KOLEKTIVNA ESTETIKA
Co povazujeme za hodnotné a ¢o za lacné? Kedy je paletova laviéka vitanym symbolom kolektivnej snahy a kedy reprezentuje
zlyhanie? DIY estetika bola dlhoroénou st¢astou kazdodennosti obyvatelov v normalizovanych obydliach, a tak sa este stale
tuzba po krdsnom spdja s novotou, uslachtilym materidlom ¢i inym typom novosti. Novost je vecou statusu, oSuchané steny,
provizérnost €i paletové lavicky su len privilégiom vy$sej strednej triedy a jej porozumenia toho, ¢o je krasne. V kontexte
kolektivnych projektov sa otézka prijatelnej estetiky stava klu¢ovou. Ako vSak zarover nespadnut do klisé, formalizmu ¢i
prili§ populistického dizajnu?

COLLECTIVE AESTHETICS

What do we regard as valuable and what as of low quality? When does a bench, made of shipping palettes become a symbol
of collective effort, and when is it a representation of failure? For many years, the DIY aesthetics formed part of the everyday
life of the citizens of the “normalisation”-era Czechoslovakia in the domestic environment, and so there still persists a desire
for a beauty linked to the new, to the real material substance or to innovation. The new is a matter of status; the exposed-brick
wall, the temporary space, the shipping palette-bench are merely the privilege of the upper-middle class and its own under-
standing of what is beauty. In the context of collective projects, the question of an acceptable aesthetics becomes key. Yet
how, at the same time, can it avoid falling into a cliché, into formalism, or into an overly populist design?

AKE PRIESTORY TVORIA KOLEKTIVY?
WHAT SPACES CREATE COLLECTIVES?

ZAVER
InStalacia rozbieha do diskusie dalSie témy s cielom znejasnit hranice pojmov, ktoré prepouzivanim
nabrali jasné kontury. Pomocou spochybneni utvara znalost o tom, ¢o pre nds znamenaju kolektivne
priestory, v ktorych mnoho z nas dennodenne pracuje. Aj Spolka pracuje ako kolektiv a zaroven sa
v otdzkach priestoru pokusa o tvorbu kolektivnych foriem a metéd spravovania priestoru. Tato praca
bola a je podkladom na premyslanie o tychto otazkach kolektivity. Odraza uchopenie kolektivov
aich priestorovej formacie v mnohych porezimovych ambivalencidch, nejasnostiach, neistotach, na
ktoré narazame a ktoré prezivame. Priznané objavovanie, ktoré je si¢astou prace, tvorby, dizajnu,
komunikacie a experimentovania, nema jasné hranice a nutné zjednodusené ,takeaway“ messages.

CONCLUSION

This exhibition opens the discussion into further themes, with the aim of blurring the boundaries
of notions, which excessive use has allowed to gain strongly defined contours. Through critique,
we form our knowledge of what the meaning of collective space is, in which many of us spend our
daily working hours. Even Spolka itself works as a collective, and as far as questions of space are
concerned, strives likewise towards the creation of collective forms and methods for managing this
space. This work has been, and still is, the basis for reflection on these questions of collectivity.
It reflects the comprehension of collectives and their spatial formation in the many post-1989 ambiv-
alences, unclarities, uncertainties, which we continually encounter and live. This admitted discov-
ery, which is part of our work, communication, design, creation and experimentation, has no clear
boundaries, and no oversimplified “takeaway” messages.
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BIO
Spolka je kolektiv architektiek a sociologiciek, ktoré sa zaoberaju urbanizmom a angaZovanim verejnosti do tvorby miest.
Pracujeme s témami, ktoré su bezprostredne spojené s verejnym priestorom, participaciou, rovnostou a posilnenim
partnerského vztahu medzi ob¢anmi a ich mestom. Rozvijame vlastné pristupy a formaty transdisciplinarnej spoluprace
a Sirime osvetu o meste prostrednictvom diskusie, vlastnym vyskumom, umeleckymi a architektonickymi intervenciami
a pomocou vzdeldvania stakeholderov, organizécii, Uradnikov, ¢i beznych obyvatelov alebo urbannych dusi. Pracujeme
hlavne v KoSiciach a pésobime tiez v Brne, Prahe a Berline.

