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Avoiding the Void

A Graphic designer wearing a handmade sweater is drinking a fruity cocktail with 
some friends on the terrace of an “ethnic” café. They’re chatty and cordial, 
they joke around a bit, they make sure not to be too loud or too quite, they 
smile at each other, a little blissfully: we are so civilized. Afterward, some of 
them will go to work in the neighborhood community garden, while others 
will dabble in pottery, some Zen Buddhism, or in the making of an animated 
film. They find communion in the smug feeling that they constitute a new hu-
manity, wiser and more refined then the previous one.1 

“Capitalist production”, as Marx defined it, “produces not only commodities, not 
only surplus value, but also produces and reproduces the Capital-relations, 
relations between Capitalist and wage laborer. 2” However, the paradox of our 
late –Capitalist society (due to Ford’s method of corporate power application 
for building the new consumer culture) has evolved into a society of workers 
without work, where leisure, entertainment and consumption mold our sub-
jectivity. Therefore, not only do we as laborers belong to the Market before 
we even sell ourselves, but our being and imaginative consciousness have 
been privatized and offered back to us as ‘authentic experience’. As Hardt and 
Negri have put it: “The Metropolis is to the multitude what the factory was 
for the working class.” Therefore if early capitalist production manufactured 
and fed off the fetishism of commodities, our late capitalist “immaterial” pro-
duction manufactures fetishization of the immaterial, which results in the 
concept of “fetishizashion of the fetish/fiction/desire”. 

If we compare the two fragrance ads from two different eras (Image 1. “Snuff” by 
Schiaparelli, 1940; Image 2. “Eaudemoiselle de Givenchy” by Givenchy, 2010) 
we will be able to see the difference in the ideological relationship of the 
object versus subject fetishization. In Schiaparelli ad we can see classic Marx-
ian conception of commodity fetishism. The perfume in this case is the direct 
object of the fetish. Formally, we are fully pulled into the relationship with the 
object: its smell, its bottle shape, the golden color of the liquid… However, in 

1 “The Coming Insurrection”, The invisible committee  
2  “Capital”, chapter ‘Simple Reproduction’, Karl Marx
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the Givenchy ad our attention is aimed pure-
ly at the Experience. Here the perfume as 
object is on the second plane, and is almost 
insignificant. Here what we are sold is not 
the “magnificent liquid, the bottle, the ob-
ject…” but the experience itself. We are fully 
mesmerized by the subject and the fiction 
behind it. In this case the model in the ad 
is the one experiencing, or has experienced 
the object. She is the one who fetishized the 
commodity and re-presented it into a fic-
tion. We, in this case, are not being subjugat-
ed to an “authoritarian” application of the 
product/object/commodity, but are almost 
“indirectly”, “democratically”, being pulled 
into the fetishization of the fetishizer, of the 
experience itself. However, the model’s role 
here is somewhat obscure, the story is not 
very explicit. The implicitness of the ad is to leave space for our personal pro-
jection. We are fetishizing the fiction of an experience that we simultaneously 
project on to the subject (in the ad), and, consequently consume it. We, in this 
case, are the “democratic onlooker”. In a perverse way, we are turned on by 
the experience of the sub-
ject of our creation. The 
relevance of the fiction is 
only apparent to us since 
it is the product of our 
own desires and imagina-
tion. In this sense, we can 
say that our late Capitalist 
fetishization has taken a 
second-degree level. We 
are not provoked by the 
desire for the object com-
modity of other’s creation, but are provoked by the unconceived and unre-
vealed dreams of our bare unconscious. We are indirectly/”democratically” 
drawn into the production and commodification of ourselves.  

