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Erastfall, es ist scnon langst so weit, Ernstfall, Normalzustand

seit Qqn%er Zeit.” Fenldorben

In our world, the maker is the true believer. We want to be
self-made, and to make ourselves over. it is no exa %cratlor\
to clam that the maker-as-individual s o Vey figure of
today's neofiberal on{'othcoQof&)L. Forget about the fact that

Jou're Following some. basic nstructions, yust read the fucking

manual and bend reallity to our will.

Tre philosophyy of making emerdges at a time when the
thecretical project of 08 transitions from the work of
negation (‘unma\«-:n%‘\ to embrace a vitalist postion. Our %oaﬁ
now is to move beyond the conventional teardown. nstead, we
prefer the positive contribution of the many. Smalfl is the
new big, as the advertisement for the Duteh Triodos Bank
says. The System may be rotten, but it no fonger needs to
be taken apart. Stop those pathetic punk gestures. it's
sufficient to build new 'th‘mga, show me yours!' We want to
now how fo make hl&‘tord- From a thousand small steps. This
s crowdsourcing of the general wil. TelQ us how to improve
the world. We passionately try to create Events and make a
difference - even if we don't koow how. Meanwhife, we attend
spectacles for entertainment. Making is a pragmatist
resolution for the crisis n rhetoric. i is no fonger cool to
disogree. I this post-ideollogieall era, it is no longer sufficient
to have an idea. Who cares about Jour ar%ume_nt, gJour ander,
we want Syour vision!




it is tempting to reduwce the cult of making to the so-called
reality of working with cur hands. But the subversive aspect
of manual work is overrated. Let's stop placing it contrast
with the Qaz& anti-sports attitude of brainpower. Richard
Sencett's The Craftman embodies the aspiration dor quality,
the attempt to overcome primtive contradictions. Sennett
emphasizes the aimless and useless ﬂoaﬂ of the craftman who
represents the desire to do something well, for its own sake.
But re warns also- "the rea!li‘cat on the ground i that people
who aspire to be good craftsmen are depressed, igaored or
misunderstood.” Craftsmen suffer from mistreatment. Before
we start to celebrate the making of things, this s wmcthm%
to keep in mind.

Despite the apparent ei%nia‘icance. of the maker, this a‘w’%ure_ is
still an outsider position within the academic contest. There 5
a strong interest in supportin% creative proctitioners, but we
should ac\mowllcdgc: the condusion around this emphasis
u@ti{ufiomﬂ}?&. Professional recognition and practice-based
qualifications are still redativedy unsettled, while scholacly
output remains rmir\!lax caleufated by articles, books and
citations. This & also expressed at the level of funding that
either supports the problematic space of art-science
collaberations, or bud%e_fs that are %e_ared toward those
projects that generate recognizable outcomes for intelfectual
markets. This s prr:cuse,Qat winy alternative perspectives and
eritical dialogue is required on the status of the maker at
this moment, if onﬂa, to keep n check an inodequate audit
culture for experimental research.

Tre maker & afways plural. We all know that we never make
things alone, however, our experences are not ca&illa
reconcifed with current institutional models that rely so
heavify. on individua{ achevements. There is a reaf sense that
coffaboration remains a problem for these contexts and
.Sr;t’(ir\%&. Let's not ﬁ‘xrﬂr,t. moreover, that colfective
processes of making things are often full of conflicts,
miscommuncations and difificult compromises. What
infrastructures are needed for the makers? Certandy.
anomymous ofifers a new moded of some kind of collaboration,
but we reed to be very cautious about the &u&tmmbéﬂ'rt& of
such Jormations. We feel a constant pressure to invent and
discover new tools to support collaboration efifectively.

Maker cultture cﬂcarQa. goes hand in hand with the promotion
of the positive the_ora. of {'hing& as formufated by Actor-
Network-Theory and its spiritual feader Bruno Latour. Putting
aside. his weary. anti-feftist provocations, however, Latour's
way of t‘ninwng ac{*uaﬂat atruggﬂcs to explain how historical
change oceurs. I the rusn toward endorsing the ocritical
attitude, we are told that entities are fully defined by ther
refations, and that's du&t the Way {‘hinﬁ}} are! Rccoﬁnize
nonhuman agencies seems Jive a noblle endeavor, e&pcu‘nQ%L if
this mltzht open up avenues for other Waps of act'mfa - for
instance, what lan Bocaost calls mrpentr& Jor philosophicad
artifacts - but what about the enigma of the creative eritical
thing” Where is the difference that makes a difference? Or to
wut this %.»cétfon another oy, how can certain disastrous
realitics now be unmade?



Trings fall apart. s it possiole that stuff stops beng
productive” This 5 a difficult and urgent concern Jor the
vitalist position. We are constantly told that there are more
resources to be dound, appropriated or re-used. Like capital,
malng never stops, it 5 irreducible, however, i& there a
moment when all this waste is simply remans too forc for
the maleers, too unproductive for Uide?

To stop making things is part of doing politics, but this
strategy no donger works. Striking is definitely aot popullar.
Tnere are indeed complex questions of agency here. 'We have
moved from the strive to the occupation. People refauﬂarﬂa
stop making things due to unemplogment. in this way, Let's
ac\«-mw!lcdga that affirmative maker culture 1§ stuated within
a proacct-ﬂed and precarious economy.

The critique of thnnﬁa‘s Moy or May ot be dusti\ﬁtd. but this
stould not be mired up with the urge o do stuff. The
critique of society doesn't have to materialize itsedd in
materad obects tnot even in software). Beyond the tired
dialectics of real and virtyal there is eternal demand for
beauty. Nothing is real but design. We cannot discuss ‘things'
outside of ther shape (Flusser). The perfect obyeet n
capitalism is the prototd.?e the. porno‘graph& of concept
design. The commodita. fetish is more true than true, and the
not a.r_{f reaized {aboratory version & more real than the
desred purchase. This & the pure thin‘a.

We are missing a eriticad theory of the prototape.. There is an
obvicus risk that maker culture is uﬂtirmtdg reducible to a
slow fabrication movement, or a kind of home science kit afa
MAKE Magazine. This is the general intelllect a5 a Udestyle
choiee. Should pure tinkering just be celebrated as such, or
should it be positioned within a clear socio-political agenda?
This is important since the prototype impies a question of
scafe distinet from the autonomous tweaking of technology.
Tre prototype offers a moded or ideal type for many, it
exists in between the workshop and .«Fw:tory~

‘We cannot reduce mal-ing to the moment of creation, What is
the distinction the protota,picall and the protocoﬂo%icq!{"
Trere are cruciall questions of universality that face the
maker, but these scenes con&tantﬂa, withdraw from the circuits
of global capital. The prototype, however, is never a first
form, but a,Qant& the next stqgc. Let's imagine a movement
from demo-design to protofama to protocols. These should
be taken as the new conditions of possibility after the

creative industries.





