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			Introducing Flusser Studies

			 The idea behind Flusser Studies

			The present project of an e-journal about Vilém Flusser’s works and theories and the interdisciplinary approaches they have inspired started at the annual Modern Language Association meeting in Philadelphia in 2004. Anke Finger had organized a special session on “Print History, Posthistory, and Vilém Flusser,” with Rainer Guldin, Mark Poster, and Andreas Ströhl, the editor of Flusser’s English anthology Writings, presenting. Quite unexpectedly, the panel was very well attended. According to members of the audience, Vilém Flusser is swiftly becoming a known “entity” around the world, and his work is appearing in translation in many different countries and in highly visible publications, for example in Critical Inquiry, one of the premier English-language journals in the Humanities. 

			This marks a new development in the study of Flusser’s works and ideas. Flusser’s success as a philosopher and writer used to be linked to the technological euphoria of the early nineties, a short period in which new means of communication such as the Internet and cell phones merged with the process of globalization. Flusser’s reception surfed that wave, and – for a short time – his texts seemed inspiring, if not prophetic. With publications such as Ins Universum der Bilder Flusser appeared to promise a “revolution” triggered by the computer age, by a new era of images, and by international dialogue. This dialogue was enhanced via computerized networks and assured reconceptualizations of society, human interaction, democracy, and identity. After his death in November 1991 – at the height of his career – his lively reception slowly began to slacken and shifted to a more muted canon of quasi post-romantic or post-idealist positions on the promise of the Internet and computer technology. However, many readers from a considerable variety of disciplines have since recognized and acknowledged the limited treatment Flusser’s works have received; in fact, it could be argued that Flusser’s reduction to a media philosopher and to a media “prophet” of the early nineties has gravely sidelined other and perhaps more important topics and texts of his prolific career. 

			In essence, Flusser’s oeuvre presents a daunting case of undiscovered territory: not only has he published in different genres, in different disciplines, and on different topics, but he also wrote in four different languages. To speak of a fragmentation of scholarship in Flusser’s case is to understate the problem or the challenge. Flusser’s various texts have become “disciplined” and “nationalized” to a degree that it will require serious dialogue and interdisciplinary work on an international level to create what may be called Flusser Studies: the media theorist, the cultural historian, the art critic, the Brazilian Flusser, the German philosopher, and the Jewish writer – to name but a few – need to meet. We, Rainer Guldin and Anke Finger, agreed – post-MLA-panel and pre-dinner – that an international and critical scholarly reception of Flusser’s multi-faceted oeuvre has yet to commence and we began to discuss a possible venue.

			In the past, venues have not been lacking. On the 21st-22nd March 1992, a group of friends met in Strasbourg to create a network entitled “Angenommen” (suppose that), also a title of one of Flusser’s later books. The group’s aim was to keep Flusser’s interdisciplinary and multilingual thinking alive. Around the same time the Flusser-Archive was founded in Den Haag under the direction of Edith Flusser, Flusser’s widow. In December 1992, the Goethe-Institute in Prague organized the first of a series of international symposia dedicated to the memory of Flusser: “Vordenker der Nachgeschichte.” Additional symposia followed: Antwerp (October 1993), Graz (1st-2nd October 1994 – “Erfahrung und Unschuld”), Munich (October 1995 – “Telepolis. Stadt am Netz”), Tutzing (18th-20th October1996 – “Realität und Virtualität im Anschluss an Vilém Flusser”), Budapest (15th-195th March 1997 – “Intersubjectivity: media/metaphors, play & provocation”), Bielefeld (26th-29th November 1998 – dedicated to Flusser’s Towards a Philosophy of Photography), Puchheim (5th – 7th March 1999 – “Anthropologische Ansätze bei Vilém Flusser”), São Paulo (12th-13th April 1999 – “Vilém Flusser no Brasil: uma apresentação”) Tokyo (2000 “Zukunft denken. Der Kommunikationsphilosoph Flusser”). The last one so far was held on the Monte Verità in Ascona (26th – 28th October 2001 – “Mehrsprachigkeit und Übersetzung. Vilém Flusser, Philosoph des Vielfältigen”). Unfortunately, the tradition of the annual symposia stopped after that, although there is a possible revival in sight: for October 2006 the University of Mainz in Germany is planning a meeting on the ‘Brazilian’-Flusser. More detailed information about this upcoming event will be available soon on our news-page. 

			14 years after his death, the “disciplining” and “nationalizing” of Flusser is related to his numerous publishers as well. Many different publishers have printed his books and essays, and a variety of editors have issued anthologies, interviews, and letters. His work is scattered, though: in Germany, for instance, Hanser, European-Photography, Fischer, Philo, Bollmann, Steidl, and orange press all adopted Flusser into their programs. In Brazil, Annablume, Relume-Dumarà, Edusp, and escrituras publish different Flusser texts. This prohibits easy access to any definitive text by Flusser. Scholarly work is further complicated by the uncertain future of the – incomplete and yet to be fully catalogued – Flusser archive at the Kunsthochschule für Medien in Cologne, Germany. Attempts to publish a critical edition of his collected works have failed so far, for financial but also for editorial problems, including copyrights. As a result, academic research on Flusser poses problems and is scarce; monographs on Flusser are few and far between, with Rainer Guldin’s Philosophieren Zwischen den Sprachen (Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 2005) being the latest, and a lot of the research is relegated to papers presented at meetings and symposia in part, too, because of Flusser’s ambiguous status in a discipline-conscious academy. Of the 11 international symposia held so far only three – Bielefeld, São Paulo and Ascona – have published their papers, thanks to the private initiative of the organizers: Gottfried Jäger (ed.), Fotografie denken. Über Vilém Flussers Medienmoderne,  Bielefeld 2001; Gustavo Bernardo and Ricardo Mendes (ed.), Vilém Flusser no Brasil,  Rio de Janeiro 2000; Rainer Guldin (ed.), Das Spiel mit der Übersetzung. Figuren der Mehrsprachigkeit in Vilém Flussers Werk, Tübingen und Basel 2004.

			In most cases, failed publication is due to lack of funding. It is, however, most lamentable that these contributions were not made available in other form. Therefore, one of the aims of Flusser Studies is to publish these and other papers to consolidate the abundant foci of international and multilingual Flusser scholarship and to begin a dialogue between disciplines as well as nations and institutions.

			Creating a network

			In his later works, Vilém Flusser conceived of human relationships as a network in which each individual represents a knot: his notion of the telematic society which he formulated in the late 1980’s, well before the advent of the Internet. In this possible future society everybody is technically linked with everybody else and therefore part of a collective dialogue spanning the entire world. Flusser saw this dialogical net already realized, if only in embryonic form, in the telephone system where everyone can call another participant or be called by him or her. He considered this bi-directional exchange the only democratic form of communication in opposition to the one-directional functioning of television. With television, communication is not structured to form a net of equal participants conversing with each other by exchange and transformation of information. Television works like an amphitheatre: information is produced at the centre and then sent to the periphery which does not have the possibility to respond to or actively contradict the program so as to influence and change it. With the Internet, a global interchange in the sense of Flusser’s telematic society is now becoming possible, depending on the accessibility of computer technology. This global interchange is also our goal: Flusser Studies has been created among other things to construct nets and networks of the most various kind: between all those scholars and readers interested in Flusser’s work and life, that is, between people living in different countries and on different continents; but also between his early work in Brazil in the 60s and 70s and his later work of the 80s and early 90s, mostly written and published in German. Indeed, the strong centripetal tendency mentioned previously regarding the editorial fragmentation of Flusser’s writings cannot be separated from Flusser’s own life and work: his life and work in between different continents and languages, in between philosophy, essayism, literature, history, zoology, media and communication theory. Even if the general interest in Flusser’s work is not as strong as ten years ago, it is not waning; in fact, it has spread away from his media philosophy and from concentrating in Germany to include and make space for his many other ideas and texts and to include the ideas and works of scholars and readers from many other countries. In order to consolidate and connect these various and manifold readings and receptions of Flusser, we need a focal point, an international platform from which to coordinate and further research and academic interest in Flusser throughout the world. 

			Aims

			Flusser Studies seeks to pick up the thread of the earlier Angenommen-network by systematically expanding and coordinating academic research across geographical and linguistic borders; by trying to foster international interest in Flusser’s ideas; and by focusing on the richness of his texts as well as on the shortcomings and inner contradictions of his thought. The e-journal is not intended as an enterprise devoted to the work of one author only. Flusser’s philosophical heritage is going to be used as a starting point from which to investigate new areas of thought, with particular stress on interstitial aspects of theory-making, that is, the various converging and contaminating processes originating at the borderlines of different disciplines. In this sense, the articles to be published do not have to be specifically about Flusser himself, but can also explore areas related to his thought or carried out in his spirit. 

			Contents of the inaugural number

			Flusser Studies will publish a wide range of contributions, including book-reviews and conference-reports. For this first issue we have comprised three different kinds of texts: an English version (previously unpublished) of a 1964 paper in Portuguese by Vilém Flusser himself, two essays written especially for this issue and two other papers, one of which was presented on a different occasion but has not been published so far. 

			In his short unpublished English text Thought and Reflection Flusser explores the two contradictory and complementary sides of thinking. This essay is the English version of a speech delivered in Portuguese at the Public Library of São Paulo on December 5th 1963 at the end of a series of lectures. Pensamento e reflexão was published twice, in Revista Brasileira da Filosofia – volume 14, number 53, January/February /March 1964 – and in a collection of essays Da religiosidade (São Paulo, 1967) that has been recently reedited (São Paulo 2002). 

			Paola Bozzi rereads Flusser’s Vampyroteuthis infernalis in the light of Vaihinger’s ‘Philosophie des Als-ob’. Phillip Gochenour shows the relationship between Flusser’s concepts of the self and dialogue with analogous concepts in contemporary systems theorists such as Niklas Luhmann, Humberto Maturana, and Francisco Varela. Ricardo Mendes comments upon the exchange of letters between Flusser and Rouanet revealing new and unexpected sides of Flusser’s thought. In his text “Flusser und der Dialog,” finally, Andreas Ströhl explores the relationship between the philosophy of Martin Buber and Flusser’s concept of dialogue. 

			Looking ahead

			The May issue will be open to general articles, and we are now actively seeking submissions (please see Notes for Contributors). For November 2006 and May 2007 we are planning two special editions, the first focusing on “Flusser and Brazil” (Guest editor: Gustavo Bernardo Krause) and the second on “Flusser and his Czech Origins” (Guest editor: Katerina Krtilova). While the first seeks to present current work on and/or with Flusser in Brazil, the May 2007 issue will present research from the “Vilém Flusser Center for Media and Culture” at the Charles University in Prague and print the excerpt of an interview with Edith Flusser. 

			At this point, we would like to invite all of our readers to send us feedback and to suggest topics for future issues. We seek to connect Flusser scholars in any country and Flusser readers with each other, and we would be grateful for information on Flusser scholars as well as for information on the publication of Flusser texts in various languages. Depending on the response to Flusser Studies, we may also implement a listserv to facilitate easy dissemination of this information. In short, Flusser Studies seeks to initiate a dialogic community in the sense of Flusser’s telematic society and – to borrow terms from Flusser’s essay included in this inaugural edition – to support both doubt and risk in order to make us “thinking things.”

			Rainer Guldin / Anke Finger 	

			Lugano (CH) and Storrs, CT (USA), November 2005

		

	
		
			Vilém Flusser, Thought and Reflection

			The Brazilian Institute of Philosophy, having invited me to deliver this talk in conclusion of the various courses on philosophy in 1963, has given me the opportunity to state some rather unorthodox views concerning that process we call “thought”. I am grateful for the honor and the opportunity and I propose, as a starting point, the Cartesian distinction between “res cogitans” (the thinking thing) and “res extensae” (the extended things). We may doubt the extended things, but the thinking thing is undoubtable. The relation between these two worlds, i.e. between the doubtful world of matter and the undoubtable world of thought, is rather mysterious and can be established only with “concursus Dei” (the help of God). This Cartesian view of the world, which opposes thought to body and establishes a relation of subject — object between them, and which bases this relation on faith in God, this view is one of the roots, nay the principal root, of Western civilization such as we know it. We can say, in a certain way, that [the] Modern Age, (the age of Western triumph), is no more than the progressive realization of the Cartesian viewpoint. During [the] Modern Age the thinking thing, (“the subject”), attacks the world of bodies, (its “object”), with the mysterious double purpose of understanding and modifying that world. Science is the method by which the thinking thing envelops bodies, in order to understand them. Technology is the method by which the thinking thing clings to bodies in order to modify them. The very success of these two methods, which is the triumph of the West, is also, to my view, the beginning of the end of [the] Modern Age, and therefore, of the West. This very success shows that the knowledge which scientific understanding gives us is as doubtful as the extended things it investigates, and it shows, in consequence, the futility of the modifications which technology operates within that doubtful world. In other words: the epistemological and ethical conquests of Western thought in its advance against the world of matter reveal progressively that something lacks, (possibly “concursus Dei”?), and that something is profoundly wrong with the Cartesian view from which Western thought stems. For instance: Modern physics shows progressively and in many ways that the foundation of matter is thought, since the elements of matter such as positrons, neutrinos etc. are more like symbols of thought than anything else, and since they are fundamental processes in which the distinction of “subject” from “object” can no longer be made. Therefore modern physics reveals the problematicity of the Cartesian distinction “thinking thing — extended thing”, and that something is very wrong with science as a method of knowledge. Another instance: Technology has modified the world of bodies up to a point where we can imagine a stage of infinite abundance and leisure, but we already know that this will in no way diminish the anxiety and tediousness of human existence: it will very probably intensify them; therefore something is very wrong with technology as pursuit of happiness. Both methods of Western thought have become doubtful and the reason for this must be sought in the concept of “thinking”, such as this concept was outlined by Descartes and progressively realized by the West during [the] Modern Age.

			Descartes establishes a dichotomy between matter and thought, body and soul, the doubtful and the undoubtable, and this dichotomy is, to my view, nefarious. But I confess that it is very difficult to overcome. This dichotomy, far from having arisen in the Cartesian system, is already contained within those primeval myths from which Western civilization [has] sprung. Christianity is their ritualized expression. From this point of view Descartes is no more than Christianity explicit. It is Christianity that distinguishes between that which should be saved, (the “soul”), and that which can be given up, (the “body”). The opposition thought: matter is therefore not a consequence of an epistemological distinction, (as it seems to be, if we consider Descartes alone), on the contrary, it is the outcome of a complex whole, which is ethical and religious, and of which we partake. We have been projected by this whole[,] we live in it and thanks to it, and it is therefore enormously difficult to try and imagine some other way of life, some other project, within which the nefarious division between thought and matter were not included. We know that there are other kinds of civilization, for instance the Hindu civilization, which is so far from accepting our division that it conceives of materialized spirit. In fact, our ghosts are Hindu intruders. And we know of so-called “primitive cultures”, which live in pre-logical worlds, i.e. worlds previous to our distinction. But it is impossible for us to experience those projects (which are alien for us) on an existential level. But it is necessary for us to at least try to evade our project, if I am in the least right in claiming that the opposition “thought to matter” threatens our civilization. If I am right in claiming that the very success of science and technology tends to plunge us into the abyss of tedium and futility, we must try it. Up to a certain point I believe we can evade our project. Not, to be sure, by eliminating it, but by making use of our power of reflection. This power can take us to the roots of our origin, namely to where, “in illo tempore”, took place the opposition “thought:matter”, the division between soul and body. Our power of reflection should lead us, therefore, up to that point where, (to quote a myth), we were expelled from Paradise and where our thinking, which is our exile, began. 

			The power that I just mentioned and that I called reflective, what power is it? In order to throw light upon it, let us return for a moment and consider the process of thinking as I just described it. I said that thought envelops bodies, in order to understand them, and that it clings to them in order to modify them. Thought is, therefore, the process of grasping which expands into the world of bodies in order to devour them. The methods of this devouring process are science and technology. But there is another direction in which thought can move, namely the opposite direction. In this motion thought turns against itself in order to devour itself, i.e. to understand itself and modify itself. The term “reflection” shows where this kind of thought moves to, namely into the direction opposite to advancing thought. The German term “Nachdenken”, (which means “to think behind or after”) shows how this kind of thought works, namely as a check on thinking. And finally the Czech term “rozmysleni”, (which means “analytical thinking”) shows the result of this kind of thought, namely thought dismembered. Reflection is therefore the inverse motion of thought, wherein thought is being controlled and decomposed into its elements. The method of reflection, which is the devouring of thought by itself, is philosophy. Philosophy is therefore exactly the contrary of science and technology. I had in mind this opposition between philosophy on one side, and science and technology on the other, when I claimed that we should  make use of reflection in order to avoid our plunge into the abyss of tedium and futility. It will not be through more science and more technology that we shall be able to escape the anguish of our situation, but through more philosophy, if we do escape it. It is true that in the description of thought I just gave science and technology appear as the progressive tendencies of thought, and philosophy as the regressive tendency. It is further true that, as a heritage of past centuries, progress is still being considered a positive value, in spite of alarming evidence to the contrary. But there are circumstances, recognized as such even by those who put their faith in progress, (unlike me), in which excessive advance requires withdrawals for rest and consolidation. I believe that our circumstances are of such a nature that science and technology have advanced too far, and that my suggestion to substitute emphasis on science and technology [with] emphasis on philosophy can be accepted by those optimists who do not believe in progress as advance toward an abyss. For them, it will be a “réculer pour mieux sauter”. 

			I said that methodical reflection, i.e. philosophy, should lead us towards our origins, unto depths which I suggested with a myth, namely the expulsion from Paradise. This myth tells us in its dense and poetical language, (a characteristic of all myths), a tale which I believe to be about the mystery of the emergence of thought. Be it understood: it tells us about the emergence of Western thought, not of thought “tout court”, (if such a term has any meaning at all). According to the myth we were expelled and cast out because we ate the forbidden fruit of discrimination between good and evil, the fruit of division and doubt. Paradise can be described as the state of non-division and non-doubt. The banishment from Paradise may be described as the state of division and doubt. It is not, therefore, an event of the remote historical past, but it is a mythical event, that is to say it happens to all of us, as it always did. We are being cast out of Paradise whenever we divide, whenever we doubt. By the way, the term “doubt” has an etymological root in “duo”, which means “two”, and so has the term “divide”. Both therefore imply the loss of one-ness that is the expulsion. In German this becomes even clearer. “To doubt” = “zweifeln” leads to “complete doubt“ = Verzweiflung”, which means to despair. Our desperate banishment from Paradise is therefore the very act of doubting, which is the act of discriminating, dividing, the act of creating order. We were cast out from Paradise into order and progress. We have left behind, without hope of return, the chaos of indistinction and innocence, and we are being cast mercilessly into the cosmos of distinct clearness, which is death, as the myth says. In fact, this seems to me to be the essence of the myth, in Heidegger’s more modern version: “we are outcasts here and we are for death”. But this act of doubting, which is the act of dividing and ordering, and which the myth calls “our banishment”, is the very act of thinking. In fact, “to doubt” and “to think” are synonymous, and Descartes is, in his totality, a result of this synonymy. The Cartesian thinking thing is undoubtable, because it is the thing that doubts. According to Descartes, doubt cannot doubt itself. Doubt can only doubt the dubious, it can subject it to order, it can discriminate within that order, and thus the dubious will cease to be itself and, become undoubtable. Doubt, that means thought, is therefore an absurd process. It doubts in order to cease to doubt, and as it advances, it transforms the dubious, (that are its objects), into the doubtless, (which is doubt itself). Doubt is therefore doubly absurd: it is absurd, because the aim of thought is self-destruction; and it is absurd because thought tries to reach this absurd aim by transforming everything into doubt. Thought, in its absurdity, is comparable to thirst which tries to quench itself by the waters of the sea. This is absurd, because the sea is inexhaustible, and this is absurd, because the more you drink, the thirstier you become. The further thought progresses, the more evident is its double absurdity, the more evident is our banishment from Paradise.

			Two questions impose themselves on our contemplation of the image of thought which I just proposed to you: what is that which thought doubts? and how does thought doubt? In other words: what is doubtful? and to which order is it being submitted by thought? The first question: “what is doubtful?” seems to me to be typically nonsensical, and the problem it poses seems to me to be a typical pseudo-problem. Any answer we might give this question, (for instance the Cartesian answer: “the extended things are doubtful”), would cancel the question, instead of answering it. Any answer to the question would necessarily be a definition of the doubtful, and doubtful defined is no longer doubtful. A definition of the doubtful is absurd, because the doubtful is transformed into thought in any definition, which means that it is transformed into doubt, (which is undoubtable). The definition of the doubtful, though absurd, is the aim of thought; in fact it is the ultimate aim of the process of thought in its entirety. Should thought ever reach that aim, should it ever define the doubtful, this would mean the end of the doubtful, but also the end of thought, which would have nothing left to doubt, and therefore nothing to think about. In fact, if the doubtful were defined, we would be back in Paradise. The doubtful is therefore not something to be defined, but something to be thought about, in fact, it is the horizon of our thinking. It is no something, but it is the where thought expands to. As thought expands into every direction, (just like the cosmos of astronomy), we must say that the doubtful surrounds thought as a limiting situation. Thought rushes on, and as it advances, it pushes the doubtful farther and farther. The doubtful is not something opposed to thought, (it is no “object” of thought” in the Cartesian sense), but it is the moment in which thought suffers the shock with its ever expanding frontiers. In fact, the doubtful, being no something, is nothing, and this is why it is doubtful. Thought, by doubting it transforms it into something, and this is why thought is a process of realization. In the above argument I believe to have shown the falseness of the Cartesian dichotomy “thinking thing — extended thing”, and this is one of the purposes of this lecture.

			The second question: “to which order is the doubtful being submitted by thought?” may now be reformulated thus: “in what order does thought expand?”, and this is an authentic question which admits a clear and meaningful answer. Thought expands in accordance with the rules of language. Thought advances in chains of sentences which are formed in accordance to rules of language, and which follow each other according to the same set of rules. Thought is, in fact, the articulation, (which means the ordering), of the doubtful according to rules of language. We should imagine thought as an expanding web, in which the threads are the rules of language, the knots are the articulations of the doubtful, and the meshes are intrusions of the ineffable. The web is not uniform. Some of its parts are dense, (for instance the one called “physics”), other parts are loose and flabby. In physics the threads of thought, (which are here the rules of the language of mathematics), cover almost entirely the rock of the ineffable, so that there is almost nothing doubtful left, almost nothing left to think about, and thought shows clearly what it is: transformation of the doubtful into language. In other parts of the web of thought the talk that goes on is much looser, and the linguistic character of thought is not as evident. In those parts there is still hope, (hope against hope in my opinion) that thinking and knowledge it produces is something more than a “façon de parler”.

			Let us return to the myth of Paradise lost, in an effort to throw some light on the web of thought which is language. Our expulsion from Paradise is an expression, in the sense of “an outcry”. Every word is such an outcry, and with every word we think we are being expelled and cast out. Every word is an articulation of the doubtful, and it is therefore a loss of innocence. The stream of words, (the “conversation”), as it rushes on, drags us along and takes us further and further away from our origins. But conversation, this stream of words, is organized in the web of language which gives it its structure. Through the meshes in that web we always dwell in the proximity of our origins, even though conversation drags us along, because, as we move on, we take our origins with us. The ineffable hides (so to speak) within the meshes of language, it hides between the words we think, and through these openings we are always in contact with it. Through these openings new words and new thoughts emerge continuously, which means that through these openings we are being continuously cast out of Paradise which we drag along on our path of thinking. The fact that we drag it along is shown by our continued capacity to cry out, to cry out in amazement at the ineffable, thereby creat¬ing new words and thoughts. Each outcry, each new word and thought, is a proof’ that we still dwell in the mysterious proximity of that which is continuously casting us out. It is proof that we think authentically, which means that we are authentic outcasts. But should the web of language close completely around us, should the meshes of language disappear, should discourse become rigorous, (as it does in mathematics), we would lose our capacity for amazement. No new words, no new thoughts would then emerge, and we would revolve in the repetitive circles of idle talk. Physics is approaching this stage of idle talk with great speed, and most of the sentences it utters are already vicious circles reducible to zero. In physics the web of thought has become so dense, that there is no room left for the ineffable to amaze us. There is therefore an air of tedium and inauthenticity about physics, which seems to me to be prophetic. 

			Thought is a linguistic process which continuously springs from the silence of Paradise, and which continuously seeks a new kind of silence. In fact, thought is the expulsion from Paradise in search of Paradise, though of a Paradise of the second order. Physics shows even now the character of the Paradise of the second order: inauthenticity and boredom. The sum total of knowledge which thought supplies is, if rigorously articulated, reducible to zero. The perfect technological civilization which will result from this knowledge, and which will establish the Paradise of the second order, shows even now, (long before it is established), what it will be like: like hell. That perfect technological civilization will mean, in fact, the end of doubt, the end of thought, because it will mean perfect planning reducible to zero. Thought shows here its most absurd aspect: it is exuberant, adventurous and inspiring, as long as it is imperfect, (or “wrong”, because not reducible to zero). But perfect thought, thought successful, thought triumphant, is absolute boredom, mortal tediousness, disgusting idem per idem. Western civilization is approaching perfect thought, because it succeeded in reducing conversation to two very simple and very dense levels: science and technology. On these two levels thought is becoming perfect and totally successful. On these levels our thoughts can be reduced to mathematical and formally logical structures, which in turn can be reduced to zero. Western civilization will establish a perfect society on these two levels, and thus bring about Paradise of the second order. The Paradise of idle talk, of boredom, where nothing amazing can happen and nothing can therefore be doubted.

			I believe that the danger of that sort of Paradise is real, and that we underestimate it, because we still hope for it, although we know, by now, how it will work. Yet, I believe, it can be avoided. I can be avoided if new levels of conversation are opened, levels on which language is not as rigorous and dense as it is in science. To be sure, art and religion are such levels, and they maintain contact with the ineffable and a capacity for amazement. But they are being invaded, pitilessly, by scientific elements, and can no longer deflect the direction of progress. Only methodic reflection can do that, because only methodic reflection is a critique of science. I said that thought is not only a process of expansion, but also one of contraction. It tries not only to know what it is not, but also what it is. It doubts not only of the doubtful, but it doubts itself. This aspect of thought reveals, to my view, a further mistake in the Cartesian system. Thought can doubt itself. This motion of thought, this reflux, this doubt about doubt, is, I believe, the definition of philosophy. Thought is, as I said, a linguistic process. Philosophy may be therefore defined as language talking about itself, as a reflection on language. In fact, though without confessing it, philosophy always knew this about itself, and this was the role it played in the history of conversation. For instance: it reflected upon the utterances of religious conversation, and thus made room for a new kind of conversation to spring from the ineffable, namely science. It now reflects upon the utterances of the scientific conversation. It may thus give rise to a new form of conversation, full of amazement, full of adventure, a conversation about something as yet completely [u]nimaginable. Thus philosophy, as methodic criticism of present conversation, may avoid the plunge of Western civilization into the abyss of the inauthentic silence. Thought is an absurd process. We think, in order to think no more, we talk, in order to stop talking. Thought is absurd, but it is what makes us what we are, thinking things, humans. To be human is to be absurd. To be human is to be expelled from the innocence of Paradise, to be expelled from integration. To be human is to be an outcast, a being in banishment, in short: a thinking absurd being. Let us accept this absurdity, let us think as much a possible, let us doubt on as many [levels] as possible. Rilke says that the foundation of our existence has expelled us, risking us. Let us accept that risk. Let us refuse to be made prisoners of the tired and boring conversation now under way in the Western civilization, that tedious conversation called “progress”. Let us not be afraid of new words and new thoughts. Let us open new openings and experience new amazements. Thus, and only thus shall we be [human], namely “thinking things” (res cogitantes).

		

	
		
			Paola Bozzi, Rhapsody in Blue. Vilém Flusser und der Vampyroteuthis Infernalis

			O poulpe, au regard de soie!

			Lautréamont

			Abstract

			The depths of the sea, their obscure inhabitants and their mysteries have always been a rich source of myths and metaphors for authors and philosophers. Fables about giant squids and monstrous octopuses run through the history of literature and culture. The vampire squid is only a small phylogenetic relic, but it provides a useful model for Flusser’s hybrid philosophical fiction Vampyroteuthis Infernalis. Flusser slips metaphorically into the creature’s gelatinous skin in order to speculate on the paradigms of postmodern life, measuring the abyss from the inside and producing a very peculiar, experimental form of thinking and writing. In the present era of virtual reality and computer simulations, we experience fiction as the only reality. According to Vaihinger’s definition, fiction is a useful construct that is precisely not real, but enables human beings to create and manipulate their environments. His philosophy of “as if” is perhaps the fullest expression of fictionalism and shows its ambivalent potential.