Since Capitalism expanded valorization to the fields of immaterial consumption/pro-
duction, the fields of exploitation changed as well. Exploitation now consists 

 Image 1 . Snuff” by Schiaparelli, 1940”

Image 2. Eaudemoiselle de Givenchy” by Givenchy, 2010  
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in the imperative to “Experience”: desire, consume, travel, enjoy! For exam-
ple, our travel experiences are reduced to injections of exotic comforts and 
eclectic fictions.  As contemporary “Marco Polo” Samantha Brown has put it 
about her Travel Channel show “Passport to Europe with Samantha Brown”:  
“In a 1⁄2 hour we eat, drink, shop, visit the main attractions and discover the 
more hidden aspects of a city or region in Europe. We pay a lot of attention to 
what makes the people so special and why an important aspect of your trip 
should be trying to get to know them”. All that in a half hour? Experience! Ex-
plore! Mingle! But not too much! Not in depth, just enough to consume and 
produce more fragmented fictions; fictions that speak and breathe only profit 
logic. This way, we never actually enter into the dirty bits of the culture, but 
remain within our egotistic presupposition of the stereotyped Other. In this 
kind of touristic experience we simply consume the reality that we produce 
for our own presumed pleasure. We give no time and chance for the experi-
ence and relations to take their raw shape, instead we harvest them in their 
embryonic form. Unripe and unshaped, these commodified experiences are 
the unborns of the undead, horrific embryos of the haunting cultural residue. 
What makes us with such a fervor and hunger scrape the historic residues of 
old glory? Perhaps this speaks of a lack of the new in our society.

Limiting objects, subjects and their interrelations to only a one-sided profit form is 
equal to reducing their being to feed our narcissistic demands. To exist within 
the world of value/profit logic, one must be readable in a language of value/
profit, therefore one must be a commodity first. Anything that appears within 
the market logic appears from this point, since that is the only language mar-
ket speaks. Commodity can only exist within the relation of the other com-
modity; therefore two commodities must first evaluate each other before 
confirming one another’s value i.e. 1 coat=20 yards of linen. Only after this 
intercourse they appear to each other, and that appearance is what is read 
in the market radar, henceforth the relationship starts as such. In the same 
sense as a man acknowledges his existence only in another man’s eye. i.e. no 
one enters this world possessing a mirror (Marx, “Capital”). “I am I” only be-
comes possible when there is another “I” to confirm it. However, the problem 
arises when ontological priority is given to only a relation of profit.  

Prioritizing the profit-potential in objects and subjects locks the other possible di-
mensions in to a long and sedated sleep. In immaterial capitalist produc-
tion, subjectivity is treated as a commodity. Applying the same commodity 
logic from above, desires, dreams, and thoughts (being commodities) must 
speak to each other, henceforth to appear to the market. A perfect example 
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of desire/commodity marketplace is network sites like facebook… Its con-
tinuous cycle of desire exchange is a perfect example of desire/commodity 
valorization. The desperate need for the instant confirmation of our thoughts 
and desires shows a perfect symptom of their fragility. Our subjectivity has 
been commodified to the point that its fragile state can only be upheld by 
its continuous reflection with other commodified subjectivities. The second 
we exit this world of self-absorbed reflection, our being melts away. Is that 
what keeps us so desperately clicking towards an undead zombie state?: to 
reload the page, see if we got new comments, how many more views on our 
blogs, more messages…  Anything just to prove that we really still exist, just 
a bit more, a bit longer, minute-by-minute… As Baudrillard put it: “We are 
no longer in society of spectacle which the situationists talked about, nor in 
the specific types of alienation and repression which this implied.”3  We have 
entered a society where the real and hyperreal are so intertwined and so in-
terdependent that they have become inseparable and unstrippable from one 
another. The spectacle for the situationists was a direct form of oppression. 
The image, in the society of spectacle, was authoritatively setting models of 
preferred reality; very much like the Stalinist form of Socialist Realism im-
age practice. When the image of authoritarian supreme reality sits on top of, 
masks, and projects the standard expected form of being, it is still possible 
to be identified and connected to its source. However, the puzzle with the 
image/desire in our late market “democracy” is that it is simply inseparable 
from and unlinkable to its source of power, because WE always simultane-
ously remain on the other side. “No longer is there any imperative to submit 
to the model, or to the gaze. “ You are the model! YOU are the majority!”The 
spectacular image in our society masks the absence of basic reality; it con-
ceals the fact that the real is no longer an autonomous real but is a product 
of and producer of the undead state we dwell in. 4

Our subjectivity is constructed on the principle of ‘avoiding the void’. We are trapped 
in the cycle of producing and reproducing the simulacrums that shield us fur-
ther from ‘dialectical infinitude’. “Between the thought and the real there 
is a hole, an abyss, a void.”- Writes Alain Badiou.” The truth is first of all the 

