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Ainsi les Sans-papiers, « exclus » parmi les « exclus » (et certes ils ne sont pas les seuls), ont cessé de figurer simplement 
des victimes, pour devenir des acteurs de la politique démocratique. Ils nous aident puissamment, par leur résistance et 
leur imagination, à lui redonner vie. Nous leur devons bien cette reconnaissance, et de le dire, et de nous engager sans 
cesse plus nombreux à leur côté, jusqu'à ce que droit et justice leur soient rendus. 
            

Étienne Balibar [1] 
 
 
 

In his most recently published book Quand les images prennent position, philosopher and art 
historian Georges Didi-Huberman writes the following lines at the very beginning of his introductory text 
«La position de l'exile: Exposer la guerre»:  
 
Pour savoir il faut prendre position. Rien de simple dans un tel geste. Prendre position, c'est se situer deux 
fois au moins, sur les deux fronts au moins que comporte toute position puisque toute position est, 
fatalement, relative. Il s'agit par exemple d'affronter quelques chose; mais devant cette chose, il nous fait 
aussi compter avec tout ce dont nous nous détournons, le hors-champ qui existe derrière nous, que nous 
refusons peut-être mais qui, en grande partie, conditionne notre mouvement même, donc notre position. Il 
s'agit également de se situer dans le temps. Prendre position, c'est désirer, c'est exiger quelques chose, c'est 
se situer dans le présent et viser un futur. (...) Pour savoir, il faut savoir ce qu'on veut mais il faut, aussi, 
savoir ou se situe notre non-savoir, nos peurs latentes, nos desirs inconscients. [2] 
 

In order to articulate my own thoughts around the artistic and cultural practices within the scope of 
the project Think! Think! Think! Expanding the present, launching the future, I have tried to focus my 
attention within the limits of a personal and ongoing curatorial research, the main resonance of which could 
be properly summed up by Didi-Huberman's words: in order to have knowledge, we must know what we 
want, but also – we must know where our not-knowing, our latent fears, and our unconscious desires are 
situated. 
 

The approach is highly subjective: it results from my personal activities, lived experiences and 
commitments in the most recent period of a highly precarious and constantly mobile engagement within 
the international scope; it follows the logic of a hyper-dynamic and globally oriented «free-lance» curatorial 
activity, without a fixed organizational, institutional and geographical space of reference. As such, it has 
been rooted in a critical and «open frame» of singular, autonomous and self-managed activities, physical 
and virtual, that have been gaining visibility through a series of actions that exceed the expectations of a 
proper curatorial «exhibition making». These activities have included a genuine multitude of different 
engagements at a variety of venues, contexts, occasions and situations around the globe, where the 
«benevolence» of the art world has been frequently intertwined with the administrative severity, not to 
mention the border-crossing seriousness of the politically sensitive necessity of being present (abroad). 
During the course of the years, it became obvious that personal predilections have drawn me towards a 
very specific cultural region (Belgium, or its impossibility), as well as towards a very particular 
comprehension of the social relevance of the artistic point of view. The politicization of the field of art - as I 
have experienced it through an ongoing dialogue, encounters, conversations (and even fights) with the 
emerging protagonists of the international art scene has turned my perspective on the subject matter 
upside down. It has shaken the dogmatisms and «context-based» convictions around the (singular?) nature 
of art that I have been carrying for a long time as a sign of presumptive «belongingness» to a certain 
geopolitical and cultural context, as well as to a certain unamendable curatorial «identity». It is therefore 



without any surprise that the results of an international, self-educational, informal, and so-called 
independent curatorial engagement are here being formatted in the dialogical (yet still overwhelmingly 
controversial) fragments of a single position, the nature of which take a clear distance from the supposedly 
untouchable dignity of an «Eastern European, post-socialist, politically and socially aware» curatorial 
subject.  
 