			Zwischen Szylla und Charybdis: sagenhafte Intertexte

			In der weit gefächerten Welt der Lebewesen trifft man unweigerlich auf solche, durch deren bloße Erscheinung und z. T. absonderliches Verhalten die menschliche Einbildungskraft in Erstaunen versetzt und angeregt wird. Allen voran waren es die dem Menschen an Intelligenz ebenbürtigen Kraken und riesenhaften Tintenfische, welche die Phantasie der Menschen beschäftigten. Jeder von uns verbindet etwas mit den Namen Kalmar, Sepia oder Octopus. Sei es, daß man den einen oder anderen Namen von einem mediterranen Fischmarkt oder ihn aus Büchern kennt: Immer hat man eine eigenartige Körpergestalt, Tentakel mit Saugnäpfen und Tintenwolken vor Augen. Die Meeresabgründe und ihre teilweise heute noch unbekannten Bewohner und Geheimnisse gelten Dichtern und Denkern seit alters her als Fundgrube für Mythen und Metaphern. Die Fabeln, in denen Tintenfische als abstoßende Untiere und Monster herhalten müssen, ziehen sich durch die gesamte Literatur- bzw. Kulturgeschichte und konstituieren sich durch einen intertextuellen Prozeß, der bereits vorhandene Sinnmuster anderer Texte absorbiert und verarbeitet. 

			Seit mehr als 2000 Jahren ranken sich Sagen um Monster und Meeresungeheuer, die angeblich in den Tiefen der Ozeane hausen und auf menschliche Beute warten. Gewaltige Kraken, achtarmige, sich mit Saugnäpfen festhaltende und verschlingende Monster, die Schiffe mit samt der ganzen Mannschaft zu sich in die Tiefe ziehen, riesige Seeschlangen die Seeleute in Angst und Schrecken versetzen: Dies waren lange Zeit die Vorstellungen, die sich die Menschen von der Tiefsee gemacht haben. Zu wenig wußte man damals wirklich von dem geheimnisvollen Lebensraum in völliger Dunkelheit und eisiger Kälte. Die im Nordpazifik lebende Krankenart Octopus dolfleini erreicht immerhin Spannweiten von neun Metern und ein Gewicht von 250 Kilogramm, ist aber nicht groß und nicht aggressiv genug, um Schiffe und Besatzung anzugreifen. Geeignetere Kandidaten hierfür wären große Kalmare, die Verwandten des Octopus, die auch Schiffe angreifen könnten, weil sie die Objekte von unten mit ihrem größten Feind – dem Pottwal – verwechseln.

			Die Antike verfügte mit den naturkundigen Berichten von Aristoteles und Plinius schon über recht genaue Kenntnisse der Biologie des Kraken, der ursprünglich offenbar weder Schrecken noch Ekel hervorrief. Ganz im Gegenteil: Das Fleisch des Weichtiers galt als aphrodisisch, und ein Lebewesen, daß mit so vielen Armen umschlingen und mit so vielen ‘Mündern’ saugen kann, mußte zwangsläufig zum Symbol der Liebe werden. Auf zahlreichen Münzen, Vasen und in der Töpferkunst der Knossos, Mykenä und Zypern finden sich Tintenfische als ornamentales Meeresmotiv. Man schätzte besonders ihre Geschicklichkeit und deutete diese als Umsicht und Scharfsinn, ja sogar als Seelenstärke. Zugleich jedoch wurden erste Legenden vom grausamen, in die Tiefe des Meeres ziehenden Kraken gesponnen: Homer schreibt etwa um 650 vor Christus von der Szylla und der Charybdis, welche die Meerenge von Messina unsicher machten. Sein Abenteuerheld Odysseus mußte zusehen, wie sechs seiner tapfersten Freunde verzweifelt zappelnd von dem blutrünstigen, zwölffüßigen und sechsköpfigen Monster Scylla verspeist wurden. Nicht anders als ein Krake, lebte es zeitlebens mit dem hinteren Teil im Felsen und ergriff mit den langen Armen alles Eßbare in ihrer Reichweite – so auch Seeleute von vorbeifahrenden Schiffen. 

			Gruselgeschichten sorgten auch in der frühen Neuzeit für Schrecken unter den nordischen Landbewohnern, wenngleich nun im Dienste der Kirche: Vom trügerischen Kraken – das Wort “Krake” kommt übrigens aus dem Norwegischen –, der mit seinen unzähligen Fangarmen mühelos selbst größte Schiffe in die Tiefe ziehen könne, berichtet der seefahrende Bischof Olaus Magnus aus Uppsala noch im Jahre 1555; auch soll ein Krake – der Sage des Dänen Bartholinus nach – erst dann untergetaucht sein, als die Messe auf seinem Rücken zu Ende gelesen worden war. Ein anderer skandinavischer Geistlicher berichtet vom Polypen, den Fischer in etwa 150 Meter Tiefe auffinden können. Davon erzählt auch Jorge Luis Borges in seiner ‘imaginären Enzyklopädie’ Zoología fantástica, die dem kombinatorischen Spiel mit den Hinterlassenschaften einer obsolet und nutzlos gewordenen Gelehrsamkeit entspringt und zugleich jenen Punkt markiert, an dem vielleicht erstmals die Möglichkeit entsteht, die Irrtümer der Vergangenheit zu genießen: “Der Kraken ist eine skandinavische Form des Zaratan und des Seedrachens oder der Meerschlange der Araber. Im Jahre 1752 veröffentlichte Erik Pontoppidan, Bischof von Bergen, eine Naturgeschichte Norwegens, ein Werk, das wegen seiner Gastlichkeit oder Leichtgläubigkeit bemerkenswert ist; aus ihm ersehen wir, daß der Rumpf des Kraken eineinhalb Meilen lang ist und seine Arme selbst das größte Schiff umfassen können. Der Rücken ragt gleich einer Insel aus dem Wasser. Erik Pontoppidan geht so weit, die folgende Norm aufzustellen: ‘Jede schwimmende Insel ist ein Kraken’. Ferner schreibt er, der Kraken pflege durch das Ausscheiden einer Flüssigkeit die Meeresgewässer zu trüben. Aufgrund dieser Erklärung vermutet man, daß der Kraken ein ins Riesenhafte vergrößerter Tintenfisch ist…” (Borges 2001: 57)

			Im 19. Jahrhundert wurde die Geschichte vom Schiffe versenkenden Seekraken Vorbild für Jules Vernes berühmten Roman Vingt mille lieues sous les mers (1870), der die Kenntnisse seiner Zeit und besonders jenes Ereignis verarbeitet, das sich an Bord des Segelschiffes “Alecton” zugetragen hatte. Jules Verne berichtet nicht nur, wie es der Besatzung des Unterseeboots  “Nautilus” in aufreibenden Kämpfen gelingt, diese “Ungeheuer” zu vertreiben, sondern im Vorspann der Szene (18. Kapitel) unterhalten sich mehrere Besatzungsmitglieder und der Erzähler über die Legende vom Riesenkraken (Verne 1981). Auch Herman Melville (Moby Dick, 1851), Jules Michelet (La mer, 1861), Isidore Ducasse comte de Lautréamont (Les chants de Maldoror, 1869) und anderen griffen den Mythos vom Riesentintenfisch auf (Melville 2003; Michelet 1983; Lautréamont 1973). Eine imposante prosaische Bearbeitung dieses Themas stammt von Victor Hugo. In seinem Roman Les travailleurs de la mer, der 1866 erschien, geht es um den fast aussichtslosen Kampf seines Helden Gilliat mit einem fürchterlichen Kraken, der zugleich an eine Hydra und einen Vampir erinnert. Gilliat, der nach einem Schiffbruch einsam auf einem Felsen hockt und dort zum Muschelholen ins Wasser muß, wo das Untier haust, erleidet entsetzliche Visionen von seinem aquatischen Widersacher (Hugo 1991).

			Durch den undogmatisch-spielerischen Umgang mit naturwissenschaftlichen Erkenntnissen konstituierten sich zur selben Zeit andere phantastische Wirklichkeitsentwürfe. Herbert G. Wells Wissenschaftsromanzen  (scientific romances) wurden dank der konstruktiven Methode einer ästhetischen Integration von science und romance zu gattungsgeschichtlichen Prototypen der modernen science fiction mit ihrer wissenschaftlich motivierten Fingierung potentieller Zukunftsentwicklungen. Der Autor nahm den Mythos des Blut saugenden Riesenkraken wieder auf, der in The War of the Worlds (1898) gleichzeitig Primitivität und affektlosen Intellekt symbolisiert (Wells 2001). So ist der Riesenoktopode bis hin zum zeitgenössischen Roman Beast (1991) von Peter Benchley, dem Fortsetzungsroman des Horrorklassikers Jaws (1974), das ultimative Meeresungeheuer und vermutlich verantwortlich für mehr Schauermärchen und Mythen als irgendein anderes Meeresgeschöpf (Benchley 1992 u. 1974).

			Über das Leben des [oder vom] Riesentintenfisches Architeuthis wußten wir lange sehr wenig, denn bisher hatten Wissenschaftler diesen Kraken nur anhand von Überresten und Tentakelteilen studieren können: So blieb bis heute etwas vom Mythos dieses Riesenkopffüßlers erhalten (Heuvelmans 1958; Ellis 1995). Ein lebendes Exemplar ist erst vor kurzem entdeckt und fotografiert worden: Japanische Wissenschaftler lichteten mit ferngesteuerter Kamera das acht Meter lange Tier beim Angriff auf Beute in 900 Metern Tiefe vor den Bonin-Inseln ab . Entgegen dem trägen und lethargischen Bild, das man bisher gemeinhin von diesem Tier hatte, umklammerte der Riesenkalmar die Beute fest mit seinen Tentakeln, ähnlich wie ein Python sich um seine Beute ballt. Damit nicht genug: Nach der Bergung hatten die Saugnäpfe eines beim Beutezug abgerissenen überlangen Tentakels vom Schiffsdeck bis zum Finger alles angesaugt, was man ihnen anbot. Demnach bedarf die Natur keiner Überbietung durch die phantastische Literatur, vielmehr ist das Phantastische der Natur selbst schon eine Überbietung dessen, was die Einbildungskraft auszusinnen und der Verstand zu fassen vermag.

			Als Meerungeheuer ist der Krake in der Tat eine archetypische und paradigmatische Figur: Er ist ein strukturierendes Element des Imaginären, das auch in den Mythen der Maoris und in Initiationsriten eine Rolle spielt. In der diegetischen Dynamik verkörpert er jene negative Elemente, die der jeweilige Held aus der Welt schaffen soll: Das Tier ist sein Gegner und Gegensatz. Als Monster (téras) ist der Krake Wunder, Warnung und göttliches Zeichen auf einmal, hat aber auch eine metaphysische Funktion. In “Eidos und Molluske” schreibt Max Bense dazu: “Das Weichtier, die Molluske, präsentiert [die] lebendige Form des Seins; sie bietet sich als ontisches Zeichen an, indem sie, selber ein Seiendes, das Sein auf seine allgemeinste Daseinsform zurückführt. […] Daß sie aber eine pseudonyme Form zum Ausdruck bringt, dafür bürgt der Umstand, daß sie als ‘bloßer Auswurf’ erscheint, in Wahrheit aber eine ‘preziöse Wirklichkeit’ bezeichnet.” (Bense 1965: 100)

			Durch seine Größe, Formlosigkeit und seine Nähe zum flüssigen Element versinnbildlicht er die Vorstellung vom ursprünglichen Chaos ebenso wie von der lauernden Gefahr am Rande der organisierten Welt, von jener ausufernden verschmelzend-verseuchenden Kraft also, die der zivilisierte Mensch immer unter Kontrolle halten muß. Gerade als mysterium tremendum galt der Octopus im mittelalterlichen Christentum als das Böse schlechthin: diesem war die tierische Gabe zu List und Täuschung nicht geheuer. Der Krake, der seine Beute durch Tarnung täuscht, das Verhängnis nicht erkennen läßt, verkörperte den Teufel selbst. Schließlich wurde er zum Symbol für den Versucher, Verräter, Lügner sowie für den Geizhals, welcher besonders gern Schätze hortet, die er seinen Opfern abpreßte – eine Bedeutung, die sich bis in heutige Zeiten hinein gehalten hat. Das Weichtier versinnbildlichte in jener Zeit aber auch die sündhafte Frau – durchdringend und faszinierend, zerebral und lasziv zugleich.

			Seine imaginierte Lüsternheit findet man selbst im entfernten Japan als Motiv eines berühmten Holzschnitts von Hokusai wieder: Zwischen den Schenkeln einer hingestreckten Frau hängt der Krake gierig am Geschlecht seiner zweifellos verzückten und ekstatischen Beute. Der Octopus, in dessen Geflecht aus Saug- und Greifarmen sich die Opfer verfangen und nicht mehr entrinnen können, bot sich durch seine ambivalente sexuelle Interpretierbarkeit der Psychoanalyse geradezu als Projektionsfeld an und fand schon früh Einzug in die Trieb-Theorie: Seinen Tentakeln verlieh man die Wertigkeit phallischer Attribute, und er selbst wurde zum polyphallischen Symbol umfunktioniert. Einerseits stellen seine vielen Tentakeln eine Waffe gegen die Kastrationsangst dar, indem das als weiblich identifizierte Objekt – dem nach der Freudschen Theorie der Phallus fehlt – in der Phantasie mit einem Penis ausgestattet wird. Andererseits übernimmt der Krake dank seiner Saugnäpfe und der Fähigkeit, etwas zusammenpressen und umschlingen zu können, die Funktion der Verteidigung gegen vernichtende Schuldgefühle – Gefühle, die in heftigen oralen Trieben wurzeln – und erlaubt die eigenen destruktiven Tendenzen befreiend auf das saugende Gegenüber zu projizieren. Genauso gut kann es aber auch Schuldgefühle auslösen, indem der Kopffüßler die nicht an die genitalen Zonen gebundene – und damit Kultur zersetzende – Befriedigung verspricht oder auf die gefürchtete Kastration durch eine “vagina dentata” (aufgrund des bezahnten Mundes und der Speiseröhre des Kraken) hindeutet.

			So spiegeln sich im Polyp von der “Geburt seines Geisterbildes” bis zum “Triumph seines Mythos” (Caillois 1973) die Abgründe unserer Seele und unserer Kultur: “So also taucht er auf aus dieser Fabel (metaphorisch), aus Aquarien (annähernd), aus den Erzählungen von Schiffe verschlingenden Seeschlangen (mythisch), aus unseren Träumen (freudianisch), aus den Taten der jüngsten Vergangenheit (ideologisch). Auch taucht er auf aus unseren utopischen Vorstellungen vom Neuen Menschen – als Haß, der in Liebe umschlägt, als permanenter Orgasmus, als die Verwirklichung des Daseins: im Aufgehen im anderen. Wer beide Seiten seines Auftauchens gleichzeitig sieht, der sieht seine eigene Gegenseite, nämlich sich selbst in zwei einander gegenüberstehenden Spiegeln. Wem das gelingt, der hat diese Fabel gelesen. Einander spiegelnde Spiegel – ist das nicht die Absicht einer jeden Fabel?” (VI 71)

			Science Facts: Dracula der Meere

			C’est quelque chose comme les ténèbres faites bêtes.
V. Hugo

			Nicht “kürzlich […] aus der Pazifik”, wie Vilém Flusser behauptet (VI 9), sondern bereits im Jahre 1899, also fast dreißig Jahre nach dem Erscheinen von Vingt lieues sous le mers, fing der Leipziger Zoologe Charl Chun (1852–1914) bei der ersten deutschen Tiefsee-Expedition den Vampyroteuthis infernalis oder Tiefseevampir – heute noch in verschiedener Hinsicht einer der interessantesten Vertreter der Cephalopoda. Seinen Namen, der übersetzt etwa “der Vampirtintenfisch aus der Hölle” lautet und der einen erschaudern läßt, erhielt er aufgrund der Häute, die sich zwischen seinen Armen aufspannen und ihm das Aussehen eines in einen Umhang gehüllten Vampirs geben. Offensichtlich hat der Vampyroteuthis acht dieser Arme und würde somit in die Gruppe der achtarmigen Kopffüßler gehören. Dieser Schein trügt allerdings, da sich zwei fadenförmige, zu Sinnesorganen umgewandelte Arme in Taschen seines Umhangs befinden. Diese werden offensichtlich zur Jagd im Dunkeln eingesetzt. Aus diesem und einigen weiteren Gründen wird der Tiefseevampir heute als der nächste Verwandte des Kraken-Urahns angesehen. 

			Der Vampirtintenfisch gehört mit seinen 10–13 cm zu den kleineren Vertretern der Kopffüßer. Trotz seiner geringen Größe wirkt er durchaus unheimlich und angsteinflößend – zumindest dann, wenn man ihm in 600 bis 1.000 (nach anderen Quellen bis 3000 Meter!) Tiefe in der pechschwarzen Dunkelheit begegnet. Dies liegt zum einen an den im Vergleich zu seinem Körper riesigen Augen, die zumal häufig rötlich oder bläulich glühen. Die Augen des Vampyroteuthis sind, mißt man sie relativ zum Körper, die größten im Tierreich. Sie machen mit fast 2 cm Breite annährend ein Sechstel seiner Körperlänge aus. Auf die Maße eines Menschen übertragen hieße das, allein die Augen wären so groß wie der gesamte Kopf. Als besonders außergewöhnlich am Vampirtintenfisch jedoch gelten die zahlreichen Leuchtorgane, die fast den ganzen Körper übersäen und die der Tintenfisch scheinbar ganz nach Belieben an- und abschalten kann. In diesen so genannten Photophoren wird Bioluminiszenz-Licht erzeugt. Am Ansatz der paarigen Flossen befinden sich zwei ganz besondere Exemplare dieser Unterwasserlampen, die Vampyroteuthis mit einer Art Augenlid je bedarfsweise verschließen oder öffnen kann. Nähert sich ein potentieller Feind, fangen die Leuchtorgane an der Spitze jedes Armes an zu pulsieren. Zeitgleich krümmen sich die Tentakel nach allen Seiten und lassen so die Konturen des Tintenfisches völlig verschwimmen. Wenn das Tier dann noch eine bis zu 10 Minuten bestehende Wolke von Leuchtpartikeln ausstößt, die ein blaues Licht versprühen, ist sein Angreifer völlig verwirrt: Das Weichtier hat sein Ziel erreicht und kann nun in aller Ruhe in sichere lichtlose Sphären entfliehen. 

			Doch nicht nur seine Beleuchtungstricks sind bemerkenswert, der Vampirtintenfisch gilt auch als der einzige unter den Kopffüßern, der sein ganzes Leben unter extrem sauerstoffarmen Bedingungen verbringt. Wie Meeresbiologen herausgefunden haben, besitzt er einen ganz besonderen Blutfarbstoff (Hämocyanin), der sehr effektiv Sauerstoff aus dem Wasser binden kann, zumal die Oberfläche seiner Kiemen sehr groß ist. Normalerweise läßt sich der Vampirtintenfisch von der Strömung treiben und bewegt sich kaum aktiv. Die großen Flossen und die Häute zwischen den Armen ermöglichen diese Art der Fortbewegung, die jener der Quallen ähnelt. Dadurch hat das Tier eine sehr niedrige Stoffwechselrate, die niedrigste unter den Kopffüßern überhaupt. Um so erstaunlicher, daß Vampyroteuthis bei Bedarf auch zu blitzartigen Bewegungen fähig ist. Dennoch konnte in jüngster Zeit Dr. Bruce Robinson vom Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute, einer der anerkanntesten Meeresbiologen, mit Hilfe eines extra dafür entwickelten, hochkomplexen, ferngesteuerten Tauchboots den Vampirtintenfisch nicht nur aufspüren, sondern auch filmen (MBARI 1998: 14). Robinson gelangen nach unzähligen ergebnislosen Versuchen die ersten Bilder von einem der ungewöhnlichsten Lebewesen dieses Planeten. Fortan galt der Vampyroteuthis weniger als Schreckgespenst, sondern weit mehr als biologische Sensation mit medialem Unterhaltungswert (Iwasaki 2002).

			Mise en abîme: philosophischer Tiefenrausch 
Philosophie dürfte man eigentlich nur dichten.
L. Wittgenstein

			Denis Diderot schreibt in seiner langen Korrespondenz mit dem Bildhauer Étienne Falconet: “L’argument du philosophe n’est qu’un squelette, celui de l’orateur est un animal vivant. C’est une espèce de polype. Divisez-le, et il en naîtra une quantité d’autres animaux vivants. C’est un hydre à cent têtes. Coupez une de ces têtes, les autres continueront de s’agiter, de vivre, de menacer. L’animal terrible sera blessé. Mais il ne sera pas mort. Prenez garde à cela”. (Diderot 1961: 291f.) Die “hundertköpfige Hydra” (eigentlich ein Süßwasserpolyp) ist hier die Figur einer (monströsen) Textualität, die nach der Kreativität eines biologischen Modells funktionieren soll. Damit entwickelt der Mitbegründer und Herausgeber der Enzyklopädie eine Fiktion, die seiner wissenschaftlichen Spekulation Form geben soll. Ähnliches macht Vilém Flusser mutatis mutandis zwei Jahrhunderte später: die Biologie steht auch bei ihm “deshalb voran, weil sie uns ein geradezu mythisches Modell für die in uns noch nicht verwirklichten Möglichkeiten bietet.” (VI 70) Verschiedene im Flusser-Archiv aufbewahrte Titel bezeugen, daß der Philosoph sich Zeit seines Lebens mit Ethologie, Würmern, Parasiten sowie Tierfabeln und mittelalterlichen Bestiarien befaßte. Flusser kommt auch dem Mythos des Kraken auf die Spur und schlüpft in die Haut des Vampyroteuthis infernalis “giovanni” [sic], um dem Menschen seine philosophische Einmaligkeit zu nehmen und zum entscheidenden ‘Seitensprung’ zu kommen: “Ein Gespräch mit Vampyroteuthis ist ein Tauchen ins Ungewohnte. Und ins Ungewohnte muß man wohl tauchen, will man das Gewöhnliche überhaupt erst ersehen. […] Das ist das Motiv zum Gespräch mit Vampyroteuthis.” (VI 37) 

			Dies ist der Versuch, den Menschen weniger als soziales Wesen, sondern weit mehr als Spezies in Frage zu stellen, also eine radikal antihumanistische und zugleich zutiefst ironische Perspektive einzunehmen, die dem Menschen seine evolutionäre Vorherrschaft streitig macht, dadurch jedoch einen anderen, ungewöhnten und unvoreingenommenen Blickwinkel eröffnet. “Die Mannigfaltigkeit und konzeptuelle Unverfügbarkeit des ‘Lebens’ nötigt das Denken zur literarischen Konkretion und äußersten Nuancierung und motiviert damit die ‘Verflüssigung’ des Diskurses” (Esders 2000: 251): Der Verfasser folgt dem Vampyroteuthis in die Abgründe des Meeres, und wir sehen seine Gedanken sich dabei entwickeln, sein Werk organisch werden. Der Flussersche Text kann somit als eine kritische Replik auf das aufklärerische Projekt der abendländischen Moderne, also auf die vollständige Zerebralisierung der Menschheit anhand eines entkörperlichten Denkens aufgefaßt werden, dem jegliche ethische und ästhetische Dimension abhanden gekommen ist: “Ich beginne mein Thema zu verlieren, weil ich mich mit dem Thema identifiziere, und zugleich beginne ich mich selbst zu verlieren, weil ich mich selbst mit den verschiedenen Aspekten zu identifizieren beginne.” (Flusser 1998: 140) Der Vorgang der Abstraktion wird – wie so häufig bei Flusser – in eine ganz konkrete Vorstellung rückübersetzt, denn Abstraktion ist für ihn ein haptischer Vorgang, und “die Struktur der Welt” erweist sich “als Funktion der freigewordenen Hände.” (VI 38) Zugleich wohnt dieser postmodernen Variante der Fabel der Impuls zur Grenzüberschreitung inne, erzeugt durch das Movens der metaphorischen Übertragung: “Sou preso da vertigem filosofica”, so kommentiert ihn Flusser in einem Brief an Lilia Leão. (Krause 2000: 18) 

			Die Fabel kämpft aber nicht nur um die reine Wahrheit, sie macht auch die unreine Wahrheit handhabbar, handlich; sie ist nicht nur billig applikabel für den frommen Hausvater – nach Luthers Rat –, sie ist auch praktikabel für den Oberlehrer, der seine Schüler mit den Exempeln vom bösen Wolf und von der faulen Grille in Schach und auf Trab hält, und sie ist manipulierbar für den Demagogen und Politiker, der sein Volk mit ‘roten Ratten’ ängstigt. Die Fabelprediger sind eben doch keine aufmüpfigen Äsopier, sondern bleiben herrschsüchtige Menschen – und manchmal unterscheiden sie sich eben doch nicht allzu sehr vom Tier. So soll bei Flusser der fiktionale Überschuß, der der Fabel traditionell eigen ist, von seiner Bindung an die Zwecke der Didaxis definitiv befreit und ästhetisch genießbar gemacht werden.

			Ziel ist, einen radikal anderen epistemologischen Standpunkt einzunehmen. Die menschliche Perspektive wird in die eines kuriosen, exotischen, fabelhaften, aber real existierenden Weichtiers übersetzt und zugleich der Standpunkt der Molluske ins Menschliche herübergeholt: “Das ist eine alte Taktik, die tatsächlich Fabel heißt. […] In den Fabeln der Tradition wird zwar den Tieren das Wort gegeben, aber der das Wort führt, ist der als Tier verkleidete Kritiker. Wäre es möglich, wirklich einen tierischen Standpunkt zu uns einzunehmen und auf diesem Standpunkt zu verharren, uns also mit den Augen eines Tieres zu sehen – aber keines Fabeltieres, sondern eines Tieres, wie es uns die Biologie schildert? Diesen Versuch habe ich unternommen.” (Flusser 1996: 42) Durch ein solches “Tierwerden” (Deleuze/Guattari 1980) gewinnt der denkende Geist eine unmittelbare, eine innige Beziehung zu seiner Fragestellung. Er lernt ihren Pulsschlag und ihrem Atemrhythmus kennen. Das bewirkt auch, quasi als Nebenergebnis, daß dieser dann, wenn er mit den klassischen und allgemeinen Problemstellungen und -lösungen in Berührung kommt, sie aus unmittelbarer Erfahrung beurteilen kann – und nicht bloß so, wie es einer tut, der seine Sache nur durch andere kennt. Die klassischen Problemstellungen und -lösungen erweisen sich somit bei Flusser als Erweiterung dessen, was der Geist schon zuvor in sich selbst hat aufkeimen lassen und sich entfalten sah. In einer solchen Konkretion und Greifbarkeit des Gedankens – das Wort “Begriff” erinnert ursprünglich in seiner Etymologie an die taktile Dimension des Erkennens – nimmt aber gerade die Versenkung in das Abgelegene, Marginale eine überraschende Wendung zum globalen Befund. Vampyroteuthis Infernalis ist ein fast wahnhaftes pars pro toto und zeigt Flussers Tendenz zur maßlosen Extrapolation. Denn dieses Weichtier erlaubt ihm als “nachgeschichtlich formales” Modell (Guldin 2005: 361), eine Methode zu entwickeln, die sich außerhalb von menschlicher Vorstellung von Subjekt und Objekt bewegen könnte. Das Denken wagt sich in die Erfindung, um in ihr und durch sie ihren ureigenen Inhalt und sein eigentümliches, besonderes Wesen zu entfalten. Auf diese Weise verläßt der Philosoph den bekannten Boden und verzichtet sogar auf jene Brücken und Geländer, die ihm Unterstützung, Schutz und Führung geben könnten.

			Flusser gibt sich sokratisch, rhetorisch und mutig: Der Leser soll seinem Text nicht mit Zweifeln begegnen, sondern ihm Glauben schenken. Denn der Vampirtintenfisch als Gegenstand der Untersuchung besitzt eine vertraute, eine bildhafte Nähe zum Philosophen, der schwarze Buchstaben auf weiße Seiten setzt und so seine Innerlichkeit zum Ausdruck bringt – und wie in der optischen Maschine Linnés ist er zugleich sein Vexierspiegel. Das Meerswesen bearbeitet ertastend seine Wirklichkeit auf ganz spezifische Weise, so wie der Philosoph die Welt ertastend behandelt, um sie zu erfassen und zu begreifen. Schreiben ist sein Metier, und seine Liebe zur Sprache sowie sein brillanter erzählerischer Umgang mit ihr kennzeichnen ihn als Kind der “Gutenberg-Galaxis” (McLuhan 1995). Flusser mißt in einer ganzen Reihe seiner theoretischen Schriften der taktilen Verbindung zwischen Mensch und Medien eine entscheidende Bedeutung zu. Als Bindeglied zwischen Mensch und Apparaten fungieren für ihn dabei die Tasten. Der Philosoph, der zeitlebens seine Schreibmaschine nicht gegen einen Computer hat eintauschen wollen, bedient sich gerne ihrer metaphorischen Qualität, denn “Tasten sind allgegenwärtig” (Flusser 1985: 23). Sein Ziel ist ein behutsamer, taktiler Umgang des Denkens mit seinem Objekt als bewußte Reaktionsbildung auf den Herrschaftscharakter des Bedeutens: also keine Philosophie “mit dem Hammer”, sondern die Utopie einer gewaltlosen Erkenntnis, “ganz aus der Fühlung mit den Gegenständen heraus” (Adorno 1991: 334). 

