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THEORETICAL—PRACTICAL CONCLUSION

Since our biological life and political life have become indistinguishable from each other, 
and everything has become strategic, and if the aim of contemporary art today is still to be 
influential, then, contemporary art must also be strategic. 

SUB-SECTION ON “THE CONTEMPORARY” — IN ART / EDUCATION / SOCIETY

For me, the term ‘contemporariness’ has always been challenging and raises many fundamental 
questions. Of course, Agamben’s profound interpretation of contemporaneity, and his decisive 
answer to the question “What Is the Contemporary?”34, can totally convince us and lead us from 
a theoretical dialogue to the world of action. “Contemporariness is, then, a singular relationship 
with one’s own time, which adheres to it and, at the same time, keeps a distance from it. 
More precisely, it is that relationship with time that adheres to it through a disjunction and an 
anachronism.”35  Nonetheless, my question as a practitioner, a seeker who always looks at the 
world, and basically life, through the lens of art, is that how do I define being contemporary, or 
more precisely, how do I practice contemporariness? Or how do I make my art contemporary? 
Or the same as the original question: ‘What Is the Contemporary?’

It is clear that contemporary art cannot be separated from contemporary life. It cannot 
be anything else. We contemporaries have created and defined time, extracted the word 
contemporary through language from the heart of time, mastered it, developed it, and presented 
it. We as contemporary bodies have conceptualized the contemporary and understood it. 
Therefore, we are constantly at the heart of contemporary time, but not necessarily representing 
it in its constructed situation. This is just like when we are in our body but not certainly ‘present’ 
in it. We are contemporaries in that our private biological body—our very life—is never 
separate from our political body even for a moment. If a philosopher is the one who realizes 
the potentiality of thought, who brings philosophical concepts into existence? If the object 
of philosophy is always to create new concepts, what is the object of contemporariness for an 
artist? If a person—a philosopher—is committed to the origins of philosophy, how can this 
principle be different in the category of art, or even in the category of education? How can 
the approach of an educator be something other than the approach of a philosopher or an 
artist while all three intellectual contemporary gestures are living in the same contemporary 
situation?

“The contemporary is he who firmly holds his gaze on his own time so as to perceive not 
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its light, but rather its darkness. […] The contemporary is precisely the person who knows how 
to see this obscurity, who is able to write by dipping his pen in the obscurity of the present.”36 
If we know and agree with this statement, what really is our approach and responsibility for 
this awareness? How can we realize in act the potentiality of contemporariness? Shouldn’t we 
educators—especially art educators—be contemporary? Is it not our task to persuade those 
who legislate for us, and beyond that, compel us to abide by those legislated rules—which are in 
complete contradiction with the nature of art and education—that the educational apparatus 
must also think and be contemporary? For we teach contemporary art in our classrooms, 
we build Museums of Contemporary Art on our campuses, we expect our students to learn 
from us, but the fact is that we do not allow them to practice and experiment with their own 
thoughts. If not here, then where? It is exactly as if we teach all the musical instruments to the 
students but deprive them of the freedom to compose. Or we give our students a degree in 
literature and officially introduce them as poets, but do not allow them to write poetry as a poet 
writes. In which library and for what purpose are such theses kept that all are condemned to 
wear uniforms like military soldiers? This is an important question to consider. Another serious 
and fundamental question for legislators is:  why should an educational institution not give 
the authority and freedom to its art department to create the capacity and opportunities—
beyond the classroom—for their students to act, and for their students to have real and greater 
experiences during their academic career which travel with them into the real world? What will 
be the restricted students’ role in tomorrow’s society? 

Do we feel that we should be extremely sensitive to our lives, and consequently, make 
life, and movement itself, the most essential condition for producing any question? To what 
degree do we feel that life is not a joke? Each of us as a conscious persona in our life, whether 
as an artist, intellectual, or scholar, has, of course, asked ourselves (at least once) the root 
meaning and application of art and education. We have also, and certainly, noticed the invisible 
violent policies and systematic limitations that have been imposed by the politics-education 
apparatus. Such an existing but invisible structural power of control and censorship in the state 
of education is like the operation of temples; “temples have always been emblems of power, 
but in a way disguised by the spirituality of their practices and their claims.”37  Since the state of 
education expresses—in the same way as temples—the spirit of service to life by connecting 
knowledge to action, the realities of power, policies, and censorship necessarily remain invisible. 
As Herbert Read states in his book Education Through Art, "freedom is a condition of education, 
[…] and one must naturally be first free and independent, but independence is a path and 
not a dwelling place. […] Freedom in education is nothing else but possessing the ability to 
become united. It is the run before the leap, the tuning of the violin before it plays. The struggle 
for freedom, to which men rightly dedicate their lives, should be regarded as a struggle for the 
right to experiment:  liberty is not an end in itself, not a policy or a programme. To be free of all 
ties is a misfortune – to be borne as a cross, not as a crown of glory. It means that responsibility, 
instead of being shared by many generations, must be personal. To live in freedom is a personal 
responsibility, or it is a mere farce.”38   