My contribution therefore presents a single position regarding the possibilities of establishing a 
dialogue between the visual and intellectual narratives that determine the singular realities of our 
«universal» moment of living and acting nowadays. The concept of (temporary) hospitality, the necessity of 
sharing a common territory, of having an open possibility to live and work together, without bureaucratic 
obstacles and nation-, gender-, race-, and income-based barriers, proves to be as desirable and (im)possible 
as much as it is, honestly speaking, far from its realization nowadays, in the civilization we all belong 
to. Being grounded in the visual and linguistic fields of representation - where the ontology of the Image, 
the power of a written Word, the framing of Space and distortion of Time, the insularity of an autonomous 
Experience in constant withdrawal, and the invention of a proper Name become distinctive aspects of work 
– such a position does not express any direct, full-frontal relationship towards the political and social 
realities of our times; neither does it establish an explicit, all-inclusive model for reading the intricate chain 
of meanings behind its format of public appearance.   
 

Taking into account a single case of an exhibition project (Shadow Cabinet: Three Rendezvous), this 
text rather « speaks for itself » - not only about but also through the exhibition-oriented practice, in a way 
that urges the need for the principles of radical democracy to be constantly re-thought and re-established 
over and over again. This especially holds true in the world as it is today, where the lack of democracy is 
being all the more compensated by its monstrous media-surrogates orchestrated by hegemonic power-
structures. This text simply tries to make sure that the Image, beside its conveyor (an artist, a journalist, a 
politician, a mother, a sailor, a prostitute, an asylum-seeker, whomever...), can equally take a position by 
itself, the position that struggles for its autonomy in the world saturated by images, texts and «meanings». 
Because «pour savoir il faut prendre position». And through this struggle, a never-ending struggle, the 
artists and images, together, try to give a form to the contents that, day by day, silently explodes - beneath 
the muddy soles of society's shoes... 
 

*** 
 

THREE RENDEZVOUS was a series of discursive events taking place in the exhibition entitled Shadow 
Cabinet (Extra City, Antwerp, Belgium, 24 April - 10 May, 2008). Having a central role in the show, the three 
meetings were conceived as discursive modes of activation of its visual contents, on a gradual basis (three 
weeks in a row, covering the entire period of the exhibition duration). Operating simultaneously, from 
within and in accordance with the exhibiting mode of representation, they functioned on the basis of  
engagement among the artists, their works and the audience, at the crossroads of the visual and the 
textual. In the setting dominated by a centrally positioned platform, the intention they brought was to 
engage people acting in a certain arena to use their voices and open up the possibility for a political 
moment to appear in art. Questioning the roles of speech, media and law in the formation of public opinion 
on the notion of citizenship, they allowed oral, cinematic and administrative language of various power-
discourses to appear on behalf of (or intertwined with) the narratives of those lacking their voice, media 
access or proof of legal existence. With all the participants involved in a common conceptual framework, 
the margins of political action were being outlined while interrogating the principles and narratives under 
which the current ideological condition is being designed. In that sense, the meetings acted as three central 
nodes in the net of contents documenting the exemplary kinds of relations between art and the social 
world. Through a variety of language-appearances and states of being (scripted, read, performed, written, 
heard, pronounced or recorded), they constituted the discursive modalities of social practices as one of the 
priorities of artistic practices today.  
 

The three encounters attempted to avoid the possibility of positioning based upon the premises of 
neutrality. Accordingly, they took forms of appearance that aimed to negotiate different and often quite 



conflictual positions within the chain of relations established upon the intersecting lines of contemporary 
art and politics. They concentrated, from various angles, on a single subject - the figure of a contemporary 
migrant circulating around our ethical and juridical spaces. It is exactly this figure that questions the general 
agreement among the collective identities that are nowadays recognized in the notion of citizenship: and 
we, the citizens of Europe (as Ếtienne Balibar would put it) owe them - the Sans-Papiers - for having 
recreated among us the sense of citizenship - insofar as this no more corresponds to an institution or a 
status, but to the forms of collective practice and the micropolitics of coming together. The way to 
interrogate, from various positions, what is nowadays, and what is supposed to be in the future to come - 
the essence of communal life-forms in the Western democracies - has been one of the main orientation 
lines behind the THREE RENDEZVOUS. 
 