3  “Simulations”, Jean Baudrillard
4 “Simulations”, Jean Baudrillard 
“Disneyland is presented as imaginary in order to make us believe that the rest is real, when in fact all of the Los Angeles and the America surround-
ing it are no longer real, but of the order of the hyperreal and simulation. It is no longer  a question  of false representation of reality (ideology), but 
of concealing the fact that the real is no longer real, and thus of saving the reality principle.
 The Disneyland imaginary is neither true nor false; it is a deterrence machine set up in order to rejuvenate in reverse the fiction of the 
real. Whence the debility, the infantile degeneration of this imaginary; It is meant to be an infantile world, in order to make us believe that the 
adults are elsewhere, in the “real” world, and to conceal the fact that the real childishness is everywhere, particularly amongst those adults who go 
the to act the child in order to foster illusion as to their real childishness. “
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effect of a separation, a loss, or a voiding. ”5  But how can we grasp the truth 
process if the void, the confrontation with that abyss, has become a common 
proscription? “Depression is the vision of the abyss represented by the ab-
sence of meaning”6 , writes “Bifo”. But we are so carefully guarding ourselves 
from this confrontation by work, culture, medicine etc..,  one might say we 
are waging a direct war against the abyss. 

If we read some productivity advice from corporate time management programs 
we can see how the imperative “to not think, just do” is consistently drilled 
into our subjectivity. The following brainstorming tips are recommended for 
a high rate of corporate productivity: “What is important in this activity is 
that you focus on quantity of ideas, not quality. When you brainstorm, you 
just write in a list manner whatever comes into your mind, and write fast. 
You let your imagination flow, you play. Forget all judging or analyzing, com-
mon sense, rules, or practicality.”  And this is how they advise us to make 
decisions: “A pressing, almost unrealistic, deadline plays an important role 
in the brainstorming session. It mobilizes your subconscious and conscious 
minds. It helps to paralyze your judgment, analysis, and other mental blocks, 
freeing your imagination.”7  Since when have judgment and analysis become 
a mental blocks? And what is that wonderful imagination that we will free by 
the suggestions above? The imagination of pure reflex composed of the profit 
logic that clogs the function of our cortex. Is our reality so fragile that we 
must silence our conscious from reflecting on it? I suppose paralyzed judg-
ment is the best condition for an efficient slave.

We are no longer passive onlookers of the society of the spectacle. We have become 
fully involved in the production of the script that we act in, and react to, 
simultaneously. We have morphed into a society that does a lot to avoid do-
ing something. We consume and produce this hyperreality with an immense 
speed. In contrast to the apparent falsity of our surrounding (hyperreal down-
towns, “public” spaces, TV media, entertainment…) we find our personal lives 
as authentic real. We laugh at the ridiculousness of the state of things, places 
and what they have to offer us. However exactly in this wise ironic distance 
we become full victims of this ridiculous and simulated surrounding. Which is 
why, describes Slavoj Zizek, if there is an ideological experience at its purest, 
its zero-level, it is at the moment when we adopt the attitude of wise ironic 
distance and laugh at the follies we are ready to believe – at this moment of 
liberating laughter, when we look down on the ridicule of our faiths, we are 

5 “Infinite thought”, Alain Badiou
6 “The Soul at work, from alienation to autonomy”, Franco Berardi
7 www.time-management-guide.com
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pure subjects of ideology, ideology exerts its pure hold on us. 

Where can we draw a line between the real and hyperreal experiences? And where 
do we start unveiling the subjectivity of that deep interdependence? 

The economic dependence on fictional capital is accelerating. What object/com-
modity was for the working class of early 20th century, desire/fiction is to us. 
If the modernist task was to deconstruct and demystify the perception and 
production of the object/commodity, our task today should be to free subjec-
tivity from parasitic valorization which filters everything down to the ultimate 
simulated state. Perhaps we need to do the unexpected opposite. We need 
to ask ourselves the following questions: Do we actually desire enough? Do 
we experience enough? Do we fetishize commodities enough? Is our fetishi-
zashion as selfless and true as a committed amorous relationship, open to the 
contingencies and antagonisms that it requires?  Or do we fetishize/love our 
narcissistic selves through these Other object/ subject/commodities? 