Now that we know what the contemporary is, whether in terms of chronological meaning, 
or as a philosophical concept, or its literal life function, we must consider the characteristics 
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of our time and, in fact, we must act upon the reality of the politically constructed situation in 
which we live. According to this imperative, being ‘the contemporary’ no longer belongs only 
to the philosophical context. It is a social task and a daily practice for us contemporary bodies. It 
is our choice to acknowledge its vital importance to undertake it and exercise it or do nothing. 

Undoubtedly, the artist, like any other human being, is the child of his or her time, but he or 
she is not and should not be obedient to it or subject to favoritism. It is the artist who has always 
been able to free him/herself from the rules and be a manifestation of dynamism, flourishing, 
and creation. Hence, artistry is more of a gesture than a skill. “Gesture is the name of [the] 
intersection between life and art, act and power, general and particular, text and execution. It 
is a moment of life subtracted from the context of individual biography as well as a moment of 
art subtracted from the neutrality of aesthetics:  it is pure praxis.”39   

Returning to the prevailing theory that the artist is, or should be, aware of the condition of 
his or her time, the question that arises, at least for me, is, what is the purpose of art? Answering 
this question requires personal clarification. Why art? What do I want out of art? Perhaps we 
should first determine which of the two following basic questions takes precedence over the 
other:  “What is art?” and/or “Why do we make art?” If we had the right to choose only one 
question to answer, which one would we choose? Is our priority to know why we make art, or 
is it to define what art is? In fact, how crucial is it for an artist—the contemporary—to answer 
these clichéd (but not meaningless) questions? 

This argumentation is not only taking place while the issues of the age of the spectacle are 
still unresolved, but while widespread destructive numbness empties and nullifies every real 
identity. It is precisely the politics in which we live. Guy Debord’s The Society of the Spectacle is 
the clearest, most profound, contemporary analysis of the miseries and suppression of a society 
that now has extended over the globe. “It is clear that the society of the spectacle is also one in 
which all social identities have dissolved and in which everything that for centuries represented 
the splendor and misery of the generations succeeding themselves on Earth has by now lost all 
its significance.”40  From this perspective, the vital importance of radical action toward humanity 
and freedom must be understood and supported. “Like modern society itself, the spectacle is 
at once united and divided. In both, unity is grounded in a split. As it emerges in the spectacle, 
however, this contradiction is itself contradicted by virtue of a reversal of its meaning:  division 
is presented as unity, and unity as division.”41  There is no doubt that when we take a closer and 
critical look at art-making today, we find that contemporary art based on Agamben’s definition 
of contemporariness is extremely minimal in the face of the intensity and multiplicity of the 
destructiveness of contemporary politics. With that said, being compromised by the standards 
of the society of the spectacle has captured the public and public opinion. “The revolution used 
to have to compromise with capital and with power, just as the church had to come to terms 
with the modern world. Thus, the motto that has guided the strategy of progressivism during 
the march toward its coming to power slowly took shape:  one has to yield on everything, one 
has to reconcile everything with its opposite, intelligence with television and advertisement, the 
working class with capital, freedom of speech with the state of the spectacle, the environment 
with industrial development, science with opinion, democracy with the electoral machine, bad 
conscience and abjuration with memory and loyalty.”42  
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Living in the state of contemporary politics, in Agamben’s words “the state of exception that 
has now become the rule” brings up the repetitive and historical question of ‘what is life?’. Isn’t 
it worth asking this fundamental question again and again? The sad and miserable division 
and dissociation that rules our existence stemmed from ‘progressivism’ which is the principle of 
compromise. Whenever we say the word ‘life’, we must accept that it does not mean its external 
form, but instead means the sensitive and existential core that its external form cannot touch, 
and does not have access to, unless we go beyond that. What gives our time a demonic face 
is that we seek art, and thus life, only in external forms. We forget that mysterious realities can 
be revealed even in the most difficult and complex situations. Even those under the pressure 
of torture, convey the secrets they want through the gestures and signs they leave behind. If 
contemporary art is not about contemporary life, then what is it about, and what does it serve? If 
we accept the new fashionable yet erroneous way of thinking that, because countless thinkers, 
philosophers, and artists have done a great job in the past, and have already answered these 
questions, it is no longer something new and valuable for art and its market, then we are truly 
looking at life as an object and not as an essence of being, an existence. The existence of art is 
inseparable from the existence of life. To me this inseparability represents a total commitment 
to knowing art not as something I do, but something I live—I call this truth-life. We need life, 
first and foremost, and we need to believe in what gives us life and existence. It seems that this 
is where the democratic materialistic society of the spectacle strikes its fatal blow and does 
not allow the principle of life, which is also to be free, to exist. Each time we look at the three 
phenomena of Humanity, Art, and Education, at any time, and from any angle, the element of 
life is inseparably immersed in it. 