 The main question raised by the THREE RENDEZVOUS was the following: if the division between 
citizens and denizens (or ‘denied citizens’) is what constitutes the reality of biopolitical actions in today’s 
Western democratic states, then is it only the model of bare life that serves as the foundation of 
(democratic) sovereignty? This nodal point between the State (and its sovereignty) and citizens (and their 
right to live) is where the THREE RENDEZVOUS put into question and measured the premises and effects of 
the politically exclusive nature of democracy. A relation established within the 'Moebius strip' of such a 
political framework, in both outward and inward sides of the territory of power and knowledge, is what 
makes the negotiation on this issue possible. Or, in Jacques Rancière’s terms: 'The political is not the 
''outside'', the ''real'' that art would have to reach; the ''outward'' is always the other side of an ''inward''; 
what makes the difference is the topography in the frame of which the relation of inside and outside is 
negotiated; the real as such simply does not exist; what does exist is a framing or a fiction of reality.' [3] 
 

The triple axis of RENDEZVOUS was based upon the complementary natures of three art works that, 
brought together, made the relational sphere open for the distribution of subjectivities: in a circuit of 
meanings that stem from activism (embedded in the usage of discourse in the formation and distribution of 
political opinions / Rendezvous One), through the usage of media for the purposes of activist struggle (while 
documenting the 'illegal' subjects coming out of invisibility into the realm of hypervisibility, through a 
collective hunger strike / Rendezvous Two), up to the action itself (where the issue of legality becomes the 
main point of contestation pertaining to the conditions of mobility for migrants residing on a foreign 
territory / Rendezvous Three).  
 

Each rendezvous took as its main point of reference recent works by Nicoline van Harskamp (NL), 
Tristan Wibault (B) and Patrick Bernier & Olive Martin (FR), respectively. Rooted in the exploration of 
dialogue as a possibility for empowerment, these rendezvous have insisted on proposing a political re-
contextualization of contemporary artistic practices, as one way to question the de-politicized and de-
contaminated environments of capitalist production; also, for the sake of a proper democratic public life, 
they  addressed the needs for constructing such zones of interest where the public speech must be 
constantly re-shaped and disseminated, outside of an exclusively consensus-based curatorial / political 
framework. 
 
 With the main (political) idea behind the concept of a rendezvous as described above, the 
conversation with Vincent Meessen continues the spirit of the exhibition while haunting its basic premises 
in the written format of the text that follows. 
 
 

*** 
 
Marko Stamenkovic: Cabinet Jacotot, Cabinet Reclus, Cabinet Hope... One in the chain of your curatorial 
propositions bears a title somewhat more provocative than the previous ones conceived in a similar vain: 
Shadow Cabinet (Three Rendezvous). [4]  In order to come properly to the main ideas around the concept of 
this particular show and the events inherent to it, I would like you to reflect on the notion of cabinets - from 
both an aesthetic and political perspective (if any). The first associations coming to my mind make a link to 
the idea of a State; more precisely - to the essential forms of governmental organization as experienced in 



the classical representative political models - where the decision-making processes are being made upon a 
supposedly collective basis, among the selected parliamentary members. What does each of your 'cabinets' 
stand for, who are their members and how do you imagine the potentially political/ aesthetic nature of such 
a working platform? 
 
