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How could movements of deterritorialization and processes of reterritorialization not be relative, always connected, caught up in one another?

Deleuze & Guattari in A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia 

There is always more surface to a shattered object than a whole.

Djuna Barnes

The following text could be thought of as a gathering of holes or cracks in a loosely knit fabric through which we fall into or onto the key issues of (a) contemporary theatre condition. It could also be though of as a pebble dropped into water that creates concentric circles spreading around the point of its disappearance. This sounds far more assuming than I wish it to be, for it is simply that I found the performance Deleted Messages (2004) by Croatian company BADco. to be a locus which enables grouping of a significant number of issues that (a) contemporary theatre condition
  deals with such as: the rhizomatic or viral dramaturgical logic, higher emphasis on the “relational” aspect of the work, proceduralism, intensified usage of systems, notations and protocols for movement and textual generation, specificities of group dynamics and social organisation (social software) connected with the development and the dissemination of internet, globalization and internationalization in theatre production in relation with the festivalization of cultural field, specificities in the performing arts production brought about by the system of funding on a European level,  changed labour conditions in the post-industrial societies that place the highest significance on the immaterial (not virtual!) labour (communication, PR, marketing), problem of surveillance in contemporary society, the tension between mainstream and marginal art work and restructuring of the segregation line between the two, problematics of resistance in neo-liberal capitalism, frustration in the cultural and artistic relationship between West and East after the breakdown of socialist systems… 

The analysis of this performance, though it will of course deal also with its particularities, should allow an easy slippage into these issues, as well as showing their interconnectedness. Though this performance (and BADco. as a company) has toured rather a lot in Europe, it remains unknown outside of specific artistic circles (not only) in British context which is why a significant part of the text will deal with its description. 

The audience, together with six performers, enters the performance space, a vast hall of the former tobacco factory
. It is almost impossible to distinguish the performers from the audience, they move around just as the audience members do.
  The audience behaves as you would imagine a group of people entering a space they have never visited before: they timidly explore it, walk around to get a feel for it, not quite sure what is expected of them. The most noticeable thing in the whole space is a white rectangle in the middle made out of joined strips of white fleece cloth. Initially, people are reticent to step on the white rectangle in the middle of the performance space, but since there is not much space left uncovered outside the white rectangle, and once one steps on it, according to the predictable flow of collective behaviour driven by two main concepts, 'imitation' and 'innovation' 
, the rest will follow. Fleece is such a gentle and thin material – you realize how easily it tears once you step on it, but its compact whiteness is visually striking. There are also some chairs in the space but because there are so few of them, it is not entirely clear that they are for audience use. 

Upon entering the space, the first impression is of a 'sterile', protected area that takes up most of the space, in glaring opposition to the narrow area that surrounds it:  heavily dirty, with layers of dark grey-brown dust as a result of years of accumulation. The impression of a clean 'sterile' space in the middle of the filth is not that striking if the performance is happening on the stage of a theatre. However, what is always visible is a subtle division of space: the inner, consecrated, protected space; and an outer, non-lit space, space on and of the borders. This separation is not only due to the white fleece on the floor, but occurs also in relation to the hollow, light aluminium sticks which hang on nylon cords from the ceiling around one metre above the floor, and which subtly divide the space. The third element of spatial division are three big screens with projections which hang above the audience on three sides of the space, above white fleece rectangular. All these elements, though they create division, also at the same time communicate a failure to divide, because what we might call the 'sterile' space is by no means really protected from the non-sterile space – the air the audience breathes remains dangerously the same. 

A projection on one of the screens remains the same throughout the performance. It is simply a real-time projection of what a fixed camera records during the performance. The projection is not however an image of the actual performing space with people moving around the way a human eye would see it. Instead it simply visualises the movement flows of the audience and performers using Daniel Fischer’s movement tracking software. 

