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A certain tendency of joining fields of art, culture, philosophy and science has become more visible 
in previous few years, especially via specialisation of a part of contemporary art practices in 
direction of mixing installation- and body-art with certain popular scientific practices, like software,
biological or medical engineering. This trend has already resulted both in theoretical and curatorial 
aestheticisation of art+science based works, but also in initiatives of their further 
institutionalisation. One such example is the Cultural Centre of European Space Technologies 
(KSEVT) recently opened in Slovenia, following the motto of future culturising the space instead of
its militarising. The majority of such projects put stress on collaboration between artists and 
engineers of natural sciences, whilst social ones have been only rarely taken into account in this 
respect. The marginalisation of social sciences in this relation could be generally understood as a 
part of the mainstream's continuous efforts to depoliticise art, but also as a problem of dominant 
paradigm of the social sciences, in sense of ignoring the political potential of art and not taking a 
significant part in its practices, and vice versa. The intention of my contribution is to re-think co-
relations, intersections and co-operations between fields in question.

However, connections between art and science are not a new phenomenon. If we recall for instance 
Marcel Duchamp's work titled 3 Standard Stoppages2, we can see that such “in-between” works 
have already been realised a century ago. If we go a bit further and relativise or change the meaning
of art to a creative act that could be always present, in sense of “a coefficient that exists, to varying 
degrees, in all human activity”, as suggested by Maurizio Lazzarato,3 then we could also imagine 
Nikola Tesla's workshop as a good example of art+science based installation, an experimental work 
on the edge of dominant science intended to produce both new knowledge and new aesthetics, that 
corresponds with today's popular agenda of sustainable development.

In accordance with introduced thoughts, my intention would be neither to elaborate the possibilities 
of joining together the four fields – art, culture, philosophy and science –, being more or less 
separated through long history of struggles for power, nor to try to justify artists' desire to recognize
art's junction with science. Instead of that, I will rather try to put into question the very 
classification of human creativity and thought to fields and disciplines, being enabled both by 
written and unwritten postulates of identification, which is very visible in various procedures and 
processes of standardisation, selection, evaluation, justification, habilitation, rewarding, reviewing 
etc. Besides dominant practices of privatisation of cognitive “human resources” – i.e. knowledge 
and creativity, through controlled inclusion operated by so-called creative industries, think-tanks, 
incubators, boards of experts and so on – there are also live practices of research and creativity 
based on building, strengthening and thinking the common. They are, for those who care about 
political emancipation, a crucial answer to the terror of identification.

1 This article is based on my article presented at the 40th
 
International Colloquium of the Slovenian Society of 

Aesthetics held under the title Surplus Art: Art–Science–Philosophy and took place at Museum for Contemporary 
Art in Ljubljana, 10-13 October 2012 (http://www.sde.si/2012.html).

2 Orig. title: 3 stoppages étalon. 
3 http://vimeo.com/12512661 (at 06:25).
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Art is often understood as something fluid, luxurious and also unserious, Culture is much promoted 
as a matter of strengthening tourism and preserving heritage, Philosophy is understood as an elitist 
play of mind and Science should be a solid foundation of western civilisation of ever growing 
development-in-progress. It should be not forgotten that such stereotypic understandings of the 
fields stand together with their officially and traditionally accepted positions within systems of 
education, distribution of “cultural goods” and other state apparatuses. However, when thinking 
relations between the fields we are (un)consciously tending to adopt usual classification – be it 
official or unofficial – and therefore accept separation between these fields. Such separation is 
somehow taken for granted. But is it necessary to think these fields keeping them separated? My 
assumption is that the abolition of the fields is immanent to emancipation, for it is ultimately based 
on heterogeneity of approaches, concepts, thought and action that is impossible to reach being 
limited to the dictate of fields. Long history of building and maintaining strict identification of the 
fields and further sub-identifications within disciplines and sub-disciplines have led to the highly 
specialised, but often closed-circuits of thought, resulting in a systematic administrative splitting of 
the very idea of thought, which now almost could not be imagined as an activity of free research 
that should go hand in hand with certain enjoyment of discovering and creating – deliberated from 
the terror of discipline. What I also want to stress is that creating art is not more or less 
“extraordinary” than other creative activities, yet it could be very special and even elitist business if 
we accept the terror of discipline. Our relation to the identification itself is the key that determines 
whether we do accept any of the fields as a “special one” or not.

