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Nuclear Fusion and Artas Fission
ByNuno Rodrigues

In the recent show FUSION NOW!, curator J.J. Charlesworth invited his exhibitors to imagine
technologically produced abundance. But without a vision of social revolution, what kind of politics
was the show promoting, and were the artists on message?, asks Nuno Rodrigues

FUSION NOW! MORE LIGHT, MORE POWER, MORE PEOPLE is no ordinary art exhibition and
yet it claims to be a show about 'art’s relationship to the political world of the present.’ This is not to
say that contemporary art is particularly uninterested in the politics of the present day; there are
numerous examples to the contrary. The peculiarity of FUSION NOW!, however, stems from the way
in which the current political state of affairs informs it. It is unusual to see contemporary art as the
harbinger of a position in one of the debates seemingly emerging from the ‘public sphere’. Today, art
that is loosely supportive of humanist goals continues to be the object of official patronage. By the
same token, it can also appear anachronistic and well behaved when compared to some of the more
‘bonkers’ cutting edge art, or even compared with something less blatantly humanistic like relational
art. But this is not a sufficient reason to deter J.J. Charlesworth, the curator of FUSION NOW!, from
summoning contemporary art into the core of the ‘public sphere’ and participation in the ‘common
good'.
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This is not to say that the art selected for FUSION NOW! is humanistic. From a formal point of view,
this is a show that addresses the legacy of modernism, maintaining a necessary aesthetic distance or
ambiguity in relation to the concrete public debates that frame it. In this sense, the relation between the
public sphere and the individual artworks is supposedly secured by a kind of affiliation of the latter to
the ideological stratum of the canonical bourgeoisie and not by an overt engagement with the
particularities of current public disputes. This seems to be the rationale by which Charlesworth
mediates between the art shown and the show’s brief. However, these artworks engage with their
implied affiliation critically, first putting into question the idea of culture as the privileged place of
subjectivation and consequently manifesting serious doubts over the ideological sustenance of the
common good, the public sphere, universalism and humanism.

The idea behind FUSION NOW! is the championing of nuclear power, fusion energy, as a means to
surpass the limits and dangers of fossil fuel consumption. There is a small publication accompanying
the show that argues for the endorsement of fusion energy as the solution to the current problem of
energetic limitation and environmental damage and which avoids the reactionary trap of
environmentalists’ back-to-nature approach. The publication is comprised of four texts:
Charlesworth’s ‘FUSION NOW! Art and the Politics of Energy’ briefly introduces the artworks on
display and the texts included in the booklet and explains the show’s main concept; Professor Mike
Dunne writes about the scientific and technological adventure of nuclear fusion whose imminent
arrival will provide a profitable, green, and almost endless source of energy; ‘Green Energy’ by Joe
Kaplinsky and James Woudhuysen explains the limits of ‘green’ and ‘renewable’ sources of energy in
meeting current demand, while showing how the much needed exponential increase of green energy



production would imply the collapse of its alleged environmental friendliness; finally, in ‘The
Cornucopian Manifesto’, James Heartfield argues that capitalism draws its power relations from an
economics of scarcity which, paradoxically, has been materially overcome by its own technological
progress, and whose logic is served by the puritanical and reactionary arguments of environmentalists.

And art? Given that the argument over the cleanliness and limitlessness of fusion energy versus the
limitations and not-so-greenness of green energy is strictly a matter of technical dispute, here we must
see the role of art as particularly related to the general ethical position underlying the advocacy of
nuclear energy. 'Energy is political’ writes Charlesworth. But, despite Heartfield's comment on
capitalism and the management of scarcity, what emerges from these four texts is a general ethical
attitude towards technological progress and the respective promises of abundance. Very little is said
regarding the collective and socially transformative power that nuclear energy might bring or how the
embrace of technological progress is immanently political. Ultimately, the advocacy of abundance,
without a strong political revolutionary underpinning, becomes the advocacy of ‘more of the same’,
which is as political as it is conservative. With this in mind, it is fair to say that the starting point of
FUSION NOW! is a general ethical position towards technological progress and material plenty and
not the ‘politics of the present day’.