Second screen projection consists of a series of slides (images or text) that tackle the issues of illness, contagion, contamination, quarantine. One of the texts, a public announcement from 1920s America, reads: ‘Influenza frequently complicated with pneumonia is prevalent at this time thoughout America. This theatre is co-operating with the department of health. You must do the same. If you have a cold and are coughing and sneezing do not enter this theatre. Go home and go to bed until you are well. Coughing, sneezing or spitting will not be permitted in the theatre. In case you have to cough or sneeze, do so in your own handkerchief and if the coughing or sneezing persists leave the theatre at once. This theatre has agreed to co-operate with the Department of Health in disseminating the truth about influenza, and thus serve a great educational purpose. Help us to keep Chicago the healthiest city in the world. John Dill Robertson, Commissioner of Health.’ Another slide shows a black and white photograph of a young male wearing a protective cloth covering his mouth, holding equipment for disinfection and decontamination. By introducing these images, performance launches thematic and interpretative baits to its audience, which are at the same time clues for its (viral) dramaturgical organisation. The performance deals with issues of contagion and quarantine, but it is not “about” those issues.  

Among mentioned lines of spatial division, one highly conventional is missing: there seems to be a lack of any spatial division between audience and performers (other than that which normally belongs to the condition of theatre performance of course – necessary ontological split which hopelessly separates two modes of existence)
. Some time after the audience and performers have entered the space, the performers start to move, apparently following the logic of the (Excel) spreadsheet table projected on the third screen, and directly as a result of shouting each other’s names. After their names are called, they approach the table with CD-s, press the one with their initial and place themselves under the screen with the spreadsheet projection to perform a combination of movements. It is not entirely possible to read from their movements the method that they used to generate the movements (though there are very strong indications that the performers are moving according to a system), so the descriptive, “outside eye present in a physical space of the performance” method I am using seems to be inadequate, and I have to resort to other sources – documents presented as a part of a DVD of the performance (as extras)
 and also my unique position during the development of the performance. 

I was involved in its production in the very narrow sense of the term, officially as executive producer, but my position was more of someone who was “around” while the performance was evolving, than of somebody who actually took active part on any level. It would not be entirely true to refer to myself as uninformed audience member, so my position is slightly more privileged than the zero point of perception
 but I was very far from having any creative input in the performance, and rather far from having any serious knowledge about the inner workings of the performance before I saw it (I did know where to get cheap fleece, though). My position was more of a someone under water who is not even actively listening to what other people under water are trying to say to each other but somehow catches something here and there, and cannot really make much sense of it. Yet this person is under water with the others, and the water vibrates producing some sort of impact, however unconscious it might be.

The performed material is generated using and further developing the analytic system Funktionen by German choreographer Thomas Lehmen
. Each performer deals with five choreographic elements that in a way identify him or her, or belong to each of them in some way. Accompanying DVD text talks about them as if they are some sort of performers’ genetic code, which in some way fits well with the overall flavour of the performance, but might also be problematic in its essentialist connotations: what performers “have” is a behavioural strategy, not a fixed genetic code
. They demonstrate their presence in space through exercising their specific parameter combination, and during performance’s development, some of them lose their parameters. The five choreographic elements are derived from five parameters: type of movement, place, manner of movement, image and relation (towards people and objects in space), making all together thirty unique elements. Movement could be “shaking”, place “as far as you can from the floor”, manner of movement “slowly”, image “like arthritic Jay Leno on cocaine” and relation “near the left hand of the person standing closest to you” or any other possible combination of ideas. As you can imagine, some directions are easy to follow, while some can even contradict each other. While a performer intensely tries to fulfil its task, and its particular combination of movements, the chance of somebody in the audience actually recognizing the image of “arthritic Jay Leno on cocaine” is so minimal, that we could safely say it is impossible. This direction to the performer is read by the audience simply as a combination of movements, certainly not as representation of Jay Leno in a certain state, with all the connotations that that might bring.