SUB-SECTION ON “DIGITAL LIFE” — TECHNOLOGY IN ART / EDUCATION / SOCIETY

As we must consider the characteristics of our time, and one enormous life-altering characteristic 
of our time now is the ever-present, overwhelming reliance upon technology, let us agree that 
life today is more a digital life than just the modern machinery of life. By digital, I mean the 
rule of ‘speed’ and ‘ease’ which dominates human life and relationships. This digitalization of 
Western civilization has extended well beyond the West, and its impact can be clearly seen 
even on the rich Eastern cultures and traditions that date back thousands of years. The two 
features of speed and ease in operation of a digital device go hand in hand and avert any 
idea of pause. As a result, the term ‘digital life’ can be a more acquired phrase for the present 
discussion and gives us a more precise meaning. This rapid and superficial form of life that is 
nothing but the developed plan of democratic materialism, is the reality of our daily lives and 
one of the destructive rules of our time that is obliterating human nature and values. This is the 
annihilation of the human being through time that must be seen, understood, and severely 
criticized, but beyond that, it must be fought to prevent the death of human emotions, peace, 
and freedom, even if it seems naïve. In order to defend life itself, as a naked form, an absolute 
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human right, and its undeniable connection with art and contemporaneity, we must do further 
exhumation and reconsider another historical question:  do I make art for art's sake and its 
market, or do I make art with the intention of emancipation? Should art be only in the service 
of art, or life? This is like asking what is the purpose of education. Is education to produce as 
many degrees as possible like a business, or is it to stay faithful to the aim of education through 
art which is “the creation of artists or of people efficient in the various modes of expression”43 ? 
If the latter, my performance as a student-artist cannot and should not be different from each 
other. If my own decision has been to know and make art in the service of truth-life, which it 
still is, hereafter, I do not have to compromise to censorship and the suppressive political rules 
of the educational community and institutions just to receive a degree or simply to survive. On 
the contrary, I have to commit to the spirit of education, and consider the truth of the act of 
creation and pursue it. I think and believe that I also have to stand for the integrity of the artist 
and educator, both in my personal and social life, which are ultimately one. Of course, when 
we talk about art and education, we are no longer just considered as individuals. We are all 
people. Our lives are deeply entwined with others in society, whether politically, economically, 
culturally, or simply as fellow human beings. This is an undeniable fact. Therefore, we may need, 
additionally, to consider the necessity of experimentation and the significance of innovation in 
education—in other words, the importance of the avant-garde. It is still conceivable to defend 
the notion of the avant-garde not only in terms of form, but rather as gesture—radical action, 
to reconsider human life and its values. Is this something defendable? It is a question whether 
it is wrong to defend a legacy and primitive historical character. I wonder whether it is naïve to 
resist injustice in order to defend the truth. This begs the question of what to make of our human 
legacy. Where does the legacy of art as truth and experience lie? I contend that the Fine Arts as 
well as our human legacy lie within the matter of creation. Then I must ask is artistic creativity 
something detached from the structure of art education, or education in general? These initial 
questions are not easily answered; in fact, they lead to many more truth-life questions that 
inform my daily practice.   