It might be the case that FUSION NOW! attempts to show the way in which art can establish a bridge
between a general, ethical position concerning technological progress and the political problematic
stemming from it. Charlesworth says that art, like energy, is 'inherently political’. Some of the art
shown here, including work by artists like Liam Gillick, John Latham, Freee and Laura Oldfield Ford,

is evidently concerned with politics. But if the art on display touches upon some political aspects
emerging from the optimistic embrace of material expansion via technological development, it does so
to question it. An overview of the show warns the viewer that the embrace of material abundance
through technological progress should be taken with a pinch of salt, to say the least. Certainly some of
the irony and disenchantment present in the artworks shown is the result of a self-reflective judgement
through which contemporary art is saying how uncomfortable, even unbearable, it is to hold to
modernism. It cannot sing the future promised by technology like some modernist art did.
Contemporary art, this contemporary art at least, is particularly interested in reminding us that
modernism is over, even if it persistently emerges as something yet to resolve. From the standpoint of
the exhibition’s concept, the self-reflection on modernism becomes a wary sign regarding the
apolitical endorsement of modern technological progress. It says: ‘we’'ve been here before, and the
result was not so palatable.’
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Take for instance Alasdair Duncan’s wd@kir New Mechanism Releases New Human Potentials
(2007). This is a rotating banner composed of abstract geometric shapes in bright colours. The
pictorial composition seems to refer to modernist geometric abstract painting which, in this context,
clearly can’t be regarded naively. Modernism’s celebration of technological progress was manifested
through formal and material innovation and experimentation, mirroring those advances in an artistic
vocabulary. This is clearly not the intention here. Furthermore, the reuse of a modernist pictorial
language in the rotating banner seems to represent the way in which basic geometric shapes have
moved, in the course of modern history, from the world of autonomous art to the world of advertising
and branding. It seems that the title of the work and indeed its description in the booklet — which at
some point states that 'Duncan’s banners imagine a community that has not yet come into being’ — are
to be taken somewhat ironically.



Another example of the redeployment of modernist aesthetics is Roger Hidntitled (2007): a

white light bulb covered in semen. The oval bulb, which emits a powerful bright light, making it
difficult to look directly at it, invokes a cosmological and somewhat mystical conception of the
embryonic state of the universe and its immense potential energy. This pristine shape, with its
immanent cosmological pregnancy, is nonetheless formally corrupted by the semen that covers it
partially with an irregular layer of brownish hue. Semen might mean ‘life’, but here it is dried, dead
and formally not whole. The semen that is dead, dead matter — death — undoubtedly shatters the
optimism present in the cosmological ‘eggness’ of the bulb. As irretrievably unrealised potential life,
the semen seems to refer to dead energy, entropy, rather than failure or sin. Certainly there is
ambiguity in Hiorns’s piece. The source of energy, the bulb, is man-made, and the ‘natural’ source of
life, the semen, is dead. It is terrifying to read this work as a reminder of the irredeemable human costs
inherent in modern, technological progress. This is where cosmology becomes the subject of history.

Certainly Laura Oldfield Ford’s intricate pencil drawinipur Decadent Sins Will Reap Discipline

(2007), does not wield the moral circularity of consumerist perdition as a deterrent to excessive
consumption and the over-production of obsolescence it produces. It is indeed within a suburban
landscape saturated by over-consumption, replete with scrapped TV sets piled high — the refuse of
spectacle — and greasy breakfasts dripping over the sides of plates, where frail moments of human
serenity, captured in the split of a photographic second, emerge. Here, the artist is not exposing the sin
of over consumption as the obstacle to a world of abundance: it regulates it at its best. Clearly, the
guestion of affluence versus poverty is not being posed as a kind of ethical moment of either one or the
other, but rather as a double regulative system where the irrevocable expansion of capital is
padoxically managed by a logic of limited consumption. More importantly, the generic term

‘abundance’ is pertinently indexed to the unlimited consumption of low cost commaodities and the
associated over-production of obsolescence they entail. Is ‘abundance’ socially equal? Does
‘abundance’ necessarily produce waste? Beyond a generic ethical discussion of material affluence, it is
to the commaodity — with its social and economic systems of consumption and production — that
scarcity and abundance must refer.
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WITH'’s work, g-Part 1: Think-base Artefac{007), presents the process that led an advertising
agency to win a spurious brief, concocted by the collective, to 'relaunch its brand of water’. WITH’s
ironic ventriloquism of corporate ‘social responsibility,” with its cool image, associated jargon and
advertising techniques, seems to be targeting the blatant transformation of the ‘green cause’ into a
fashionable and expensive, middle class product. The work would appear to address the problem of
‘soft’ or corrective environmentalism which advocates minute but accurate corrections in (middle
class) consumer habits as a means to ‘correct’ environmental problems, neatly side-stepping the
environmentalism which proposes radical, even if regressive, social change. Furthermore, the
aesthetics of ‘process’ and bricolage deployed by the advertising campaign suggests that contemporary
art’s interest in makeshift objects and assemblage may also be undergoing a parallel, market oriented
appropriation.