			In der Tat bleiben Flussers teilweise visionäre, engagierte Theorien mehr tastende Annäherungen als systematische Handlungsanweisungen. Seine Methode bleibt unkontrollierbar, nur nachvollziehbar und als solche irgendwie ‘abgründig’: “Der Tintenfisch steht für die listenreiche Welt der Jäger, die mit kunstvollen Fallen operieren und alle Schliche und Techniken beherrschen, um ihr Opfer zu Fall zu bringen. Damit ist er ein Bild für das Ich, das Fallen aufstellt, in der Hoffnung, darin die Realität einzufangen. Und es ist ebenfalls ein Bild für den Essayisten, der kunstvolle Texte webt, in die sich sein Leser verfangen soll. Den Ausweg entdeckt dieser allein, wenn er die List durchschaut, und am Faden der eigenen Gedanken aus dem Labyrinth herausfindet. Die List des Tintenfisches besteht darin, Tinte auszuscheiden und sich selbst als einzigen Ausweg aus der von ihm geschaffenen Lage darzustellen.” (Guldin 2005: 358).

			Im philosophischen Tiefenrausch erweitert Flusser das Feld der (Alp-)Träume und fordert seinen Leser dazu auf, die Einstellung der Sympathie einzunehmen. Unter der Führung eines Vampirs der Meere darf dieser mit ihm die “Höllenfahrt” (VI 39) in den dunklen teuflischen Abgrund (Krause 2004: 121), in die Tiefsee der Sinne wagen, gegen die Tentakel des Ich kämpfen, um den Vampyroteuthis und damit sich selbst verstehen zu können. Le poulpe, au regard de soi(e): “Wir müssen in seinen Abgrund tauchen, wollen wir uns in ihm wiedererkennen.” (VI 23) In dem Versuch, aus den Kontexten der Gewöhnung herauszuspringen, berührt sich diese Strategie mit dem Impetus phänomenologischen Denkens: Erst die Befreiung des Betrachtens von allen Vor-Urteilen und kategorialen Zurüstungen ermöglicht eine neue Sensibilität für eine von den Naturwissenschaften weitgehend besetzte Wirklichkeit, für das Einmalige, für das Ungewöhnliche und damit auch für eine Erneuerung des philosophischen Staunens: “Auf diesem Weg erkennt man unseren Planeten Erde, der doch auch unsere eigene Umwelt ist, kaum wieder. Er erscheint phantastischer als Mars oder Venus.” (VI 33) Der Konjunktiv, die tastende Erwägung, die “Philosophiefiktion” (Moles 1990) sind die einzig bewährten Mittel gegen die herrschenden Anweisungen des Bedeutens bzw. die “Messermanipulation” menschlichen Nachdenkens (VI 45). Nur die radikale Hinwendung zum Hypothetischen macht den phänomenologischen Indikativ, den Sprachgestus des Konstativen, wieder möglich. Erst nachdem die Schichten des Gewöhnlichen abgetragen worden sind, erscheinen die Dinge neu, “im Glanz der konkreten Phänomene” (Flusser 1993: 99).

			Science Fiction: Science as Fiction

			Mein Stil ist die Art, wie ich schreibe, das heißt, er ist meine Geste des Schreibens.
Vilém Flusser

			Der Text gibt sich im Untertitel als “Abhandlung samt Befund des Institut Scientifique de Recherche Paranaturaliste” aus. Präsident dieses fiktiven Forschungsinstituts ist Louis Bec, der es als einziger “Zoosystematiker” (Zoosystèmicien) zum Zwecke der Erforschung der Verbindung von Fiktion und kreativer Wissenschaft gegründet hat. Im Zentrum seines Interesses stehen vor allem die poetische Weiterführung der biologischen Evolution sowie die Suche nach neuen Darstellungsformen des Lebenden und weitreichender Animalität. Vampyroteuthis infernalis enthält im Anhang eine Reihe von Tafeln Becs, die den Text weniger bebildern, als vielmehr im Sinne einer Zusammenarbeit zwischen diskursiver und imaginärer Vernunft ihren eigenen gleichberechtigten Beitrag zum Thema liefern. Dabei haftet der Flusserschen (ebenso wie der Becschen) Schilderung des Vampirtintenfisches z.T. noch der Mythos vom Riesenkraken und Seeungeheuer an, als Querverweis auf seine kulturell bedeutende Überlieferung, die zum Experimentieren mit dem ästhetischen Potential der Zeichen, Bilder und Topoi einlädt: “Und dort herrscht Vampyroteuthis infernalis giovanni : der Herr des Lebens auf Erden. Seine Umwelt ist Zentrum allen Lebens – das große Loch, das alles in sich saugt.” (VI 36) Der Tintenfisch ist ein “schleimiges, weiches und langsames Wesen”, er “starrt uns mit seinen haßerfüllten, menschenähnlichen Augen an, während seine pneumatische Haut von Grau zu Violett und Blau wechselt, seine Saugorgane auf- und zuklappen, aus seinem Maul Wasserstrahlen sprudeln” (VI 70f.).

			Aus Sicht der stammesgeschichtlichen Entwicklung sind Tintenfische vom Menschen ebenso weit entfernt, wie die ebenfalls als eklig empfundenen Würmer. Während also die Chordata ein Skelett hervorbringen und ihren Verdauungsgenese forcieren, entwickelt sich bei den Mollusca, also bei den Weichtieren, vor allem der Nervenapparat; darüber hinaus verschmelzen bei den Cephalopoda Fuß, Kopf und Hinterteil und beschreiben eine entgegengesetzte Entwicklung zum Menschen. Während wir uns aufrichteten, um die Hände frei zu bekommen, wanderten die Sinnesorgane der Kopffüßler nach unten. Flusser konzentriert sich in seiner Darstellung ausführlich sowohl auf den Organismus, als auch auf dessen Umwelt, verläßt aber früh die herkömmliche Biologie und Paläoontologie. Denn sein Text kippt metaphorisch in einen Vergleich von Mensch und Vampyroteuthis über (“Mensch und Vampir können als Holzwege des Lebens betrachtet werden”, VI 12) und versucht, die menschliche Kultur aus einer nicht-anthropozentrischen, idealerweise aus einer gegen-anthropologischen Sicht heraus erfahrbar zu machen bzw. zu beurteilen: “Somit kann ein Spiel mit verzerrenden Spiegeln aufgebaut werden, dank dem wir die Grundstruktur unseres eigenen Daseins aus weiter Entfernung und verzerrt wiedererkennen können.” (VI 12f.) Es geht dabei nicht um das Gleichbleibende im Mannigfaltigen, nicht um deren begriffliche Identifikation, sondern um bedeutungsvolle Konstellationen des Verschiedenen, um Analogien zwischen Entlegenem. Das Moment einer versetzenden und verfremdenden, im wörtlichen Sinne ver-rückten Optik wird in den jedes Argument überspringenden Analogiebildungen bis hin ins Literarische transformiert, um es auch für das Denken zu retten. 

			Flusser ist nicht der Typ des Philosophen, der im professoralen Monolog abgeschlossene, systematisch geordnete Gedanken zu einem Thema aufführt: Er schreibt gezielt und spricht den Leser wie einen zu Einwürfen bereiten Hörer an. Dieser darf nicht merken, daß er geführt wird: Das Gespräch mit dem Leser gewinnt erst allmählich aus sich heraus seine Richtung, damit dieser wagemutig das Experiment aufsuchen kann. Derjenige, der schreibt, tut dies mit sokratischer Ironie, als müsse er mit sich selbst erst noch ins reine kommen: Er stellt Vorläufiges ganz dahin, ob etwas herausschaue. Er will den Weg, den die eigene Einsicht genommen hat, den Rezipienten noch einmal erleben lassen. Die Einsicht des Verfassers ist den gleichen Weg schon einige Male gegangen, nicht anders als ein Wanderer, der eine geliebte Landschaft kennt.

			Die Abhandlung strebt Vollständigkeit an, bleibt diszipliniert bei der Sache; Flusser tut dies nicht, schreibt fabulierend essayistisch auf dem Boden der Wissenschaft, und dies ist für ihn “nicht nur die Artikulation eines Gedankens, sondern […] das Ziel einer engagierten Existenz” (Flusser 1998: 140): “Fabeln wie diese”, erklärt er, “sollten sich freilich auf wissenschaftliche Texte stützen.” (VI 69) Der Autor verfährt dabei spielerisch mit ihren probaten Mitteln, bleibt unpedantisch, unterhaltsam und gesellig. Er plädiert für eine “Überwindung des wissenschaftlichen durch fabelhaftes Denken”: “Um Vampyroteuthis auftauchen zu lassen, ohne von ihm verschlungen zu werden, ist wohl zunächst etwas Wissenschaft erforderlich, um sie alsdann ausklammern zu können.” (VI 70) Unbekümmert um die Beweisbarkeit des Geschriebenen, leitet Flusser über alle Schwierigkeiten hinweg, bestimmt seinen Ausgangspunkt frei wie den Punkt seiner Ein- und Rückkehren. Der Spielende bleibt frei, obwohl er sich – solange er spielt – den Regeln fügt. So folgt der Philosoph dem Reiz, welchen Reflexe, Reminiszenzen, Ideen, Probleme in seinem Bewußtsein auslösen. Dieser gleicht dem Faden in einem Netz, der zu Knotenpunkten führt, Querverbindungen aufzeigt und vielleicht sogar, wenn der Faden nicht vorher reißt, blitzhaft etwas von der Struktur des Netzes enthüllt. 

			Flussers Untersuchung des Tiefseebewohners bildet ein bedeutsames Gebiet, angesiedelt zwischen reiner Literatur und strenger Wissenschaft, gewissermaßen den Handelsplatz, wo alles geistig Erarbeitete freimütig ausgetauscht werden sollte. Sie ist vieles in einem – Fabel und Philosophiefiktion, Abhandlung und Essay, literarischer und wissenschaftlicher Text: “Er ist hybrid. In ‘Vampyroteuthis infernalis’ kreuzen sich theoretische Biologie, Phänomenologie der Wahrnehmung und logische Analyse.” (Rapsch 1990: 61) Es geht um eine ‘offene Form’, um eine gestische Kurzprosa, eine ‘kleine Philosophie’ also, die durchaus Ähnlichkeiten mit einem literarischen Sprechen aufweist und als Basis eines Denkens dient, das einer philosophia perennis abschwört und sich dem Ideal einer minima philosophia verpflichtet. (Esders 2000: 250) Offen heißt hier zunächst: Verzicht auf kunstvollen, architektonischen Aufbau und strenge Struktur. Mit klein meint man den geringen Umfang (71 Seiten insgesamt), doch spricht darin zugleich das Vorurteil mit, es handle sich dabei nicht um ‘eigentliche’, ernsthafte, sondern um leichtwertige Philosophie – immer vom fixen ‘System’ und seinen ‘geschlossenen’ Formen aus gedacht. Gestisch ist Flussers Prosa insofern, als sie die Autarkie des abgeschlossenen Werks verweigert und in dem, was sie ist, zugleich auch auf das deutet, was sie nicht ist, ohne deren Unerreichbarkeit und Unverfügbarkeit zu bemängeln. 

			Unsere Zeit aber mißtraut den großen Formen bzw. dem ‘System’, und daraus zieht Flussers Text die volle Konsequenz. Der essayistische Zug des Texts mit seiner Affinität zum Verqueren, zu entlegenen Analogien und geheimen Korrespondenzen stellt einen Widerstand gegen das von der Konvention festgelegte Diktat des Bedeutens dar. Jenseits der Option zwischen den “Maßstäben rhetorischen Gelingens” und denen der “logischen Konsistenz” (Habermas 1988: 222) gilt der kurze Text – in dem sich Genesis und Geltung, Poetizität und Wahrheit, also die Maßstäbe des ästhetischen Gelingens und die der kognitiven oder theoretischen Relevanz sich untrennbar zu einem dichten Gewebe vernetzen – als der Ort einer punktuellen Vermittlung im Zustand globaler Divergenz. Es handelt sich um einen Versuch, um eine Suche, um ein Abenteuer des Geistes als Ausdruck experimentierender Methode des Denkens und Schreibens – was den Text ‘unendlich’ macht (er endet ja mit einer Frage). Das fragmentarisch Unfertige ist der Keim für weitere Versuche zum selben Thema. Gerade wegen seiner grundlegenden Unabgeschlossenheit kann das Schreiben immer wieder am selben Punkt “als ein nicht abgeschlossenes und nie abschließbares Kreisen” (Flusser 1995: 149) neu ansetzen.

			Das gibt dem assoziativen Gedankenansatz und dem kreisenden Gedankenverlauf – von der Gattung ausgehend über die Betrachtung des menschlichen Wegs sowie desjenigen der Mollusca zum Vampyroteuthis bis zu seinem Auftauchen (auch im menschlichen Dasein) zurück – seine prismatische, kaleidoskopische Dynamik, die den Gegenstand variiert. Flussers Sprache ist dabei nicht nur präzis, nüchtern und spröd, sondern auch abstrakt und sinnlich, spirituell und emotionell, poetisch und sachlich – dabei immer durchleuchtet von Intelligenz; sie schaltet souverän zwischen Begriff und Metapher: Die Geste des Hinübertragens (metaphérein) ist die Metapher eines Bedeutens, in der die “figurale Konstruktion aller Begriffe” (Haverkamp 1996: 501), letztlich auch die Latenz des Literarischen im philosophischen Diskurs, erinnert wird. Der Flussersche Text ist mehr ‘Rede’ als ‘Schreibe’ und insofern dem Dialog, dem Gespräch oder der Erzählung verwandt. Und wie eine Rede, ein Dialog oder eine Erzählung wird sie komponiert, nach musikalischen Gesetzen geordnet. Stilistisch greift der Text immer auf das Konkrete, Bildhafte, Anschauliche zurück; er liebt das Vage, die Andeutung, das Spiel mit Formeln und Nuancen. Flussers Denkvorgang hat etwas ‘Rhapsodistisches’ – ein Denkstil, den bereits Kant an Aristoteles bemängelt hatte. Diskontinuität ist ihm wesentlich, die Sprache geht in Sprüngen voran. Die Sätze schlagen dabei eine Bresche durch die Usancen von Diskursivität und textueller Linearität: Die Nötigung zur Widerständigkeit, zur Gegenläufigkeit und produktiven Irritation delegiert die phänomenologische Perspektive an ein genuin literarisches Verfahren, das der gewöhnte Kontext zerbricht und neue unerwartete Verbindungen zieht.

			Von der Fiktion des Begreifens zum Begreifen der Fiktion
Der Stein ist weltlos, das Tier ist weltarm,der Mensch ist weltbildend.
M. Heidegger

			Der Text gibt Aufschluß über die Sichtweise von Evolution und Erkenntnistheorie des Autors: “Konkret ist die Umwelt kurz und gut das, was wir erleben, und wir sind kurz und gut das, wo die Umwelt erlebt wird. Es geht um ein Gewebe von konkreten Relationen. Die Dinge der Umwelt sind nichts als Knoten dieses Gewebes, und wir selbst sind derartige Knoten. Wir sind mit diesen Dingen verknüpft, sie sind für uns da. Und die Dinge sind mit uns verknüpft, wir sind für sie da. Beides, Umwelt und Organismus, sind abstrakte Extrapolationen aus der Konkretizität der Relationen. Der Organismus spiegelt die Umwelt, die Umwelt spiegelt den Organismus, und wenn sich das Feld der Relationen wandelt, verändert sich sowohl die Umwelt als auch der Organismus. Darwin betont in dieser Spiegelung den Organismus, Lamarck die Umwelt. Beide betonen sie Abstraktionen. Ihr Streit erweist sich als abstraktes Geplänkel.” (VI 30) Hier weist Flusser auf sein Ziel, Mensch und Kultur innerhalb des Kontextes der biologischen Entwicklung zu betrachten. Der Vampirtintenfisch stellt für ihn in diesem Sinne die figura diaboli, also den teuflischen Antipoden zum Menschen dar, denn seine Entwicklung geht vom grundlegend liebenden Geschöpf zum kämpferisch pragmatischen Wesen hin, das Betrug, Selbstmord und Kannibalismus in den Lebensmittelpunkt stellt, während der Mensch aus umgekehrter Richtung sich zur Liebe hin bewegt. Der Vampyroteuthis nimmt seine Umwelt geschlechtlich wahr, er saugt die Wasserströme an, die auf ihn zustürzen, er filtert sie nach Verdaulichem und Unverdaulichem: Er betreibt somit eine diskriminierende Kritik von Eindrücken, die er passiv, aber leidenschaftlich in sich aufnimmt und bewertet – dies ist seine Kultur. Die Welt erregt den Vampyroteuthis, der sie nicht auf Realitäten hin durchforstet, sondern mit “aristotelischem Staunen” (VI 41) erlebt. Das Lösen von Widersprüchen ist sein Orgasmus, der Vampyroteuthis lebt in einem steten philosophischen Rausch (VI 42f.) – “preso da vertigem filosofica” (Krause 2000: 18).

			Seine Kunst ist eine immaterielle: mit eigenen Beleuchtungsorganen kann er seine Umwelt kegelförmig sondieren, untrügerisch wahrnehmen und Informationen sammeln; dank seiner Drüsen kann das Meerestier sowohl seine Haut verfärben, sich transparent machen, Wolken von Sepia ins Wasser schleudern – und dadurch betrügen – wie auch Gift verströmen und somit seine Gegner lähmen: “Und zwar sendet er Lichtkegel in die Welt, reißt mit den Tentakel Informationsbrocken aus diesen Kegeln und paralysiert sie zu Daten. Im Zentralnervensystem angelangt, werden diese Daten verarbeitet, mit schon gelagerten verglichen und durch intraspezifischen Codes mittels Drüsen an weitere Vampyroteuthes gesendet, um in deren Gedächtnissen gelagert zu werden. So entsteht ein sich entwickelnder Dialog zwischen den Vampyroteuthes, dank welchem die Summe der verfügbaren Informationen sich immer steigert. Das ist Vampyroteuthisgeschichte.” (VI 46) Die Welt kann uns täuschen, weil wir nur eine Spiegelung der Sonnenstrahlen durch Dinge sehen (VI 40). Der Vampyroteuthis lebt dagegen in einer Dunkelheit, die er selbst mit Licht und Farbe belebt, in einer erstaunlichen und überraschenden Welt: “Die ewige Nacht des Vampyroteuthis wird von Farbstrahlungen und Tönen erfüllt, die von Lebewesen ausgehen. Ein ewiges Farb- und Tonspiel, ein ‘son et lumière’ von außerordentlichem Reichtum. Der Boden ist von rotem, weißem, violettem Gestein bedeckt, es gibt Dünen aus blauem und gelbem Sand, dazwischen glitzern Glasperlen und Reste geschmolzener Meteoriten. Wälder, Wiesen und Felder von Farben ausstrahlenden, pflanzenähnlichen Tieren wiegen mit fächerartigen Tentakeln in der Strömung. Dazwischen wandern riesige, regenbogenfarbige Schnecken, und darüber schwirren Schwärme von silbern, rot und gelb leuchtenden Krebsen. Ein summender Garten, den Vampyroteuthis nach eigenem Willen bestrahlt, um seine Früchte in Schönheit zu genießen.” (VI 36) Diese Welt kann den Vampirtintenfisch nicht täuschen, da sie “eine selbsterzeugte Täuschung” (VI 40) darstellt: “Während der Betrachtung dieser Kultur werden wir vom Schwindel der Schönheit erfaßt, und zwar vom Schwindel im doppelten Sinn des Wortes: Eine verführerische Kultur aus Farben, Lichtern, Formen […]. Vampyroteuthis ist Betrüger. Für ihn ist der Gegensatz zu Wahrheit nicht Irrtum sondern Lüge. Wir philosophieren, um aus dem Irrtum zur Wahrheit zu gelangen. Er philosophiert, um immer vollständiger lügen zu können. Wie es aussieht, liegen Welten zwischen seinem und unserem Philosophieren.” (VI 46f.) Der Vampyroteuthis ist laut Flusser ein Scheinwerfer, ein Meister der Fiktion, das Modell einer fabulatorischen, erfinderischen Epistemologie und zugleich Sinnbild der menschlichen Kondition in der Postmoderne. Interessanterweise spielt Flusser in diesem neuen Bezugsfeld mit dem alten Gedanken, daß die Natur und ihre Phänomene etwas präfigurieren, denn die Natur präfiguriert hier für ihn die Werke der menschlichen Kunst. Folgerichtig läßt sich das menschliche Artefakt nicht mehr gegen die Natur ausspielen, da es in dieser bereits vor-gebildet, d. h. präfiguriert ist.

			Daß Evolution und Fortschritt das gleiche meinen, wird gerne geglaubt. Darwin selbst war nicht frei von diesem Vorurteil, zumal er in den Ausführungen des Descent of Man (1871) weit weniger Zurückhaltung als in den diesbezüglichen Formulierungen des Origin of Species (1859) übte (Darwin 2004a u. 2004b). Die Ansicht, der evolutionäre Vorgang adaptiver Spezialisierung zeige eine allgemeine Fortschrittstendenz an, ist in dem schon verbreiteten Einverständnis über die Aufwärtsentwicklung des Zivilisationsprozesses weitgehend vorgeprägt. Umgekehrt wird Darwins Auffassung als unwiderlegbarer Beweis für die Überzeugung angesehen, sowohl menschliche Stammes- als auch Kulturgeschichte verlaufe als immerwährender Fortschritt. Die Absicht des Flusserschen Textes “ist vielmehr, die Tendenz des Lebens zur Sozialisation aus der optimistischen Perspektive des Fortschrittsdenkens in die etwas ernüchternde Perspektive der Nach-Auschwitz-Zeit und der thermonuklearen Ära zu heben.” (VI 53) Dem Autor zufolge befinden wir uns heutzutage am Rande des Abgrunds, wie seine Reflexion über den Fall Vampyroteuthis infernalis zeigen soll. 

			Das Weichtier verharrt nicht in Kontemplation, sondern greift in der Version Flussers aktiv und konspirativ in seine Umgebung ein, indem es diese durch technische Tricks und eine lügenhafte Zurschaustellung ausmanövriert: Der Tintenfisch konstruiert faktisch Aporien, um darin seine Beute zu verwickeln. Flusser spricht von einer “Kultur des Trugs, des Als-ob, des Falschen. Man könnte sie auch eine Kultur der Kunst im weitesten Sinne dieses Wortes nennen” (VI 46), die der Philosoph mit der jüngsten Entwicklung einer menschlichen materielosen ‘Kunst’ vergleicht. Während der Vampyroteuthis ein derart komplexes Weichtier wurde, daß er sein Gehirn mit einem Panzer schützen mußte (eigentlich eine Strategie der Wirbeltiere), hat nun auch der Mensch einen Komplexitätsgrad erreicht, an dem er Weichtierstrategien einsetzen muß: “Der Mensch verwirklicht sich von nun ab im Ausarbeiten neuer, immaterieller Informationen, das heißt in jener Tätigkeit, die ‘Verarbeitung von Software’ genannt wird. In diesem Kontext verweist ‘Soft’ fraglos auf Weichtiere.” (VI 64) 

			In diesem Sinne ist die Welt der Natur für Flusser nicht weniger ‘offenbarungsreich’ als für den Physiologus (Physiologus 1987) und seine Nachfolger, und in ähnlicher Weise wie die Tierbildnisse eines Franz Marc gerät der Vampyroteuthis in dieser Perspektive zum Instrument der Zivilisationskritik. So taucht seine Fratze (VI 58) im menschlichen kulturellen Umfeld als ein widersinniges Streben nach Gewalt (die Taten der Nazis) und Materialität auf: “Der Künstler vergißt, daß er an der Übertragung erworbener Information an andere Menschen engagiert ist, und er erlaubt dem Gegenstand, sein Engagement zu verschlucken. Diese typisch menschliche Absorption des existentiellen Interesses durch das Objekt, diese Arbeitsmoral droht aus den Objekten nicht Kommunikationsmedien, sondern Kommunikationsbarrieren zwischen Menschen zu machen. Das ist im Grunde genommen der lächerliche Irrtum, auf dem die menschliche Kunst beruht, und der aus vampyroteuthischer Sicht an den Tag tritt.” (VI 55) 

			Von Uexkülls Zecke führt genauso zu Martin Heidegger (Uexkuell 1934; Heidegger 1983 u. 1972), der die Abtrennung des Menschen von anderen Lebewesen zum Kern seiner Philosophie gemacht hat, wie auch zu Deleuze und Guattari, die das Gegenteil wollen (Deleuze / Guattari  1980). Das Verhältnis des Menschen zur Tierheit und der Menschheit zum Tier wird auch bei Flusser zum entscheidenden politischen Konflikt in unserem Kulturbereich (Agamben 2002: 24): “Alle Erkenntnistheorie, Ethik, Ästhetik, und vor allem das Lebensgefühl als solches, sind im Umbruch begriffen. Wir leben in einer eingebildeten Welt der technischen Bilder” (Flusser 1985: 35). 

			In der Posthistorie erleben wir die Fiktion als einzige Realität; die Welt um uns herum kommt uns wie eine Art Fiktion vor, die Grenzen zwischen Fiktion und Wirklichkeit verflüssigen sich. Die daraus entstehenden aktuellen Entfaltungen und Probleme unterstreichen neben dem Bedarf einer philosophischen Diskussion des Begriffs der Fiktion in gleicher Weise die Notwendigkeit des Rückgriffs auf den wichtigsten Repräsentanten des Fiktionalismus. Denn für eine in dieser Hinsicht interessierte gegenwärtige Selbstverständigung gilt bislang, daß die Anfänge der philosophischen Gegenwart zwar kennt, “aber nur in einer merkwürdig geschichtslosen Weise” (Schnädelbach 1983: 14), nämlich als Antworten und Reaktionen auf etwas, das als Wurzel dessen, was sich daraus hat entwickeln können, ganz offensichtlich im Dunkeln zu liegen scheint. In seiner 1876/77 entstandenen und 1911 publizierten Philosophie des Als Ob hat Hans Vaihinger theoretische Annahmen, deren objektive Gültigkeit nicht gerechtfertigt werden kann, die aber zur Orientierung des Handelns unentbehrlich sind, als “Fiktionen” bezeichnet und ihr ambivalentes Potential gezeigt. Als Produkte der “freie[n] imaginative[n] Tätigkeit des Menschen” (Vaihinger 1927: 70) seien sie Erfindungen zu handlungspraktischen Zwecken. Handlungen, die sich an einem durch Fiktionen mitbestimmten Weltbild ausrichten, verfahren in der Ordnung, Berechnung und Veränderung der Phänomene der gegebenen Natur gemäß den inhaltlichen Vorgaben dieses Weltbildes. Das aber heißt, daß in solchen Handlungsvollzügen die gegebene Wirklichkeit mit der fingierten Gegenstandswelt des Weltbildes gleichgesetzt wird: Handelnd verfahren wir so, als ob die Natur so beschaffen wäre, wie das Weltbild sie beschreibt. Als Ergebnis dieses Argumentationsganges vertritt Vaihinger die Position, daß wissenschaftliche Theorien nicht als Beschreibungen der Natur aufzufassen sind, sondern als Handlungsregeln Instrumente zur Strukturierung, Berechnung und Veränderung der gegebenen Phänomenen darstellen. Das praktische Interesse an der Beherrschung der Natur führe dazu, daß das Subjekt seine passive Einstellung zu ihr aufgebe und zugleich ein Weltbild konstruiere, welches ihm als Instrument der Prognose und Kontrolle des Naturgeschehens diene.

			Übertragen auf unsere “hypereffiziente Nanosekundenkultur” (Rifkin 1988: 15) bedeutet das, daß das “Als ob” und die Fiktionen zur Bedingung der Möglichkeit des Wissenschaftsoptimismus avancieren. Sie liefern jedoch gleichzeitig einen wesentlichen Beitrag zur Selbstentfremdung, denn das unüberschaubare Quantum menschlicher Produktionen hat zwar eine beeindruckende Innovationsrasanz zur Folge, damit einhergehend aber auch den Entzug der Kontrolle ihrer Schöpfer. Diese aus solcher Fortschrittseuphorie resultierende Selbstkomplizierung läßt einerseits das Bewußtsein, im Fiktiven zu leben, und die Realitätsentfremdung zunehmend ununterscheidbar werden, verlangt andererseits aber wiederum nach solchen Fiktionen, die als realitätsflüchtige, selbstentlastende Reduktionen Ariadnefaden der handlungsdienlichen Verblendung sind.