But have we ever Been Modern?

In a statement written in 1922 by El Lissitzky 
and Ilya Ehrenberg, the editors of journal 
Veshch No3 (Image 3.) we see a climactic 
point in the aims of 20th century mod-
ernism. They write that their thinking is 
characterized by the attempt to demystify 
the hegemonic perception of the world, 
to universally clarify the reality from 
domineering bourgeois ideology. Lissitzky 
and Ehrenberg realized that the true uni-
versality of their thoughts was confirmed, 
when after leaving the isolated society 
of post revolutionary Russia they found 
similar movements and thoughts simul-
taneously appearing in the west. This 
meant that their thinking was not lim-
ited to only post-revolutionary Russian 
ideology. However, after comparing post 
revolutionary modernizing developments 

 Image 3. Veshch/Gegenstand/Object, journal  No3 
(journal Veshch was intended to act as an interface in 
Russian post-revolutionary developments in art, design 
and theory)
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in Russia to the developments in Western modernist circles, they concluded 
that successful progress was only possible in a society that had already ex-
perienced major social economic change, and that successful freeing of art/
commodity from its role as a bourgeois ornament was only possible in the 
society that was already freed from a bourgeois logic to begin with. We can 
see this defeated attitude in Lissitzky’s decision to misrepresent the installa-
tion shot of the OBMOKhU (Obshchestvo molodykh khudoznikov; Society of 
young artists) exhibition of 1921 Moscow (Image 4.). The image of the exhibi-
tion featured constructivist three-dimensional models for future utilitarian 
structures. However, Lissitzky, for his western-marketed magazine Veshch/
Gegenstand/Object presented 
the image titled as simply 
“sculptures”. This kind of for-
mal reduction of OBMOKhU’s 
body of work resulted in total 
commodification and depoliti-
cization of the Constructivist/
Modernist objective, and was 
more significant perhaps than 
Lissitzky considered at the time.

The populist turn of Veshch/Gegen-
stand/Object was perhaps the 
beginning of the decline of the Modernist objective, and perhaps birthed 
the virulent symptoms of postmodern ironic despair. The problem with post-
modern groundless denunciation is that it holds us bound to modern critique 
without a fundamental renunciation of the problems within the modernist 
hypothesis. The paradox of the postmodern deadlock is that it denounces the 
denunciation itself, while still actually remaining under the modernist shad-
ow.  So, maybe the real dilemma Lissitzky encountered in the west was the 
problem with the modernist hypothesis itself? It was not possible to change 
and perfect a human/society by purifying it from “irrational” nature because 
there is no such thing as rational society independent of irrational nature. 
The impossibility of purification of subject/society from object/nature lies in 
the impossibility of modernist polarization of Natural and Social poles. “The 
Moderns think they have succeeded in such an expansion only because they 
have carefully separated Nature and Society (and bracketed God), whereas 
they have succeeded only because they have mixed together much greater 
masses of humans and nonhumans, without bracketing anything and without 

 Image 4. Veshch/Gegenstand/Object, journal  No3 (journal Veshch 
was intended to act as an interface in Russian post-revolutionary 
developments in art, design and theory)
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ruling out any combination!”8  Hence Lissitzky was a perfect postmodern-
ist; he fidgeted away from the modernist hypothesis, while holding onto its 
aesthetic dimension. He renounced the possibility of purification while still 
remaining under the shadow of two different poles (Nature and Society). 

Expropriation and mimesis of the Modernist aesthetic is an apparent recurrence 
in contemporary artistic hegemony. We claim that we live in post-modern 
times, but has modernism ever really been “modern”? Contemporary leading 
artistic practices show an act of Modernist reversal. However, it is not a re-
versal in the sense of reviving or criticizing the principles of the Modernist hy-
pothesis, but a reversal in the form of pastiche and weak nostalgia for times 
when alternative possibilities seemed possible. Now, instead of dreaming of 
a universal collective future, treating commons as something to be shaped 
by/for public thought and common emancipation, we collectively dream of 
enclosing and glorifying our individual and local spaces. In fact “there is no 
longer a ‘we’”, writes Alain Badiou, “there hasn’t been for a long time. The 
’we’ entered into its twilight well before the ‘death of communism’”. 9 

If we study the latest developments in ‘avant-garde’ architectural/urban strategies, 
we will be able to dissect the ideological stagnation in the “collective” fabric. 