The fact that the art exhibited is not adequate to the idea that prompted the exhibition is not a problem
in itself. Despite Charlesworth’s optimistic description of some of the works, he is not claiming to

have found in this art an unconditional ally for the cause of fusion energy. It is nonetheless interesting
to see that against the backdrop of technological optimism, art seems to hold the position of prudence
and suspicion. What is more disconcerting is that, once these artworks are read politically, art’s reserve
is grounded on a more or less incisive critique of current capitalism that, positively, does not lead to an
optimistic embrace of technological progress and material abundance. The connection between



Puritanism and the formation of capitalism is a historic given. On the other hand, in classical economic
theory the increase of value is related to the principle of scarcity. But it is also a fact that
environmental activism is, in its most radical form, waging war against the social system and
economic model of the present day. From a formal and conceptual point of view, the art shown in
Fusion NOW! is far from endorsing a return to a pre-modern harmonic relation with nature. On the
contrary, it is ‘modern’ and ‘autonomous;’ more bourgeois, so to speak. As such, it seems rather
concerned with the fact that technological development is emerging in a social system where no one
has a grip on capital and where the existence of a ‘public sphere,’ in which art can ‘participate,’ is
regarded as ideological nostalgia. Here, the show's illusory rehearsal of the public sphere is the
reiteration of the aesthetics of modernism. Reactionary environmentalism may find some solace in
that.
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Liam Gillick’s work, Kalmar Received a Great Deal of Attentid®74), (2007) is telling. Itis a

computer animation showing a car moving at constant speed and colliding with a factory, provoking
an all-over-the-screen terminating explosion. The fact that a car, a mass produced artefact, runs into a
factory, the place of manufacture, would seem to refer to a moment of implosion for industrial society,
and possibly the end of the Fordist model of production. This moment of historical reflection upon the
post-industrial condition is emphasised not just by the content of the video but by its medium, a
computer animation, which announces the informational world to come. But this is also a video of
minimal movement, simple and inexpressive shapes, devoid of all colour. In sharing some aesthetic
traits with conceptual art, it gains in abstraction, becoming more diagrammatic, less historical. In its
abstract diagrammatic quality, it works as an image of collapse that is proper to the logic of modernity;
a collision and explosion that is temporally moveable and can be fixed to different moments belonging
to the history of modernity. Would it be possible to see the car being propelled by nuclear energy and
colliding into a nuclear plant?

Nuno Rodrigues <nunofaleiro AT hotmail.com> is a PhD candidate at the Middlesex Centre for
Research in Modern European Philosophy, Middlesex University

Info
FUSION NOW! was at Rokeby Gallery, 21 November — 20 December 2007

http://www.rokebygallery.com/

Art Stripped Bare by Post-Autonomists, Even
ByJohn Cunningham

January’s Art and Immaterial Labour conference at the Tate brought together some famous names
from post-Autonomia to discuss conjunctions between the dematerialisation of art and
immaterialisation of labour. John Cunningham reports

Upon hearing that some of the stars of the post-autonomist scene — Maurizio Lazzarato, Judith Revel,
Franco Beradi aka Bifo and Antonio Negri — were to give presentations at a conference examining the
conjunction of ‘immaterial labour’ and art, my initial reaction was fairly sceptical. The concept of
immaterial labour has always showed signs of strain at the sheer weight of revolutionary expectation



placed upon it — a carrier of a subversive charge so immanent to capital that it is almost already here.
This conclusion has been subjected to an incisive critique by more sober analysts within autonomist
Marxism such as George Caffentzis, Steve Wright and Sergio Bologna, amongst others. Given the
pre-eminence of symbolic production inherent to immaterial labour, that Lazzarato and Negri, both
intimately connected with the theorisation of immaterial labour, should now be addressing the role of
contemporary art did seem oddly appropriate. However, it was also a source of potential disquiet.
From the mass worker operaismgworkerism) to the socialised worker of Autonomia to cognitive
labour — would the cycle of struggles end in the self-valorisation of the knowledge worker and
ultimately the artist? Such a schema is an easy caricature of this variegated discourse around the
possibilities of resistance in post-fordism. Indeed, immaterial labour has lent itself to an uncritical
optimism regarding its potentiality to give rise to the subversive subjectivities of the multitude.