			In den Möglichkeiten einer mehr und mehr elektronisch organisierten Kommunikationswelt entsteht eine neue Dimension der Gestaltung von Interaktion, ein bislang nicht erreichtes und unerschöpfliches Reservoir interaktiver Informationsmöglichkeiten, das die fiktive Bestimmtheit jeden Zugriffs auf Wirklichkeit in sehr eingänglicher Weise zu unterstreichen vermag, weil die eigene Künstlichkeit dieser Erzeugnisse nicht verleugnet wird. Diesen jederzeit konstruierbaren, abrufbaren und veränderbaren künstlichen Welten eignet eine eigene Wirklichkeit, eine Artefakten- oder Fiktionen-Wirklichkeit, die sich am gewohnten Wirklichkeitsverständnis deshalb nicht mehr orientieren muß, weil sie die Untersuchung von Fiktion und Wirklichkeit bzw. von Schein und Erscheinung völlig außer Kraft hat setzen können. Der technologisch entstandene Zustand ist der der Simultaneität und Omnipräsenz sämtlicher Realien der Geschichte und Gegenwart, ein Zustand, in dem die Gleichzeitigkeit des Ungleichzeitigen zu einer neuen Natur wird – und das unter instantanen Bedingungen. Was wir in der Vermittlung durch die modernen Massenmedien als Wirklichkeit erleben, ist bereits produzierte Pseudowirklichkeit – also nicht mehr kenntliche Fiktion, sondern undurchschaubare, tendenziell allumfassende Simulation (Baudrillard 1981). Aus der Entwicklung solcher synthetischen Bildräume resultiert notwendigerweise der Verlust des Ausschließlichkeitsanspruches, den das gewohnte Wirklichkeitsverständnis erhebt. Diesen virtuellen Wirklichkeiten, die auf fiktive Operationen basieren, gerade weil sie unifizieren und sedimentieren, sind ihren imperialistischen Anmaßungen zu beschneiden: Ob einzeln oder in ihrer Gesamtheit, die durch solche fiktive Konstrukte erreichbare abstrakte Übersichtlichkeit bleibt grundsätzlich verschieden vom unwiederbringlich Einmaligen .

			Die dem Geschehensfluß abgerungene Flut wissenschaftlicher Erkenntnisse hat den Unterschied zwischen den Produkten der spezifisch organisierten Imagination einer interpretierenden Spontaneität und dem unzulänglich bleibenden lebendigen Geschehen zunehmend eintrüben und die Produkte der Einbildungskraft zur gesuchten Transparenz der fließenden Ereignisse hypostasieren können. Dort, wo alles fließt, muß jedes Durchhalten einer festen Handlungslinie notwendig zu Fiktionen zwingen. Dasjenige aber, was solche Fiktionen nicht zu erreichen vermögen, ist ihre Identität mit der Einzigartigkeit des Fließenden selbst. Obwohl Erzeugungsmatrix vielfältiger Bearbeitungsmöglichkeiten, bleiben Fiktionen “Papiergeld” (Vaihinger 1927: 291), das den Blick für das Einmalige glanzlos macht. Die Gefahr jedoch, angesichts solcher Innovationsrasanz Realität und Wahn nicht mehr auseinanderhalten zu können, kann dann keine Folge der Einsicht in die fiktive Verfaßtheit der fixierten Wirklichkeit mehr sein, sondern in dieser Einsicht selbst liegt gerade die Möglichkeit der Überwindung. 
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			Phillip H. Gochenour, Masks and Dances: Cybernetics and Systems Theory in Relation to Flusser’s Concepts of the Subject and Society

			Abstract

			This paper undertakes a close reading of Flusser’s tropes of “the mask” and “dances” to compare similarities between Flusser’s formulation of the self and society and corresponding concepts in contemporary systems theory. Major concepts from cybernetics and systems theory such as feedback mechanisms, system and environment, and reciprocal development are illustrated through passages from Laszlo, Maturana and Varela, and Luhmann and compared with Flusser, with the aim of demonstrating what is “cybernetic” in Flusser’s thought. Consideration is also given to the relationship between Flusser’s work and that of other contemporary social theorists who adopt systems theoretical approaches, such as Foucault , Deleuze, and Guattari.

			In his introduction to Vilem Flusser: Writings, Andreas Ströhl quotes a passage of Flusser’s where he writes: “In the same manner that a form of thinking based on writing opposed itself to magic and myth (pictorial thinking), so a new form of thinking based on digital codes directs itself against procedural, “progressive” ideologies, to replace them with structural, systems-based, cybernetic modes of thought.”(xiii)

			In this passage Flusser concisely describes one of the most profound shifts in critical thought, one that underlies the accompanying shift from “modernism” to “post-modernism:” the replacement of “procedural, ‘progressive’ ideologies,” of which various “-isms” may be taken as prime examples, with “structural, systems-based, cybernetic modes of thought” in the period of the 1940s up to the present. 

			This shift in thinking can be clearly seen in the work of Gregory Bateson, Margaret Mead, and others who participated in the seminal Macy Conferences on Cybernetics, but it can also be seen in the work of contemporary philosophers such as Jacques Lacan, Michel Foucault, Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari. In the latter cases, it is formulated as an explicit reaction against the failed promises of Marxism culminating in the French student revolts of May, 1969. As Deleuze and Guattari set out to explore the theme of “capitalism and schizophrenia,” they also set out to create a new model of the social, and of strategies of resistance, that draws upon Bateson, Mead, and concepts from cybernetics.

			This shift is not without consequences; in the realm of critical social thought, one might say that there are now two camps, with a central figure presiding over each: on the “progressive” side there is Jurgen Habermas, torch-bearer of the Frankfurt School, and on the other, Niklas Luhmann, author of the massive, legalistically delineated Social Systems, which aims precisely at a dismantling of Habermas. Beyond the realm of theory, one’s adherence to either camp is significant for looking at practical issues, such as the role of media and communication within a social system; where the Frankfurt school aims at a refinement of the Marxist concept of ideology and the participation of media within ideological structures, systems theory focuses less on the content of the media, and more upon its structural role within the system; McLuhan’s dictum “The medium is the message” may be taken as an extremely succinct synopsis of a systems approach to media. The strategies for resistance to repressive, authoritarian structures are also quite different; where Habermas and contemporary Frankfurt School adherents focus on an Enlightenment ideal of open and untainted public discourse resulting in a rather parliamentary form of consensus, social thought guided by systems theory tends to focus more on the relationships between individuals within the system, and the roles that are open to them for self-realization. On the progressive side, the goal is dialectical synthesis and a government guided by the will of the people, free from class-based ideological contamination; on the systems side, there is an inherent distrust of government (“micro-fascism” to borrow a term from Deleuze and Guattari, can inhabit any individual, group, or institution), and more focus on the life of the individual and ad-hoc “comings-together.”

			Where then, do we locate Flusser in relation to these differing theoretical camps? Ströhl places Flusser within this “new form of thinking,” based on systems and cybernetics. But what is it about Flusser’s thought that is cybernetic? While Flusser elaborates on his intellectual touch-points in the essay “In Search of Meaning,” and even describes his interest in games and games theory, he does not draw any explicit relationship between his thought and that of contemporary cyberneticists or systems theorists.  

			Understanding what is “cybernetic” within Flusser’s thought not only enables us to place him in relation to particular schools of critical thought, and see what is genuinely original within his own critical approach; it also enables us to understand what is at stake when Flusser, in “Designing Cities,” calls, not for a new form of government, but “a civilization that should project the specifically human out of these intrahuman relationships.” (180)

			In this essay I will trace the relationship between Flusser’s concepts of the subject and society and those found in contemporary systems systems theory and its theorists such as Niklas Luhmann, Humberto Maturana, and Francisco Varela. The basis for my comparisons will be two of Flusser’s oft-deployed themes, the mask and the dance.  Within systems theory, a primary focus of analysis is the subject positions that are open within a social system, and the way subjects are defined; one could look to Foucault and his work on the history of sexuality as an example of the way in which social systems create subject categories such as “heterosexual” and “homosexual,” which, in Flusserian terms, are nothing more than masks that enable and regulate social interaction. As I will show, Flusser’s concept of the subject, and masks, maps closely to concepts of the subject in systems theory, and serves as the foundation upon which he is able to build his larger vision of the individual functioning within society. Here the metaphor of the dance becomes important for demonstrating the difference between Flusser’s thought and that of the “progressive ideologies:” where the aim of the latter would be the creation of a “civil society” founded upon dialectical consensus, the metaphor of the dance suggests a group of individuals coordinating with one another in their movements, each following their own interpretation of the rhythm, creating a complex system.  

			The history of cybernetics, and the foundation of its core concepts, can be traced to the famed Macy Conferences on Cybernetics, beginning in 1946. The original title of the initial conference gives a taste of the issues at hand: “Feedback Mechanisms and Circular Causal Systems in Biological and Social Systems.” (American Society for Cybernetics). Plainly put, the central theme of the conference was to examine how systems interact with their environments. A room thermostat provides an illustration of this interaction; the thermostat is a mechanism that always seeks to be in equilibrium with its environment. It takes in information from the environment, which then causes a change in its internal functioning, which then affects the environment in which it is found. This is a “circular causal system” that is regulated by a feedback and results in homeostasis, a state of equilibrium between the system and environment.

			In this model, a “system” is primarily an information-processor; it takes in information, processes it, and makes necessary adjustments to regulate its functioning. As the systems theorist Erwin Laszlo puts it, “The highly developed organism regulates its own internal environment, much as a thermostat regulates the temperature of a house. For this it requires reliable information concerning conditions in its surroundings.” (41) The source of this information may be mechanical (a heat-sensitive switch), biological (sensory organs), or, in the case of social systems, media (television, newspapers, etc.) This information becomes the means by which systems undertake the process of self-regulation described above. They have the capability to “generate the very information that codes their structure and behavior.”  (47)

			In this view, the instrument of data collection cannot be separated from the system itself. Gregory Bateson is said to have posed the question to his students of whether a blind man’s cane was a part of the blind man. Common sense would say no, it is merely a tool. But in the cybernetic/systems theory view, it is an information channel that enables the blind man to navigate through his environment, and is therefore part of his overall sensory system. As a consequence, a media theorist like Marshall McLuhan can say that, because media constitute part of our sensory environment and give us almost superhuman powers of perception, they constitute part of our nervous system.

			Though all systems see only themselves and the environment from which they distinguish themselves, the world is in fact composed of multiple systems in constant interaction with one another, and the functioning of one system inevitably alters the functioning of all systems with which it is connected – consider the image of a crowded dancefloor, in which each individual must adjust their movements to mesh with the other dancers, but whose movements also influnce the movements of those around them. This principle has led some later systems theorists, such as Francisco Varela and Eleanor Rosch, to consider the relationship between systems theory and aspects of Buddhist phenomenology, such as “co-dependent arising,” where nothing exists as an independent whole, but rather is brought into existence as the result of multiple complex interactions.  

			If we turn to Flusser, several points of comparison emerge, notably around his concept of the subject, and the way in which relations between subjects are established. For Flusser the “self” is an empty vessel, and any self-conception we have is the result of social relations and interaction with the environment: as he puts it, we are “temporary pockets of force fields intersecting one another.” (104) The subject comes into existence only as a “node” in which “knots of relations” converge, and, depending on the type of force, or environment, in which the node is situated, different aspects of the self emerge:

			The “I” is then that abstract point at which concrete relations intersect and from which concrete relations begin. We can then of course “identify” ourselves with these knots of relations within ourselves; for example, as a heavy body (nodal intersection in the electromagnetic and gravitational fields), and as an organism (nodal intersection in the genetic and ecological fields) and a “psyche” (nodal intersection in the collective psychological field), and as a person (nodal intersection in the mutually intersecting social and inter-subjective fields). Instead of a person, one can also talk of a “mask.” (104-105)

			In this passage Flusser makes two points. First, there is no self apart from it being placed within a certain type of “field,” in which it comes into being as the result of “nodal intersections” of forces. The system, or self, comes into being only in relation to an environment (which, of course, includes other systems). Second, not only does the “I” come into being as a result of these intersecting concrete relations, but it is also the point at which “concrete relations begin.” The nodal subject is simultaneously brought into being by the intersection of forces, and serves as a force that brings other concrete relations into being. 

			Though we might generally think of this nodal subject as a person, what we actually recognize within the fields of social and inter-subjective relations is a “mask.”  Masks are simply markers of a node, and enable us to understand the kinds of relations that can be established with that particular node. In the social field, these relations can take two basic forms; the exchange and processing of information (dialogue), and coordinated action (which is the product of communication). The nature of the mask determines the types of communication and action that can take place; the type of mask you wear (banker, bridge player, homosexual, shaman, to borrow a few examples from Flusser) determines how others interact with you. As Flusser puts it “One is what one is only be wearing (dancing in) a particular mask, by other members of the tribe recognizing the mask and giving it its due.” (105) “Giving it its due” means not only acknowledging the mask as a person, but also recognizing its status and place in the overall social structure and reacting accordingly. The totality of our interactions, whether through dialogue or action, and the masks we wear that enable these interactions, constitutes the “dance” of a given social system.

			Because it is only a node that is brought into being through the intersection of social and inter-subjective forces, Flusser’s subject can never exist in isolation, and must in fact be engaged in a constant process of interaction: “That which I am, I only became through collective ‘dialogue.’” (106). Thus, each node is constantly engaged in a collective dialogue with other nodes, creating a vast information processing network that generates the very environment that brings the nodes into being. This environment is what Flusser calls “culture and civilization:”:

			The field of dialogical intrahuman relationships is networked with other fields in a way that is almost too complex to understand . . .. Nevertheless, it possesses its own unique structure; it functions negentropically. It is a relational field where information is generated, stored, and distributed. When viewed from this perspective, the terms culture and civilization can be formulated; they are two forms of connecting to the intersubjective relational field, two strategies for the generation, storage, and distribution of information by means of the threads of interhuman relations. (Designing Cities, 174)

			There is a feedback mechanism at work here; masks determine the positions that can be adopted within the social and inter-subjective fields, and, subsequently, the types of communications and interactions that can take place. At the same time, the social system itself is what produces the masks and selves: “society . . . represents a network within which physical, biological, psychological, (and other) nodes are captured in the shape of masks so as to be condensed into ‘persons.’” (105) Flusser’s nodal subject comes into being as the result of intersecting social and inter-subjective forces, recognizes itself in the intersection of these fields, and then functions as part of the societal network that produces the very masks that enable the subject to recognize itself.  Like the thermostat, this subject is a system that takes in environmental information, adjusts itself in relation to its environment, then outputs information that further modifies the environment. 

			Given that masks are the means through which “persons” are made concrete within the social system, and it is the relations between these masks that shape the way in cultures and civilizations produce themselves, the creation of masks “is a political matter” (105). Like Foucault, Flusser understand masks as subject categories; for Foucault it is a matter of the way in which society, through those wearing the masks of “doctors” and “administrators,” produce masks such as “normal” and “deviant,” “heterosexual” and “homosexual,” and he, like Flusser, sees this as an historical process. Flusser writes: 

			Originally there were relatively few masks: those belonging to the shaman, the hunter, the homosexual. Later on, masks became more numerous: today they can be worn on top of one another. One can, for example, dance as a bank manager and wear underneath one’s mask that of a connoisseur of art, a bridge player and father.” (Shamans and Dancers with Masks, 105). 

			As societies grow and become more complex, so too do the subject categories available within them, but, in every case, these positions are generated by the process of discourse, of dialogue, within the society itself. It is for this reason that the creation of masks is a political matter, in that it determines the very nature of the polis and the exchanges that can take place between its members.

			In The Tree of Knowledge, systems theorists Maturana and Varela describe social systems in a very similar way, and describe the consequences of the system for individuals in congruent terms. For them, social phenomena are the result of a “third-order coupling” between individual vertebrate creatures that permits them to “participate in relations and activities that arise only as coordinations of behaviors between otherwise independent organisms.”  They discuss, for example, the coordinations that takes place between a herd of elk, or a pack of wolves, in which the relational field gives rise to “a new realm of phenomena that isolated individuals cannot generate.” (190) The interactions between two individuals make up a set of social phenomena, while the relationships that form as a result of these interactions, between two or more individuals, make up a social system (a “third-order unity”). In both cases, the individuals themselves are affected, and their behavior modified, by these couplings. As Maturana and Varela describe it, social phenomena and social systems “generate a particular internal phenomenology, namely, one in which the individual ontogenies of all the participating organisms occur fundamentally as part of the network of co-ontogenies that they bring about in constituting third-order unities.”  (193) By participating in a social system, in other words, individuals evolve in relation to one another, and the shape of their particular society is formed. As in the pack of wolves, individual identity is set in relation to one’s place within the systems, the way in which the individual enters into a system of coordinations. “To an observer of the social system” according to Maturana and Varela, “from the outside it will appear as a remarkable congruence of a dance of coordinations.” (209) 

			The dance metaphor brings us back to Flusser. A social system can be seen as a dance, a series of coordinations between individuals who occupy certain subject positions or wear certain masks, which then determine the kind of exchanges and coordinations that can take place between them. When Flusser describes society as “a network within which physical, biological, psychological, (and other) nodes are captured in the shape of masks so as to be condensed into ‘persons’” (105), he is describing a process by which the discourse that is taking place within the society, the exchanges and coordinations among its members, is also generating the masks or subject positions that are available within it. This process of condensation is analogous to the “co-ontogeny” of Maturana and Varela, in that both represent a process by which a given social system evolves the positions available within it, and the subsequent interactions that can take place, through a relational process. The roles within a wolf pack, from Alpha male on down, are fashioned through biological imperatives that enable all members to place themselves within the system and gives each of them a function. Human social systems function in the same way, though, as Flusser points out, the range of masks that are available has become very broad, and one can wear a number of them at any time. And in the case of human societies, though there are biological imperatives at work, it is theory, or the discourse that a society generates, that plays a major role in defining the subject. In both cases, that of Flusser and Maturana and Varela, this is a political process, in that the system itself generates the positions available within it.	

			At the same time that societies are organizations for the generation and hiring out of masks, they are also information systems. Masks function as the means for one “system” to communicate with another; they enable recognition, and the ability to say “you” to another. For systems theorist Niklas Luhmann, communication is the “basal process” of social systems, and the means by which subjects come into existence: “Social systems are based on either a type of action or on an aspect of action, and through action, so to speak, the subject comes into the system . . . the basal process of social systems, which produces their elements, can only be communication.” (137-138). Put in Flusser’s terms, these “elements” are masks, and they are the product of communication and dialogue. In this way, masks are prosthetic devicea that open up the possibility of information exchange between two nodes in a relational field. This dialogic relationship is the end state for social systems, because it functions, in Flusser’s terms, “negentropically” that is, it enables the system to overcome entropic forces, and generate new information. Flusser defines communication as “a process by which a system is changed by another system in such a way that the sum of information is greater at the end of the process than at its beginning.” (8) Here Flusser is again adopting a cybernetic view of social systems, one in which the goal is the collection of information that enables the system to regulate and maintain itself. In this view, media (whatever allows the flow of communication between nodes) and masks (what marks a node and enables it to be recognized within the system as being capable of receiving communication) function in the same way as the blind man’s cane in Bateson’s example; they are extensions of the system that enable it to receive and process information. 

			The crucial problem for systems theorists, post-structuralist theory based on systems theory, and Flusser, is the control of information and information systems, the way these systems generate subjectivity, and the possibilities that exist for individual subjects. Returning to Maturana and Varela, they consider the problem of system functionality, and whether individuals exist to improve the overall functionality of the system, or whether the system exists to allow the full realization of individuals within it: “[There are] those human communities which, because they embody enforced mechanisms of stabilization in all the behavioral dimensions of their members, constitute impaired human social systems.” (199) It’s a very small step to compare this tendency of systems to enforce stabilization within the behavioral dimensions of its members to the disciplinary systems described by Foucault, where systems of knowledge delineate the subject positions that can be occupied, and the means for “correcting” errant and deviant behaviors. From Foucault’s disciplinary systems we can also draw the comparison with Flusser’s villages and cities which are factories for the masks with which people identify themselves . . . there is no one who lays on a mask to identify himself, but rather that these masks secrete those wearing them out of themselves. This is another way of formulating the assertion that culture and civilization generate anthropologies, which claims to serve as their foundation. (Designing Cities, 174)

			These anthropologies have a tendency, in Flusser’s view, to create positions in which elites broadcast, through functionaries, “behavioral models for the consumption of material or ideal goods in which the holders of power are interested.” (On the Theory of Communication, 19). In all cases, from Maturna and Varela to Foucault to Flusser, the concern is the way in which the system accumulates, stores, and generates information that furthers its own functioning and regulates the behavior of individuals. This is typically achieved by both regulating the flow of information among individuals, and by the generation of “knowledge systems” or “anthropologies” that delineate subject positions, also known as masks.

			If information processing is the primary function of a system, and the method by which a system processes and disseminates information can be repressive and authoritarian, there are also means by which systems can process information in an emancipatory way. Flusser also imagines a utopian city as a new “theoretical space” where “all humans are connected in such a way that currently available information must be subsumed in more and more new fields and entered into the computations.” (“Designing Cities,” 178). Information is not being processed in order to further the functioning of the system, but to project meaning for its individuals: 

			The intention of this projected space is neither to create politics and business nor to lead to them. Instead, it is to give meaning to the intersubjective network in the face of universal entropy – in the face of death and the fall into ever-increasing probability. In short, to understand theory no longer as the discovery of truth, but rather as the projection of meaning.”(178)  

			In this space, what becomes important is not the masks it secretes in relation to politics and business, but rather the way in which it opens up the field of intrahuman relationships, the way it enables the development of theory, of new information. As Flusser writes slightly later in the same essay “The new civilization should no longer identify humans as individuals with masks or in masks. Instead, using our creative accumulation, it should project the specifically human out of these intrahuman relationships.” (180) This seems to describe a kind of immanent bliss that would be found in the act of dialogue itself, rather the discovery of transcendent truth, and it is this process of exchange that marks the “specifically human” action. We return, in other words, to that initial dance, where individuals move in their own way in relation to their multiple partners, together creating the form of a dance that is uniquely their own, which will not survive their parting, but gives them joy and companionship while it takes place. In this way, we recognize each other as humans, rather than as masks. 

			In this treatise, as Flusser would term it, I have pointed out some similarities between Flusser’s concept of the self in society, and that of contemporary theorists of social systems. In both cases, subjects and subject positions (“masks” in Flusser’s terms, “third-order couplings” for Maturana and Varela) are created through a circular causal mechanism in which a subject forms itself in relation to its environment (other systems), and in turn affects those systems. The mechanism for this process is communication; each subject functions as a node in the overall information processing system of a society, and through dialogic exchange, masks/subject positions are recognized and reinforced. For both Flusser and theorists of social systems, the question arises of what sort of masks/subject positions the social system makes available (“secretes”), and whether the overall functioning of the system is authoritarian (whether subjects exist to further the functioning of the system) or emancipatory (whether the system enables true interhuman relations, such as love, to blossom, and whether it secretes subject positions that allow for true dialogue). 

			Flusser may not be a “pure” systems theorist, in terms of a direct adoption of specific positions laid out by those who would describe themselves as such. However, his interest in relational/reciprocal processes, and their role in subject formation, does mark his work as having far more in common with “structural, systems-based modes of thought” than those associated with “procedural ideologies.” For this reason, it would seem worthwhile to continue developing a dialogue between Flusser and contemporary systems theory, in that hope that both might gain something through the process.
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			scism” to borrow a term from Deleuze and Guattari, can inhabit any individual, group, or institution), and more focus on the life of the individual and ad-hoc “comings-together.”

			Where then, do we locate Flusser in relation to these differing theoretical camps? Ströhl places Flusser within this “new form of thinking,” based on systems and cybernetics. But what is it about Flusser’s thought that is cybernetic? While Flusser elaborates on his intellectual touch-points in the essay “In Search of Meaning,” and even describes his interest in games and games theory, he does not draw any explicit relationship between his thought and that of contemporary cyberneticists or systems theorists.  

			Understanding what is “cybernetic” within Flusser’s thought not only enables us to place him in relation to particular schools of critical thought, and see what is genuinely original within his own critical approach; it also enables us to understand what is at stake when Flusser, in “Designing Cities,” calls, not for a new form of government, but “a civilization that should project the specifically human out of these intrahuman relationships.” (180)

			In this essay I will trace the relationship between Flusser’s concepts of the subject and society and those found in contemporary systems systems theory and its theorists such as Niklas Luhmann, Humberto Maturana, and Francisco Varela. The basis for my comparisons will be two of Flusser’s oft-deployed themes, the mask and the dance.  Within systems theory, a primary focus of analysis is the subject positions that are open within a social system, and the way subjects are defined; one could look to Foucault and his work on the history of sexuality as an example of the way in which social systems create subject categories such as “heterosexual” and “homosexual,” which, in Flusserian terms, are nothing more than masks that enable and regulate social interaction. As I will show, Flusser’s concept of the subject, and masks, maps closely to concepts of the subject in systems theory, and serves as the foundation upon which he is able to build his larger vision of the individual functioning within society. Here the metaphor of the dance becomes important for demonstrating the difference between Flusser’s thought and that of the “progressive ideologies:” where the aim of the latter would be the creation of a “civil society” founded upon dialectical consensus, the metaphor of the dance suggests a group of individuals coordinating with one another in their movements, each following their own interpretation of the rhythm, creating a complex system.  

			The history of cybernetics, and the foundation of its core concepts, can be traced to the famed Macy Conferences on Cybernetics, beginning in 1946. The original title of the initial conference gives a taste of the issues at hand: “Feedback Mechanisms and Circular Causal Systems in Biological and Social Systems.” (American Society for Cybernetics). Plainly put, the central theme of the conference was to examine how systems interact with their environments. A room thermostat provides an illustration of this interaction; the thermostat is a mechanism that always seeks to be in equilibrium with its environment. It takes in information from the environment, which then causes a change in its internal functioning, which then affects the environment in which it is found. This is a “circular causal system” that is regulated by a feedback and results in homeostasis, a state of equilibrium between the system and environment.

			In this model, a “system” is primarily an information-processor; it takes in information, processes it, and makes necessary adjustments to regulate its functioning. As the systems theorist Erwin Laszlo puts it, “The highly developed organism regulates its own internal environment, much as a thermostat regulates the temperature of a house. For this it requires reliable information concerning conditions in its surroundings.” (41) The source of this information may be mechanical (a heat-sensitive switch), biological (sensory organs), or, in the case of social systems, media (television, newspapers, etc.) This information becomes the means by which systems undertake the process of self-regulation described above. They have the capability to “generate the very information that codes their structure and behavior.”  (47)

			In this view, the instrument of data collection cannot be separated from the system itself. Gregory Bateson is said to have posed the question to his students of whether a blind man’s cane was a part of the blind man. Common sense would say no, it is merely a tool. But in the cybernetic/systems theory view, it is an information channel that enables the blind man to navigate through his environment, and is therefore part of his overall sensory system. As a consequence, a media theorist like Marshall McLuhan can say that, because media constitute part of our sensory environment and give us almost superhuman powers of perception, they constitute part of our nervous system.

			Though all systems see only themselves and the environment from which they distinguish themselves, the world is in fact composed of multiple systems in constant interaction with one another, and the functioning of one system inevitably alters the functioning of all systems with which it is connected – consider the image of a crowded dancefloor, in which each individual must adjust their movements to mesh with the other dancers, but whose movements also influnce the movements of those around them. This principle has led some later systems theorists, such as Francisco Varela and Eleanor Rosch, to consider the relationship between systems theory and aspects of Buddhist phenomenology, such as “co-dependent arising,” where nothing exists as an independent whole, but rather is brought into existence as the result of multiple complex interactions.  

			If we turn to Flusser, several points of comparison emerge, notably around his concept of the subject, and the way in which relations between subjects are established. For Flusser the “self” is an empty vessel, and any self-conception we have is the result of social relations and interaction with the environment: as he puts it, we are “temporary pockets of force fields intersecting one another.” (104) The subject comes into existence only as a “node” in which “knots of relations” converge, and, depending on the type of force, or environment, in which the node is situated, different aspects of the self emerge:

			The “I” is then that abstract point at which concrete relations intersect and from which concrete relations begin. We can then of course “identify” ourselves with these knots of relations within ourselves; for example, as a heavy body (nodal intersection in the electromagnetic and gravitational fields), and as an organism (nodal intersection in the genetic and ecological fields) and a “psyche” (nodal intersection in the collective psychological field), and as a person (nodal intersection in the mutually intersecting social and inter-subjective fields). Instead of a person, one can also talk of a “mask.” (104-105)

			In this passage Flusser makes two points. First, there is no self apart from it being placed within a certain type of “field,” in which it comes into being as the result of “nodal intersections” of forces. The system, or self, comes into being only in relation to an environment (which, of course, includes other systems). Second, not only does the “I” come into being as a result of these intersecting concrete relations, but it is also the point at which “concrete relations begin.” The nodal subject is simultaneously brought into being by the intersection of forces, and serves as a force that brings other concrete relations into being. 

