itisnot,
properlyspeaking,aquestionofalabyrinth,sinceusuallyalabyrinthhasbut
onethread,andisperfectlyconstraining.Insteaditisaquestion–aswehave
beensayingintheteam–ofasortofdesertinthemiddleofwhichthesesites
havebeendropped,withthevisitorgoingfromonezonetoanotherwithher
headphonesonherears.Perhaps,enteringintoazoneinthemiddleofthe
recording,shemaywaituntilthetapegoesbacktothebeginninginorderto
beabletolistentowhatthespaceisabout,theregionwheresheis,andwill
visitthezoneinquestionwiththisrecording,thistext,playinginherears.

Thusthelinkageorthesequencingofzonestoeachotherwill,ifpossible,
alwaysleaveopenthequestion“Whathappens,whatishappening?”and
thusthefeelingofakindofcontingencyandencounter.Iwilladdalastthing
asageneralprinciple:sincewecannotmakethefifthfloorentirelydark,as
isgenerallythecaseintheBeaubourg,wehavedecidedtotaketheopposite
path–thatistosay,tooverexposethewholeexhibition,touseconstant
halogenlightandtocontrolthislightinrelationtotheexternallightsoasto
balanceit.Thuswewillhaveconstantlightingwhateverthetimeofday,which
seemsveryimportanttomesinceitwillbepartoftheextrememodernityor
postmodernitytorenouncenatureinthisway,torenouncetheseasons,day
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andnight.Whatismore,itwillallowus,whenwefeeltheneed,tocreatesites
orevenwholezonesthat,onthecontrary,arecompletelydark,completely
black,throughasystemoflocalenclosures.Sothisishow,atthemoment,we
imaginethewholeoftheexhibition.

Iwouldliketoaddtwothings:ononehand,thatwewouldliketofinda
devicethatwouldenableustorecordtheroutetakenbyeachvisitor.Notto
recorditinsomecentralserver,butsuchthatontheobjectthathewillnec-
essarilyhavetakenattheentrance–itmaybeacassettecontainingallofthe
recordingsproducedbythetransmitterswhichthevisitorcouldbuyinsome
way,oritcouldbeacardthatheswipesinreaders–suchthat,thankstothese
indicationsonecouldobtainondemand,onexit,areportoftheroutethat
thevisitorinquestionhastakenthroughthespaceofthisexhibition.This
doesn’tseemtobeaseasyaswehadthought,andthedifficultiesmayoblige
ustochooseasimplersolution,butneverthelessthisaspectisbeinglooked
into.Thismeansthateachvisitorwillinacertainwaytakeawaytheproduct
ofhisownvisit,printingitoutusingaprinterattheexit.Asecondthingthat
Iwouldliketoemphasiseagainisthat,alongwiththisroute,theworkthat
youseehereisnotexactlyapromenadebutaninvestigation–Iwouldn’tsay
anadventure,Idon’tlikethatwordsomuch–butinanycaseanexploration
ofthespaceoftheexhibition.Wealsoenvisagecompletelyrevisingthe
ideaofthecatalogue,becausethecatalogueofanexhibitionisabookthat
hastheexhibitionasitscontent[matière],thatistosayasitsreferent,and
whichtriestobeascompleteasummaryofitaspossible,intheformof,on
onehand,adeclarationofintentinthepreliminaryarticles,inparticularthe
commissioner’sstatement,andthenanaccountofalltheobjectstobefound
intheexhibition,theindexoftheseobjectsandtheirauthorsorcreators.