After they have “presented” their starting positions under one projection screen, performers continue to move around in the audience, continuously exchanging elements of different categories or movement parameters. Some of the parameters get ’lost’ or are dropped in the contact between the performers because another parameter ’prevails’. The audience can simultaneously observe the exchange of parameters on the spreadsheet that is projected and wander around the space in search of the performers and the performance itself. 

Though it might sound over systematized and monotone, what happens in the moment of the performance, does not reflect the rattling of hollow bones of its systematic skeleton. Most striking moments of performance happen in the points of contact, both of two or more performers and performers with the audience. One such example occurs when two performers, Ana Kreitmeyer and Darija Doždor lie on the floor wrapped in a large piece of transparent nylon, moving and talking under it. The image could be very strong because it could immediately, physically invoke the feeling of suffocation while the nylon creeps around their faces, exchange of breath and attrition of air, but also the spread of contagion under the nylon that prevents airing, yet does not provide safety of a vacuum space. While their breath condenses on the insides of the nylon, I’m reminded of the bowl of yesterday’s tomato pasta protected under thin layer of plastic wrap in the fridge, tiny drops of fluid grouped under plastic... and of that same bowl couple of weeks later when it transforms under the influence of biological processes.

Another intense moment happens between Pravdan Devlahović and Tomislav Medak, in which Tomislav gets trapped under nylon as well. He is walking forward, slowly, in order to escape from the nylon but what happens is that he steps on it, and as a consequence tightens it over his forehead. These tiny fleeting moments are not ’necessary moments’ of the performance, sometimes they don’t even happen the way the are described here, sometimes nylon is not so tightly stretched over dancers’ heads, sometimes it slips smoothly and instantly. 

Or a moment that happened to be caught on camera, in which Nikolina Pristaš leans against one member of the audience, a young playwright
, who, unsure of what to do as anyone would be in this situation, alternates imitating Nikolina with trying to ‘answer’ with her own set of movements. During this dance miniature (happening somewhere in the space, technically for everyone to see, but practically only followed by people who either happen to be around, or were following precisely this performer because they wanted to see more of her) both of them listening as much as they are doing, trying to negotiate this, only partially improvised set of movements (for Nikolina does perform with her particular movement protocol, yet might drop it in the contact). 

Or when several audience members started spontaneously to follow Tomislav Medak around during one performance, which resulted in a long human tail of people moving around the space that suddenly everybody seemed to want to join but disintegrated once they lost interest for that particular game.

Those moments might not, on first instance, contribute to performance’s topological analysis, one is often under threat to indulge in them in writing, to paraphrase Umberto Eco when he speaks about Benedetto Croce’s aesthetic theory, ’to (…) translate the vague emotion many of us have felt during the performance, but not to explain it’
 - they are nevertheless key moments of the performance, unrecognized and probably unrecognizable using the analytical tool that theatre semiotics offers, where concentration is at its highest, and theatre performs its specificity for, in words of Heiner Müller: ‘…the specificity of theatre is precisely not the presence of the live actor but the presence of the one who is potentially dying’. 

(…)

It is relatively easy to grasp, from the very beginning of the performance, what kind of interaction between audience and performers the performance ‘asks for’ or ‘encourages’ – the ‘soft’ interaction of subtle communication and not the violent placing of a member of the audience under spotlight (the ‘please not me effect’). However, once one problematizes spectator-performer relationship, as this performance does, it is often difficult to control it appropriately, to communicate the subtle level of interaction you wish for. Some members of the audience are inclined to think that if there are no visible borders, there are no borders whatsoever, and every reaction is welcomed. During one performance in Zagreb, one audience member, Maja Kovač, a performer herself, tied the shoe laces of one of the performers while they were dancing, out of the frustration for what she saw as the performance which seemingly wants one to interact but actually highly controls the interaction process and requires a very particular reaction from the audience in order to function. This would obviously have never occurred if the performance was happening on stage – Maja Kovač would have certainly not climbed on stage to tie the shoe laces of the performer, yet in this situation she felt entirely uninhibited or even provoked to do so. Those who know Maja might of course say, oh that’s ‘so Maja’ and not give it a second thought, but this reaction does tell us something about the performance itself as well
, and about its presumptions. Though it is open towards contact with the audience, performance is not attempting to establish some imaginary ‘freedom’ of human interaction without consequences – it creates codes for the interaction, and proposes the parameters, as every performance does. 