			Though we might generally think of this nodal subject as a person, what we actually recognize within the fields of social and inter-subjective relations is a “mask.”  Masks are simply markers of a node, and enable us to understand the kinds of relations that can be established with that particular node. In the social field, these relations can take two basic forms; the exchange and processing of information (dialogue), and coordinated action (which is the product of communication). The nature of the mask determines the types of communication and action that can take place; the type of mask you wear (banker, bridge player, homosexual, shaman, to borrow a few examples from Flusser) determines how others interact with you. As Flusser puts it “One is what one is only be wearing (dancing in) a particular mask, by other members of the tribe recognizing the mask and giving it its due.” (105) “Giving it its due” means not only acknowledging the mask as a person, but also recognizing its status and place in the overall social structure and reacting accordingly. The totality of our interactions, whether through dialogue or action, and the masks we wear that enable these interactions, constitutes the “dance” of a given social system.

			Because it is only a node that is brought into being through the intersection of social and inter-subjective forces, Flusser’s subject can never exist in isolation, and must in fact be engaged in a constant process of interaction: “That which I am, I only became through collective ‘dialogue.’” (106). Thus, each node is constantly engaged in a collective dialogue with other nodes, creating a vast information processing network that generates the very environment that brings the nodes into being. This environment is what Flusser calls “culture and civilization:”:

			The field of dialogical intrahuman relationships is networked with other fields in a way that is almost too complex to understand . . .. Nevertheless, it possesses its own unique structure; it functions negentropically. It is a relational field where information is generated, stored, and distributed. When viewed from this perspective, the terms culture and civilization can be formulated; they are two forms of connecting to the intersubjective relational field, two strategies for the generation, storage, and distribution of information by means of the threads of interhuman relations. (Designing Cities, 174)

			There is a feedback mechanism at work here; masks determine the positions that can be adopted within the social and inter-subjective fields, and, subsequently, the types of communications and interactions that can take place. At the same time, the social system itself is what produces the masks and selves: “society . . . represents a network within which physical, biological, psychological, (and other) nodes are captured in the shape of masks so as to be condensed into ‘persons.’” (105) Flusser’s nodal subject comes into being as the result of intersecting social and inter-subjective forces, recognizes itself in the intersection of these fields, and then functions as part of the societal network that produces the very masks that enable the subject to recognize itself.  Like the thermostat, this subject is a system that takes in environmental information, adjusts itself in relation to its environment, then outputs information that further modifies the environment. 

			Given that masks are the means through which “persons” are made concrete within the social system, and it is the relations between these masks that shape the way in cultures and civilizations produce themselves, the creation of masks “is a political matter” (105). Like Foucault, Flusser understand masks as subject categories; for Foucault it is a matter of the way in which society, through those wearing the masks of “doctors” and “administrators,” produce masks such as “normal” and “deviant,” “heterosexual” and “homosexual,” and he, like Flusser, sees this as an historical process. Flusser writes: 

			Originally there were relatively few masks: those belonging to the shaman, the hunter, the homosexual. Later on, masks became more numerous: today they can be worn on top of one another. One can, for example, dance as a bank manager and wear underneath one’s mask that of a connoisseur of art, a bridge player and father.” (Shamans and Dancers with Masks, 105). 

			As societies grow and become more complex, so too do the subject categories available within them, but, in every case, these positions are generated by the process of discourse, of dialogue, within the society itself. It is for this reason that the creation of masks is a political matter, in that it determines the very nature of the polis and the exchanges that can take place between its members.

			In The Tree of Knowledge, systems theorists Maturana and Varela describe social systems in a very similar way, and describe the consequences of the system for individuals in congruent terms. For them, social phenomena are the result of a “third-order coupling” between individual vertebrate creatures that permits them to “participate in relations and activities that arise only as coordinations of behaviors between otherwise independent organisms.”  They discuss, for example, the coordinations that takes place between a herd of elk, or a pack of wolves, in which the relational field gives rise to “a new realm of phenomena that isolated individuals cannot generate.” (190) The interactions between two individuals make up a set of social phenomena, while the relationships that form as a result of these interactions, between two or more individuals, make up a social system (a “third-order unity”). In both cases, the individuals themselves are affected, and their behavior modified, by these couplings. As Maturana and Varela describe it, social phenomena and social systems “generate a particular internal phenomenology, namely, one in which the individual ontogenies of all the participating organisms occur fundamentally as part of the network of co-ontogenies that they bring about in constituting third-order unities.”  (193) By participating in a social system, in other words, individuals evolve in relation to one another, and the shape of their particular society is formed. As in the pack of wolves, individual identity is set in relation to one’s place within the systems, the way in which the individual enters into a system of coordinations. “To an observer of the social system” according to Maturana and Varela, “from the outside it will appear as a remarkable congruence of a dance of coordinations.” (209) 

			The dance metaphor brings us back to Flusser. A social system can be seen as a dance, a series of coordinations between individuals who occupy certain subject positions or wear certain masks, which then determine the kind of exchanges and coordinations that can take place between them. When Flusser describes society as “a network within which physical, biological, psychological, (and other) nodes are captured in the shape of masks so as to be condensed into ‘persons’” (105), he is describing a process by which the discourse that is taking place within the society, the exchanges and coordinations among its members, is also generating the masks or subject positions that are available within it. This process of condensation is analogous to the “co-ontogeny” of Maturana and Varela, in that both represent a process by which a given social system evolves the positions available within it, and the subsequent interactions that can take place, through a relational process. The roles within a wolf pack, from Alpha male on down, are fashioned through biological imperatives that enable all members to place themselves within the system and gives each of them a function. Human social systems function in the same way, though, as Flusser points out, the range of masks that are available has become very broad, and one can wear a number of them at any time. And in the case of human societies, though there are biological imperatives at work, it is theory, or the discourse that a society generates, that plays a major role in defining the subject. In both cases, that of Flusser and Maturana and Varela, this is a political process, in that the system itself generates the positions available within it.	

			At the same time that societies are organizations for the generation and hiring out of masks, they are also information systems. Masks function as the means for one “system” to communicate with another; they enable recognition, and the ability to say “you” to another. For systems theorist Niklas Luhmann, communication is the “basal process” of social systems, and the means by which subjects come into existence: “Social systems are based on either a type of action or on an aspect of action, and through action, so to speak, the subject comes into the system . . . the basal process of social systems, which produces their elements, can only be communication.” (137-138). Put in Flusser’s terms, these “elements” are masks, and they are the product of communication and dialogue. In this way, masks are prosthetic devicea that open up the possibility of information exchange between two nodes in a relational field. This dialogic relationship is the end state for social systems, because it functions, in Flusser’s terms, “negentropically” that is, it enables the system to overcome entropic forces, and generate new information. Flusser defines communication as “a process by which a system is changed by another system in such a way that the sum of information is greater at the end of the process than at its beginning.” (8) Here Flusser is again adopting a cybernetic view of social systems, one in which the goal is the collection of information that enables the system to regulate and maintain itself. In this view, media (whatever allows the flow of communication between nodes) and masks (what marks a node and enables it to be recognized within the system as being capable of receiving communication) function in the same way as the blind man’s cane in Bateson’s example; they are extensions of the system that enable it to receive and process information. 

			The crucial problem for systems theorists, post-structuralist theory based on systems theory, and Flusser, is the control of information and information systems, the way these systems generate subjectivity, and the possibilities that exist for individual subjects. Returning to Maturana and Varela, they consider the problem of system functionality, and whether individuals exist to improve the overall functionality of the system, or whether the system exists to allow the full realization of individuals within it: “[There are] those human communities which, because they embody enforced mechanisms of stabilization in all the behavioral dimensions of their members, constitute impaired human social systems.” (199) It’s a very small step to compare this tendency of systems to enforce stabilization within the behavioral dimensions of its members to the disciplinary systems described by Foucault, where systems of knowledge delineate the subject positions that can be occupied, and the means for “correcting” errant and deviant behaviors. From Foucault’s disciplinary systems we can also draw the comparison with Flusser’s villages and cities which are factories for the masks with which people identify themselves . . . there is no one who lays on a mask to identify himself, but rather that these masks secrete those wearing them out of themselves. This is another way of formulating the assertion that culture and civilization generate anthropologies, which claims to serve as their foundation. (Designing Cities, 174)

			These anthropologies have a tendency, in Flusser’s view, to create positions in which elites broadcast, through functionaries, “behavioral models for the consumption of material or ideal goods in which the holders of power are interested.” (On the Theory of Communication, 19). In all cases, from Maturna and Varela to Foucault to Flusser, the concern is the way in which the system accumulates, stores, and generates information that furthers its own functioning and regulates the behavior of individuals. This is typically achieved by both regulating the flow of information among individuals, and by the generation of “knowledge systems” or “anthropologies” that delineate subject positions, also known as masks.

			If information processing is the primary function of a system, and the method by which a system processes and disseminates information can be repressive and authoritarian, there are also means by which systems can process information in an emancipatory way. Flusser also imagines a utopian city as a new “theoretical space” where “all humans are connected in such a way that currently available information must be subsumed in more and more new fields and entered into the computations.” (“Designing Cities,” 178). Information is not being processed in order to further the functioning of the system, but to project meaning for its individuals: 

			The intention of this projected space is neither to create politics and business nor to lead to them. Instead, it is to give meaning to the intersubjective network in the face of universal entropy – in the face of death and the fall into ever-increasing probability. In short, to understand theory no longer as the discovery of truth, but rather as the projection of meaning.”(178)  

			In this space, what becomes important is not the masks it secretes in relation to politics and business, but rather the way in which it opens up the field of intrahuman relationships, the way it enables the development of theory, of new information. As Flusser writes slightly later in the same essay “The new civilization should no longer identify humans as individuals with masks or in masks. Instead, using our creative accumulation, it should project the specifically human out of these intrahuman relationships.” (180) This seems to describe a kind of immanent bliss that would be found in the act of dialogue itself, rather the discovery of transcendent truth, and it is this process of exchange that marks the “specifically human” action. We return, in other words, to that initial dance, where individuals move in their own way in relation to their multiple partners, together creating the form of a dance that is uniquely their own, which will not survive their parting, but gives them joy and companionship while it takes place. In this way, we recognize each other as humans, rather than as masks. 

			In this treatise, as Flusser would term it, I have pointed out some similarities between Flusser’s concept of the self in society, and that of contemporary theorists of social systems. In both cases, subjects and subject positions (“masks” in Flusser’s terms, “third-order couplings” for Maturana and Varela) are created through a circular causal mechanism in which a subject forms itself in relation to its environment (other systems), and in turn affects those systems. The mechanism for this process is communication; each subject functions as a node in the overall information processing system of a society, and through dialogic exchange, masks/subject positions are recognized and reinforced. For both Flusser and theorists of social systems, the question arises of what sort of masks/subject positions the social system makes available (“secretes”), and whether the overall functioning of the system is authoritarian (whether subjects exist to further the functioning of the system) or emancipatory (whether the system enables true interhuman relations, such as love, to blossom, and whether it secretes subject positions that allow for true dialogue). 

			Flusser may not be a “pure” systems theorist, in terms of a direct adoption of specific positions laid out by those who would describe themselves as such. However, his interest in relational/reciprocal processes, and their role in subject formation, does mark his work as having far more in common with “structural, systems-based modes of thought” than those associated with “procedural ideologies.” For this reason, it would seem worthwhile to continue developing a dialogue between Flusser and contemporary systems theory, in that hope that both might gain something through the process.
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			Ricardo Mendes, Cartas Flusserianas: diagnóstico sobre correspondência com Sérgio Paulo Rouanet

			Abstract

			The purpose of this essay is to comment on the reading of a set of letters exchanged by Vilém Flusser (1920-1991) and Sérgio Paulo Rouanet (1934). The exchange comprising 56 letters altogether – 30 by Flusser himself – took place between 1980 and 1991. It focused on some of Flusser’s most important concepts: the relationship of discourse and dialogue, the idea of ‘Apparat’, the existential dimension of writing, as well as the meaning of death and entropy for a theory of communication. Rouanet’s pertinent criticism reveals also some unexpected sides of Flusser’s theoretical assumptions.

			Apresentação

			O objetivo desse ensaio é estabelecer uma primeira leitura crítica do conjunto remanescente da correspondência mantida pelos filósofos Vilém Flusser (1920-1991) e Sérgio Paulo Rouanet (1934).  

			Essa aproximação ao lote de cartas, que cobre o período entre 1980 e 1991, procura avaliar sua relevância para projeto acadêmico em desenvolvimento, voltado para o estudo do gênero biográfico em seus aspectos híbridos entre os campos da historiografia e da literatura. Tal projeto tem como objeto privilegiado de análise a autobiografia de Flusser (1992): Bodenlos. 

			Leituras e debates realizados pelo autor no campo da epistolografia permitiram estruturar novas estratégias de abordagem ao longo do projeto. Um dos vetores chaves que despontam nesse contexto é a possibilidade de estudo do processo de construção de um modelo de intelectual, de um modelo de ação intelectual em outras palavras, que percorre não só a autobiografia de Flusser, mas também parte de seus livros e ensaios. Essa possibilidade ficou evidenciada a partir do conceito da escrita de si, abordagem estimulada pela leitura do texto homônimo de Michel Foucault (1994).

			Correspondência flusseriana: remanescentes

			O primeiro contato com o corpo epistográfico relacionado a Vilém Flusser data da pesquisa realizada pelo autor no projeto de mestrado intitulado Uma história dos diabos (2000, ECA-USP). A dissertação, desenvolvida no departamento de Biblioteconomia e Documentação na linha de Ação Cultural, englobava várias atividades orientadas para a difusão da obra de Flusser, entre elas o planejamento e a manutenção de um site de referência (<http://www.fotoplus.com/flusser>) e a organização de um seminário internacional sobre essa obra (SP/RJ, 1999). 

			Nesse processo, um segmento do trabalho estava dirigido para a elaboração de pesquisa documental sobre o período de moradia no Brasil do filósofo, ao longo das décadas de 1940 a 1960. Foi realizada, em complementação à pesquisa bibliográfica, uma longa série de entrevistas desenvolvida em duas fases. Na primeira fase estabeleceu-se contato preliminar com ex-alunos, assistentes e intelectuais que conviveram com Flusser no período, privilegiando a coleta de originais, de registros em áudio de palestras e de correspondência. Na segunda fase, promoveram-se algumas gravações em vídeo.

			A primeira aproximação com essa correspondência teve funções precisas: determinar contatos pessoais e estabelecer datações de palestras e outros eventos. Ao mesmo tempo, a leitura das cartas estava condicionada à elaboração de dois produtos distintos. Um deles, um ensaio destinado a analisar a obra Filosofia da caixa preta (Flusser 1985), voltada para o campo da fotografia, área de trabalho do pesquisador, que correspondia à sua comunicação apresentada no seminário final (sob este ângulo, foi relevante o pequeno lote de cartas enviadas à crítica de fotografia Stefania Bril). Outro produto era uma cronologia referenciada sobre Flusser, formalmente um currículo ampliado, registrando participações em seminários, congressos, lançamentos de livros e outros eventos. 

			A correspondência reunida nesse momento formava um conjunto muito reduzido: 31 cartas enviadas por Flusser no período de 1972 a 1991. A comunicação estabelecida era quase sempre factual, em textos curtos, salvo algumas cartas temáticas, mas sempre exemplares isolados de seqüências de correspondência que não puderam ser reconstituídas.

			Numa segunda fase de pesquisa, desenvolvida no Vilém_Flusser_Archiv, em Köln, realizada em 1998 ao longo de duas semanas, tivemos a oportunidade de ter contato com um corpo epistolográfico efetivamente significativo, embora não catalogado. Os organizadores iniciais do arquivo (Edith Flusser, a viúva, e Klaus Sander), conseguiram reunir um número expressivo dessa correspondência cobrindo as décadas de 1960 a 1980 . No entanto, em função do projeto de mestrado, a consulta privilegiou os correspondentes brasileiros, em especial aqueles ligados ao campo das artes visuais e da fotografia.

			As cartas consultadas serviram em especial à datação de contatos pessoais e participação em eventos, como também auxiliaram ao estabelecimento inicial de perfis dos remetentes e de identificação dos tópicos de conversação estabelecidos. Nessa perspectiva, tiveram maior relevância as cartas destinadas à ex-aluna e amiga da família, Maria Lilia Leão, responsável pela edição brasileira de Filosofia da caixa preta. Maria Lilia Leão ainda representou, no Brasil da década de 1980, papel significativo como agente de difusão e apoio à obra de Flusser.

			Um último produto do projeto de mestrado utilizou em menor escala – e sob outra perspectiva – parte da correspondência do filósofo. Trata-se do ensaio Vilém Flusser: uma história dos diabos, apresentado como anexo do mestrado. Este ensaio traçava um breve panorama sobre o período brasileiro. O trabalho tinha por fonte os cerca de 30 depoimentos gravados em vídeo com amigos, ex-alunos e intelectuais brasileiros e procurava estabelecer um texto com estrutura dialógica, criando um jogo coral entre os depoentes. Tentava-se assim constituir não só um percurso biográfico, mas igualmente apresentar as diversas facetas da polêmica persona pública do filósofo. Embora de ocorrência residual, algumas cartas foram empregadas aqui, num registro não mais factual, mas procurando caracterizar alguns relacionamentos interpessoais.

			Correspondência Rouanet-Flusser

			O trabalho epistolográfico relativo a Flusser desenvolvido durante o mestrado foi muito reduzido, em especial por tais registros não apresentarem reflexões de maior extensão sobre sua produção profissional, exceto em ocorrências raras. No entanto, o conjunto de cartas trocadas com Sérgio Paulo Rouanet abre novas perspectivas de trabalho. 

			O lote remanescente é composto por 56 cartas datilografadas, cobrindo o período entre 1980 e 1991, sendo 26 enviadas por Rouanet e 30 por Flusser, totalizando 215 páginas. O conjunto consultado é uma cópia dos originais cedida em 2000 por Dinah Flusser ao professor Gustavo Bernardo Krause (IL-UERJ), orientador do projeto de doutorado. 

			As cartas foram organizadas por Rouanet, mas uma primeira leitura revelou alguns problemas de encadeamento. Várias cartas de Flusser não apresentam datação completa; os registros foram posteriormente complementados por Roaunet e há duplicidade de cópias com datas distintas. O conjunto, listado em anexo segundo a nova ordenação agora proposta, apresenta 3 blocos temporais: (a) 1980-1983, (b) 1987-1989, (c) 1991. 

			O relacionamento desenvolvido entre Flusser e Rouanet revelou uma faceta nova para a pesquisa da obra flusseriana. É preciso reconhecer uma surpresa inicial frente à leitura dessa correspondência: ela apresenta um efetivo debate intelectual entremeado ao processo de estabelecimento de uma amizade. Afora a fortuna crítica levantada durante o mestrado em periódicos, a análise da recepção da produção do filósofo bem como seu desenvolvimento constituem aspectos pouco estudados até o momento no contexto brasileiro.

			Nestas cartas estabelece-se um debate intelectual no qual a figura de Rouanet é chave. Ele surge como uma espécie de grande comentador dos textos de Flusser, com cartas copiosas em oposição ao estilo sintético de Flusser, que procura aparentemente ajustar pouco a pouco o desenvolvimento dessa interpretação. 

			Perspectiva de leitura

			Optou-se por uma análise do primeiro bloco formado por 36 cartas (35 remanescentes apenas), trocadas entre 21.01.1980 e 27.05.1982, quase sempre a partir de Robion (sul da França), onde Flusser acaba se fixando, e Zurique, onde Rouanet integra então o corpo da representação diplomática brasileira.

			Esse bloco registra de certa forma o estabelecimento do contato intelectual, no qual a discussão da obra de Flusser será o tema central. A proposta inicial desse ensaio de analisar a escrita de si, como veremos, será profundamente prejudicada, ou, em outras palavras, de difícil implementação nesse momento pela especial configuração das cartas, praticamente espaço de debate com curtas referências pessoais nos parágrafos iniciais e finais. Será proposta mais adiante estratégia alternativa para contornar o problema. 

			Se as características do lote em questão dificultam em princípio o estudo da escrita de si, elas permitem porém uma compreensão de vários pontos levantados pela estimulante leitura do livro L’épistolaire, ou la Pensée nomade, de Brigitte Diaz (2002). Aspectos como a compreensão da ‘carta’ como prática histórica, as concepções de gênero, formas e funções e sua relação com a literatura, apresentados em seu desenvolvimento histórico no quadro francês, podem ser compreendidos na leitura do lote em questão. 

			A definição de um regime de “conversação” (adota-se aqui o termo, embora ciente da distinção entre fala e escrita) pelos interlocutores é uma possibilidade de leitura, em que se pode mapear passo a passo a constituição de papéis, de formas de aproximação e construção de uma intimidade – intelectual e pessoal. 

			Se algo de positivo pode ser encontrado no presente ensaio é ao texto de Diaz (2002), que ele deve ser tributado. Certamente, embora o foco de trabalho seja a “imagem” de Flusser, é ao redor de Rouanet que se constitui o campo de análise mais interessante. É evidente que mais do que mera “conversação entre ausentes” (na interpretação clássica sobre a epistolografia literária), a relação que se estabelece nesse conjunto – nessa interação Flusser-Rouanet – é um comentário intelectual sobre a obra do primeiro a partir da análise em expansão contínua desenvolvida pelo segundo, aparentemente “controlada” (“programada”) por Flusser. 

			“Toda correspondência começa por uma conversa entre surdos”  

			O período coberto pelo bloco em questão remete ao contato recíproco com a produção intelectual dos remetentes e o (re)conhecimento mútuo do temário, dos métodos, influências teóricas. Enfim, do horizonte de trabalho de Rouanet e Flusser. 

			Fica evidente que a aproximação entre os dois ocorre a partir de um primeiro contato social e não do conhecimento da produção efetiva de cada um dos interlocutores. Compreende-se assim uma fase inicial marcada por conflitos teóricos, que estabelecem uma tensão sobre a relação interpessoal, interferência porém gradualmente reduzida na medida que se estabelece a troca de textos editados ou ensaios ainda inéditos. A relação no entanto não é equilibrada, pois o foco do debate será sempre o pensamento de Flusser, em especial, o cristalizado nos dois livros comentados: Natural:mente (Flusser 1978) e Pós-História (Flusser 1983), em sua versão em língua portuguesa . A produção de Rouanet surge em contraste ou em complemento a de Flusser. O processo funciona como uma mediação, permitindo a nós, leitores de segunda mão, conhecer as referências intelectuais presentes na obra de Flusser conforme a interpretação de Rouanet e a sua conseqüente aceitação ou não pelo interlocutor.

			Como escrevem? 

			Ambos elaboram seus textos diretamente na máquina de escrever. Flusser envia cartas de uma a duas páginas, com texto apresentando raras correções e ocupando milimetricamente cada espaço da folha. Seu estilo sintético contrasta com o estilo expansivo do outro. Rouanet envia cartas longas, cinco delas com mais de sete páginas. Adota uma composição formal usual, com margens largas, mas com um texto mais “nervoso”. São frequentes correções e novas inserções de palavras. Flusser adota como usual o formato alemão, com o seu endereço ao alto e mais abaixo o do destinatário. Rouanet, por sua vez, utiliza o padrão brasileiro. 

			Como se tratam? 

			De início, Flusser adota a formalidade no tratamento - Ministro S. Rouanet - na primeira carta, em 21.01.80, mas o texto se inicia de forma direta: “Caro amigo, nossa conversa está ressoando na minha mente.” Por parte de ambos os interlocutores as cartas pouco espaço deixam para o factual. Excetuando parte dos parágrafos iniciais e finais, tudo pode ser entendido como espaço de trabalho, de debate. Rouanet, em tom mais amigável, acrescenta à mão, ao final seus cumprimentos cordiais: “Um grande abraço/ Rouanet” (SR, 05.02.80 , em sua primeira carta). Com a progressão do contato, ambos, cada um à sua maneira, darão espaço a uma cordialidade mais direta: “Com lembrança carinhosa para Edith/ Sérgio” (SR, 25.05.81, sempre manuscrito). Em especial, chama a atenção um desprendimento inesperado da parte de Flusser, expressando possivelmente o grau de importância da relação afetiva: “Abraços aos dois de nós dois” (VF, 26.03.81), “Te saluto, caro mio” (VF, 09.05.81), “Une grosse bise” (VF, 30.05.81).

			Sobre o que falam? 

			De Flusser, à primeira vista. Num primeiro subconjunto, Rouanet questiona a marca positivista de sua obra. Essas cartas trazem uma tensão atenuada mais tarde pela leitura feita por Rouanet do livro Natural:mente. A recepção entusiasmada deste livro por Rouanet marcará o momento seguinte do conjunto, o mais significativo, em que dois tópicos ganham relevância: a “interrogação fenomenológica” adotada por Flusser e a visão aparelhística da cultura, em oposição às interpretações causais e finais. O conflito se estabelece ao redor do modelo da ciência, com a recusa da parte de Rouanet de uma interpretação que englobe as ciências da natureza e do homem. O terceiro momento final do bloco é marcado por um deslocamento de foco motivado pelo retorno ao Brasil de Roaunet em função de férias e sua remoção para o Departamento da Ásia e Oceânia. Aqui a conversação dá espaço ao cuidados da relação entre ambos, às preocupações de Rouanet frente ao novo posto.

			Sedução intelectual & cuidados de uma relação

			Seria possível resumir o encadeamento da correspondência nesse primeiro bloco a partir das colocações acima, formando duas linhas que se cruzam num crescendo: sedução intelectual frente à discussão da obra de Flusser por seu interlocutor e a identificação dos “cuidados de uma relação” da parte de ambos. É esse roteiro que vamos apontar: Rouanet como escritor prolífico em contraste com Flusser com cartas curtas e nervosas, sempre na expectativa pela resposta, escrevendo cartas complementares em dias seguidos. De início, identifica-se uma tensão, a partir da questão “meu positivismo” (Flusser): “Não sei o mais deva admirar na sua carta, se sua capacidade de tirar conclusões certas a partir de premissas inaceitáveis, ou sua habilidade de formular conclusões erradas de forma extremamente persuasiva.” (SR, 05.02.80, parágrafo inicial) . E mais adiante, na mesma carta (idem, p.6): “...V. tem a coragem admirável de ser incoerente”. Ao mesmo tempo revela-se gradualmente em Rouanet a figura de um interlocutor interessado na conversação apesar dos conflitos, marca crescente em todo o bloco: “Espero que V. não se zangue com o tom, às vezes impetuoso, desta carta. São poucas as ocasiões em que posso conversar assim, sobre temas tão cruciais. É sua vez, agora, de pagar na mesma moeda, refutando minhas refutações.../ (manuscrito), Um grande abraço / Rouanet”

			O desconhecimento mútuo da obra de ambos gera os primeiros conflitos. Rouanet identifica de imediato o motivo, lembrado mais tarde por Flusser: “Como você diz na sua carta: ‘operamos em quadros teóricos diferentes’, o que torna o nosso diálogo extremamente útil.” (VF, 24.09.80, parágrafo inicial). E, certamente, tal reconhecimento definirá o clima desse relacionamento, que tem na carta de Rouanet, datada de 10.10.80, um dos pontos altos: “Desculpe minha irreverência em certos momentos desta carta. Sei que não preciso exercer, conversando com você, nenhuma auto-censura, o que é um alívio. Vale. /(manuscrito) Rouanet” (SR, 10.10.80, parágrafo final).

			Nessa carta, a sedução após a leitura de Natural:mente marca o momento de comentário crítico da produção atual de Flusser: “Não quero ser enfático, mas é dificil disfarçar meu entusiasmo por esse belíssimo texto. V. tem uma capacidade invejável de interrogar cada objeto com tanta radicalidade que ele se entrega, revelando sua essência.” (parágrafo inicial) Segue-se um longo comentário sobre o “’interrogatório fenomenológico’”, método de análise adotado por Flusser, talvez o mais contundente comentário sobre esse aspecto central. Rouanet, na página 2, citando trecho do livro aponta a fórmula que permite identificar a mediação (para o bem e para o mal) como elemento central da cultura: “ ‘o mundo é maravilhoso, porque se o descubro desaparece, e se o deixo encoberto passa a ser horrível’ ”, acrescentando mais adiante (em referência à análise final): “...uma visão que se sabe história, que se sabe cultura, e que não vê nisso uma maldição teológica, o preço do pecado e da desobediência (o homem adamítico possivelmente tinha uma visão direta, pré-kantiana) mas a condição de possibilidade de toda visão.” (idem, p.3)

			No entanto, o fascínio é substituído por outros tópicos que se desdobrarão em pontos de tensão. O primeiro é constituído pela visão aparelhística do mundo proposta por Flusser: “Li e reli suas cartas, e continuo achando insustentável o seu dogmatismo sistêmico, sua convicção inabalável...” (idem, p.5). Ponto que seria retomado na carta de Rouanet, de 13.08.80: “Minha crítica se resume nisso: em sua última carta, como na primeira, V. revela uma tendência, que causa um certo desconforto, de considerar já reais as condições que o poder gostaria que fossem reais. Do fato de que corresponde aos interesses do poder tecnocrático que a sociedade seja uma caixa-preta, não é possível deduzir que a sociedade seja uma caixa preta.” (SR, 13.08.80, p.4).