After an introduction by Peter OsborneRddical Philosophyco-organisers of the conference) and

Eric Alliez of Multitudes Lazzarato presented his paper, ‘Art, Work and Politics in Disciplinary
Societies and Societies of Security.’ It immediately became apparent that one major problem of the
conference was to be the difficulties of translation. This was unfortunately the case despite the
uniformly excellent work of the translators, mainly Arianna Bove of Generation Online. Whereas
Revel and Negri with some hesitancy but good grace read their papers in English, Lazzarato relied
upon a simultaneous translation that caused him to cut sections and occasionally become confusing.
Bifo seemed more comfortable speaking English and this showed in his more charismatic delivery.

The audience was substantially different from a political event, philosophers seeming to twitch and
mutter in a more muted way. This subdued atmosphere may also have been due to the particular
psychogeographic effects of the Tate Britain lecture hall upon the docile subjectivities within it,
inducing a soporific daze in even the most hardened post-autonomist acolyte.

In a reading of Marcel Duchamp’s readymades and Franz Kafka’'s short story ‘Josephine the Singer’,
Lazzarato attempted to trace the possibility of a third term between the dichotomies of work and play
established by capital. He described this as a suspensive space emerging through a gesture of refusal
within the practice of art that consists of the appropriation of everyday objects, as in the readymade,
through a minimal activity that removes virtuosity from the production of art. This problematised
several themes theorised by Michel Foucault that Lazzarato characterised as the ‘society of security’,
wherein the production of a certain amount of ‘freedom’ to produce value necessitates the
management of difference. The injunction to create is subverted by such an artistic gesture; the
distinction between the everyday and art, work and play, become subject to a double suspension and
within this space there is the production of a more subversive subjectivity subtracted from the
demands of utility and value.
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Autonomist and post-autonomist thought has always had a place for Bartleby-style negation and it is
unsurprising that Lazzarato’s paper should reintroduce a figure of the refusal of work in the guise of
artistic practice. Lazzarato’s reading of ‘Josephine the Singer’ introduced the figure of the public and
the worker into this analysis since Josephine, while an artist, only sings in a way that is easily
replicated by the other workers. Lazzarato argued that it is a similar suspension that diffuses artistic
labour across the social.



There was a Bataillean ‘unemployed negativity’ — a surplus at the heart of the productive apparatus of
capital — in Lazzarato’s interpretation of Duchamp that placed it dangerously close to positing the kind
of ‘outside’ to capital that Judith Revel's paper sought to dispute. Revel also based much of her paper,
‘The Material of the Immaterial: Against the Return of Idealisms and New Vitalisms’, on Foucault.
From an analysis of Foucault's work on art, Revel’s main concern was the production of resistance
through the irreducibly materialist networks of biopolitical production. The most interesting part of her
paper was a sustained polemic against Giorgio Agamben’s concept of ‘bare life’ as the basis of
biopolitics and political sovereignty. It was Revel’s contention that Agamben’s ahistorical formulation
of bare life, subtractive trace or remainder of biological life, reformulates Foucault’'s concept of
biopower only to remove all sense of agency from the subject.
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Revel's reading of Foucault's ‘technologies of the self’ emphasised the role of art as a process of the
production of the subject albeit intertwined with networks of governmentality. She emphasised the
complex interaction between these poles of subjectification and the infinity of ways that power is
employed within this process of governmentality to create value within ‘immaterial labour’. Against
Agamben, who she maintained posited an impersonal universality of bare life as what remains and
resists, Revel insisted upon an account of the production of resistance that is historical and materialist.
One that contains a potentiality that is embedded in contemporary forms of production, an
immateriality that is not opposed to the material. Nonetheless, a fairly classic reformulation of
biopolitics within this strand of post- Autonomia. Bare life, for Revel, simply did not exist. She

viewed it as an attempt to produce a theory of the margins that contradicted the insight of Foucault that
it was necessary to invent forms of struggle that act upon the relations of power and produce new
forms of subjectivity. Revel's emphasis upon an ‘aesthetics of the self’ as a form of political agency, is
itself problematic. It particularly lends itself to identity politics, the production of a marginal

oppositional subject, and tends to downplay capitalism, the present system of production, in favour of
more abstract networks of power.