When we try to find those performances that tackle the very issue of performativity, it is very tempting to attribute radicalism to certain traits of the performances we see along the lines of “this performance radically questions the audience – performer relationship”. It does not. In general, for someone who is interested in contemporary condition in theatre, it is best to try to be as silent as possible, and as attentive as possible. Changes in the arts are always happening, but they are tinier and tinier as we go along, and resemble more a fine tuning than a hurricane Katrina. (…) 

While it is not particularly the problem of performance that some audience members didn’t entirely ‘get’ the codes of contact it advocates, it is neither particularly the audience’s fault, and often in those moments of misunderstanding does something interesting happen. On the other hand, anti-social behaviour might be sanctioned or at least not approved, and the performer whose shoelaces got tangled was obviously very upset with Maja Kovač. While frustration of Maja Kovač is understandable on one hand, it would be unfair to assume that performance promotes some false sense of equation between the audience and performers and encourages any kind of behaviour only to sanction it once it occurs and show its ‘real’ controlling face. But then again, that is how human interaction and group dynamics functions, and precisely because, as the director of Deleted messages, Goran Sergej Pristaš often says, ‘theatre is of this world, it does not need to imitate it’, this pattern of behavior is there as well, in the performance itself.

Yet it is difficult to disregard a strong feeling of ‘surveillance’ that performance seems to take for granted, a certain sinister atmosphere of Foucauldian Panopticon prison model, as well as the subtle control over what people see – it can never be that members of the audience see everything, everything is only seen and recorded by the eye of the camera.

Because the audience is moving around and not seated, it in a way prevents itself from seeing the totality of the performance. It is obvious that there cannot be any privileged position from which to observe the performance because all positions are equally valid or equally invalid.
 In a way the best viewing position is the non-human position of the camera placed high above the ground, that does not discriminate or exert any kind of selection of data, but only records the information that come to its field of vision. But this is also at the same time the worst viewing position because it completely misses the key element of this performance – the movement of the audience from within, the individual view with its dramaturgy of deliberate chance
.

However the ‘promotion’ of this individual, subjective view might also carry certain political pitfalls and problems – while it is promoted as a matter of common sense that ‘totalitarian societies promote uniform vision’, the endless representing of individual perspective and segmenting of society might be an instrument of very easy control over society – while everybody minds only their own particular perspective, it is easy to discourage collaboration, cooperation and social organisation that enables a wider perspective. 

Here is the element through which the piece develops a parasitic relationship 
  to the classical dramaturgy of the theatre. (…) 

Exhibition space as such addresses the individual, whereas the theatre dispositif in its standard manifestations, addresses the audience as a collective. Theatre shapes viewing so that everyone in the audience is presented with the same image at a certain time – everyone present shares the same collective time and space which is the time and space of the performance. If you step out to powder your nose, you will miss a part of the piece; and your missing is not embedded in its dramaturgy. Viewing an exhibition however, does not require a shared time and space, and the order, even though it is usually set up by curators according to a certain logic, is not essential for the experience of an exhibition, neither as a set of pieces, nor as a whole.

The performance moves across several clusters of meaning, all of which are connected or connectable. The idea of a virus can easily be linked with the idea of quarantine
, and both of them can be linked with the issues of group dynamics or crowd dynamics. 