Spolka is a collective of architects and sociologists, focused on urbanism and public engagement in the making of cities.
We work with topics immediately connected to public space, participation, equality, and on the strengthening partner-
ship between residents and their cities. We develop our own approaches and formats of multidisciplinary cooperation
and spread information about cities through discussions, original research, artistic and architectural interventions, and
through the education of stakeholders, organisations, officials, and ordinary residents or urban spirits. We work mainly
in Kosice, but our activity spreads also to Brno, Prague and Berlin.
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V mene kolektivu Spolka dakujeme galérii VI PER za ich produkciu a to, Ze nase otazky ku kolektivom preniesli do Prahy.
KoSiciam (mestu a jeho dusi), ako aj kolektivom naprie¢ disciplinami (€i uz existujucim, vznikajucim alebo zanikajucim)
a nasim milym priatelom a rodindm patri nasa este vricnejsia vdaka.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
In the name of the collective Spolka, we would like to thank VI PER Gallery for their production, and for making sure
that our questions about collectives could appear in Prague. For KoSice (the city and its spirit), as well as for collectives
across the disciplines (whether existing, emerging or dissolving) and our dear friends and families, still further thanks.

KATALYZACIA KOLEKTIVU NA DALSIE UCELY
Na katalyzaciu procesov rozhodovania alebo ucelenie komunitnej atmosféry v pracovnom &i inom kolektive pre spinenie konkrétneho uc¢elu vznikli
tzv. teambuildingy &i ,ice-breakers” workshopové metody. Tieto metédy mézu umoznit svizné demokratické rozhodovanie, zaroven vSak budia hrézu
a flipcharty s fixkami predstavuju akysi prvok cudzoty v beznych pracovnych ¢i ob¢ianskych aktivitach. Priestorové usporiadanie s flipchartom ,miesto
oltara“ je vyjavom beznym pre rézne sféry. Klasické nastenky vSak stale drzia svoje miesto v nasich srdciach a kancelariach.

Udelnost akejkolvek katalyzécie procesu v kolektivnom duchu je tu predstavend aj kvoli doraz ¢astejsiemu vyskytu participativnych technik, kde
aktivity a priestorové usporiadanie mézu pomaoct ucelit komunitnu kolektivnu atmosféru pre spinenie konkrétneho tGcelu. V tejto rovine ide o demo-
kratizacné mestské techniky, parlamenty, konzultécie s verejnostou pri rozvojovych zameroch slluziacich napriklad ako podklady architektonickych
sutazi. Na druhej strane, inStrumentalizacia kolektivity, komodifikacia obc&ianskej pritomnosti na ulici ako posvatenie ¢i zakryvanie developerskych
zaujmov sa zacali pomaly uplatfiovat uz aj v stredoeurépskom priestore.

CATALYSATION OF THE COLLECTIVE FOR FURTHER PURPOSES
To catalyse processes of decision-making or to bind a community atmosphere in a workplace (or other) collective in order to fulfil a concrete goal,
various “team-building” or “icebreaker” workshop methods have emerged. These methods can bring about more rapid democratic decision-making,
yet at the same time they strike fear into the hearts of participants, while the flipcharts and markers insert a kind of foreign element into everyday
working or civic activity. The spatial arrangement with the flipchart in place of the "altar” is a scene common in many spheres of life. Yet the classic
working board continues to hold its place in our hearts, and in our offices.

The functionality of any process-catalysation in a collective spirit is presented here as well for the somewhat more frequent appearance of participative
techniques, where activities and spatial arrangements could help tie together a community’s collective atmosphere for the achievement of a specific
task. On this level, we can speak of a democratising of urban technologies, parliaments, public consultations for development plans serving e.g., as
documentation for architectural competitions. On the other side, the instrumentalising of collectivity and the commodification of civic presence in the
urban street as the approval or as the camouflage of real-estate developers’ interests is something clearly emerging, even in our Central European space.

EXISTUJU KOLEKTIVY BEZ UCELU?
CAN THERE BE COLLECTIVES
WITHOUT A PURPOSE?

PRIESTOR
Symbolicky objekt okruhleho stola je pozvanim na diskusiu a komunikéciu. Vytvara stol priestor na komunikéciu alebo je priestor vytvarany kolektivitou? S nastrojmi a prostriedkami,
ktoré architekti maju, sa snazia o materializaciu tychto vztahov do multifunkénych objektov, ktoré umoznia tisic spésobov komunikacie. Pokial chapeme priestor ako jazyk, stavaju sa tieto
fyzické objekty — artefakty, ktoré v komunikacii pouzivame — nastrojmi na preciznejsie ¢i efektivnejsie vybudovanie spolo¢ného priestoru. Samy osebe ho v8ak nevytvaraju. Architektura
prestava byt miestnostou ¢i objektom, ale je chapana ako séria vztahov, kde artefakty pomahaju toto prepojenie mediovat, teritorializovat a administrovat.