			Outro conflito reside na crítica ao modelo científico, que Flusser aplica de forma integrada às ciências da natureza e às ciências do homem. É o que diz Rouanet, em 10.10.80: “Talvez eu esteja sendo também dogmático, mas confesso que não consigo partilhar sua convicção de que vale para as ciências da sociedade o que vale para as ciências da natureza, isto é, que quanto maior o formalismo, maior o valor explicativo.” (SR, 10.10.80, p.6, veja também, p.8)

			Ao final dessa longa carta (13 páginas), Rouanet estabelece o horizonte em que se desenvolverá essa relação conflituosa e cresce também como interlocutor intelectual (e mais tarde, como amigo): “E eis como, meu caro amigo, de novo esta carta assume as proporções de um ‘roman-fleuve’. Fico com uma repreensível inveja de você, quando leio as fórmulas admiravelmente sintéticas e muitas vezes lapidares com que V. exprime os seus pensamentos. Qual o balanço desta carta em duas partes, uma que comento seu livro, e outra em que comento as suas cartas? O balanço é que sou um admirador incondicional de suas investigações concretas, e um admirador muito ambivalente de sua posição epistemológica. Quanto a esta, duvido que, teimosos como somos, jamais abramos mão de nossos pontos de vista. Mas descobri, para minha surpresa, que posso estar de acordo com sua ‘fenomenologia interrogativa’, tal como ela se exerce em suas análises concretas, estando a anos-luz de distância de seus pressupostos epistemológicos. Acho seu livro brilhante, e só não digo genial porque a palavra está muito desvalorizada.” (SR, 10.10.80, p.13).

			A sedução mútua está definida. A resposta de Flusser, em 17.10.80, apresenta um texto mais breve que o usual: “estou recebendo sua carta de 10/10, e estou profundamente comovido. Pela primeira vez estou tendo crítica, a qual, (tirando os elogios imerecidos), corresponde ao por mim intendido. Você cumpriu o papel de crítico de maneira por mim jamais experimentada: você penetrou o tecido do meu pensamento e revelou ligações que para mim não eram aparentes. Relerei a carta várias vezes, para depois responder com ponderação e calma.” (VF, 17.10.80). Dias mais tarde, complementará o comentário: “Sua capacidade de penetrar textos, (que já admirei no caso de ‘Habermas’) beira o assombroso.” (VF, 23.10.80, p.1).

			No entanto, a polêmica sobre um modelo da ciência, englobando as dedicadas à natureza e ao homem, gerará o conflito central desse conjunto de cartas. Em sua missiva, de 23.10.80, Flusser dará ao debate um tom irônico, ainda que de forma enviesada: “Now for a change of tune. Quem é esse Rouanet, que afirma a diferença entre ciências da natureza e da cultura como sendo ‘qualitativas’?” (VF, 23.10.80, p.3). É necessário apontar que na página seguinte retomará de forma brilhante sua proposição, finalizando: “Ou bem eu engulo a ciência, com sua atual crise epistemológica, então devo engoli-la toda, seja ‘natural’ ou ‘cultural’. Ou bem eu quero reformulá-la para eliminar a problemática epistemológica, (proveniente das premissas gregas da ‘episteme’), então devo reformulá-la de cabo a rabo, seja ‘natural’ ou ‘cultural’.” (idem, p.4)

			Rouanet tentará conciliar o impasse, revelando seu interesse em manter a conversação e afastar o contratempo anunciado nas últimas cartas. Ele imita, em sua carta de 24.11.80, um diálogo sobre o tema, parafraseando o conflito: “você me desperta com esse berro descortês...” (SR, 24.11.80), propondo a seguir concordarem com a necessidade uma nova atitude (Einstellung).

			A função de “explicador” da obra flusseriana será retomada por Rouanet após a leitura da primeira versão em português do texto Pós-História. Ele a comenta destacando “método”, “crítica” e “estratégia”: “São repères, para facilitar a exploração de um terreno que escapa a qualquer balisamento: excluídos pela riqueza dos objetos mas exigidos pelas limitações da inteligência, infirmitas intellectus.” (SR, 28.01.81, p.1). Como método aponta a descrição do mundo aparelhístico em linguagem aparelhística, o método similar ao do câncer (“caminho perigoso”): “...sua mimesis é devastadoramente dialética, mas não é consciente. Você não tem, literalmente, a teoria de sua praxis. (...) Console-se: sua crítica é mais eficiente.” (idem, p.3). “Sua resistência é contra um adversário em que a mentira assume a última de suas máscaras, que é a da verdade: a mentira que não precisa mais mentir. Sua resistência é mimética.” (idem, p.4).

			O “comentador” aponta a similaridade dessa crítica da cultura com a análise frankfurtiana. Não concorda com a crítica, mas destaca a eficiência da mimetização: “Adorno olha os aparelhos, com asco, e diz: vocês são uma conseqüência do falso saber. Isto é terrível. E você olha os aparelhos, com o mesmo asco, e diz: vocês se baseiam no saber verdadeiro, e são esse saber. Isto é mais terrível ainda.” (idem, p.6). E comenta então a estratégia de ação: “Você não se resigna ao horror. Acha que as esperanças são tênues, mas elas existem. Em praticamente cada um dos seus artigos V. aponta caminhos improváveis, mas possíveis. Esses caminhos não são todos compatíveis entre si, porque a contradição é o seu elemento vital.” (idem, p.7)

			Construindo o Outro

			Um aspecto secundário surge neste conjunto, aquele relativo à noção de diálogo que aponta para a construção do Outro. Por exemplo, ao questionar o conceito de discurso em Habermas, abordado por Rouanet, Flusser indica essa direção: “’Discurso’ é método para transmitir informação, não para criá-la. É o diálogo que cria informação, se fôr bem sucedido. E o diálogo é, antes de mais nada, auto-reconhecimento no outro. E tal reconhecimento mútuo da propria alienação, (mortalidade), no outro permite que surja informação nova por síntese de informações pré-existentes nos vários participantes do diálogo. Tais informações estão armazenadas nos participantes graças a discursos previamente recebidos. De modo que a dinâmica da cultura, essa alienação que se quer superar, é o oscilar entre discurso transmissor e diálogo formador de informação adquirida. A cultura é negativamente entrópica, precisamente por ser alienada, (anti-natural). Mas recai para o concreto (absurdo) devido ao esquecimento, (a morte). O diálogo cria informação contra o absurdo, e o discurso a preserva; mas trata-se de empresa desesperada: a informação acabará esquecida. O problema fundamental não é a ‘verdade’, (a-letheia, des-esquecimento), mas lethe, esquecimento. O problema fundamental é a morte.” (VF, 24.09.80).

			Mais adiante, ao discutir a “nova atitude” em direção a uma ciência dialógica, retoma mais uma vez o tema: “A tal ‘nova Einstellung’ que sonho, cagador-mor que sou, se resume na tentativa de tomar a sério Husserl. Assumir que existimos no mundo em função dos outros, nos quais reconhecemos nossa própria vacuidade, e com os quais ‘conversamos sobre as coisas’. É  assumir que as coisas são assuntos de tal conversação, e nada mais. Que são os pontos sobre os quais as nossas intencionalidades intersubjetivas coincidem. Que o ‘eidos’ das asas de barata, como o da quinta sinfonia, é tal “serem assuntos”. Que as asas de baratas são ‘pro-blemas’, (ob-jetos, Gegen-staende), no sentido de serem o que obsta minha intenção de alcançar-te. E que não são a não ser isto. Que as asas de barata são biombos que se interpõem entre meu reconhecimento de ti e por ti. E que ‘resolver problemas’ significa: abrir caminho em tua direção.” (VF, 16.12.80)

			Cuidados com o amigo

			O último momento desse primeiro bloco de cartas revela um progressivo cuidado com o amigo, da parte de Flusser em especial. Ocorrem aqui raros momentos de suspensão de um discurso racional, jogando para o desdobramento biográfico de certos temas. Ao discutir, por exemplo, modelos de temporalidade, a partir da noção de programa, Flusser comenta a viagem que Rouanet e Barbara, sua esposa, farão a Grécia: “Somos mediterrâneos, tu e eu, até profundidades insondáveis. Santissima Trindade ‘Oliva, trigo, uva’ nutre-nos fisicamente, simbolicamente e conscientemente.” Mais adiante, aponta como essa proximidade com os gregos é mais forte em Robion: “Minhas tripas se reconhecem melhor em Robion que na estação de metro chamada ‘eleusis’, porque os gregos estão aqui mais presentes.” (VF, 23.09.81)

			Os cuidados com o amigo tornam-se mais adiante, em carta de 13.01.82, o tema dominante, ainda que subterrâneo. Refere-se à carta de Rouanet, de 30.12.81, omitida da seleção atual, em que provavelmente o interloculor questiona o encaminhamento de sua produção pessoal. “Não, carissimo, há caminhos que levam a algo, e são precisamente os caminhos tortos que partem da fossa, como o são os nossos próprios caminhos. Por sinal: ‘caminho’ em grego é ‘methodoe’, de ‘meta-odos’, (rumo-caminho), no Senado americano há ‘ways and means commission’, e em chinez se chama ‘Tao’. Vale.” (VF, 13.01.82, parágrafo final).

			A designação de Rouanet a novo posto, no Departamento da Ásia e da Oceânia, impõe a este a preocupação sobre o relacionamento: “Nos próximos dois anos, receio muito que não me sobre muito tempo para produzir, mas haverá tempo para ler, e sobretudo para ler Vilém Flusser. Estou esperando, ansiosamente, sua Fuer eine Philosophie der Fotografie. Mandarei o exemplar do Tempo Brasileiro, com meu ensaio sobre WB . E tentarei encomendar para V. a biografia da H. Arendt.” (SR, 02.02.82, parágrafo final). 

			A preocupação revela-se naquele ano um dado concreto, como indica o parágrafo inciial da carta de Rouanet, em 24.12.82: “Sei que mereço um puxão de orelhas, e mais que isso: que V. se recuse a qualquer tentativa de continuar nossa correspondência. V. estaria no seu direito se fizesse isso, mas peço que não use esse direito. Não quero alegar desculpas banais por não ter respondido a última carta, mandada há tanto tempo, porque não há desculpa. Não há desculpa, mas há uma explicação: ela é interna, tem que ver com um longo período de melancolia em que estou imerso há meses, e de que mal consegui me recuperar. E melancolia é isso: desinteresse pelo mundo, pelos amigos mais queridos, autodesvalorização, fuga para o mundo privado, da não-comunicação. Estou começando a olhar para fora, e a primeira pessoa que vejo através da fresta é você, com sua força interior e a imagem que V. projeta de não se deixar abater por dificuldades reais, e muito menos pelas imaginárias. Durante esse período, tentei me comunicar da única forma acessível a quem perdeu a capacidade de dialogar: escrevendo, dialogo fantasmagórico com um ser coletivo sem rosto.”

			Retomando a imagem de si

			Essas breves citações do conjunto analisado visam caracterizar e qualificar parte dessa correspondência, certamente a mais relevante entre o universo levantado até o momento. O perfil intelectual dos dois interlocutores permitiu a constituição (e particularmente graças ao engajamento de Rouanet em prol dessa conversação) de um “comentário” único a tal momento da obra de Flusser, o qual merece ser explorado. 

			No que diz respeito ao ponto inicial proposto de desvendar uma escrita de si, talvez apenas o último bloco possa efetivamente apontar para um terreno biográfico a partir do qual Flusser “pensa” sua obra. Isto seria comentado por Rouanet, de forma indireta, na carta de 24.11.80: “Obrigado por me sugerir essa linha tão fecunda, que pretendo explorar, em seu devido tempo. Sei que para V. tudo isto traduz uma realidade existencial, e não somente teórica: V. não está, com isso, fazendo teoria, mas exprimindo algo de autobiograficamente seu, o que aumenta a importância dessa contribuição, que é também um depoimento.” (em referência ao Bildverbot judaico, entre outros pontos) (SR, 24.11.80, p.3).

			Quanto ao tópico do modelo de ação intelectual, aparentemente, é restrito o potencial identificado na leitura, exceto no que toca às estratégias comentadas por Rouanet, mas já referidas por Flusser. Sobre o papel do intelectual, por exemplo, aponta ele ser o de: “...procurar decifrar o mundo codificado. Para isto ele precisa assumir o código regente.” (VF, 24.09.80). E este “projeto” (em nossas palavras) se realizaria em nova condição: “Em suma: o que procurei fazer, não é ‘crítica da cultura’, mas ‘crítica da existência em cultura’.” (VF, 04.02.81).
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			Anexo I: Relação geral das correspondências

			Bloco 1 (1980-1982)

			Data / Remetente / Origem / Destino / Pág. / Obs.

			1980.01.21 / Vilém Flusser / Peypin d’Aigues / Zurique / 1

			1980.02.05 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 7

			1980.02.09 / Vilém Flusser / Peypin d’Aigues / 3

			(s.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 4 / Anexo 1

			(1980.02.09)

			XII – Wie gesund wir sind

			(Em alemão) (xerox cortou cabeçalho)

			(S.d.) 1 /Anexo 2

			(1980.02.09)

			Incompleto

			Página de rosto

			Vilèm Flusser/

			L’ iconoclastie

			(s.d.) Anexo 3

			(1980.02.09)

			falta

			1980.02.20 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1

			1980.08.13 ?	Sérgio Rouanet /Zurique / 10

			1980.09.20 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique / 4 /datada à mão, posteriormente

			1980.09.24 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique /3

			1980.10.10 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 13

			1980.10.17 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique / 1

			1980.10.23 / Vilém Flusser / Londres	Zurique / 4 / Na compilação original, esta carta aparece duplicada em 23.10.81, com data anotada a mão, posteriormente

			1980.11.24 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 10

			1980.12.16 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique /3

			1981.01.23 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 1

			1981.01.28 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1 / bilhete, com erro de ano, anunciando a carta a seguir

			1981.01.28 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 9

			1981.02.04 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 2

			1981.03.03 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 1

			1981.03.24 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1 / telegrama

			1981.03.26 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique /1	

			1981.04.01 / Sérgio Rouanet-1 citada na carta de VF/09.05.81 (talvez haja carta anterior de VF não preservada)

			1981.05.09 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique /3

			1981.05.25 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 4

			1981.05.30 ? / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 2

			1981.08.18 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 2

			1981.09.23 / Vilém Flusser / Robion	Zurique /2

			1981.12.10 / Vilém Flusser /--? / Zurique /1 /difícil ordenação

			Trata de visita em Zurique

			(Ano, manuscrito posteriormente, cortado no xerox)

			1981.12.30 /Sérgio Rouanet / - / - /- /falta 

			1982.01.13 /Vilém Flusser / Robion	Zurique	1	

			1982.07.14 ? / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1 / após férias

			1982.09.07 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 1

			1982.12.24 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 3

			1983.01.25 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 2

			1983.02.02 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 4 /ordenação errõnea, repetida em 

			1982.02.02

			1983.02.08 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / 1 / a mao 82 (confuso)

			(final do ciclo)

			1983.05.16 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Brasília / 1 / convite para evento

			1983.05.27 / Sérgio Rouanet / Brasília / Robion / 1 / telegrama – recusa

			total: 35 cartas remanescentes (SR-15; VF-20)	109	

			Bloco 2 (1987-1989)

			Data / Remetente / Origem / Destino / Pág. / Obs.

			1987.11.04 / Vilém Flusser / - / Copenhague / 1

			1987.11.10 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 1

			1987.11.14 / Vilém Flusser / - / Copenhague / 1

			1988.04.12 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 12

			1988.04.16 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 3

			1988.04.22 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 4

			1988.04.28 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 1

			1988.05.04 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 6

			1988.05.09 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 1

			1988.25.05 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 3

			1988.06.05 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 2

			1988.06.14 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 16

			1988.06.27 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 2

			1988.07.26 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 3

			1988.09.28 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague/ 3 

			1988.11.03 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 1

			1988.11.27 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 1

			1988.12.01 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 4

			1988.12.08 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 2

			1989.03.08 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 1+6	

			Total: 20 cartas remanescentes (SR-10; VF-10) / 74

			Bloco 3 (1991)

			Data / Remetente / Origem / Destino / Pág. / Obs.

			1991.00.00 / Vilém Flusser /-/falta

			SR, 1991.04.01

			1991.04.01 / Sérgio Rouanet / 2 / xerox

			Essai sur l´origine des langues, p.471-481

			Total: 1 carta remanescente (SR-1) /2

			Anexos ao conjunto

			1988.11.03 / Sérgio Rouanet / 15 / prefácio A coruja e o sambódromo

			(S.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 9 / conferência

			O papel da arte em ruptura cultural

			(Paris, Institut de l´Environnement)

			(S.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 5 / Apresentações

			(S.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 1/ fragmento de [fax], p.2

			Total: 30

			Total do conjunto: 

			56 cartas remanescentes (SR-26; VF-30)

			215

		

	
		
			Ricardo Mendes, Cartas Flusserianas: diagnóstico sobre correspondência com Sérgio Paulo Rouanet

			Abstract

			The purpose of this essay is to comment on the reading of a set of letters exchanged by Vilém Flusser (1920-1991) and Sérgio Paulo Rouanet (1934). The exchange comprising 56 letters altogether – 30 by Flusser himself – took place between 1980 and 1991. It focused on some of Flusser’s most important concepts: the relationship of discourse and dialogue, the idea of ‘Apparat’, the existential dimension of writing, as well as the meaning of death and entropy for a theory of communication. Rouanet’s pertinent criticism reveals also some unexpected sides of Flusser’s theoretical assumptions.

			Apresentação

			O objetivo desse ensaio é estabelecer uma primeira leitura crítica do conjunto remanescente da correspondência mantida pelos filósofos Vilém Flusser (1920-1991) e Sérgio Paulo Rouanet (1934).  

			Essa aproximação ao lote de cartas, que cobre o período entre 1980 e 1991, procura avaliar sua relevância para projeto acadêmico em desenvolvimento, voltado para o estudo do gênero biográfico em seus aspectos híbridos entre os campos da historiografia e da literatura. Tal projeto tem como objeto privilegiado de análise a autobiografia de Flusser (1992): Bodenlos. 

			Leituras e debates realizados pelo autor no campo da epistolografia permitiram estruturar novas estratégias de abordagem ao longo do projeto. Um dos vetores chaves que despontam nesse contexto é a possibilidade de estudo do processo de construção de um modelo de intelectual, de um modelo de ação intelectual em outras palavras, que percorre não só a autobiografia de Flusser, mas também parte de seus livros e ensaios. Essa possibilidade ficou evidenciada a partir do conceito da escrita de si, abordagem estimulada pela leitura do texto homônimo de Michel Foucault (1994).

			Correspondência flusseriana: remanescentes

			O primeiro contato com o corpo epistográfico relacionado a Vilém Flusser data da pesquisa realizada pelo autor no projeto de mestrado intitulado Uma história dos diabos (2000, ECA-USP). A dissertação, desenvolvida no departamento de Biblioteconomia e Documentação na linha de Ação Cultural, englobava várias atividades orientadas para a difusão da obra de Flusser, entre elas o planejamento e a manutenção de um site de referência (<http://www.fotoplus.com/flusser>) e a organização de um seminário internacional sobre essa obra (SP/RJ, 1999). 

			Nesse processo, um segmento do trabalho estava dirigido para a elaboração de pesquisa documental sobre o período de moradia no Brasil do filósofo, ao longo das décadas de 1940 a 1960. Foi realizada, em complementação à pesquisa bibliográfica, uma longa série de entrevistas desenvolvida em duas fases. Na primeira fase estabeleceu-se contato preliminar com ex-alunos, assistentes e intelectuais que conviveram com Flusser no período, privilegiando a coleta de originais, de registros em áudio de palestras e de correspondência. Na segunda fase, promoveram-se algumas gravações em vídeo.

			A primeira aproximação com essa correspondência teve funções precisas: determinar contatos pessoais e estabelecer datações de palestras e outros eventos. Ao mesmo tempo, a leitura das cartas estava condicionada à elaboração de dois produtos distintos. Um deles, um ensaio destinado a analisar a obra Filosofia da caixa preta (Flusser 1985), voltada para o campo da fotografia, área de trabalho do pesquisador, que correspondia à sua comunicação apresentada no seminário final (sob este ângulo, foi relevante o pequeno lote de cartas enviadas à crítica de fotografia Stefania Bril). Outro produto era uma cronologia referenciada sobre Flusser, formalmente um currículo ampliado, registrando participações em seminários, congressos, lançamentos de livros e outros eventos. 

			A correspondência reunida nesse momento formava um conjunto muito reduzido: 31 cartas enviadas por Flusser no período de 1972 a 1991. A comunicação estabelecida era quase sempre factual, em textos curtos, salvo algumas cartas temáticas, mas sempre exemplares isolados de seqüências de correspondência que não puderam ser reconstituídas.

			Numa segunda fase de pesquisa, desenvolvida no Vilém_Flusser_Archiv, em Köln, realizada em 1998 ao longo de duas semanas, tivemos a oportunidade de ter contato com um corpo epistolográfico efetivamente significativo, embora não catalogado. Os organizadores iniciais do arquivo (Edith Flusser, a viúva, e Klaus Sander), conseguiram reunir um número expressivo dessa correspondência cobrindo as décadas de 1960 a 1980 . No entanto, em função do projeto de mestrado, a consulta privilegiou os correspondentes brasileiros, em especial aqueles ligados ao campo das artes visuais e da fotografia.

			As cartas consultadas serviram em especial à datação de contatos pessoais e participação em eventos, como também auxiliaram ao estabelecimento inicial de perfis dos remetentes e de identificação dos tópicos de conversação estabelecidos. Nessa perspectiva, tiveram maior relevância as cartas destinadas à ex-aluna e amiga da família, Maria Lilia Leão, responsável pela edição brasileira de Filosofia da caixa preta. Maria Lilia Leão ainda representou, no Brasil da década de 1980, papel significativo como agente de difusão e apoio à obra de Flusser.

			Um último produto do projeto de mestrado utilizou em menor escala – e sob outra perspectiva – parte da correspondência do filósofo. Trata-se do ensaio Vilém Flusser: uma história dos diabos, apresentado como anexo do mestrado. Este ensaio traçava um breve panorama sobre o período brasileiro. O trabalho tinha por fonte os cerca de 30 depoimentos gravados em vídeo com amigos, ex-alunos e intelectuais brasileiros e procurava estabelecer um texto com estrutura dialógica, criando um jogo coral entre os depoentes. Tentava-se assim constituir não só um percurso biográfico, mas igualmente apresentar as diversas facetas da polêmica persona pública do filósofo. Embora de ocorrência residual, algumas cartas foram empregadas aqui, num registro não mais factual, mas procurando caracterizar alguns relacionamentos interpessoais.

			Correspondência Rouanet-Flusser

			O trabalho epistolográfico relativo a Flusser desenvolvido durante o mestrado foi muito reduzido, em especial por tais registros não apresentarem reflexões de maior extensão sobre sua produção profissional, exceto em ocorrências raras. No entanto, o conjunto de cartas trocadas com Sérgio Paulo Rouanet abre novas perspectivas de trabalho. 

			O lote remanescente é composto por 56 cartas datilografadas, cobrindo o período entre 1980 e 1991, sendo 26 enviadas por Rouanet e 30 por Flusser, totalizando 215 páginas. O conjunto consultado é uma cópia dos originais cedida em 2000 por Dinah Flusser ao professor Gustavo Bernardo Krause (IL-UERJ), orientador do projeto de doutorado. 

			As cartas foram organizadas por Rouanet, mas uma primeira leitura revelou alguns problemas de encadeamento. Várias cartas de Flusser não apresentam datação completa; os registros foram posteriormente complementados por Roaunet e há duplicidade de cópias com datas distintas. O conjunto, listado em anexo segundo a nova ordenação agora proposta, apresenta 3 blocos temporais: (a) 1980-1983, (b) 1987-1989, (c) 1991. 

			O relacionamento desenvolvido entre Flusser e Rouanet revelou uma faceta nova para a pesquisa da obra flusseriana. É preciso reconhecer uma surpresa inicial frente à leitura dessa correspondência: ela apresenta um efetivo debate intelectual entremeado ao processo de estabelecimento de uma amizade. Afora a fortuna crítica levantada durante o mestrado em periódicos, a análise da recepção da produção do filósofo bem como seu desenvolvimento constituem aspectos pouco estudados até o momento no contexto brasileiro.

			Nestas cartas estabelece-se um debate intelectual no qual a figura de Rouanet é chave. Ele surge como uma espécie de grande comentador dos textos de Flusser, com cartas copiosas em oposição ao estilo sintético de Flusser, que procura aparentemente ajustar pouco a pouco o desenvolvimento dessa interpretação. 

			Perspectiva de leitura

			Optou-se por uma análise do primeiro bloco formado por 36 cartas (35 remanescentes apenas), trocadas entre 21.01.1980 e 27.05.1982, quase sempre a partir de Robion (sul da França), onde Flusser acaba se fixando, e Zurique, onde Rouanet integra então o corpo da representação diplomática brasileira.

			Esse bloco registra de certa forma o estabelecimento do contato intelectual, no qual a discussão da obra de Flusser será o tema central. A proposta inicial desse ensaio de analisar a escrita de si, como veremos, será profundamente prejudicada, ou, em outras palavras, de difícil implementação nesse momento pela especial configuração das cartas, praticamente espaço de debate com curtas referências pessoais nos parágrafos iniciais e finais. Será proposta mais adiante estratégia alternativa para contornar o problema. 

			Se as características do lote em questão dificultam em princípio o estudo da escrita de si, elas permitem porém uma compreensão de vários pontos levantados pela estimulante leitura do livro L’épistolaire, ou la Pensée nomade, de Brigitte Diaz (2002). Aspectos como a compreensão da ‘carta’ como prática histórica, as concepções de gênero, formas e funções e sua relação com a literatura, apresentados em seu desenvolvimento histórico no quadro francês, podem ser compreendidos na leitura do lote em questão. 

			A definição de um regime de “conversação” (adota-se aqui o termo, embora ciente da distinção entre fala e escrita) pelos interlocutores é uma possibilidade de leitura, em que se pode mapear passo a passo a constituição de papéis, de formas de aproximação e construção de uma intimidade – intelectual e pessoal. 

			Se algo de positivo pode ser encontrado no presente ensaio é ao texto de Diaz (2002), que ele deve ser tributado. Certamente, embora o foco de trabalho seja a “imagem” de Flusser, é ao redor de Rouanet que se constitui o campo de análise mais interessante. É evidente que mais do que mera “conversação entre ausentes” (na interpretação clássica sobre a epistolografia literária), a relação que se estabelece nesse conjunto – nessa interação Flusser-Rouanet – é um comentário intelectual sobre a obra do primeiro a partir da análise em expansão contínua desenvolvida pelo segundo, aparentemente “controlada” (“programada”) por Flusser. 

			“Toda correspondência começa por uma conversa entre surdos”  

			O período coberto pelo bloco em questão remete ao contato recíproco com a produção intelectual dos remetentes e o (re)conhecimento mútuo do temário, dos métodos, influências teóricas. Enfim, do horizonte de trabalho de Rouanet e Flusser. 

			Fica evidente que a aproximação entre os dois ocorre a partir de um primeiro contato social e não do conhecimento da produção efetiva de cada um dos interlocutores. Compreende-se assim uma fase inicial marcada por conflitos teóricos, que estabelecem uma tensão sobre a relação interpessoal, interferência porém gradualmente reduzida na medida que se estabelece a troca de textos editados ou ensaios ainda inéditos. A relação no entanto não é equilibrada, pois o foco do debate será sempre o pensamento de Flusser, em especial, o cristalizado nos dois livros comentados: Natural:mente (Flusser 1978) e Pós-História (Flusser 1983), em sua versão em língua portuguesa . A produção de Rouanet surge em contraste ou em complemento a de Flusser. O processo funciona como uma mediação, permitindo a nós, leitores de segunda mão, conhecer as referências intelectuais presentes na obra de Flusser conforme a interpretação de Rouanet e a sua conseqüente aceitação ou não pelo interlocutor.

			Como escrevem? 