Virus (computer virus, biological virus)

Spam

Genetics

Quarantine

Group dynamics

Games

Combinatorics

Those focal points bring together the plane of immediacy (concrete realities) and the plane of deferral (abstract realities) in one continuous syntagme, recruiting and re-combining possible armlets of signification. Dramaturgical organisation of the piece re-enacts its thematics or to put it differently, the performance does what it speaks of. Or to put it even more differently, the performance does not speak, it does. 

The main characteristics of both the computer virus and the biological virus are that they can reproduce themselves without either knowledge or permission of the users (in the case of computer virus) or their hosts (in the case of biological virus). Also, they are content-empty, hollow units that can only replicate themselves by infecting a host cell – viruses can only perform their “nature”, they cannot simply “be”. They have no content, they “are” mechanics, movement. In case of the biological virus, the debate between virologists for the status of its existence, whether it can be considered living organism or non-living unit, is still ongoing and deeply disturbing for established taxonomical structures. The way they spread and reproduce is best described as rhizomatic: ‘any point of a rhizome can be connected to anything other, and must be. This is very different from the tree or root, which plots a point, fixes an order.’
 

Viral logic (or at least a tendency towards it) is clearly identifiable in the development of the performance – its structure is not arbitrary, but its not arboreal either, meaning the positions are not fixed. Bojana Cvejić and Ana Vujanović propose the term contingent, as the 1990s response to the ”arbitrary” of the 1960s.

‘The contingency of a specific proposition has nothing to do with the necessary, if necessary is that which by no means can be impossible, and it has nothing to do with the possible either, if the possible is something that is perhaps true. Contingency is based on the material effects of the conditionality, placement and materialization of a partial insight form a specific position in the given field. Contingent is something that is actually true, although it would be quite different under different conditions.’

‘The concept of contingency has been borrowed from the critique of causal logic, as a category that cross-breeds the possible-arbitrary and the motivated-unnecessary. Despite this, our point of view is still determined by rational (although) non-essentialism which resolves the issue of arbitrariness using the concept of contingency or non-linear causality. By adhering to contingency, we, in other words, argue that there are too many causes for the representation of reality in knowledge as an effect to support the causal order of phenomena.’

(…)

This performance is directed by space more than time: where you are in a given moment decides what is it that you will see, in contrast to the more time-locked logic of narrative based theatre performance. Unlike hypertext though, performance is time framed, and once you have missed a piece of it, this piece will not be performed again, you cannot go back to it and “follow another link”, but that which you have missed becomes a part of your performance.

The name: virus (it is often the case with names and naming that they remain fossilised
 in the time and space of their initial meaning) does not due justice to the concept of virus, the way it is re-created in the philosophical thought of today – it simply means poison, and (understandably) reflects only its destructive effects on human race, but does not indicate its fascinating mechanism.  

(…)

Deleted message is amongst those performances made by artists that “dare not call themselves experimental”
 because of the obvious difficulties related with both that term and the term avant-garde. These changes resulted in serious difficulties with the impeccable line of division between mainstream culture and subversive, radical, resistant, that was, of course, never that impeccable, but whose perfection rapidly deteriorated in the second half of twentieth century. The 1980’s were probably the years in which liberal capitalism and free market ideologies started to seal off their own all pervasiveness, in expectations of the breakdown of communist systems. Yet there always is, even in the period of postmodernism, that art which goes out of its depth (using both metaphors of success and failure, and everything in between) to sense, touch, smell, anticipate, embody or produce emergent phenomena and paradigm. This art is in my focus of interest and together with it, this fleeting moment right after opening and slightly before establishing of a new paradigm. There are two main axis of interest here, though they are not nearly the only criteria for mapping out the field of my research: one has to do with its immanent reflection of both the specificities of theatre as an art practice and specificities of art as a field compact enough not to be further segmented according to laws of the genre, and the other with the craving for this work to feel the pulse of the moment just about yet-to-come.