Parametricism claims to be the greatest new architectural style after Modernism. Ex-
emplified by the masterplans of Zaha Hadid Architects, parametricism praises 
the grandeur and splendor of socio-economic era of post-Fordism. Paramet-
ric style, like Postmodernism, opposes Modernism as an Idea. Parametricism, 
however, considers Postmodernism as a transitional period from Modernism 
rather than a legitimate movement on its own. While the Postmodern period 
could be described as an adolescent epoch of post-Fordist Capitalism (rebel-
ling against Modernism/the authoritarian father), Parametricism claims to be 
the mature adulthood, comfortable with its dedication and admiration of late 
Capitalist fluidity and comfortable with claiming its aesthetic roots in Mod-
ernism/Constructivism. In contrast to the Modernist eulogy to straight line 
and right angle as means of man conquering the chaos of nature, Parametic 
style embraces the chaos of nature and the relational orders within it. Follow-
ing is a list of taboos and dogmas of the Parametric style:

Negative heuristics (taboos): avoid rigid geometric primitives like squares, triangles 
and circles, avoid simple repetition of elements, avoid juxtaposition of unre-
lated elements or systems.

8 “We have never been modern”, by Bruno Latour
9  “Infinite thought”, Alain Badiou
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Positive heuristics (dogmas): consider 
all forms to be parametrically 
malleable, differentiate gradu-
ally (at variant rates), inflect 
and correlate systematically.10  

From surface to shape, from interior 
to exterior, parametric architec-
ture resembles a rich elegance 
and seamless fluidity of a ‘natu-
ral’ system. It is as ‘malleable’ 
and ‘gradual’ as “free” market 
Democracy itself.  “Avant-garde 
architecture and urbanism”, writes Patrik Schumacher (cofounder and archi-
tect at Zaha Hadid Architects) “are going through a cycle of innovative adap-
tation – retooling and adapting the discipline to the demands of the socio-
economic era of post-Fordism. The mass society that was characterized by a 
universal consumption standard has evolved into the heterogeneous society 
of the multitude, marked by a proliferating life-style and career differentia-
tion. Architecture and urbanism are called upon to organize and articulate 
the increased complexity of 
post-Fordist society.”11  

Culturally eclectic, mock classical ren-
derings of Postmodern public 
spaces (shopping malls and 
downtown centers resembling 
foreign cities to accommodate 
local cultural groups) tried to 
simulate a sense of collective 
coziness. That sense of mock-communal stability was a necessary component 
in Ford’s recipe for the perfect consumer subject; that way society could be 
comforted and utilized for the rapid growth of the economy. Masses had to 
be taught how to not only produce commodities effectively, but also to con-
sume them with the same efficiency; and that could only be taught with a 
simulated sense of inclusion, which the Postmodern city managed to imitate 
well.12  Now that we have achieved that “perfect” consumer state in the so-
ciety (as Patrik Schumacher claims), new urbanism does not even pretend to 

10  Parametricism  -  A New Global Style for Architecture and Urban Design, Patrik Schumacher
11  Parametricism  -  A New Global Style for Architecture and Urban Design, Patrik Schumacher
12 I owe this to David Harvey’s “The Condition of Postmodernity”

 

 Image 5. Cross tower close-up, Zaha Hadid Archiects

Image 6. Calligraphy blocktectonic detail, Zaha Hadid Architects 
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create any sense of the inclusion of the Other. Instead we start to see more 
and more comfortable embracement of the ‘public for private’ principle. The 
enclosure of public space is done with cunning and tasteful deceit. Since it 
is not politically correct to demonstrate power in democracy, nonetheless, 
it operates in a more indirect fashion. Calligraphy block (Image 5.), for in-
stance, is a style of building that resembles a swirl construction that rounds 
off a street block and swirls in to the center creating an enclosed, though 
formally public, courtyard. The façade of the calligraphy block building is of a 
heavier relief than the interior; therefore the opening in the center is gently 
implied to be for private use. The same kind of enclosure can be pointed out 
in the cross-tower technique (Image 6.) that smoothly connects the shaft of 
the towers creating a total continuity of the building, and efficiently gating 
the semi-public plaza at the center. 