			Ambos elaboram seus textos diretamente na máquina de escrever. Flusser envia cartas de uma a duas páginas, com texto apresentando raras correções e ocupando milimetricamente cada espaço da folha. Seu estilo sintético contrasta com o estilo expansivo do outro. Rouanet envia cartas longas, cinco delas com mais de sete páginas. Adota uma composição formal usual, com margens largas, mas com um texto mais “nervoso”. São frequentes correções e novas inserções de palavras. Flusser adota como usual o formato alemão, com o seu endereço ao alto e mais abaixo o do destinatário. Rouanet, por sua vez, utiliza o padrão brasileiro. 

			Como se tratam? 

			De início, Flusser adota a formalidade no tratamento - Ministro S. Rouanet - na primeira carta, em 21.01.80, mas o texto se inicia de forma direta: “Caro amigo, nossa conversa está ressoando na minha mente.” Por parte de ambos os interlocutores as cartas pouco espaço deixam para o factual. Excetuando parte dos parágrafos iniciais e finais, tudo pode ser entendido como espaço de trabalho, de debate. Rouanet, em tom mais amigável, acrescenta à mão, ao final seus cumprimentos cordiais: “Um grande abraço/ Rouanet” (SR, 05.02.80 , em sua primeira carta). Com a progressão do contato, ambos, cada um à sua maneira, darão espaço a uma cordialidade mais direta: “Com lembrança carinhosa para Edith/ Sérgio” (SR, 25.05.81, sempre manuscrito). Em especial, chama a atenção um desprendimento inesperado da parte de Flusser, expressando possivelmente o grau de importância da relação afetiva: “Abraços aos dois de nós dois” (VF, 26.03.81), “Te saluto, caro mio” (VF, 09.05.81), “Une grosse bise” (VF, 30.05.81).

			Sobre o que falam? 

			De Flusser, à primeira vista. Num primeiro subconjunto, Rouanet questiona a marca positivista de sua obra. Essas cartas trazem uma tensão atenuada mais tarde pela leitura feita por Rouanet do livro Natural:mente. A recepção entusiasmada deste livro por Rouanet marcará o momento seguinte do conjunto, o mais significativo, em que dois tópicos ganham relevância: a “interrogação fenomenológica” adotada por Flusser e a visão aparelhística da cultura, em oposição às interpretações causais e finais. O conflito se estabelece ao redor do modelo da ciência, com a recusa da parte de Rouanet de uma interpretação que englobe as ciências da natureza e do homem. O terceiro momento final do bloco é marcado por um deslocamento de foco motivado pelo retorno ao Brasil de Roaunet em função de férias e sua remoção para o Departamento da Ásia e Oceânia. Aqui a conversação dá espaço ao cuidados da relação entre ambos, às preocupações de Rouanet frente ao novo posto.

			Sedução intelectual & cuidados de uma relação

			Seria possível resumir o encadeamento da correspondência nesse primeiro bloco a partir das colocações acima, formando duas linhas que se cruzam num crescendo: sedução intelectual frente à discussão da obra de Flusser por seu interlocutor e a identificação dos “cuidados de uma relação” da parte de ambos. É esse roteiro que vamos apontar: Rouanet como escritor prolífico em contraste com Flusser com cartas curtas e nervosas, sempre na expectativa pela resposta, escrevendo cartas complementares em dias seguidos. De início, identifica-se uma tensão, a partir da questão “meu positivismo” (Flusser): “Não sei o mais deva admirar na sua carta, se sua capacidade de tirar conclusões certas a partir de premissas inaceitáveis, ou sua habilidade de formular conclusões erradas de forma extremamente persuasiva.” (SR, 05.02.80, parágrafo inicial) . E mais adiante, na mesma carta (idem, p.6): “...V. tem a coragem admirável de ser incoerente”. Ao mesmo tempo revela-se gradualmente em Rouanet a figura de um interlocutor interessado na conversação apesar dos conflitos, marca crescente em todo o bloco: “Espero que V. não se zangue com o tom, às vezes impetuoso, desta carta. São poucas as ocasiões em que posso conversar assim, sobre temas tão cruciais. É sua vez, agora, de pagar na mesma moeda, refutando minhas refutações.../ (manuscrito), Um grande abraço / Rouanet”

			O desconhecimento mútuo da obra de ambos gera os primeiros conflitos. Rouanet identifica de imediato o motivo, lembrado mais tarde por Flusser: “Como você diz na sua carta: ‘operamos em quadros teóricos diferentes’, o que torna o nosso diálogo extremamente útil.” (VF, 24.09.80, parágrafo inicial). E, certamente, tal reconhecimento definirá o clima desse relacionamento, que tem na carta de Rouanet, datada de 10.10.80, um dos pontos altos: “Desculpe minha irreverência em certos momentos desta carta. Sei que não preciso exercer, conversando com você, nenhuma auto-censura, o que é um alívio. Vale. /(manuscrito) Rouanet” (SR, 10.10.80, parágrafo final).

			Nessa carta, a sedução após a leitura de Natural:mente marca o momento de comentário crítico da produção atual de Flusser: “Não quero ser enfático, mas é dificil disfarçar meu entusiasmo por esse belíssimo texto. V. tem uma capacidade invejável de interrogar cada objeto com tanta radicalidade que ele se entrega, revelando sua essência.” (parágrafo inicial) Segue-se um longo comentário sobre o “’interrogatório fenomenológico’”, método de análise adotado por Flusser, talvez o mais contundente comentário sobre esse aspecto central. Rouanet, na página 2, citando trecho do livro aponta a fórmula que permite identificar a mediação (para o bem e para o mal) como elemento central da cultura: “ ‘o mundo é maravilhoso, porque se o descubro desaparece, e se o deixo encoberto passa a ser horrível’ ”, acrescentando mais adiante (em referência à análise final): “...uma visão que se sabe história, que se sabe cultura, e que não vê nisso uma maldição teológica, o preço do pecado e da desobediência (o homem adamítico possivelmente tinha uma visão direta, pré-kantiana) mas a condição de possibilidade de toda visão.” (idem, p.3)

			No entanto, o fascínio é substituído por outros tópicos que se desdobrarão em pontos de tensão. O primeiro é constituído pela visão aparelhística do mundo proposta por Flusser: “Li e reli suas cartas, e continuo achando insustentável o seu dogmatismo sistêmico, sua convicção inabalável...” (idem, p.5). Ponto que seria retomado na carta de Rouanet, de 13.08.80: “Minha crítica se resume nisso: em sua última carta, como na primeira, V. revela uma tendência, que causa um certo desconforto, de considerar já reais as condições que o poder gostaria que fossem reais. Do fato de que corresponde aos interesses do poder tecnocrático que a sociedade seja uma caixa-preta, não é possível deduzir que a sociedade seja uma caixa preta.” (SR, 13.08.80, p.4).

			Outro conflito reside na crítica ao modelo científico, que Flusser aplica de forma integrada às ciências da natureza e às ciências do homem. É o que diz Rouanet, em 10.10.80: “Talvez eu esteja sendo também dogmático, mas confesso que não consigo partilhar sua convicção de que vale para as ciências da sociedade o que vale para as ciências da natureza, isto é, que quanto maior o formalismo, maior o valor explicativo.” (SR, 10.10.80, p.6, veja também, p.8)

			Ao final dessa longa carta (13 páginas), Rouanet estabelece o horizonte em que se desenvolverá essa relação conflituosa e cresce também como interlocutor intelectual (e mais tarde, como amigo): “E eis como, meu caro amigo, de novo esta carta assume as proporções de um ‘roman-fleuve’. Fico com uma repreensível inveja de você, quando leio as fórmulas admiravelmente sintéticas e muitas vezes lapidares com que V. exprime os seus pensamentos. Qual o balanço desta carta em duas partes, uma que comento seu livro, e outra em que comento as suas cartas? O balanço é que sou um admirador incondicional de suas investigações concretas, e um admirador muito ambivalente de sua posição epistemológica. Quanto a esta, duvido que, teimosos como somos, jamais abramos mão de nossos pontos de vista. Mas descobri, para minha surpresa, que posso estar de acordo com sua ‘fenomenologia interrogativa’, tal como ela se exerce em suas análises concretas, estando a anos-luz de distância de seus pressupostos epistemológicos. Acho seu livro brilhante, e só não digo genial porque a palavra está muito desvalorizada.” (SR, 10.10.80, p.13).

			A sedução mútua está definida. A resposta de Flusser, em 17.10.80, apresenta um texto mais breve que o usual: “estou recebendo sua carta de 10/10, e estou profundamente comovido. Pela primeira vez estou tendo crítica, a qual, (tirando os elogios imerecidos), corresponde ao por mim intendido. Você cumpriu o papel de crítico de maneira por mim jamais experimentada: você penetrou o tecido do meu pensamento e revelou ligações que para mim não eram aparentes. Relerei a carta várias vezes, para depois responder com ponderação e calma.” (VF, 17.10.80). Dias mais tarde, complementará o comentário: “Sua capacidade de penetrar textos, (que já admirei no caso de ‘Habermas’) beira o assombroso.” (VF, 23.10.80, p.1).

			No entanto, a polêmica sobre um modelo da ciência, englobando as dedicadas à natureza e ao homem, gerará o conflito central desse conjunto de cartas. Em sua missiva, de 23.10.80, Flusser dará ao debate um tom irônico, ainda que de forma enviesada: “Now for a change of tune. Quem é esse Rouanet, que afirma a diferença entre ciências da natureza e da cultura como sendo ‘qualitativas’?” (VF, 23.10.80, p.3). É necessário apontar que na página seguinte retomará de forma brilhante sua proposição, finalizando: “Ou bem eu engulo a ciência, com sua atual crise epistemológica, então devo engoli-la toda, seja ‘natural’ ou ‘cultural’. Ou bem eu quero reformulá-la para eliminar a problemática epistemológica, (proveniente das premissas gregas da ‘episteme’), então devo reformulá-la de cabo a rabo, seja ‘natural’ ou ‘cultural’.” (idem, p.4)

			Rouanet tentará conciliar o impasse, revelando seu interesse em manter a conversação e afastar o contratempo anunciado nas últimas cartas. Ele imita, em sua carta de 24.11.80, um diálogo sobre o tema, parafraseando o conflito: “você me desperta com esse berro descortês...” (SR, 24.11.80), propondo a seguir concordarem com a necessidade uma nova atitude (Einstellung).

			A função de “explicador” da obra flusseriana será retomada por Rouanet após a leitura da primeira versão em português do texto Pós-História. Ele a comenta destacando “método”, “crítica” e “estratégia”: “São repères, para facilitar a exploração de um terreno que escapa a qualquer balisamento: excluídos pela riqueza dos objetos mas exigidos pelas limitações da inteligência, infirmitas intellectus.” (SR, 28.01.81, p.1). Como método aponta a descrição do mundo aparelhístico em linguagem aparelhística, o método similar ao do câncer (“caminho perigoso”): “...sua mimesis é devastadoramente dialética, mas não é consciente. Você não tem, literalmente, a teoria de sua praxis. (...) Console-se: sua crítica é mais eficiente.” (idem, p.3). “Sua resistência é contra um adversário em que a mentira assume a última de suas máscaras, que é a da verdade: a mentira que não precisa mais mentir. Sua resistência é mimética.” (idem, p.4).

			O “comentador” aponta a similaridade dessa crítica da cultura com a análise frankfurtiana. Não concorda com a crítica, mas destaca a eficiência da mimetização: “Adorno olha os aparelhos, com asco, e diz: vocês são uma conseqüência do falso saber. Isto é terrível. E você olha os aparelhos, com o mesmo asco, e diz: vocês se baseiam no saber verdadeiro, e são esse saber. Isto é mais terrível ainda.” (idem, p.6). E comenta então a estratégia de ação: “Você não se resigna ao horror. Acha que as esperanças são tênues, mas elas existem. Em praticamente cada um dos seus artigos V. aponta caminhos improváveis, mas possíveis. Esses caminhos não são todos compatíveis entre si, porque a contradição é o seu elemento vital.” (idem, p.7)

			Construindo o Outro

			Um aspecto secundário surge neste conjunto, aquele relativo à noção de diálogo que aponta para a construção do Outro. Por exemplo, ao questionar o conceito de discurso em Habermas, abordado por Rouanet, Flusser indica essa direção: “’Discurso’ é método para transmitir informação, não para criá-la. É o diálogo que cria informação, se fôr bem sucedido. E o diálogo é, antes de mais nada, auto-reconhecimento no outro. E tal reconhecimento mútuo da propria alienação, (mortalidade), no outro permite que surja informação nova por síntese de informações pré-existentes nos vários participantes do diálogo. Tais informações estão armazenadas nos participantes graças a discursos previamente recebidos. De modo que a dinâmica da cultura, essa alienação que se quer superar, é o oscilar entre discurso transmissor e diálogo formador de informação adquirida. A cultura é negativamente entrópica, precisamente por ser alienada, (anti-natural). Mas recai para o concreto (absurdo) devido ao esquecimento, (a morte). O diálogo cria informação contra o absurdo, e o discurso a preserva; mas trata-se de empresa desesperada: a informação acabará esquecida. O problema fundamental não é a ‘verdade’, (a-letheia, des-esquecimento), mas lethe, esquecimento. O problema fundamental é a morte.” (VF, 24.09.80).

			Mais adiante, ao discutir a “nova atitude” em direção a uma ciência dialógica, retoma mais uma vez o tema: “A tal ‘nova Einstellung’ que sonho, cagador-mor que sou, se resume na tentativa de tomar a sério Husserl. Assumir que existimos no mundo em função dos outros, nos quais reconhecemos nossa própria vacuidade, e com os quais ‘conversamos sobre as coisas’. É  assumir que as coisas são assuntos de tal conversação, e nada mais. Que são os pontos sobre os quais as nossas intencionalidades intersubjetivas coincidem. Que o ‘eidos’ das asas de barata, como o da quinta sinfonia, é tal “serem assuntos”. Que as asas de baratas são ‘pro-blemas’, (ob-jetos, Gegen-staende), no sentido de serem o que obsta minha intenção de alcançar-te. E que não são a não ser isto. Que as asas de barata são biombos que se interpõem entre meu reconhecimento de ti e por ti. E que ‘resolver problemas’ significa: abrir caminho em tua direção.” (VF, 16.12.80)

			Cuidados com o amigo

			O último momento desse primeiro bloco de cartas revela um progressivo cuidado com o amigo, da parte de Flusser em especial. Ocorrem aqui raros momentos de suspensão de um discurso racional, jogando para o desdobramento biográfico de certos temas. Ao discutir, por exemplo, modelos de temporalidade, a partir da noção de programa, Flusser comenta a viagem que Rouanet e Barbara, sua esposa, farão a Grécia: “Somos mediterrâneos, tu e eu, até profundidades insondáveis. Santissima Trindade ‘Oliva, trigo, uva’ nutre-nos fisicamente, simbolicamente e conscientemente.” Mais adiante, aponta como essa proximidade com os gregos é mais forte em Robion: “Minhas tripas se reconhecem melhor em Robion que na estação de metro chamada ‘eleusis’, porque os gregos estão aqui mais presentes.” (VF, 23.09.81)

			Os cuidados com o amigo tornam-se mais adiante, em carta de 13.01.82, o tema dominante, ainda que subterrâneo. Refere-se à carta de Rouanet, de 30.12.81, omitida da seleção atual, em que provavelmente o interloculor questiona o encaminhamento de sua produção pessoal. “Não, carissimo, há caminhos que levam a algo, e são precisamente os caminhos tortos que partem da fossa, como o são os nossos próprios caminhos. Por sinal: ‘caminho’ em grego é ‘methodoe’, de ‘meta-odos’, (rumo-caminho), no Senado americano há ‘ways and means commission’, e em chinez se chama ‘Tao’. Vale.” (VF, 13.01.82, parágrafo final).

			A designação de Rouanet a novo posto, no Departamento da Ásia e da Oceânia, impõe a este a preocupação sobre o relacionamento: “Nos próximos dois anos, receio muito que não me sobre muito tempo para produzir, mas haverá tempo para ler, e sobretudo para ler Vilém Flusser. Estou esperando, ansiosamente, sua Fuer eine Philosophie der Fotografie. Mandarei o exemplar do Tempo Brasileiro, com meu ensaio sobre WB . E tentarei encomendar para V. a biografia da H. Arendt.” (SR, 02.02.82, parágrafo final). 

			A preocupação revela-se naquele ano um dado concreto, como indica o parágrafo inciial da carta de Rouanet, em 24.12.82: “Sei que mereço um puxão de orelhas, e mais que isso: que V. se recuse a qualquer tentativa de continuar nossa correspondência. V. estaria no seu direito se fizesse isso, mas peço que não use esse direito. Não quero alegar desculpas banais por não ter respondido a última carta, mandada há tanto tempo, porque não há desculpa. Não há desculpa, mas há uma explicação: ela é interna, tem que ver com um longo período de melancolia em que estou imerso há meses, e de que mal consegui me recuperar. E melancolia é isso: desinteresse pelo mundo, pelos amigos mais queridos, autodesvalorização, fuga para o mundo privado, da não-comunicação. Estou começando a olhar para fora, e a primeira pessoa que vejo através da fresta é você, com sua força interior e a imagem que V. projeta de não se deixar abater por dificuldades reais, e muito menos pelas imaginárias. Durante esse período, tentei me comunicar da única forma acessível a quem perdeu a capacidade de dialogar: escrevendo, dialogo fantasmagórico com um ser coletivo sem rosto.”

			Retomando a imagem de si

			Essas breves citações do conjunto analisado visam caracterizar e qualificar parte dessa correspondência, certamente a mais relevante entre o universo levantado até o momento. O perfil intelectual dos dois interlocutores permitiu a constituição (e particularmente graças ao engajamento de Rouanet em prol dessa conversação) de um “comentário” único a tal momento da obra de Flusser, o qual merece ser explorado. 

			No que diz respeito ao ponto inicial proposto de desvendar uma escrita de si, talvez apenas o último bloco possa efetivamente apontar para um terreno biográfico a partir do qual Flusser “pensa” sua obra. Isto seria comentado por Rouanet, de forma indireta, na carta de 24.11.80: “Obrigado por me sugerir essa linha tão fecunda, que pretendo explorar, em seu devido tempo. Sei que para V. tudo isto traduz uma realidade existencial, e não somente teórica: V. não está, com isso, fazendo teoria, mas exprimindo algo de autobiograficamente seu, o que aumenta a importância dessa contribuição, que é também um depoimento.” (em referência ao Bildverbot judaico, entre outros pontos) (SR, 24.11.80, p.3).

			Quanto ao tópico do modelo de ação intelectual, aparentemente, é restrito o potencial identificado na leitura, exceto no que toca às estratégias comentadas por Rouanet, mas já referidas por Flusser. Sobre o papel do intelectual, por exemplo, aponta ele ser o de: “...procurar decifrar o mundo codificado. Para isto ele precisa assumir o código regente.” (VF, 24.09.80). E este “projeto” (em nossas palavras) se realizaria em nova condição: “Em suma: o que procurei fazer, não é ‘crítica da cultura’, mas ‘crítica da existência em cultura’.” (VF, 04.02.81).
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			Anexo I: Relação geral das correspondências

			Bloco 1 (1980-1982)

			Data / Remetente / Origem / Destino / Pág. / Obs.

			1980.01.21 / Vilém Flusser / Peypin d’Aigues / Zurique / 1

			1980.02.05 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 7

			1980.02.09 / Vilém Flusser / Peypin d’Aigues / 3(s.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 4 / Anexo 1

			(1980.02.09) XII – Wie gesund wir sind (Em alemão) (xerox cortou cabeçalho) (S.d.) 1 /Anexo 2

			(1980.02.09) Incompleto Página de rosto Vilèm Flusser/ L’ iconoclastie(s.d.) Anexo 3

			(1980.02.09) falta

			1980.02.20 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1

			1980.08.13 ?	Sérgio Rouanet /Zurique / 10

			1980.09.20 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique / 4 /datada à mão, posteriormente

			1980.09.24 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique /3

			1980.10.10 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 13

			1980.10.17 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique / 1

			1980.10.23 / Vilém Flusser / Londres	Zurique / 4 / Na compilação original, esta carta aparece duplicada em 23.10.81, com data anotada a mão, posteriormente

			1980.11.24 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 10

			1980.12.16 / Vilém Flusser / Londres / Zurique /3

			1981.01.23 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 1

			1981.01.28 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1 / bilhete, com erro de ano, anunciando a carta a seguir

			1981.01.28 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 9

			1981.02.04 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 2

			1981.03.03 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 1

			1981.03.24 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1 / telegrama

			1981.03.26 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique /1	

			1981.04.01 / Sérgio Rouanet-1 citada na carta de VF/09.05.81 (talvez haja carta anterior de VF não preservada)

			1981.05.09 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique /3

			1981.05.25 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 4

			1981.05.30 ? / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 2

			1981.08.18 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 2

			1981.09.23 / Vilém Flusser / Robion	Zurique /2

			1981.12.10 / Vilém Flusser /--? / Zurique /1 /difícil ordenação

			Trata de visita em Zurique

			(Ano, manuscrito posteriormente, cortado no xerox)

			1981.12.30 /Sérgio Rouanet / - / - /- /falta 

			1982.01.13 /Vilém Flusser / Robion	Zurique	1	

			1982.07.14 ? / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 1 / após férias

			1982.09.07 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 1

			1982.12.24 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 3

			1983.01.25 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Zurique / 2

			1983.02.02 / Sérgio Rouanet / Zurique / 4 /ordenação errõnea, repetida em 

			1982.02.02

			1983.02.08 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / 1 / a mao 82 (confuso)

			(final do ciclo)

			1983.05.16 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Brasília / 1 / convite para evento

			1983.05.27 / Sérgio Rouanet / Brasília / Robion / 1 / telegrama – recusa

			total: 35 cartas remanescentes (SR-15; VF-20)	109	

			Bloco 2 (1987-1989)

			Data / Remetente / Origem / Destino / Pág. / Obs.

			1987.11.04 / Vilém Flusser / - / Copenhague / 1

			1987.11.10 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 1

			1987.11.14 / Vilém Flusser / - / Copenhague / 1

			1988.04.12 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 12

			1988.04.16 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 3

			1988.04.22 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 4

			1988.04.28 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 1

			1988.05.04 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 6

			1988.05.09 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 1

			1988.25.05 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 3

			1988.06.05 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 2

			1988.06.14 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 16

			1988.06.27 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 2

			1988.07.26 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 3

			1988.09.28 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague/ 3 

			1988.11.03 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 1

			1988.11.27 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 1

			1988.12.01 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 4

			1988.12.08 / Vilém Flusser / Robion / Copenhague / 2

			1989.03.08 / Sérgio Rouanet / Copenhague / 1+6	

			Total: 20 cartas remanescentes (SR-10; VF-10) / 74

			Bloco 3 (1991)

			Data / Remetente / Origem / Destino / Pág. / Obs.

			1991.00.00 / Vilém Flusser /-/falta

			SR, 1991.04.01

			1991.04.01 / Sérgio Rouanet / 2 / xerox

			Essai sur l´origine des langues, p.471-481

			Total: 1 carta remanescente (SR-1) /2

			Anexos ao conjunto

			1988.11.03 / Sérgio Rouanet / 15 / prefácio A coruja e o sambódromo

			(S.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 9 / conferência

			O papel da arte em ruptura cultural

			(Paris, Institut de l´Environnement)

			(S.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 5 / Apresentações

			(S.d.) / Vilém Flusser / 1/ fragmento de [fax], p.2

			Total: 30

			Total do conjunto: 

			56 cartas remanescentes (SR-26; VF-30)

			215

		

	
		
			Andreas Ströhl, Flusser und der Dialog. Negentropische Klimmzüge über der Bodenlosigkeit

			Abstract

			Flusser‘s concept of dialog cannot be comprehended from a media theoretical point of view only. A more fruitful approach emerges from within the context of Flusser’s own model of culture that forms an epicycle intended to lend meaning to human life by creating information. This approach also encompasses a consideration of the influence of Judaeo-Christian traditions. We need to understand the changes the concept of dialog has undergone on its way from Martin Buber, for example, to Vilém Flusser.

			Life is absurd in the face of its bottomlessness. Therefore, strategies are developed to make it more livable. In celebration and play we tend to forget death as a menace. Most of all, however, human beings try to overcome the futility and loneliness of a life toward death by means of dialog with other human beings. Recognition of the other as a „Thou“ is both the condition of a dialog and its result. Flusser revives and secularizes the concept of relationships of mutual recognition, a motif at the core of Jewish-Christian thought. Buber allows two ways for the „I“ to realize itself, in experiencing the world or, alternatively, in relation to a „Thou“. Flusser, however, insists on the exclusivity of the creation of the „I“ in dialog. Another significant shift of the concept of dialog from Buber to Flusser is that Buber interprets dialogs among humans as merely metaphorical. To him, true meaning is only possible through a dialog with god. Flusser, however, rejects the necessity of a final transcendental rationale. Thus, he secularizes Jewish-Christian tradition: it becomes an immanent task to take over responsibility for other human beings by means of dialog.

			Dialogs realize free relationships of recognition and appreciation. Today, we are threatened by discursive massification. Therefore, dialogs need to be technically and socially implemented. Discursive structures and their technical materialization ought to be changed into dialogical channels. Again, Flusser’s utopia proves to be profane: The only chance for survival and viability lies in the collective memory of culture set up by dialogical networks.

			In einem Text „Probleme mit der Übersetzung“, den Vilém Flusser bereits Anfang der sechziger Jahre geschrieben hat, bekennt er sich explizit zum Strukturalismus und zum Systematisieren und Hierarchisieren als fundamentale wissenschaftliche Operationen: „Fast das ganze westliche Denken systematisiert und hierarchisiert, aber nur der Strukturalismus ist sich dessen voll bewußt. Die Voraussetzung ist tatsächlich das Verneinen des Chaos und des Absurden. Mit dem Systematisieren wird geordnet und mit dem Hierarchisieren wird Sinn gegeben.“  Die folgenden Überlegungen sind ein Versuch, den Sinn, der dem Begriff des Dialogs bei Vilém Flusser zukommt, mit Hilfe der Hierarchisierung einiger Schlüsselbegriffe in dessen Denken herauszuarbeiten.

			Ein Brainstorming über die zentralen Schlüsselbegriffe im Werk Flussers könnte etwa die folgende Liste ergeben: Bild, Bodenlosigkeit, Dialog, Diskurs, Einbildungskraft, Entropie, Geschichte, Information, Nachgeschichte, Schrift. Im nun folgenden Systematisieren und Hierarchisieren beschränke ich mich auf die Begriffe Bodenlosigkeit, Dialog, Information und Entropie. Die zentralen Behauptungen, in die meine Argumentation münden wird, möchte ich bereits an dieser Stelle vorwegnehmen: 1) Flussers Denken läßt sich nicht auf das Medientheoretische beschränken. Medientheorie interessiert Flusser nur insofern, als sie unter den gegenwärtig gegebenen Bedingungen unerläßliche Voraussetzung für eine viel weiter zu fassende allgemeine Informations- und Kulturtheorie ist. 2) Flussers Denken ist weder religiös noch transzendental noch zynisch, obwohl es sich häufig – je nachdem, welche Reaktion es provozieren möchte – religiös, transzendental oder zynisch anmutender Ausdrucksweisen bedient. 3) Flussers Denken hat einen melancholisch-ironischen Grundzug, der aber kaum explizit wird. 

			Zunächst soll der Zusammenhang vorgestellt werden, in dem der Dialog bei Flusser zu sehen ist. Es handelt sich dabei um ein epizyklisches Kulturmodell, in dem die Herstellung von Information als ein Versuch interpretiert wird, dem menschlichen Leben Sinn zu geben. An die flüchtige Beschreibung dieses Modells und der Funktion, die dem Dialog in ihm zukommt, schließt eine genauere Untersuchung des letzteren an. Dabei wird auch nach dem Einfluß jüdisch-christlicher Traditionen sowie der Wandlung des Dialogbegriffs von Martin Buber zu Vilém Flusser zu fragen sein.   

			Bodenlosigkeit

			Der Mensch hat, wenn er sich seiner Bodenlosigkeit bewußt wird, schon viel geleistet: Er muß dazu das Gewohnte seiner Umgebung, die Hübschheiten seiner Heimat und die Bindungen, in die er qua Geburt geworfen wurde (Familie, Kultur, Nation, Sprache, etc.) in Frage stellen. Das schockartige Erkennen der Sinnlosigkeit, Leere und Absurdität unserer Existenz ist der Beginn der eigentlichen Menschwerdung. Es ist Voraussetzung dafür, daß wir selbstverantwortlich den Sinn unseres Daseins zu projizieren beginnen.