Vincent Meessen: Well, let me first make a difference between an ongoing collective project functioning as 
a platform and called Potential Estate, and the project that I curated for Extra City that was called Shadow 
Cabinet. In the latter, the title refers to democracies that have assumed the English parliamentary model. 
The Shadow Cabinet refers to a form of political opposition where the members of the most significant 
opposition party organise themselves into a virtual government. The Shadow Cabinet at issue here is of 
another nature. It brings together the works of artists who – in the shadow of the official (party-)political 
opposition – produce alternative representations and procedures. As opposed to the 'cabinet fantôme' (the 
French translation of the Shadow Cabinet), we propose here a 'cabinet des fantômes': a Ghost Cabinet. It 
has to do with a space whose function consists in questioning politics. Through their practice, the artists 
brought together here deconstruct precisely the pretension of politics (and the media) to name and label 
'the common' with laws, codes, regulatory discourse, as well as standardised and unified images. In 
contrast, the artists involved here, by means of the plurality of their identities (the artist in the role of 
citizen, the unemployed, union labourer, activist, archivist, lawyer, cartographer...), point out how the 
singular form and the individual spirit reintroduce a dissensus which – rather than a consensus – is at the 
base of all politics. The work of art perhaps only becomes truly political when it can (potentially) 
disintegrate the social. In this way art could be – insofar as the social is concerned – an act of inaction; of 
not-doing; of undoing. From this perspective, art disbands being-together, expels the ghosts of 'belonging-
to' that haunt every community. 
 
The other cabinets - Jacotot (2006), Reclus (2007), Hope (2008) - have been produced in different locations 
but all within the context of the temporary collective project called Potential Estate. Now (Autumn 2008), 
we have just produced a new one: Cabinet Anciaux, which is presented within the context of the first 
Brussels Biennial and will be open until January 2009. [5] 
 
The "we" I refer to are artists David Evrard, Pierre Huyghebaert, Ronny Heiremans and Katleen Vermeir. 
Previously we have also collaborated with three other artists (Adam Leech, Simona Denicolai & Ivo 
Provoost) and several guests. In this case, the cabinet is first seen as the very first modern way of displaying 
a collection of artefacts later to be divided by the Moderns into science and art. So, on one hand we refer to 
the first modern, pre-museum format which proposed at that time "the motionless trips". From the start 
the cabinet as such has been a matter of conquest and of displaying death. Potential Estate initiated itself 
around the proposal of a possible residential format to come. At the very beginning, the people who were 
invited to contribute had all produced specific works that revisited the notion of "residence" from very 
different perspectives. As it is central to the contemporary ethos, I originally proposed to investigate 
collectively on this issue. That is what we have been busy with for three years now. 
 
But, of course, you are right: a cabinet also refers to the political format that I have already mentioned 
above - a collective body responsible for the executive power. It is true that the collective agency obliges us 
to deal with the very nature of the Political inside our practice. In that sense, Potential Estate - as a 
collaborative practice gathering different individuals - rescales direct political issues and reinstalls the 
"unassignable". I think this is a way to produce some kind of metapolitics by choosing another scene and 
relying on our own vitalism.  
 
MS: For those who know you better, who would not mind if you would simply get lost in the piles of all the 
books and papers that comfortably produce the chaos of your personal working atmosphere, another idea 
may be of equal value: the one connecting a cabinet with the desire to withdraw from everyday's reality, 
and finding peace within the intellectual intimacy of a private room privileged for reading and writing, for 
example. Before we get closer to any meaning of withdrawal, your passion for text and for language, for the 
production of discourses in communication with authors and colleagues - where does it start, and where 
does it lead? What is the political value of discourse production nowadays? 



 
VM: In my case, describing the studio as a reading room - a place of studium - is quite correct. The studio is 
mostly a space for the immaterial production. So, one could say that the studio is a possible location for 
withdrawal. But the risk of enclosure has to be avoided. For me, the most important element in the gesture 
of withdrawal is the movement it implies: to remove oneself is a way of letting a former position get 
emptied or freed, and hence relocated. My studio has been also the site of UTIL, a name applied to a series 
of exhibitions that I curated in my working space between 2002 and 2006. It is also an editing room, a place 
for film-editing that permits to transform a document into an experience, and vice-versa. But Potential 
Estate cabinets are not the places of withdrawal, unless you would consider that every one of us is his own 
one and only territory. Elsewhere, outside our body and psyche, we are only the joint tenants.  
 