�	 This is the second time I have mentioned (a) contemporary theatre condition. To define this condition (even to say why I have used the word theatre instead of seemingly more appropriate word performing arts) will be the key focus of this doctorate and it seems unreasonable to define it prior to engaging with it in writing. There is however one main distinguishing feature that I can use to locate a field a bit more precisely. All of the performances and authors I will write about problematize the question of representation (in the field of performing arts after 1990). The problem of representation has been around as an issue at least since the end of 19th century, and it has of course penetrated all fields in the arts. However there is a relatively small number of artists for whom this is a starting point, a necessary condition of thinking about their work. These artists (because they are relatively few and because their thinking about theatre excludes narrational approaches to theatre locking them in a relatively small group) recognize each other and form a fluid, transnational network. This fact necessary opens up questions of social and political organisation (as well as the very status of political in the arts) in the arts in Europe in the past 17 years.  Though the question of representation is very much the question that these artists share with former generations since the end of 19th century, the specificities of spatio-temporal context create a necessary difference in both “how” and “what” of their work, and thus, however slight, a shift in paradigm.


�	 Following description is predominantly based on the premiere of this piece, on 24 July 2004 in Klaipeda, Lithuania as a part of SEAS festival. (SEAS festival will be analysed in detail as a part of the xy chapter on politics of production of independent theatre in Europe in the 1990s and 2000s). Apart from the abandoned factory halls, Deleted messages has also been performed in theatres, but only using the stage without the auditorium, and once even in an empty pool during Confusion and Groove Sanctuary – DJ / VJ crossover musical event   in the framework of Operation:City, a serious of events in September of 2005 aimed at trying to protect abandoned industrial zone in the centre of the city from being sold to private investors as a part of the bigger struggle for public spaces and their preservation.


�	 Their clothes appear simple, tops and trousers in neutral colours such as white, black, dark blue and teal that don’t cry out for attention. Even though one performer wears a top which is made out of two front sides of a shirt and a t-shirt, and you came across her before she starts performing in the crowd of around 130 people, this is not likely to be particularly 'readable' in a group of self-reflexively dressed individuals belonging to the social networks of contemporary art that are most likely to make up the audience for this kind of performance.


�	 French sociologist Gabriel Tarde


�	 The number of the audience is dictated by the particularities of the performance space: ideally, according to director’s concept there should be three people per one square metre. This number is formulated around the suggestion that recommended maximum density of crowd or the safety limit in the Safety Guides (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.crowddynamics.com/index.htm"��http://www.crowddynamics.com/index.htm�) is 40 people per 10 square metres.


�	 BADco. made a DVD of this performance which follows the dramaturgical logic of the performance. DVD contains 4 one-shot videos of the piece, recorded from four different positions of the camera in the piece. The viewer is the editor, he or she chooses the editing strategy or simply randomly changes from one video to the next. DVD also contains extra material which includes: a statement of the director of the piece Goran Sergej Pristaš and the dramaturge Ivana Ivković which is mainly an interpretative description of the piece (not unlike the one I am writing here except that it is more condensed) a Gilles Deleuze quote and the explication of movement generation with the drawing of the chart (Excell sheet).


�	 But then again, of course, who in the audience really has zero point of perception and what could that mean? We all bring along various knowledge clusters and perception positions, our own particular conditio humana or, to put it differently, we perceive through exercising the accumulation of the years we have lived and experienced.


�	 There are several possible positions around the usage of the “I” as the writing strategy. Some might argue that it is more honest and more authentic (I am not entirely sure what these words might mean in relation to a theatre performance or to any art for that matter). Some might think it is also more polite and socially acceptable, because it doesn’t presume anything, it just talks about an individual perspective. Some might think there is no need to use “I” at all, because it is so obvious that one speaks from one’s “I”, where else could one speak from? I don’t believe there is a strong case for cautiously trying to avoid “I”, but I’m neither particularly fascinated when it is excessively used in performance analysis. We are neither locked in our own little particular universes of subjectivity, unable to imagine another’s point of view or perceptual position nor are we instruments of “general intellect” that fascinatingly arise high above our own little pettiness and particular conditions of our existence.