			Angesichts des Todes ist das ihm vorangehende Leben absurd. Um es dennoch erträglich und lebbar zu machen, müssen Strategien entwickelt werden, den Tod entweder zu besiegen oder ihn vergessen zu machen. Von einem Glauben ans ewige Leben findet sich in den Texten Flussers keine Spur. Drei andere Strategien werden jedoch diskutiert: 1) Im Spielen, Feiern und Kontemplieren vergessen wir den Tod als Bedrohung und werden unserer Würde gerade als zweckfreie Existenz gerecht: „Im Grunde ist eben dies die Botschaft der hergebrachten Religionen: uns an die Zwecklosigkeit, die Feierlichkeit des Menschenlebens zu erinnern.“  2) „Die menschliche Kommunikation (…) geschieht in der Absicht, die Sinnlosigkeit und Einsamkeit eines Lebens zum Tod vergessen und damit das Leben lebbar zu machen.“  3) Jeder Mensch stirbt zwar, doch hat er die Möglichkeit, Spuren zu hinterlassen, die weitaus länger bestehen, als er selbst, die ihm dauerhafte Wirkung, also in gewissem Sinne dauerhaftes Leben, ermöglichen: „In seinem vergeblichen Kampf gegen den Tod gräbt er Informationen in Gegenstände, um sie im Kulturspeicher zu lagern. Kultur ist ein Gedächtnis, worin sich der Mensch vor dem Vergessen verbirgt.“ 

			Dialog

			Als Mittel zu den ersten beiden genannten Zwecken – dem Feiern und dem Kommunizieren – bietet sich der Dialog an. Die letztgenannte Strategie, das Informieren, erfordert dagegen als Methode den Diskurs. Beide, Dialog und Diskurs, bedingen einander gegenseitig. „Die Frage nach der Präzedenz von Dialog und Diskurs ist (…) sinnlos. Damit ein Dialog entstehen kann, müssen Informationen verfügbar sein, welche in den Beteiligten durch den Empfang vorheriger Diskurse angesammelt wurden. Und damit ein Diskurs entstehen kann, muß der Verteiler der Information (der ´Sender´) über eine Information verfügen, die in einem vorherigen Dialog hergestellt wurde. (…) Jeder Dialog kann als eine Serie von Diskursen betrachtet werden, die auf Tausch aus sind. Und jeder Diskurs kann als Teil eines Dialogs angesehen werden.“ 

			Nicht Subjekte oder Objekte sind in Flussers Denken reale Entitäten. ´Wirklich´ sind nur Relationsfelder. Auch das Ich ist als Knoten abstrakter Beziehungen anzusehen, eine unwahrscheinliche Häufung vor dem Hintergrund einer überwiegend gleichmäßigen, wahrscheinlichen, bedeutungslosen Streuung. In diesem boden- und materielosen Universum spinnen Dialoge die Fäden, aus denen das Ich sich konstituiert. Doch auch das Du, mit dem ich dialogisiere, ist eine Extrapolation aus solchen Beziehungen. Statt sich wie Münchhausen am eigenen Schopf selbst aus dem Sumpf zu ziehen, gehen Ich und Du gemeinsam im selben Sumpf unter. Doch während sie dies tun, führen sie einen Dialog, der Information herstellt.

			Information

			„Informationen werden erzeugt, wenn vorangegangene, in Gedächtnissen gelagerte Informationen miteinander verbunden werden. Neue Informationen emergieren nicht aus dem Nichts, sondern sie sind unwahrscheinliche und daher unvorhersehbare Kombinationen vorangegangener Informationen.“  „Im Diskurs werden die im Dialog hergestellten Informationen distribuiert.“ 

			Entropie

			„Gegenstände werden, einer nach dem anderen, aus ihrem natürlichen Zustand gerissen, hergestellt, dorthin gestellt, wo der Mensch steht. (…) Dann wird die in sie eingegrabene Information, sei es durch Konsum, sei es durch Entropie, verwischt. (…) Das Modell (der Kultur, A.S.) ist demnach ein auf der linearen Tendenz der Natur zur Entropie sitzender Epizyklus. (…) Der Mensch will die Zirkulation im Epizyklus so regulieren, daß sich die Informationen so lange wie möglich im Gedächtnis ´Kultur´ häufen.“ 

			Aber „alle Informationen, seien sie zufällig entstanden – wie in der Natur – oder absichtlich erzeugt worden – wie in der Kultur -, müssen letzten Endes zerfallen. (…) Nicht nur jeder einzelne Mensch, auch die ganze Menschheit und die ganze Biosphäre müssen letzten Endes zerfallen, ebenso wie die Erde, das Sonnensystem, die Galaxie, der Kosmos.“ 

			Absurdität

			„Eine derartige Wertung der Kulturzirkulation muß in uns selbstredend das Gefühl erwecken, daß es absurd ist, sich für Kultur zu engagieren – alles Wertvolle ist wertlos. Und tatsächlich können wir das Überhandnehmen des sogenannten ´absurden Lebensgefühls´ überall konstatieren.“  „Echt handeln könnte der Mensch erst, tatsächlich frei wäre er erst, wäre der Tod überwunden.“ 

			Wir sind, trotz allen Projizierens von Sinn, trotz allen Engagements für Kultur, wieder beim unserem Ausgangspunkt, bei der Sinn- und Bodenlosigkeit menschlichen Daseins, angekommen: Es gibt keinen Ausweg aus der Entropie, und „alles, was entsteht, / Ist wert, daß es zugrunde geht“. 

			Jedes Engagement, jede Sinngebung, erfolgt also vor dem Hintergrund und im Bewußtsein letztendlich rückstandsloser Vergänglichkeit sowohl des handelnden Ich als auch des Sinns, das sich dieses gibt. Dennoch erlaubt der Dialog Augenblicke des Erlebens von Sinn, die die Sinnlosigkeit menschlichen Daseins zum Tode zwar nicht aufheben aber doch vergessen machen. Die folgende Untersuchung des Dialogs bei Flusser wird zeigen, daß Flusser sich hier ein zentrales Motiv jüdisch-christlichen Denkens, das bereits von Martin Buber prägnant formuliert wurde, in säkularisierter Form zu Eigen macht.

			Ebenbild

			Der Dialog setzt voraus, daß ein Ich in seiner Umwelt ein Du erkennt. Genauer gesagt: Die Anerkennung des anderen als Du ist zugleich Voraussetzung und Ergebnis eines Dialogs. Dasselbe gilt für das Ich: Es etabliert sich erst (und nur als dessen Effekt) durch den Dialog mit einem Du. Ich und Du sind zwar Voraussetzungen für den Dialog. Aber sie entstehen eigentlich erst als Ableitungen aus diesem Dialog: Der Dialog selbst ist das Konkrete; Ich und Du sind Interpolationen, Abstraktionen. Nur im Akt des Dialogisierens erscheinen Ich und Du. Es handelt sich um einen komplexen, in eindimensionaler Logik nicht hinreichend beschreibbaren Akt der Selbstorganisation.

			Spreche ich mit keinem Du, gibt es weder mich noch das Du. Im Dialog erkenne ich den anderen als Du: Ich erkenne ihn an. Antworte ich ihm, so habe ich Verantwortung  für ihn übernommen, die über den Dialog hinausreicht. Ich und Du haben dann in gegenseitiger Verantwortung füreinander  ein Anerkennungsverhältnis  aufgebaut. Mich selbst gibt es nur in dem Maße, wie ich, den anderen anerkennend, Verantwortung für ihn übernehme.

			Flusser beruft sich mehrfach explizit – und die Bezugnahme auf andere Denker ist in seinem Werk von äußerster Seltenheit – auf „eine implizite Analyse des Dialogs in der jüdisch-christlichen Tradition, welche in Bubers ´Dialogischem Leben´ ganz explizit wird“. Dies soll im Folgenden überprüft werden.

			In der Tat findet sich die oben umrissene Vorstellung des Dialogs als Konkretum und der Dialogisierenden als seiner Ableitung in ähnlicher Form bereits bei Buber: „Bubers Denken findet dadurch (…) Zugang zur Wirklichkeit, daß es diese von vornherein nicht als vorliegende Substanz versteht, sondern als sich in geschehender Beziehung eröffnend. ´Im Anfang ist die Beziehung´ - das ´Apriori der Beziehung´. Wie Wirklichkeit auch verstanden werden mag, sie muß in ihrer Ursprünglichkeit jedenfalls als Beziehung verstanden werden“ .

			Von der Erfahrung zur Beziehung

			Ein zunächst unscheinbarer Unterschied in Flussers und Bubers Definition des Ich wird sich später als folgenreich erweisen: In Flussers Augen „erweist sich das ´Ich´ als ein sich ständig verschiebender Knoten eines intersubjektiven Gewebes“ . Das Ich ist also eine Abstraktion aus einander schneidenden Beziehungslinien mit anderen Ichs. Martin Buber dagegen unterscheidet zwei verschiedene, weil aus verschiedenartigen Grundsituationen abstrahierte Ichs: „Es gibt kein Ich an sich, sondern nur das Ich des Grundworts Ich-Du und das Ich des Grundworts Ich-Es.“  „Die Welt der Erfahrung gehört dem Grundwort Ich-Es zu. Das Grundwort Ich-Du stiftet die Welt der Beziehung.“  Warum übernimmt Flusser diese Unterscheidung nicht? Während für Buber das Ich entweder in der Erfahrung der Welt aufscheint oder aber in der Beziehung zu einem Du, läßt Flusser nur letzteres zu. Stärker noch als bei Buber rückt damit für Flusser der Dialog, die Beziehung, als Konstituens von Konkreta, als einzig Sinnstiftendes in den Vordergrund: Die Erfahrung des Es, der Welt, der Dinge, ist irrelevant oder unmöglich.

			Diese – von Flusser übrigens an keiner Stelle explizierte - Diskrepanz zwischen seinem und Bubers Ansatz hat meiner Ansicht nach zwei Gründe, deren einer in Flussers epistemologischen Grundannahmen begründet, also deduktiv und kausal abgeleitet ist, der andere aber im Ziel von Bubers Argumentation zu suchen, also induktiv und final notwenig ist. Zunächst zum Fehlen einer Ich-Es-Erfahrung im Denken Flussers.

			Informationen werden im Dialog erzeugt, aus bereits bestehenden Informationen synthetisiert, und dann mit Hilfe von Diskursen weitergegeben. Sowohl beim Dialog als auch beim Diskurs handelt es sich um Kommunikationsakte zwischen einem Ich und einem oder mehreren Du, jedenfalls aber zwischen Gedächtnissen. So entsteht Information, so wird sie weitergegeben. Zwar existiert eine viable Wahrnehmung beispielsweise eines Tisches (von dem wir doch wissen, daß er ein im Grunde immaterieller Punkteschwarm ist), doch wird diese diffuse Wahrnehmung, die eher eine Annahme ist, erst im intersubjektiven Dialog zur bestätigten Information. Flusser sieht im Dialog (auch im ´inneren Dialog´ der theoretischen Kontemplation) den einzigen Weg zur Erkenntnis: Information wird im Dialog erzeugt und per Diskurs weitergegeben. Sie ist nicht das Ergebnis unserer Sinneswahrnehmungen.

			Immanenz

			Für die Argumentation Martin Bubers ist die Unterscheidung zwischen der Erfahrung des Ich-Es und der Beziehung des Ich-Du deswegen von zentraler Bedeutung, weil er im dritten Teil von „Ich und Du“ eine apotheotische Aufhebung aller Beziehungsverhältnisse in der Transzendenz versucht: „Die verlängerten Linien der Beziehungen schneiden sich im ewigen Du. (…) Das eingeborene Du verwirklicht sich an jeder und vollendet sich an keiner. Es vollendet sich einzig in der unmittelbaren Beziehung zu dem Du, das seinem Wesen nach nicht Es werden kann.“  Buber selbst nimmt die Systematisierung und Hierarchisierung vor, die ordnet und Sinn gibt: „Die Beziehung zum Menschen ist das eigentliche Gleichnis der Beziehung zu Gott: darin wahrhafter Ansprache wahrhafte Antwort zuteil wird.“  Das ist deutlich: Beziehungen zwischen Menschen haben nur Gleichnischarakter. „Wahrhaft“ ist nur der Dialog mit Gott. Nur in der Transzendenz also findet sich wahrhafter Sinn. Von Transzendenz aber ist bei Flusser nirgendwo die Rede.

			Von Gott dagegen durchaus. Es wird nun zu zeigen sein, daß „Gott“ bei Flusser in einem vollkommen immanenten, säkularisierten Sinn gebraucht wird: Während Bubers Darlegung des Dialogs zwischen Ich und Du seiner Beschreibung der Beziehung zwischen Ich und Gott als notwendige Grundlage dient, meint Flusser, wenn er von „Gott“ spricht, Beziehungen unter Menschen. Anders gesagt: Während Buber den Menschen als Metapher für einen letztlich immer unvollkommenen Kommunikationsakt gebraucht, der erst mit Gott als Dialogpartner seine Erfüllung findet, dient Flusser der Begriff „Gott“ als Metapher für das Heilige im Menschen.

			Will man dies noch als religiöse Haltung bezeichnen, so handelt es sich dabei jedenfalls um eine restlos diesseitige, anthropomorphe Religion (die wohl nicht mehr zutreffend „Religion“ genannt werden kann): Das Judentum kann, so Flusser, günstigstenfalls „zu einem verantwortungsvollen Leben in einer absurden Welt führen, mit der Anerkennung des Heiligen im anderen Menschen.“  „Ich glaube, daß dasjenige, was unsere Kultur von den anderen unterscheidet, eben dieses Erlebnis des Heiligen im Menschen ist.“ 

			Für Buber dagegen ist die Beziehung zum anderen nur ein Schritt auf dem Wege. Der Dialog mit dem Du, der dessen Anerkennung bedeutet, ist nicht Selbstzweck. Die entscheidende Bedeutung kommt dem Du vielmehr als potentielles Medium zwischen Ich und Gott zu: „Jedes geeinzelte Du ist ein Durchblick zu ihm. Durch jedes geeinzelte Du spricht das Grundwort das ewige an. Aus diesem Mittlertum des Du aller Wesen kommt die Erfülltheit der Beziehungen zu ihnen, und die Unerfülltheit.“  Nicht Flusser, sondern Buber ist hier Medientheoretiker.

			Säkularisation

			Wo immer Flusser von Gott spricht, ist dies spielerischer Umgang mit der Tradition, eine im Grunde überflüssige, unnötige Letztbegründung der Heiligkeit des anderen, der im Dialog erkennbar wird. Zwar argumentiert er wiederholt mit der jüdisch-christlichen Tradition, unübersehbar jedoch haben dabei Gott und der Mensch als letztbegründendes Argument Platz getauscht: Begründet man das Bilderverbot damit, nichts dürfe „neben dem Antlitz des Nächsten als Bild der Wirklichkeit“ stehen, weil „jedes andere Bild von der Menschenliebe und daher von der Gottesliebe ablenkt“ , wird Gott als Argumentationsstütze letztlich verzichtbar und durch den Menschen bereits hinreichend ersetzt. „Darum läßt sich sagen, daß die jüdisch-christliche Tradition in der Gegenwart nicht als Theologie, sondern als Suche nach zwischenmenschlichen Beziehungen durchbricht.“ 

			Um ein Mißverständnis gleich vorab auszuräumen: Mir geht es nicht um die Frage, ob Vilém Flusser ein religiöser Mensch war. Ich versuche lediglich, meinen Eindruck zu belegen, daß die Idee des Dialogs auf dem Weg von Buber zu Flusser ihre Ausrichtung an Gott, ihre transzendente Dimension, eingebüßt hat – bei aller (gerechtfertigten) Berufung Flussers auf den jüdisch-christlichen Hintergrund dieser Idee: Indem er sie vollkommen und restlos auf das Anerkennen des Nächsten einschränkt und eingelöst sieht, verzichtet Flusser trotz aller Metaphorik argumentativ auf die Notwendigkeit der Konstruktion eines letztbegründenden Gottes. Dies ist so, weil der Dialog mit dem Mitmenschen – anders als bei Buber – seinen Zweck erreichen kann: „Ich bin sterblich, du bist sterblich, wir sind unsterblich. Dies wäre eine annehmbare Formulierung des negativ entropischen Engagements“ . „Wäre“: Der Konjunktiv signalisiert das Wissen um die ausweglose letztliche Allmacht der Entropie.

			Das Juden-Christentum gehört, wie alle Religionen, Ideologien und Wissenschaften, der geschichtlichen Epoche an. Es ist eine Funktion der Schrift und wird mit dieser, ebenso wie die Geschichte selbst, unrettbar verschwinden: „Auf der emportauchenden funktionalen, kybernetischen Bewußtseinsebene wird alles historische, politische Denken, angefangen mit dem Judenchristentum bis über den Marxismus hinaus, als der telematischen Situation unangemessen aufgegeben.“ 

			Mit Dialogen gegen die diskursive Massifizierung

			Öffentlich berühmt wurde Flusser für seine Projektion einer künftigen telematischen Gesellschaft. Im Lichte der eben umrissenen Hoffnung, die Flusser in den Dialog unter Menschen setzt, und angesichts seiner existentiellen Analyse der Bodenlosigkeit, erscheint der medientechnologische Aspekt seiner Arbeiten jedoch beinahe wie ein Anhängsel, wie ein Apercu für die geistige Situation der Zeit: Flusser ist – trotz seiner unleugbaren Bedeutung für die Medientheorie der zweiten Jahrhunderthälfte – Medientheoretiker nur, weil dies eine Anwendung seiner aus der Grundunterscheidung zwischen Dialog und Diskurs abgeleiteten Kommunikationstheorie auf die gegenwärtige Situation unserer Gesellschaft zwingend erforderlich macht: „Nur wenn Dialoge und Diskurse miteinander im Gleichgewicht stehen, ist Kommunikation möglich. Herrscht, wie gegenwärtig, eine Diskursform vor, die Dialoge unterbindet, dann droht die Gesellschaftsstruktur zu einer amorphen Masse zu zerfallen.“  Auch hier eine ganz weltliche Argumentation. Den Grund für das gegenwärtige Ungleichgewicht, das den Dialog verhindert, statt ihn zu fördern, sieht Flusser in der vorwiegend amphitheatralischen Schaltung der (diskursiven) Massenmedien und der ebenfalls diskursiven pyramidalen (tendenziell faschistischen) Struktur moderner Institutionen der Öffentlichkeit wie Parteien, Kirche und Verwaltung.

			Netzdialoge

			Um noch einmal zu hierarchisieren: a) Die existentielle Grunderfahrung der Bodenlosigkeit lenkt Flussers Interesse auf den Dialog als möglichen Ausweg (mit Verfallsdatum) aus der Verzweiflung. Aus der Analyse des Dialogs (vs. dem Diskurs) entwickelt Flusser seine Kommunikologie, seine Systematik der Kommunikationsstrukturen. b) Mit der Methode der phänomenologischen Reduktion analysiert Flusser die gesellschaftskonstituierenden und –prägenden Kommunikationsstrukturen in unserer gegenwärtigen westlichen Gesellschaft. Dabei wendet er seine in der Kommunikologie entwickelte Systematik der Kommunikationsstrukturen mitsamt ihrer Implikationen an. c) Das Prinzip des dialogischen Lebens (a), zusammengenommen mit der Analyse heutiger Kommunikationsstrukturen (b) und den sich gerade vollziehenden technischen Entwicklungen, führt Flusser konsequent zur Utopie einer befreiten Gesellschaft, in der Menschen mit der Hilfe technisch dies unterstützender Kanäle in einem Netzdialog  zweckfrei miteinander kommunizieren und theoretisieren.

			Unsere gegenwärtige Situation ist geprägt von einem massiven Übergewicht unser Verhalten programmierender Diskurse, die sich, von einem anonymen Apparat-Operator-Komplex ausgehend, mit Hilfe der nur auf Senden geschalteten technischen Kommunikationskanäle permanent über uns ergießen. In dieser Situation droht den Dialogen nur noch die Funktion der Synchronisation, d.h. der Feinabstimmung und Angleichung von oben empfangener Information unter den Informationsempfängern,  zuzukommen: „Die Masse dialogisiert nicht im griechischen Sinn, weil sie ständig von Diskursen berieselt wird und daher nur über Informationen verfügt, die für alle ausgestrahlt wurden.“ 

			Dialogische Technologien implementieren

			Geändert werden kann diese Situation nicht in einem sinnlosen geschichtlichen, politischen Aufbegehren gegen eine vermutete Intention des intentionslosen Apparats. Geändert werden kann sie nur, indem diskursive Strukturen in ihrer technischen, materialisierten Form in dialogische umgewandelt werden: Der Fernsehapparat beispielsweise müßte dem Empfänger der durch ihn übermittelten Information auch das Senden von Antworten erlauben.  „Unsere Dialoge gehen so archaisch vor sich wie vor der Industriellen Revolution, und mit Ausnahme des Telephons dialogisieren wir eigentlich noch genauso wie zur Zeit Roms, während die uns berieselnden Diskurse sich der letzten Errungenschaften der Wissenschaften bedienen. Jede Hoffnung auf Verhütung der totalitären Gefahr der Massifizierung durch programmierende Diskurse aber ist in der Möglichkeit zu suchen, die technischen Medien dem Dialog zu öffnen.“ 

			Flussers Utopie erweist sich nochmals als von dieser Welt: Nur entsprechend technisch umgesetzte, aus dem Feld der Möglichkeiten in die Wirklichkeit gestellte, dialogische Strukturen werden uns davor bewahren können, zu programmierten Robotern zu verkommen.

			In seinem Nachruf auf Vilém Flusser formuliert Norbert Bolz zutreffend:  „Vilém Flussers Werk entfaltet die konkrete Utopie unserer telematischen Weltgesellschaft: Inmitten einer zerstreuenden, betäubenden, zentralisierten – und damit eben tendenziell ´faschistischen´ - Medienwirklichkeit des broadcasting brechen die neuen Möglichkeiten einer dialogisch geschalteten, reversiblen, vernetzten Kommunikation auf. Flusser zielt auf eine technische Implementierung freier Anerkennungsverhältnisse.“ 

			So sehr Flusser auch den „Durchbruch der jüdisch-christlichen Tradition durch die technologische Oberfläche“  beschwört: Es handelt sich dabei eben um eine Tradition, die, diskursiv weitergegeben, im Dialog mit Flusser selbst neue Informationen produziert. „Wir sind vielleicht daran, auf dem seltsamen Umweg über die Telematik zum ´eigentlichen´ Menschsein, das heißt zum feierlichen Dasein für den anderen, zum zwecklosen Spiel mit anderen für andere zurückzufinden.“  Und dafür ist kein Gott mehr nötig.

			Unsterblichkeit durch Telematik?

			„Die eigentliche Absicht hinter der Telematik ist, uns unsterblich zu machen. (…) Und sie ist eine technische Antwort“ : Sie ist die technische, materialisierte Kommunikationsstruktur des Netzdialogs, „die Basis aller Kommunikation und damit des menschlichen Engagements gegen den Tod“. Netzdialoge „sind der letzte Staudamm, der Informationen vor der entropischen Tendenz der Natur bewahrt: das ´kollektive Gedächtnis´“. 

			Überleben im kollektiven Gedächtnis: Erst bei genauem Hinsehen erweist sich, wie weit sich Flusser von Bubers Idee der Gottsuche im Nächsten bereits entfernt hat. Buber sucht Sinn in der Beziehung zu Gott; der Weg dahin führt durch den Menschen. Flusser dagegen schlägt vor, Sinn zu schaffen in der Beziehung zu Menschen; diese selbst ist bereits das Sinnstiftende .

			Flussers Kommunikationstheorie ist sich selbst ein gutes Beispiel: Vilém Flusser empfängt die in einem Pyramidendiskurs weitergegebene jüdisch-christliche Tradition, darunter auch Martin Bubers Theorie des dialogischen Lebens. Er empfängt außerdem in zahlreichen anderen Diskursen zahlreiche andere Informationen, z.B. über die Schaltung der Kommunikationskanäle in unserer Gesellschaft. Im Dialog – „wobei die zu synthetisierenden Informationen sich in einem einzigen Gedächtnis befinden können“  – synthetisiert Flusser die Informationskomplexe Bodenlosigkeit, dialogisches Leben und Telematik zu einer neuen, faszinierenden Information: Ich kann meinem absurden Leben einen Sinn geben, indem ich mit meinem Nächsten in freier Anerkennung dialogisiere. Im Diskurs seiner Texte, einem „Prozeß, bei dem der Sender eine bestehende Information an den Empfänger sendet“ , gibt Flusser dieses Neue an seine Leser weiter.

			„Im Dialog werden Informationen hergestellt, die im Diskurs so verteilt werden, daß deren Empfänger in künftigen Dialogen daraus wieder neue Informationen herstellen können.“  Es ist nun also an uns, diese diskursiv empfangene Botschaft Vilém Flussers weiterzuentwickeln und daraus neue Information herzustellen – in einem den Nächsten anerkennenden Dialog.

		

	
		
			Michael Najjar, Netropolis

			The pictures have been produced digitally by an algorithm that mixed, on four different levels, four photos taken on top of the tallest building overlooking the city, facing North, South, East and West. The algorithm was programmed according to a statistical rule – for instance 56% North, 34% South, 69% East and 20% West. The final image is therefore at the same time an optical condensation of the city’s appearance as well as a concentration of different information units. Najjar finds, thus, an elegant and technically creative implementation of Flusser’s concept of techno-image.
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			Paola Bozzi 

			Paola Bozzi (PhD, Berlin 1996) teaches German Literary and Cultural Studies at the University of Milan (Università degli Studi di Milano), Italy. She is the author of Ästhetik des Leidens. Zur Lyrik Thomas Bernhards (1997), Der fremde Blick. Zum Werk Herta Müllers (2005), as well as of numerous essays on German and Austrian literature. She is currently working on a monograph about Vilém Flusser and his concept of freedom. Areas of interest: cultural studies, gender studies, philosophy and literature, 18th and 20th century German literature and aesthetics.

			Phil Gochenour 

			Phil Gochenour holds a PhD in comparative literature from Emory University. He is the translator of the Flusser essay “The City as Wave-Trough in the Image Flood,” and has authored essays on distributed communities and sytems theory as applied to online communities and in the work of Thomas Pynchon. He was recently a Visiting Assistant Professor of Digital Media Studies at the University of Virginia, and currently is VP of Content Development for Totalmass, Inc.

			Ricardo Mendes 

			Ricardo Mendes (São Paulo, 1955) is researcher in Brazilian History of Photography. MA in Architecture and Movie Studies at São Paulo University (USP). Over the last decade he has carried out several projects about the impact of Vilém Flusser’s philosophy in Brazilian culture. He has written Vilém Flusser: uma história dos diabos um breve panorama sobre o período brasileiro de Flusser  (Vilém Flusser: a history of devils. A brief survey of Flusser’s Brazilian period) which can be dowloaded at http://www.fotoplus.com/flusser/ . In 1999 he organized the international meeting entitled Vilém Flusser no Brasil, together with Gustavo Bernardo. He is currently working on an analysis of the philosopher’s biography as part of a doctorate project at the Instituto de Letras (UERJ) in Rio de Janeiro.

			Andreas Ströhl

			Andreas Ströhl was born in Munich in 1962 and studied German Literature and Philosophy. From 1988 to 2003 he worked for the Goethe-Institute in Munich, Bremen, Atlanta, Bonn and Prague. From 1996 to 98 he was visiting professor for Media-Theory at the University of Innsbruck. In April 2003 he was appointed commercial manager of the International Munich Filmfestival for which he has served as a director since 2004. Publications about media-theory and film including Vilém Flusser Writings.

			Michael Najjar 

			(Landau, Germany, 1966) studied at the bildo academy for art+media in Berlin. He lived and worked in Rio de Janeiro, Madrid, Havanna, Tokyo and New York. Among his many exhibitions is project netropolis (bitform gallery, New York 2004) from which the two pictures –São Paulo (picture 1) and New York (picture 2) – have been selected. In his work the influence of Flusser’s thought is present on different levels. In the introduction to the catalogue of the exposition, referring to Flusser’s Ins Universum der technischen Bilder (Göttingen 1985), he writes: “we can no long read the city as a totality: it is heterogeneous, fragmented, dismembered, decentered. we are now on our way into what has been called the ‘telematic society’ – a society in which, according to the media philosopher vilém flusser, the individual will increasingly move in a universe of technical images, and where social structures are geared to the production of information and its distribution through networks.” (m. Najjar, netropolis 2003-2005, New York, p. 2) The pictures have been produced digitally by an algorithm that mixed on four different levels four photos taken on top of the tallest building overlooking the city and facing the four geographical directions North, South, East and West. The algorithm was programmed according to a statistical rule, for instance 56% North, 34% South, 69% East and 20% West. The final image is therefore at the same time an optical condensation of the city’s appearance as well as a concentration of different information units. Najjar finds thus an elegant and technically creative implementation of Flusser’s concept of techno-image.
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