Forma okruhlych stolov, world café, sedenie v tvare U, Y, fish bowl, fishbone. Vedenie kolektivnych stretnuti ma tempo, $tyl a formu dané podla povestného priestorového usporiadania,
hoci sa v realite pévodnému predobrazu velakrat vzdaluje. Abstrahovanim hlavy stola sa predovsetkym v nepodarenych postsocialistickych usporiadaniach mifia svojmu zamyslanému
ucinku - teda pomyselnej blizkosti, rovnocennosti a odstraneniu hierarchie. Diskusia za okruhlym stolom akoby bola vzne$enejsia a kvalitnejSia ako ostatné, hoci sa stola do¢kame
malokedy, okruhleho uz vébec nie. Priestor, ktory sa symbolicky zmocnuje priebehu kolektivneho stretnutia svojim usporiadanim, ma posvétenie vytvorit ,,pédu” pre zakladanie, vyhod-
notenie, okomentovanie, vyrovnanie. Dopytovanie zu¢astnenych podla formalneho vzoru nie je len tak, ma formu, je institiciou a zaklada vztahy. Sdm osebe sa vSak stava prazdnym
klisé, ktorého pravidla aj tak nie su dostato¢né na vytvorenie rovného prostredia.

Zapojenie do okruhlych stolov, najma tych odbornych, byva cestou k artikulacii poziadaviek a k participacii na spravovani spolo¢nych statkov. Moznost ,sediet® pri tomto stole je
vSak vyberovym privilégiom a nedostava sa rovnym dielom vSetkym. Ak sa aj miesto pri ,,okrihlom stole“ ujde i Zenam ¢&i mensinam, moznost vyjadrit sa a mat moc ziu¢astrfiovat sa
rozhodovania je deformovana mnozstvom socidlnych a institucionalnych bariér. Nakoniec okruhly stél nie je nikdy dokonale okruhly a mocenské vztahy nie su nikdy dokonale vyrovnané.
Stol na tejto vystave je kli¢om k pochopeniu. Nie je rovny, je kolaZzou réznych pohladov, déb a idei o stole, nie je okrahly. Uvedomenie si tohto faktu méze pomaoct zbavit sa manipulacii
¢i prehnanych idealizovanych predstdv. Neznamena to vSak vzdat sa idey rovnosti. Nastavenie institucionalnych pravidiel vedenia vzdjomnej konverzacie je preto jednym z nastrojov
na dorovnanie rozdielov.

TRANSLATION: MARTIN THARP

COMMONS AKO KOLEKTIVNE SPRAVOVANIE UCELU

V roku 2009 dostala Nobelovu cenu za ekonémiu Elinor Ostrom (1990). Jej praca o zdielanych statkoch bola symbolicky
ocenend a umoznila predstavit alternativne formy ekonomického usporiadania a nakladania so zdrojmi, ktoré su svojou
povahou zdielanymi mnoZstvu badatelov, aktivistov a inovatorov v oblasti ekonémie, politolégie, mestského rozvoja a Zivot-
ného prostredia. Pri zdielanych zdrojoch, ako je Zivotné prostredie, kultirne dedi¢stvo, vodné zdroje alebo opustena tovaren,
v ktorej sa planuje regeneracia kultirou, maju subjekty zapojené do spravy tychto zdrojov prilezitost vytvorit si svojou aktivitou
systémy pravidiel a tieto pravidla nasledne reSpektovat. Podla Ostrom zavisi Uspesnost vyjednavania pravidiel od mnozstva
a kvality informacii, ktoré k téme dostavaju (a st schopni vlastnou vélou zistovat). V pripade, ze maju vSetci dost informacii,
su schopni raciondlneho vyjedndvania a vyhodnotenia vyhod a nevyhod, ktoré to pre dotknuté subjekty prindsa. Neustale
vyhodnocovanie a vzajomné monitorovanie situacie spolu s vedomym rieSenim pripadnych konfliktov — to su zakladné
principy dizajnu commons. V komplexnych mestskych situdciach je vzajomné prepojenie aktérov viditelné vo viacvrstvovom
vladnuti. Princip commons sa stal zaujimavou politickou alternativou pre mesta, ktoré stracaju svoju demokraticku legitimitu
pre korupénych &i klientelistickych politikov, ovladnutie velkymi korporaciami ¢i jednoducho pre limitovany volebny systém
(Borch 2015, Becker et al. 2015).