Consider the following fundamental, existential questions:  if the essence of art and 
artists’ commitment to themselves and their community and society is to draw close people’s 
attention to life, what should be his or her art form? If the form of a work of art is the indivisible 
receptacle from the content of the work, how can this form itself become life? In what way can 
my body (our body), my life (our life) reflect the contemporary situation? What is the difference 
between my body and others? What is the difference between my life and others’ life? We all 
get one birth, one life, and one death. Let’s explore this discussion in more detail. For instance, 
if the content of a work of art that is intertwined with its human nature disagrees with the 
content of contemporary digitalization, then, should the form of the work be as fast, easy, and 
superficial as the essence of the digital world is? How can such a work of art pause the fast-
moving audience today and pull them into the work? In what manner can a purely digital work 
shock the contemporary human and literally emancipate them as much as possible from the 
world that they are immersed within, and furthermore, provide conditions for the audience to 
be able to perceive themselves, their lives, and even the world around them from a distance? 

The need to interrupt, to shock, to create distance, as the imperative strategy, has become a 
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central focus of my thoughts and practice as a performance-driven artist. That is, precisely, the 
place where the moment finds its meaning and plays its vital role. For example, the possibility 
of pausing a frame of a film while we are watching it, allows us to separate ourselves from the 
time, mood, and atmosphere of the story, and at the same time, from such detachment, we 
are able to consciously focus on the specific point that we want and analyze it from a distance. 
Therefore, relatively, another practical question arises:  how can an analog life be paused for 
a moment, like a digital device or the computer, and allowed to be reviewed and analyzed 
from the outside? Only art can answer this need. As American Physicist Freeman Dyson tells 
us, software and technology facilities are useful means but they’re not all that philosophically 
important. We all agree that technology is a great thing and has done a great deal for us, but 
the essence of human nature is not changed by it, nor are the most important questions of 
humanity. 

Some excellent examples of digital technology serving as tools in the furtherance of 
art’s truthful representation of human life can be found in the medium of cinema in which 
the best filmmakers create the time, mood, and atmosphere of the story and do so without 
having those tools take center stage. In terms of technique and form, what is the characteristic 
difference between filmmakers who look at life itself through the lens of a camera, such as 
Ingmar Bergman, Yasujirō Ozu, Abbas Kiarostami, and the like, and other filmmakers who use 
the movie industry and special effects as the main focus of their work? Although all films in 
the world are a cinematic lie, or in the sense of philosophy “the element of cinema is gesture 
and not image,”44  it can be said with certainty, and it is a fact that the scenes we see in Ozu 
or Kiarostami’s cinema, for instance, are significantly close scenes and movements of real life 
itself. Kiarostami said that he always tried his best to use the least industrial and technological 
facilities of the cinema to get as close as possible to the simplicity and reality of life. Despite 
the fact he likened the digital camera to freedom for filmmakers, he proved that he was not 
concerned with the technology and its potential. The filmmaker expressed the simple truth that 
just a camera and a tripod are enough for the cinema to capture life itself. His films reveal this 
important secret to us. It is notable to point out that Kiarostami, not only as a film director but 
as a great artist alone, is a perfect recent contemporary example of the claim that art and life 
can be brought together even by a digital device. The reality is that the feelings and its effects 
that are produced in encounter with art are completely separate from digital life, regardless of 
if the experience is mediated by art or not. In none of his works, whether photographs, films, or 
even his conceptual installations, can any sign of speed, ease, and digital superficiality be seen 
or felt.  

CONCLUSION SUB-SECTIONS

Now, let me return to the major thought of this argumentation and follow the subject from 
the perspective of the performance art medium which is directly connected to my current art 
practice. Historically, “performance has been considered as a way of bringing to life the many 
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formal and conceptual ideas on which the making of art is based. Live gestures have constantly 
been used as a weapon against the convention of established art. […] Moreover, within the 
history of the avant garde—meaning those artists who led the field in breaking with each 
successive tradition—performance in the twentieth century has been at the forefront of such 
an activity: an avant-avant-garde.”45 Despite the origins of performance art as an established 
medium of artistic expression, rooted in the visual arts, on one hand, and the performing arts 
such as theatre, dance, and music, on the other, performance art itself is arguably connected to 
life more than anything else. In fact, all the arts mentioned in addition to cinema are all artistic 
representations of life. However performance art, otherwise expressed as the body present 
as subject and object in contemporary art practice, directly enacts and engages the space of 
real life. To be more precise, that is to say, in theatre, or cinema, even the fine arts, we always 
imagine them as something set in a different reality. Performance art, particularly long duration 
performances and participatory performances, becomes life itself. For that reason, the liveness 
of a performance art is an essential vehicle to communicate with the audience. It wields the 
possibility of interrupting the fast-paced life of our socio-political contexts. This interference 
in the space of life, society, and politics, is something that Western politics, civilization, and 
consequently its culture, is strongly opposed to. Western culture does not want the body to 
intervene as a living and conscious character. Moreover, this deprives us of the opportunity ‘to 
live’. 