Here should be noted that specifically established usage of the term science – mainly having in 
mind natural sciences – is in most cases a wrong linguistic surrogate for what was previously 
understood as knowledge. In order to better understand the reasons for systematic divisions of 
knowledge we will take a slight digression to recall Immanuel Wallerstein's elaborations on the 
perception and processing of knowledge.4 He reminds us that no sharp division between science and
philosophy has existed until the end of the 18th century. So for Kant it was totally normal to give 
lectures on astronomy, poetry and metaphysics. The point is that the knowledge used to be accepted 
as a single scope two centuries ago. Soon philosophy was separated from science by the request of 
those who were advocated to empirical science, which resulted in emerging of the modern 
university and introducing of its departments, cathedrae and disciplines. University in the 19th 

century has already institutionalised the separation between science and other areas, in most cases 
humanities, arts and literature, that all used to be a part of faculty of philosophy. Science on one 
side has been stressing empirical and experimental researching and verification of hypotheses. 
Humanities on the other side have been pointing out the empathetic insight, later named 
hermeneutics. The results of this division are well known: sciences have claimed that humanities 
could not discover the truth. They wanted people to learn the truth instead of inventing it. Before 
that the searching for the truth, the good and the beautiful used to be closely interlaced, if not one 
and same thing. Scientists decided to deal only with the real letting philosophers to search for the 
beautiful and the good. Such separation of knowledge into two “cultures” has led us to the big 
obstacle between two artificially created research fields etc.5

 
The acceptance of such developed 

identification in and within science, philosophy and art, based upon supposed fields of research that 
are determined in advance, has created the basic condition for a closed-circuit, i.e. non-political 
thought. Accordingly, the culture is understood as a field that subordinates art, that anyhow lost its 
supposed autonomy. From that point of view, it is not surprising that it seems as if we have to deal 

4 Wallerstein, Immanuel: World-systems Analysis (London: Duke University Press, 2005).
5 Cf. ibid.
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with a reunion of these fields, to introduce an interdisciplinary approach etc. But there is a risk of 
being caught into trap of interdisciplinarity as an artificial – in fact, managerial – solution for 
joining together what was previously separated by modernity itself, creating only another branch of 
an isolated scientific discourse. Interdisciplinarity has somehow become an emergency exit from 
the terror of disciplines, that actually supports their existence and further fragmentation. 

Both aesthetics and art are “victims” of the fragmentation of humanities, often practised through 
language. The present contamination of the word art – meaning everything and nothing at the same 
time – is only an indicator of colonising language/discourse by countless variations of meanings. 
“Studies of empirical democracy” or “applied aesthetics” are only two of many lingual absurdities 
travestying meanings of words in service of manipulation with knowledge via academic discourse. 
Wasn't it the same with the appearance of the term applied art that suddenly made the rest of art 
(non applied) sound useless, superfluous, also a sort of luxury, or vice versa, made applied art 
somehow inferior? Only minority of this unnecessary art becomes a “surplus value” tended to make
profits or symbolic profits, whilst the majority of it stays out of the privileged territory to fight for 
survival.

Now, I will briefly point out some thoughts on the present state of exploitation based on science, 
that could be easily applied to the field of art, too. What we are facing today could still be illustrated
by the following Pierre Bourdieu's notion:

“The governors – merely by their existence – are imposing certain principles as a universal 
normative, which then they use in their own practice.”6

Privatisation of profit and socialisation of debt has influenced every single cognitive and creative 
activity, resulting in an expected process of decomposing public space, precarisation and 
criminalisation of life and further marginalisation of critical research. Art is now dominantly 
perceived as a highly specialised area of aestheticised ideas. In such circumstances the true 
innovation is actually not desirable, but is rather under control, in the service of profits. There are 
self-referential systems of science and culture, both producing a systemic inequality of involved 
parties. This does not mean that the governors who take part in the struggle in culture are not legally
chosen. Unsurprisingly, they are the (official) representatives of the cultural community. Such 
condition is nothing else but a derivation of the system of representative democracy that we have 
today as a justification of capitalist exploitation.

The borders of disciplines, as observed in the past by Bourdieu, have been defended by more or less
codified, prescribed, coherent and demanding right to enter. There could be intersections between 
disciplines, some empty, some fulfilled, that offer a possibility to obtain ideas and informations 
from a bigger or smaller number of sources. Innovation in science often emerges from these 
intersections. However, the question that rises here again is: do we need to search for links between 
virtual fields (Art, Culture, Science and Philosophy), or, is it a better approach not to accept the 
fields policy itself? My proposal is that the policy of fields deserves to be refused, for going beyond
the fields opens up a space for deliberated thought, whose critical artwork is always capable to 
conceptualize its own aesthetic dimension. Furthermore, a process based on creativity in its essence 
always includes science, as well as it includes philosophy. Instead of exclusiveness of the fields that
have to be artificially bridged to achieve certain intermediality, the praxis of inclusive approach 
enables free experiment as a basis for an emancipatory research, or, by the term of Colectivo 

6 Cf. Bourdieu, Pierre: Znanost o znanosti in refleksivnost (Science de la science et réflexivité, 2001), Liberalna 
akademija, Ljubljana, 2004, p. 107
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Situaciones, a militant research, which