THE COMMONS AS THE COLLECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF PURPOSES

In 2009, the Nobel Prize for economics was awarded to Elinor Ostrom (1990). Her work on shared goods was symbolically
recognised for sparking the imagination of alternative forms of economic organisation and the handling of resources, which
are essentially to be shared, among many researchers, activists and innovators in the fields of economics, political science,
urban planning or environmental protection. For shared resources, such as the natural environment, cultural heritage, water
sources or abandoned factories planned for regeneration through cultural use, the actors involved in the administration of
these resources have the opportunity to create through their activity new systems of rules and, subsequently, to respect
these same rules. In Ostrom’s view, the success of negotiating rules depends on the quantity and quality of information that
can be found on the subject (and on the ability of the participants to search for it by themselves). If everyone has sufficient
information, the participants are capable of rational discussion and of evaluating the advantages and disadvantages brought
to the given subjects. Continual evaluation and mutual monitoring of the situation, along with the conscious addressing of
any occurring conflicts — are the basic principles of designing the commons. In complex urban situations, the mutual inter-
connection of actors is visible in a multi-layered governing. The principle of the commons has become an intriguing political
alternative for cities where there has been a loss of democratic legitimacy through corrupt or clientelist politicians, control
by large corporations, or simply due to the limited voting system (Borch 2015, Becker et al. 2015).

AKU ULOHU HRA FYZICKY PRIESTOR
V KOLEKTIVE?

space WHAT ROLE IS PLAYED BY PHYSICAL

The symbolic object of the round table forms an invitation to discussion and communication. Does the table create the space for communication, or is the space formed by the human
collective? With the tools and the means which are at the architects’ disposal, they attempt a materialisation of these relationships into multi-functional objects, which allow for thou-
sands of ways of communication. If we understand space as a language, these physical objects — artefacts that we use for communication - become the tools for a more precise, more
effective construction of a shared space. Yet by themselves, they do not create it. Architecture ceases to be a room or a building, but is understood as a series of relationships, where
the artefacts help this connection to be mediated, territorialised and administered.

The form of the round table: the world café, seating in a U-shape, a Y-shape, the fishbowl, the fishbone. Managing collective meetings has a tempo, a style, a form given by the standard
types of spatial organisation, even though in reality it so often diverges from its original intention. Abstracting the table’s head has missed from its intended objective, above all in unsuc-
cessful post-socialist arrangements, i.e. creating an imagined closeness and the idea of equality and of the levelling of hierarchy. Discussions at a round table seem to be more elevated,
somehow of a better quality than the other ones, yet only rarely do we arrive at the table, and almost never at a round one. The space that symbolically assumes the narrative of a collective
encounter through its organisation has the mission of forming the “ground” for founding, evaluating, commenting, balancing. Making inquiries to the participants following the formal pattern
is not a mere whim: it has its form, it is an institution and creates relationships. Yet by itself, it only becomes an empty cliché, where the rules are never enough to create a space of equality.

Involvement around round tables, especially those of a professional character, is often a path towards the articulation of demands and participation in the management of public
goods. The possibility of “sitting” at this table, though, is a highly selective privilege, and is never granted in equal portion to all. If even a place at a “round” table is given to women or
minorities, the possibility of expressing oneself and of having the power to participate in decisions is deformed by many social and institutional barriers. In the end, no round table is
ever perfectly round, as the power relations can never be perfectly balanced. The table in this exhibition is the key to understanding. It is not flat; it is a collage of various viewpoints,
periods and ideas of a table; it is not round. Awareness of this fact can help us overcome manipulation or excessively idealised conceptions. It does not mean, though, giving up on the
idea of equality. The setting of institutionalised regulations for managing mutual conversation is, by consequence, one of the tools for equalising differences.