While Revel’s critique of Agamben is a necessary corrective to the way that bare life has almost
become a new critical orthodoxy in discussions of biopower, it might prove more difficult to dismiss
bare life than the above summary suggests. Agamben has produced, in bare life, a concept that
articulates a particular aspect of the operation of political sovereignty over ‘life’ in contemporary
society. Whereas Revel emphasised the ‘marginality’ of bare life, Agamben is always at pains to
underline that bare life, while originally situated on the margins of the political, now coincides with it
in a ‘zone of indistinction” and is diffused throughout society. It is not so much that we are all
necessarily one step away from the camp or rendition centre, as much as that we are always already
bare life in our everyday lives. Perhaps with reference to works, stdteddany Headed Hydrar

The London Hangeldy Peter Linebaugh, bare life could be historicised as one of the originary forms
of primitive accumulation. Peter Osborne’s droll assertion that ‘Agamben is over’, to which Revel
punched the air, seemed a bit premature.

As opposed to the sobriety of much Marxist theory, autonomist and orthodox, there is a certain
philosophical drunkenness in much of the discourse that propagates ‘immaterial labour’ as the
repository of antagonism towards capital; an eclectic theoretical ensemble composed of Marx,
Foucault, Deleuze, Guattari and Spinoza. This eclecticism was on full display at the conference. While
having the advantage of extending a broadly Marxist analysis in line with new conditions, it can also
lead to a theoretical delirium that was most evident today in the figure of Bifo, a drunken master who



administered a Zen slap to the general optimism of the 'multitude’.
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Beginning with an analysis of the Manifesto of Futurism, Bifo emphasised the shift in technology

from the externality of modernism to the internalisation of the machine in contemporary subjectivity.
Whereas the focus of the previous two papers was on the production of subjectivity through the
conjunction of art and resistance, Bifo, in his paper ‘Conjunction/Connection’, argued that there would
be no next wave of subjectification or political agency due to the shift from a society based around
‘conjunction’, composed of machinic assemblages that produce gaps and lines of flight, to a society
based around ‘connection’ and the sensory overload of ‘semio-capital’. In the society of ‘connection’,
Bifo argued, the interpreter must learn to recognise a sequence, there is no room for ambiguity and the
inability to recognise such a sequence leads to various social anxieties, expressed in
psycho-pathologies such as panic, suicide, self-mutilation, etc. In fact Bifo predicted a ‘wave of
suicides’ that he also related to the collapse of distinctions in time due to an increased ‘precarity’. This
production of an overwhelming sprawl of time, paralleled in the infinite expansive capabilities of
‘cybertime’ and cyberspace, marked the end of a future based upon any kind of technological speed
based upon relative use value.
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Bifo’s despair was genially universal. He rejected any application of art as activism as already
superseded by the deterritorialising flows of capital, more efficient at mobilising the potentialities of
the ‘general intellect’. Any form of creation was an intimate form of exploitation within what he

termed a ‘Prozac economy’. Much of this did sound like the Baudrillard/Kroker axis of cybertheory
that was influential in the 1980’s and 1990’s. An important proviso is that Bifo was speaking from the
heart of a strand in post-Autonomia noted for its relative optimism. His assertion that the precarious
nature of labour and its subsequent expropriation of time leads to an inability to project oneself as a
political subject grounded his dystopian vision in a critique of the rhetoric of ‘immaterial labour’, that
has an almost evangelical zeal for the potentialities of the multitude. Bifo advocated the 'intellectual
potency of depression’. This was surprisingly well received at the conference, perhaps because of the
strangely invigorating qualities of a dose of pessimism and the sense that, however pessimistic, he had
in no way given up. However, Bifo’s description of Lenin’s three nervous breakdowns produced
images in my mind of the old Bolshevik weeping and writiigat is to be Donehat | would rather

forget.

There was a real sense in the panel of a shared political engagement and particular warmth between
Bifo and Negri, who stated that Bifo’s questioning of Autonomist orthodoxy in the 1970’s, was

correct. In comparison to his expressive, charismatic manner when presenting something in Italian
Negri was restrained and heroically concentrated upon reading his paper in English. ‘Concerning
Periodisation in Art: Some Approaches to Art and Immaterial Labour’, marks one of the rare instances
where Negri has explicitly addressed Art, in contrast to Badiou, his major rival in questions of
subjectivity and radical politics. He began with a broadly post-Autonomist spin on a classic trope in
Marxism — the link between different modes of production and forms of art. Commencing with 1848
and the beginning of the cycle of emancipatory politics with the artisan, Negri emphasised how
Courbet articulates something of the real of the struggle of the period 1848-1871, then how post 1914
the abstract forms of artistic production correspond to the increasing abstraction of labour and capital



in the period of the mass worker. Post 1968 and into the 1970’s, with the gradual emergence of the
socialised worker he emphasised the role of the dematerialisation of art as a de-structuring
demystification of the object and apparatus of capital.