All these techniques of implied enclosures are practiced in urban scapes of high-end 
residential development complexes and business districts. Therefore, even 
if these new innovative techniques admirably progress the possibilities of 
architectural advancement, they maintain dedicated to the hierarchic order 
of the hegemonic system. These hegemonic monuments remain distant and 
alien to the excluded Other. A monument, wrote Nikolai Punin, must live the 
social life of the city and city must live in it. It must be necessary and dynamic, 
then it will be Modern.13 The significance here lies in the mere purpose of 
these developments. What do they intend to contribute to the public and 
who is its public? “When ‘alien building’”, writes Owen Hatherley in Militant 
Modernism, “is a bank or an office block it can become an object of distant, 
awed contemplation. When, on the other hand, the alien enters everyday 
life, when it can’t be ignored but has to be lived with, then the boundaries be-
tween the alien nation and our alienated cities might start to be breached”. 14

However, the goal should be to not underestimate the autonomous resistance of ob-
jects, even if they are created under inclusive profit logic. If a building is built 
to function as a corporate office it does not mean that it must solely remain 
under that definition for all actants/subjects. For instance, a commodity can 
only hold power over a subject under a silently violent oppression of subject 
and of object; denying the object its other dimensions and denying the sub-
ject its alternative language/translations. As writes Marx,” one man is king 
only because other men stand in the relation off subjects to him. They, on 
the other hand, imagine that they are subjects because he is king”. 15 Marx’s 

13 ‘The monument to the Third International’, Nikolai Punin
14 “Militant Modernism”, Owen Hatherley
15 “Capital” by, Karl Marx
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unveiling prescription still holds true. The games of oppression follow a pre-
dictable formula; a subject/object oppressed must remain a subject/object 
defined by oppressor. The minute the subject realizes its transcendence, the 
spell breaks and new being arises, voiding the previous one. Two actors me-
diation is always bound by a third. The problem of Capitalist hegemony is 
that the third actant always holds his position of solid dominance and frames 
the relations of actants in limited and self profiting translation. Therefore if 
money/profit remains the number one hegemonic mediator, the appearance 
of the “new” will remain limited to what value language recognizes as its wor-
thy prey.  This limitation brings us back to the problem with the modernist po-
larization of nature and society. The problem with modern polarization is that 
it keeps mediation limited to solely the human subject; and if taken further 
in capitalist logic, it keeps mediation limited to a dimension of profit-interest, 
whilst denying other possibilities.  So, is the problem of capitalist waste actu-
ally a problem of Modernity? If the act of purification of society from nature 
is the false act, then how much longer can we physically/theoretically/ecolog-
ically keep trying? In the act of purification, we have incidentally accumulated 
endless hybrids, some perhaps more amusing then others, but this process 
seems to be certainly limiting in its nature.16 We are simply growing in all the 
wrong directions. The act of purification has entered its twilight state. We 
have now started to purify the hybrids and to purify the purification itself. We 
have filtered all to its inexistent “substance”. To target the destructiveness of 
Capitalism, we need to mark the impossibility of the modernist project. We 
must replace the process of purification by the voiding process. 

We hold on to our simulated values with gripping teeth and shut eyes. The abyss is 
eternally in front of us. The only way forward is through that abyss, trough 
the void, through Nothing. Here we must remind ourselves of Nietzsche’s two 
definitions of Nihilism: active nihilism and passive nihilism. The passive nihil-
ist, with his eyes shut, stands in front of the void, believing in nothing, doing 
everything possible to remain in his cynical distance, rejecting the void. He 
grabs onto everything he can, recycling the residues of other’s doings/void-
ings from times long gone. The active nihilist on the other hand, stands in 
front of the void with eyes wide open, believing in Nothing; doing everything 
possible to drive closer to the void, courageously voiding towards the Noth-
ing. The void always recedes… but what is formed in this event is the unfath-
omed New.

16 I owe this to Bruno Latour