SPACES

KOLEKTIV SAM AKO UCEL
V tretej rovine sa pozerame na kolektiv ,flir sich®, existenciu kolektivov ako politickych cielov, smerujuicich az k utépiam,
kde kolektivitu charakterizuje starostlivost o seba a pInenie inych cielov je vedlajsie. Organizovanie odborarskych hnuti
¢i kolektivne byvanie st prekonané, byt v kolektive je prekonanie svojho ,ja“ silnejsSim ,my*“, komunitnym organizovanim,
bytim spolu pre ¢elenie klimatickym zmenam alebo pre ochranu a vyhodnejsiu spotrebu.

Vznikaju tak nové politické imagindacie spravovania sveta a zvyky starat sa o seba navzajom, chapat starostlivost
ako odpoved' na neoliberalne praxe.

Na druhej strane je utdpia o kolektivnej existencii oslabenim existujucich instittcii, ktoré sa po zmene rezimu pomal-
Sie adaptovali na politicku a spolo¢ensko-informaénu zmenu, stracaju estetiku, a nie st preto velmi lahko zrozumitelné
a atraktivne pre inkluziu novych poziadaviek v politickom vyjednavani. UdrZatelnost kolektivu pre kolektiv je tazko pred-
stavitelnd. Instituciondlne ramce, ktoré napomahaju tejto udrzatelnosti — ako spominané urychlovace typu workshopov
a okruhlych stolov —, prinasaju do organickych Struktur formalnost a strojenost.

Kolektivne praktiky spoluprace a vyjedndvania uz davno neostavaju iba vo fyzickom priestore a digitadlne komunity su
staré ako siet sama. Existuje tisic platforiem a prileZitosti pre kolektivnu spolupracu, samy vS8ak pracu formalizuju do schém
a $pecifickych formatov. Nastavenie funguijticich pravidiel spoluprace v digitdlnom svete je zdihavym procesom hladania
vlastnych spésobov. Nastroje umoziiujlice systematizaciu prace schematizuju a rozdeluju ulohy. MozZnost neustale byt
online k dispozicii na rozhodovanie v messengeri so sebou nesie rizika vyluc¢enia tych, ktori nie su prave pritomni. Moznost
pretvarat text v Google Docs zas otvara priestor pre nekonec¢né Stylizovanie textu réznymi ludmi, ktori reflektuju viastné
predstavy o podobe textu. Digitalne nastroje nutia k systematickejSiemu rozdeleniu zodpovednosti a asovému pléanovaniu.

Fyzické odlu¢enie méze znamenat odcudzenie od pocitov spolupatri¢nosti a kolektivity. Praca na vztahoch sa stava
naro¢nej$ou, chyba neformalny rozhovor ¢&i utuZzovanie priatelstiev, ktoré umoznuju vytvérat solidarne prostredie medzi
¢lenmi kolektivu. Solidarita a spolupatri¢nost tak musi byt planovana rovnako ako praca.
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THE COLLECTIVE ITSELF AS A GOAL
On the third level, we can examine the collective “fir sich”, the existence of collectives as their own political ends, reaching
out towards utopia, where collectivity is marked by the effort to care for the self, and the meeting of other targets is merely
peripheral. Setting up trade unions or collective housing is a thing from the past; the existence within the collective is the
overcoming of one’s “I” by a stronger “we”: the being-together confronting climate change, for environmental protection
and low-impact consumption.

New political imaginaries into a world organisation arise as well as habits of taking care of one another: understanding
care as a response to the neoliberalism practice.

On the other hand, utopias of collective existence are threats to existing institutions, which after the 1989 regime-change
were slow to adapt to the political and social-computerised transformation and now lose their aesthetics; thus, they are
much less comprehensible or attractive for the inclusion of new requirements into political negotiations. The sustainability
of a collective for the collective is hard to imagine. Any institutional framework that supports this sustainability — such as
the previously mentioned ‘accelerators’ such as the workshop or the round-table — brings into the organic structuring
an element of formality, of artificiality.

Collective practices of cooperation and negotiation have long since transcended physical space, and digital com-
munities are as old as the Web itself. There are thousands of platforms and opportunities for collective cooperation, yet
they themselves only formalise work into schemes and specific formats. Adjusting the functioning rules for cooperation
in the digital world is a tedious process in seeking particular ways. The tools allowing the systematisation of work only
create schemes and separate tasks. The opportunity of being continually available online to make decisions via messen-
ger brings in its wake the risk of excluding those who are not present at the given moment. Yet in turn, the possibility of
altering a text in Google Docs opens the space for the endless re-stylisation by
arange of people who each reflect their own conceptions of the form. Digital
tools force a more systematic division of responsibilities and time-planning.