“works neither from its own set of knowledges about the world nor from how things ought to be. On
the contrary, the only condition for researcher-militants is a difficult one: to remain faithful to their 
'not knowing'. In this sense, it is an authentic anti-pedagogy”.7

Protagonists of the emancipatory research are therefore capable to produce the knowledge outside 
of the dominant cultural system, to produce and sustain a culture beyond the Culture. The very 
production of knowledge in such way expresses the rebellion against the dominance, but what is 
more important, establishes an affirmative relation towards researching without being limited to the 
requests of disciplines. In fact, such approach successfully removes importance of identifying 
knowledge by means of scientific, artistic and cultural classification. Relativising identification is in
fact possible, or, is a consequence of “looking into (social) practices for the emerging traces of a 
new sociability”.8

3

Art+culture+philosophy+science practices based on common and demonstrated through sociability 
are emerging between disciplines and categorisations. They can be established and built-up outside 
of canonised bodies, methods and institutions. The common is inherent to the personal engagement 
of a protagonist in a social space, who is not-only-an-artist, -cultural worker, -philosopher or 
-scientist, and to the very space of socialisation. It is about “attempts to work under alternative 
conditions, created by the collective itself.”9

 

Refusing to accept rules of the representative system that governs art, culture, philosophy and 
science as canonised disciplines is a possible answer to the condition of inequality that they 
constantly reproduce. The development/organisation of the non hierarchic condition is the key 
emancipatory condition to oppose and go beyond the division into disciplines as carriers of power-
excercises of their governors and contributors. Recalling Jacques Rancière's key-concept at this 
point seems a necessary step: those cultural agents-artists-scientists-philosopers who are present 
where no place is set aside for them and those who introduce chaos into the usual, strictly 
hierarchical order by refusing to accept its rules, they consequently introduce scandal into the social
order of inequality – the order that is taken for granted and considered unchangeable – the scandal 
of thinking and of democracy.10 Refusing the fields as supportive mechanisms of governance is 
from that point of view the refusing of governance itself. Such power is then a political power and it
is expressed as the power of those who have no natural, self-evident justification for governing over
those who have no natural, self-evident justification for being governed. The abolition of the fields 
of art, culture, philosophy and science on a discursive level is therefore written in the emancipatory 
condition.

7 Colectivo Situaciones: On the Researcher-Militant, 2003, p. 1–2 (They are referring to the Jacques Rancière's The
       Ignorant Schoolmaster: Five Lessons in Intellectual Emancipation. For Joseph Jacotot all pedagogies are founded 

on 'explication' of something given by someone from a superiority of intelligence, and produces, above all, 
'explicated kids'. On the contrary, 'ignorant schoolmasters' teach without explicating. They can teach what they do 
not know because they organise their experiences according to a radically different principe: the equality of 
intelligence.)

8 Ibid., p. 2. 
9 Ibid.
10 The scandal of democracy consists precisely in stating that democracy cannot be anything but the absence of (any) 

governance.
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Consequently, this is an ultimate point of disidentification of the specialized/professional artist, 
cultural worker, philosopher and scientist, and their anonymous, supposedly ignorant public. 
Contrary to the myth of being famous for only 15 minutes, that condition enables anyone to enter, 
contribute to and be involved in the common (of art-culture-science-philosophy). Surplusness of the
art in junction with culture, science and philosophy is then an irrelevant reference.

Abstract

When thinking relations between art, culture, philosophy and science, we are (un)consciously tending to adopt separation between 
these fields. It should be noted that specifically established usage of the terms culture and science is, in most cases, a linguistic 
surrogate for what could be understood as creativity and knowledge. The acceptance of classification, based upon supposed fields of 
production that are determined in advance, creates ideal condition for a closed-circuit—non-political—thought. From that point of view, it
is not surprising that it seems as if we have to deal with a reunion of these fields, to introduce an interdisciplinary approach etc.. Still 
there is a risk of being caught into interdisciplinarity as an artificial solution for joining together what was previously separated by 
modernity itself, creating only an independent branch of cultural or scientific discourse. However, the question that rises is: do we need 
to search for links between virtual fields, or, is it a better approach not to accept the fields policy? The abolition of the fields opens up a 
(social) space for deliberated thought, where critical artwork is capable to conceptualize its own aesthetic discourse.

Nenad Jelesijevic focuses on thinking of the critical artwork, the interrelated practices of activism and art, political emancipation and 
articulation of the common. He is a contemporary art critic, publicist, researcher and interdisciplinary artist of an-art tandem KITCH. He 
holds a PhD in Philosophy and Theory of Visual Culture (Critical Artwork and Symbolic Capital, 2012). His work is mostly affiliated to 
KITCH – Institute for Art Production and Research, based in Ljubljana (www.kitch.si). 

5 / 5