Once I defined Potential Estate as « a parliament without a solution », and « a factual fiction ». It is a 
discursive platform matching different levels, from fact to fiction. Each of our meetings is an epic. The 
discourse production has a political value, of course, the one of formulating disagreement in one’s own 
performative terms, which can be very joyful. But, in my opinion, the collective practice within Potential 
Estate also raises questions about the discursivity of the existing political formats. A collective authorizes 
itself to act as a heterogeneous body with no fixed identity. Discourse calls for a method but, sometimes, it 
can also refer to an unproductive talk. For example, I like the African "palabre" where all points of view are 
treated as valid by participants and the talk is not only accessible to experts. 
 
It is not a culture where the reasonable - thus the more methodical - will prove its superiority, but a space 
of dialogue that stays open to the outside, to the "touch". 
 
In that sense it can be a representation for what might be cosmopolitics: a speculative way to deal with 
alterity (human or not) through very different ways of engaging oneself within a controversy or a 
disagreement. To answer your question in another way: I would say that discourse is what renders a matter 
thinkable and touchable, it proceeds as a movement between theory and praxis, between the archive and 
the experience. The more you enquire on the limit and on the cut out of the thinkable and the touchable, 
the more your discourse will generate political value. The cut out between philosophy and art, between 
nature and culture, between public and private, have become more and more critical issues. And tricksters 
are necessary to shift those borders. 
 
Cabinet Jacotot, the initial step that introduced Potential Estate, was exhibited in STUK arts center (Leuven, 
Belgium). The naming was a way to call back the ghost of Joseph Jacotot, a French schoolteacher and a 
political refugee who lived for a few years in Leuven in the 19th century. It was in Leuven that he developed 
his revolutionary methodology about the transfer of knowledge and, finally, about what he called the 
"intellectual emancipation". As you may know, the city of Leuven also has quite a historical importance in 
Belgian history as a landmark of communitarian dispute. The linguistic clash has finally led to the creation of 
Louvain-la-Neuve (New Leuven), a modernist city built from scratch, where the French-speaking community 
was relocated. The issue of translation and territory were thus present as a subtext. Nobody remembers 
Jacotot in Leuven, but I was aware of the fact that the French philosopher Jacques Rancière rediscovered 
him in the 1980s and tried to learn from this obscure and self-declared ignorant schoolteacher. He made 
clear what is still at stake in every hierarchical learning process: the reproduction of inequity. Jacotot 
claimed an egalitarian position and intelligence between the master and the student. He introduced a 
philosophy of the will that understands the conception of every artwork – be it written, audible or visual - 
as discourse is a necessity in Jacotot's philosophy. When we so strongly feel the truth, we would like to tell it 
to the others, but we are unable to do so. And so we speak. Our words are to be heard like the adventure of 
a spirit, of a soul that has always to do with sharing his words, his own poetics. Jacotot sees actually the 
artist as the opposite of the schoolmaster. To be an artist can not be seen as a job only, every work is a way 
to express and share an artist’s feelings with the others. « The artist needs equality as much as the 
(school)master needs inequity », he writes. [6] 
 
MS: In relation to my previous question, one could conclude that the articulation, production and 
distribution of knowledge are always related to a certain space, where this knowledge is being accumulated, 



selected and taken for one's own purposes, later to be distributed and shared with the others. It is the issue 
of territory that I would like to approach at this point. 
 