�	 For more on Thomas Lemen’s Funktionen go to � HYPERLINK "http://www.thomaslehmen.de/seiten/f/03_funktionen.htm"��http://www.thomaslehmen.de/seiten/f/03_funktionen.htm� (accessed 27 February 2007).


�	 Yet again, having in mind current advancements in genetics, genetic code might not be a fixed thing in future perception at all. 


�	 I accidentally know this person, but my knowledge is in fact not accidental at all. See under the note 13.


�	 Original quote is: ‘Croce’s words effectively translate the vague emotion many of us have felt at the reading of a poem, but they don’t explain it. In other words, Croce does not accompany his observation with a theoretical framework that would account for it’, Umberto Eco, The Open work (London: Hutchinson Radius, 1989), p. 25.


�	 It is not only the curse of small nations and small cities that theatregoers know each other, it happens everywhere. And I am not even sure that it is a curse. Sometimes it might provide useful ‘over knowledge’, whereas sometimes it is important to disregard the ‘over knowledge’. As I said, this performance toured quite a lot abroad, and I have the experience of seeing it both in Zagreb and abroad.


�	 I’ve seen around 10 performances of this piece and I’ve witnessed only once that the audience simply sat down and wouldn’t move. This turned out to be the weak spot of the performance because this performance profoundly depends on the movement of the audience. Audience in a way performs as a fuel for the performance, as that which provokes both verbal and physical material of the piece. Though the dancers have their own contingent of set movements, they vary it in interaction with the audience. If the audience doesn’t move, they rely only on the fixed material and the performance loses its potential richness in physical material.


�	 The notion of “the dramaturgy of deliberate chance” stands for the fact that the system that the performance uses is highly coded and controlled, however, what the final results (or the prevailing parameters) are somewhat dependent on chance. The motto could be ‘nec sorte nec fato’, neither chance nor fate, epitaph on the grave of professor William Rutherford, one of the first vivisectionists who performed his experiments on living organisms (Jon McKenzie, Perform of else (London: Routledge, 2001), pp. 236, 222)


�	 Though I’m of course aware of the negative connotation of the word parasite, and it would be ridiculous not to be, since the language, alas, does not belong to me which means I cannot say with great authority: ‘This does not have a negative connotation!’ I will still use it as a complex metaphor borrowed from biology, to describe such co-existence of two species that actually combines mutualism with parasitism meaning that both species in some respect profit from the relationship, but at the same time the relationship might be harmful for both of them, though not at the same time, depending on the point of view. Another model of my thinking of parasitical relationship is that of a pregnant women and the foetus which functions usually as an emotional catalyst, and helps clear the negative connotation – it is socially accepted as a predominant paradigm that there is nothing negative about foetus parasiting in the body of the mother because that is the condition for a new human being to be born. All experimental practices parasite on conventional practices (and vice versa) as its Other, their perception is dependant on the knowledge of conventional theatre. It is extremely difficult not to measure them against each other, because it is precisely this juxtaposition that makes their ideological universes more clear.


�	 The idea of a quarantine came about as a result of the fact that this performance developed in the framework of SEAS project whose focus was widely covering harbours, seas, travelling. 


�	 Deleuze & Guattari in A Thousand Plateaus, Capitalism and Schizophrenia (University of Minnesota Press, 1987)


�	 Bojana Cvejić and Ana Vujanović, ‘Open Work. Does it deserve a theory today?’ Maska 20:5/6, 13-23 (p. 21)


�	 Bojana Cvejić and Ana Vujanović, ‘Open Work. Does it deserve a theory today?’ Maska 20:5/6, 13-23 (p. 15)


�	 It is not entirey appropriate to use this word, because virus, in fact, does not fossilise well.


�	 Bojana Cvejić and Ana Vujanović, ‘Open Work. Does it deserve a theory today?’ Maska 20:5/6, 13-23 (p. 15)