Weshouldliketoproceedinthefollowingway:firstly,toseparateitintotwo
book-objects.Ononehandwewillhaveasthecatalogueaportfolio,which
wasalreadystartedsixmonthsago,thefirstproofofwhichsomeofyouhave
alreadyseen–sowewillcontinuewiththisportfolio,inwhichwewillinclude
theteam’sworkingtextsspanningalmosttwoyears;andontheotherhand,
obviously,anaccountofalltheobjects,whatevertheirnature,tobeshown
[exposé]oroverexposed[surexposé].Itwillbequitealargeportfolio,then,
onethatwillcompriseasetofsheetsalongwithtwobooklets,abookletof
workingfilesandabookletthatwillbeakindoflexiconoftheexhibition,with
illustrations,allofitinacardboardsleevelikeabox,adoublebox.Youshould
realisethatthisisnotamatterofmakingsomethingniceandchic–wearenot
workingonthemodelofadeluxebook.Onthecontrarytheaimistomakean
objectthatisquiteplain,quitesimple,withtheseloose-leafsheets,andusing
printingandduplicationtechniquesthatdonotgobeyondoffsetprinting.So
thatisoneoftwoobjectsthatyouwillbeabletobuyintheexhibition.
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Theotherobjectisentirelydifferent:itisapartoftheexhibitionitself,oneof
theexperimentsthataregoingtotakeplaceinsidetheexhibition.Itwouldbe
wrongtocallitacatalogue,infact.Itisaquestionofgivingacertainnumber
ofpeople,whomIhavesomewhatderisivelycalled“authors”,alistofacertain
numberofwords.Thesearewordsthatwemightconsideraskeysinsofaras
theywillbeinsertedintoacentralserver,buttheyarenotkeywordsinthe
strictphilosophicalsense,ifImightsayso,butwordsthatwehavebuiltup
togetherandwhichweconsidertobeimportantinrelationtotheexhibition.
Sowehavegiventheseauthors,foraperiodthatremainstobedetermined
–thisisamatterofbothmaterialpossibilityandcost–word-processing
machines.Eachofthemassociateswiththewordsthatinterestthemarounda
hundredwords,afewphraseswhichwecallcommentaries.Theymakeafirst
commentaryentirelyfreely–theyareathomewiththeirmachine–andthen,
bycallingupthenamesoftheotherauthorsusingacode,theycanlearnwhat
theothershaveassociatedwiththesameword,andthenrespondtowhatthe
othershavedone.Sointhefirstplacetheirowncommentary,thenacom-
mentarywhichtheycanmakeontheirowncommentary,andthen,thirdly,a
commentaryontheothers’commentaries–allofthisrecordedinthememory
ofacentralserver.Youcanseethatthereisnonecessityfortheprocesstobe
synchronous,thatistosaytotakeplaceinrealtime.Thesecommentariescan
verywellbemadediachronically,oneaftertheother,itdoesnotmattermuch;
eachcanseethecommentaryofotherswhenhewishes,inwhatevermedium.
Butinrealtime,onecanimagine–evenifitseemsthatherealsothereare
considerabledifficulties–thedifferentauthorsrespondingtooneanotheron
theirword-processingmachines.Thecompanythatisresponsiblefordealing
withthisaspectoftheexhibitionhassuggestedthatwecouldbringabout–
andasyoucanimagine,nothingwouldpleasememore–whatwecouldcall
“sparringcommentaries”,notusingword-processingmachines,butviaMinitel,
thelittledevicethatisalreadyinplaceinParis,andwhichwillbeavailablefor
alloftelephoneusersin1985,whichisadevicewithakeyboardandascreen
usingthetelephonenetwork.Itmaybepossible,then,tomakeinthiswaya
sortofsparringofcommentarieswhereeachauthorwillbeabletoproducea
phraseandanyoneoftheotherswillbeabletocommentonthisphrase–it
isaquestionofabriefphrasethatfitsinonepageonthescreen.Inthatcase
wewouldhaveaproductioninrealtime,whichwouldnotbesocostlysinceit
wouldusetheMinitelnetwork.Allofthiswouldofcoursebeavailablewithin
theexhibition,andweenvisionthatthevisitorsthemselvescouldparticipate
inthisexperimentasitcarriesonduringtheexhibition.Thismeansthatall
oftheworkdonebytheauthorsonthewordprocessorscouldfinally,after
havingbeenprinted,beproducedasanexperimentalbookinwhichitwould
bepreciselythequestionoftheauthorthatwouldbeatissue–Whowould
theauthorofthisbookbe?–andinwhichtheverymultiplicityoftherulesof
thegame–theauthorcommentingonhimself,commentingonothers–would
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ultimatelymakethequestionofthebook’smaternityparticularlydisquieting.