VM: The territories I am interested in do exist; they are the ones where poetics meets politics and where 
hybrid ethos is being produced: the ways and manners of living on a daily basis. Etienne Balibar writes 
about the border as the archetypal "space of fiction", fiction being the production of Real through 
experience, knowledge and action intertwined.  Foucault wrote about heterotopias as existing places in a 
society where utopias have been realised and where the forms, content and distribution of common 
knowledge are somehow neutralized, suspended or even inverted. Heterotopias are the places where we 
(everyone) can produce the counter-translations, a knowledge that is conscious of the fact it is articulated 
and reappropriated by the user's words, and thus has to do ultimately with the poetics. But not only: the 
poetics exist because of an experience of space - what we call a place -  that has been carried out. Artists 
are singularities and strangely enough facilitators of common space. But the type of common that is not 
produced in order to classify, label and define. Potential space and time are what artists produce: they each 
act on their own as temporary inhabitants of heterotopias. This means that besides the historiography, for 
example, there is also a heterochrony: a way to inhabit time that is not driven by the logos, by the chrono-
logical order claimed by history. Artists are driven by other forms of representation than the ones that are 
produced by the political representative models. One of the skills of artists is being sometimes able to re-
map space and time and to install a movement in-between both of them. You could look at works of the 
most interesting artists as anti-utilitarian scenarios for testing other space & time matrixes. All the practices 
I am interested in concern the self and the daily, they are only possible and disturbing because they do not 
vanish in the pure rhetorics of language and because (for example, during a public-space intervention) they 
produce a direct poetic knowledge. These practices act their script into the daily, interrelating various 
formats and sources, giving form to new hybrids. This makes it clear to me that artists and migrants share 
something strong together. It has to do with transposition, translation and, maybe, with transnation; with 
some kind of radical undeterminate and becoming. 
 
Having a dual citizenship, either of them being based on different access modes to citizenship, makes me 
feel very conscious about the basics upon which a society is mainly shaped by the arbitrary of law. What 
makes you a citizen or an alien?  Dual citizenship produces a gap not only in terms of identity, but also on a 
legal level. The in-between status allows other possibilities to inhabit a space. The double nationality status 
or the one of resident, for example, is something that is encountered - on a very different basis but which 
sometimes overlap - by categories of migrants and artists: not only the 20th century artist flying from one 
residency program to another, but also this nomadic dimension of artistic practice that challenges in its core 
the Western rationalist tradition. 
 
MS: You mark a clear line of identification between the contemporary artists' nomadism and migratory 
figures worldwide. In relation to the migratory issues, can we talk nowadays of specific forms of nomadism 
in art and culture that constantly try to re-invent the space?; by performing the nomadic aspect of working 
and being, do they participate in the critical engagement with each and every space, thus defining it and re-
defining the political horizons of the activities performed, or do they simply take part in the cultural tourism 
and capitalization of art practices by the dominant logic of neo-liberalism? 
 
VM: There are only singular uses of contexts. It is not possible to draw a line and would be more than 
hazardous to compare the situation of an « economical migrant » with the one of a political refugee, or 
even insulting if you would compare it to the one of a travelling artist. So let's be very cautious on that 
point. Nomadism became a brand for people that are everywhere at home. « Sans-papiers » 
(undocumented people) are nowhere at home.  
 
MS: Your previous engagement within the collective Ambassade Universelle (Universal Embassy) in Brussels 
(2001-2005) was focused on the issues of hospitality, but also the administration and political struggle 
dealing with the so-called «sans-papiers». Could you tell me more about that experience, and about its 
relationship with your current practice? 
 



VM: I would situate this experience as seminal. I used to interrelate document and experience and 
transform one into another. There I had to deal with the experiences of the so-called « undocumented » 
coming from all over the world. I have to say that besides personal relations that were then created, it also 
influenced my attitude towards politics and aesthetics and their vivid interrelation. Universal Embassy 
highlighted the urgent situation of people without papers, and tried to help them overcome their social 
isolation. Since 2001 the former Somalian Embassy in Brussels has been occupied by 'sans papiers' after 
Somalia lost state-status as a result of severe civil war in that country. The autoritarian refusal of considering 
the « undocumented » as political beings, able to articulate their own claim, corresponds to a denial of their 
ability to produce a common discourse. We tried to respond to the atomization of migrants by producing 
situations, encounters and minor signs to facilitate the setting up of a housing and mobilization platform. 
Undocumented struggles have often been condemned by the precarity of hospitality and, consequently, on 
the impossibility to build a political struggle in the long run. Hunger strikes have been used lately as a tool 
to shorten the temporality of negotiation. At that time and quite quickly it became impossible to classify 
properly the type of activity I was engaged with. In retrospect I can only read it as a space and time in which 
a kind of deep social reversal operated, an heterotopia that offered the most radical counter-narrative to 
the «closed centers», those prisons for the so-called «illegals». But at the same time it revealed for me the 
trap of some ethical indistinction. 
 