Physical separation could imply an alienation from the sense of shared
belonging or collectivity. Work on interpersonal relations becomes more de-
manding; the informal conversation or the reinforcement of friendship can be
lacking; though those usually allow for an environment of solidarity among
GALERIE VI PER, VITKOVA 2, PRAHA 8, members of the collective. Solidarity and belonging, as such, must be planned
CZECH REPUBLIC as much as work itself.

ITY

ST-PA 13-19, SO 14-18
WED -FRI 13-19, SAT 14-18

VIPERGALLERY.ORG
INFO@VIPERGALLERY.ORG

110341100

PRA[HA
MINISTERSTVO PRA[GUE
KULTURY :;: :A

(2)

SPACE IN THE COLLECTIVE?

Vi per

SPACES OF COLLECTIVITY

SPOLKA
Vystava Spaces of Collectivity neprind$a odpovede, ale otazky. Je diskusiou a uvazovanim nad kolektivom a kolektivnymi
priestormi, ktoré sa otvaraju v suvislosti so spoloéenskymi zmenami v su€asnom prelinani kreativnej prace, aktivizmu
a inovativneho biznisu. Individualizmus neskorej modernity prind$a Gzkosti. Spoloenska revolta tak méze predstavo-
vat aj priklon ku kolektivnemu uvazovaniu na vSetkych frontoch. Hoci sa vSak tato hodnota vyzdvihuje, jej idealistické
chépanie nardza na osobné a historické skusenosti.

Kolektivne vedomie je zaroven uz niekolko desatroCi uzito€énym nastrojom neoliberalnych praktik, ktoré v ramci
teambuildingu zaradia kazdého pod dohlad, kontroluju produkciu a synergizuju efekty so zamerom vac¢sej produktivity.

Aktivistické uvazovanie kolektivov vSak tiez Casto odradza svojou estetikou, hantirkou, ¢o ,za americké peniaze“ Siri
demokraciu prostrednictvom flipchartov.

Otazky o kolektivite prinasaju mizanscénu divadelného predstavenia, v ktorom je jazykom priestor a orientacia
v nom. Vystava poukazuje na fakt, Ze v kolektivnom usporiadani je Uloha priestoru sti¢astou komunikécie a od priestoru
&asto zavisi, ako dany kolektiv bude fungovat. Specifickym prvkom vystavy je diskusia o nam viastnej postsocialistic-
kej priestorovej kolektivite. Ako napriklad prijatie ,zapadnych® pravidiel vedenia stretnuti zasadeného do socialisticky
planovanych miestnosti. Aké vlastné druhy priestorov kolektivity tvori postsocialistickd su¢asnost a ako tieto priestory
ovplyviuju nase kazdodenné reality a naopak?

20/9-9/11/19

SPACES OF COLLECTIVITY

SPOLKA
The exhibition Spaces of Collectivity does not provide answers but instead invokes questions. It is a discussion and
reflection on the collective and collective spaces, arising in connection with social changes in the current interweaving
of creative work, activism and innovative business. The individualism of late modernity brings anxiety. As such, a social
revolt could even lie in the shift towards collective thinking on all fronts. Even though this value is often exalted, its ide-
alistic understanding clashes against personal and historical experience.

Equally, collective consciousness is, and has been for several decades now, a useful instrument of neoliberal praxis,
where as part of team-building, each person is placed under observation, production is controlled, and effects synergised
with an eye towards greater productivity. Yet even the activist thinking on the collective often discourages itself through
its aesthetics, its jargon, or how the democracy “paid from American dollars” is spread via flipchart.

The questions of collectivity present the mise-en-scéne of a theatre performance, where the language is both the
space and the orientation in it. This exhibition draws attention to the fact that in collective organisation, the role of space
is part of the communication, and it often depends on the space itself how each given collective will function. A specific
aspect of the exhibition is the discussion on our own post-socialist spatial collectivity. For example, how the acceptance
of “Western” management know-how is practiced in Socialist-planned spaces. What types of spatial collectivity are
formed by the post-Socialist present, and how do these spaces influence our everyday reality (and in reverse)?

GRAPHIC DESIGN: ANEZKA HRUBA CIGLEROVA
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