Ofcourse,thequestionofthesupport[matériau]would,byvirtueofthis
simplefact,beposedwithsomeforce,sinceeachoftheauthorsworkingon
theword-processingmachinewouldbeinthekeyboard-and-screensituation
thatIdescribedearlier.Sothereareafewdifferentaspectstothis.Fornow,
wedon’twanttoproceedwiththedescriptionofthesites,althoughwecould
maybedosoifyoufeeltheneed.

Ishouldliketoaddafewdisorderedremarks.Thisspatiallayoutwhichisin
theprocessoftakingshapewillitselfmanifest,withintheexhibition,many
oftheprinciplesthatIhavedescribedalittleabstractly:firstly,thepassage
fromonezonetoanothershouldbecomparedtothepassagefromone
receptionzonetoanotherwhenadriverdrivesacrossalargemetropolis.
WhenyougofromtheMexicanbordertoSantaBarbarayouhavetoretune
theradiobecauseyouchangetransmitter;speechandmusicfadeoutand
becomenoise,andyouhavetoretuneinordertofindotherspeech,other
music,youjointheminmid-flow,andtheyareindependentofeachother.
ThisnebulousaspectofwhichIspokeearlier,then,wehopetoreproduceit
throughthisdevice.AsecondthingIalsowanttosayisthatthemultiplicity
ofroutesthroughtheexhibition–aboveallifwemanagetoresolvethe
technicalquestionofbeingabletorecordthematwillattheexit–allowsitto
transpirethat,fundamentally,theexhibitioncontainsmanypossibleworlds.
Ultimately,aroutedefinesaworld,thatistosaythatitconnectsupaseries
ofzones,andanotherrouteassemblestheseriesofzonesintoanotherorder;
andinthissense,eachvisitorwillhaveauniverseoftheexhibitionwhichis
inscribed,ofwhichheistheauthor,buttheinvoluntaryauthor–andofwhich
heisalso,onemightsay,thereceiver,meaningthatherethereisavacillation
onthequestionofsenderandreceiver,andaboveallonthequestionof
content[matière]–becauseitmeansthattheverycontentoftheexhibition,
theexhibition quareferentofarouteisposited:thereareultimatelymany
exhibitionsinone,manypossibleexhibitions.Athirdpoint:wecanimagine,
thankstotherecording,thankstothefreedomthattherecordinggivesus,
someveryinterestingvariationsinthepragmaticsituationofthevisitor,
becauseshemaysometimesbethereceiveroftherecording–someone
addressesherandthissomeone,whatismore,maybeapersonoutofa
painting,maybeapieceofamachine,maybethesiteitself,orthezone,or
anotherzone–shemaybethereceiver,then.Butshemayalsobeplacedin
thepositionofthesender,since,precisely,sheherselfplotshercourse,andin
thissensesheistheauthoroftheroute,thesenderofthesequencethatwill
berecordedattheend.Shemayherselfbeconsideredasasupport[matériau] 
insofarassheisplacedinthesituationofatrigger–PierreBoulezenvisageda
scenariowhere,throughasimplephotoelectriccellsystem,theverypassage
ofavisitorwouldtriggerapieceofelectronicmusic–perhapsatthemoment
whenshepassesintooneplace,shetriggersoffacameratorecordherand
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torepresentheronavideoscreenelsewhereintheexhibition.Oragain
shemaybetherecipient,inthesensethatsheisactiveinthisorthatsite.
Forexample,wecanimagineasitewhereweplantouseasetofsynthetic
images–whichunfortunatelyrisksbeingextremelycostly–wherethevisitor
couldbreatheontoascreenwhichrepresentsthesnowonalandscape,and
byblowingonthescreenshewouldmakethesnowfall.Thus,thevisitorcan
play a great variety of roles within the structure of communication that serves 
asthegeneraloperator.Itseemstomethatthiscorrespondspreciselytothe
satiricalroutetakenbyDiderotthroughVernet’ssites.

TranslatedfromtheFrenchbyRobinMackay.
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