MS: In the context of current artistic, activist and migrant-oriented policies (both from political and social, 
but no less from legal and curatorial perspectives), you have been examining a set of examples that put into 
focus the interdependency between, on the one hand, the artistic and non-artistic collaborations, subjects, 
and processes, and, on the other, the interdependencies within the power structures of artistic and 
administrative natures. The main point, I believe, is directed towards a hard-core topic -  the production of 
illegality through the criminalization of migrants. Can you please reflect on this perverted liaison between 
the LAW and EVERYDAY LIFE? 
 
VM: If aesthetics is a historical regime of visibility applied to art matters, then clandestinity is maybe a 
current regime of invisibility assigned to citizenship. The impossibility of introducing a regularization 
procedure outside the political asylum legal channel is a first denial of the existence of other forms of 
migration. Even in case of a mass regularization - the last one was ten years ago in Belgium - the refusal of 
97% of asylum seekers constantly reproduces clandestinity over the years. In this way we can see the 
migrant policies as the tools that produce illegality rather then reforming it. Simultaneously, these policies 
feed a work market with hundreds of young people ready to work in the black market and they are used as 
a shield to artificially consolidate some perverted sense of the national community. As opposed to this blind 
denial, we must look to the «sans papiers» as responsible for raising, through their struggle, the main 
questions in our society towards the necessity to redefine citizenship, that is to say the «belonging to», the 
common. And besides the multitude of «sans papiers», one should not forget that the thousands of 
migrants take profit of economical gaps between the place where they live and the place they originally 
come from. Sociologists have shown how much diasporic communities were a support but also what were 
the specific skills that have been developed  to overcome the situation. Trans-border mobility and relational 
skills operate  from the links built during the exile and to the communautarian solidarity that is linked to this 
experience. I am not so much interested in the commercial success of these migrants, of course, but in their 
ability to shape new ways of world making.. 
 
MS: More specifically, and bound up by the "hatred of democracy", this constitutes the basis for an 
investigation into the conditions of democracy today, and their intertwining and causal relationship with the 
limits of artistic and civic freedoms and mobility. Is it correct to propose such a line of thought? 
 
VM: I do not think the artistic matter is political because it tackles direct political agendas or situations, such 
as the issue of undocumented people, for example. Aesthetics also carries a form of the political if we agree 
with Rancière that the political is an activity that has to do with challenging the common of a community 
and with the redistribution of places and assigned identities. As I said before, I think that art is a way to 
transport the political dissensus and replay it in order to realize a possibility of emancipation for oneself 
and, possibly, to pave the way for others. Artists and migrants also share a potential status of exclusion. 



Being considered as quasi-other, they challenge the fixity of identity and the order of a community. They are 
posted at the borders. As artists, how do we have to look at «sans-papiers» when we learn that they 
invented this word to compete with the common designation of «illegals» or «clandestines»? This act of 
renaming oneself has produced a new space for diplomacy and a social character that will constantly be 
reactivated until the sharing of the visible won't be allowed. This renaming is pure poetics and politics at the 
same time. If we remember that the proletarian in ancient Roman times designated the «sans-nom» 
(without a name) and the «sans-parole» (without a speech), then the «sans papier» is the producer of one 
of the most radical events of the late 20th century.  
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