This is a very rough précis of the first part of Negri’'s paper because by this point the long day of dense
theory was beginning to take its toll and | was craving my own subtraction or exodus in search of food
and alcohol. However, it did seem that in drawing such broad strokes Negri ran the risk of removing
the singularity of particular moments of art that might be related to sequences of emancipatory politics.
For instance, the rupture in art constituted by Berlin Dada (1917-20) has an undoubted relation to the
politics of the Spartacist revolt that cannot be quite explained by such a periodisation.
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Negri suggested that artistic production is subsumed within the biopolitical production of life that
traverses industry and creates the ‘commons’. However he proposed a contemporary role that would
create an ethics capable of dealing with the ‘monstrous’ real of the biopolitical while postulating, with
reference to Kant, a model of the sublime expressed in the creativity and resistance of the ‘commons’.
What Negri was suggesting is similar to Jameson'’s notion of ‘cognitive mapping’, perhaps with the
added ’joy in production’ that Negri's reading of Deleuze and Spinoza contributes to his brand of
post-Autonomia.

A frustrating aspect of the conference was the lack of specific contemporary examples, excepting Bifo,
that might add flesh to the immaterial bones of a post-autonomist reading of Art. For instance the
sound art collective Ultra-Red would seem to be a perfect example of a dematerialised practice that
refuses the commodification of free downloads and immersion in art institutions. By being based on
the net; their sound-based research into political struggle and social space, and emphasis upon the
exchange between Art, politics and organisation, would seem to embody a model of interaction
between art and ‘immaterial labour’. Another aspect that the relatively broad strokes of the conference
singularly failed to address was the whole system of the art market, the production of value and the
networks of institutions that create value from artistic practice. Odd, given that everyone speaking was
a Marxist of sorts, and speaking at the Tate Britain. It was a relief that the focus of the conference was
upon the possibility of resistance through the production of subjectivity and not the beginning of some
sort of shift towards art as the embodiment of this. What emerged in the papers presented in the
conference was an eclectic series of reflections that emphasised the role of art in the biopolitical
production of subjectivity and resistance.

‘Dematerialisation’ or conceptualisation of art aside, one of the reference points of the conference
suggested another possible ‘dematerialisation’ into the purely conceptual: that of this particular strand
of post-Autonomia itself. Conferences such as this illustrate the danger of theory becoming its own
self-regarding end point, reaching a plateau of conceptualisation that is divorced from the messy,
concrete reality of the political. It is easy within the production of radical theory to mistake the
statement for the thing itself. Politics, contra-Badiou, rather than being one of the conditions of
philosophy, is expressed in increasingly opaque theory that mistakes itself for a politics when it is
really a substitute. It is unfair to describe this strand of post-Autonomia, given that it's still informed
by the network of activists, social centres, etc., formed in the anti-capitalist movement as completely
within the bounds of such a shift, but some of the rhetoric of ‘immaterial labour’ is well suited to the
self-valorisation of the academy.



John Cunningham is a writer who lives in London

Info:
Art and Immaterial Labour conference was held at the Tate Britain, London, 19 January 2008

Generation Online
[http://www.generation-online.olg/

Radical Philosophy
|http://www.radicalphilosophy.com/

Multitudes
|http://multitudes.samizdat.nejt/

Ultra-Red
|http://www.ultrared.org/directory.html

Some audio from the recent 'Art and Immaterial Labour’ event at the Tate Britain is available:

Here http://www.ecopolis.org/art-and-immaterial-lapor/

and

Franco 'Bifo’ Berardi| http://download.yousendit.com/EC92CF1437048096

Maurizio Lazzaratd: http://download.yousendit.com/ASE1E3981A1(Q7724

Antonio Negri] http://download.yousendit.c¢m/2BB45E0011C01B90

Videos of some of the presentations and discussions:
[http://www.mazine.ws/node/5[7 4
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