Clearly, I am not saying anything new, but I consider it important to emphasize that we 
are too much dependent upon technology, our computers, and smart phones etc., and as 
a result, forget about our body, senses, feelings, and emotions, in one word, our soul. That 
said, everything we do is actually working with and within the brain just like an apparatus, 
a machine, a device, and disregarding the existence of the body, our collective body. We do 
not translate things to our body where feelings, emotion and all senses play a role, where all 
come together, where the body and soul become one and inseparable. Since the active body of 
the artist and the audience, in performance art, is directly connected to life itself, it more than 
any other medium, can get so close to us that it touches our life and even our body. Hence, 
we can claim that the performance art medium is the only possible form that is capable of 
binding us, both physically and psychologically, to ourselves and those around us. It is also 
able to make life tangible for both the performer and the participant. It can even invisibly 
penetrate under our skin. Essentially, the post-war radical movements and avant-garde artists 
who turned to the strategic use of the body and created a phenomenon called body art are 
proof of this claim. “They explored the notion of consciousness, reaching to express the self 
that is invisible, formless, and liminal. They have addressed the issues of risk, fear, death, 
danger and sexuality, at times when the body has been most threatened by these things.”46  
They defended human rights and values, mainly with the body, blood, and breath—ultimately 
nothing but life—and these actions can be easily traced to countless examples in pages of 
contemporary art history. Some such historical examples, both as collective and individual 
artists, are the Guerrilla Art Action Group (GAAG), works by Viennese Actionists, Yoko Ono, Gina 
Pane, Ana Mendieta, Valie Export and her notion of ‘expanded cinema’ through the live body,47 
among many others who used performance—action—to bring direct attention to human 
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crises. But for the most part, contemporary democratic politics has been able to dismantle the 
infrastructure of these collective and unified actions and movements. It is not a surprise that 
this phenomenon appeared in most of the countries around the world that were involved in 
the contemporary wars. The increasingly commodified human life injected with ‘speed’ and 
‘ease’, actually developed the conditions of digital life. That is to say, that we human beings are 
becoming more and more distant from each other and becoming more and more dependent 
upon technology and its instructions. This disintegration of us smells like death more than ever. 
We are digital bodies. Efficient but obedient bodies. 

Let us ask ourselves the last questions like this:  in such a ‘state of exception’ in which we 
live, who can shake a person from inside more than an artist, a philosopher, or an educator? 
Who has the ability to repair the broken spine of a life? I ask us to consider the fate of art and 
the artist who stands against the unjust rules of power and does not abide by them. Will they 
be expelled, fired, deported, or exiled? We are deprived of our personal life, so much so that it 
seems there are no other places left to be exiled. This begs the question if political resistance 
means the same as avant-garde gesture in political art and art politics. Perhaps, the key is 
returning to philosophy again and again. And so, returning to Agamben again one last time, 
“The avant-garde, which has lost itself over time, also pursues the primitive and the archaic. It 
is in this sense that one can say that the entry point to the present necessarily takes the form 
of an archeology; an archeology that does not, however, regress to a historical past, but returns 
to that part within the present that we are absolutely incapable of living. What remains unlived 
therefore is incessantly sucked back toward the origin, without ever being able to reach it. […] 
The attention to this “unlived” is the life of the contemporary. And to be contemporary means 
in this sense to return to a present where we have never been.”48  I commit to the pursuit of the 
contemporary, the spirit of education, and the truth of the act of creation. This is not a thesis, 
this is a moment—a truth-life. 
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A MANIFESTO 

A person’s life

Moments are required for a life.
Moments, and always, and questions

What era are we living in? Post-postmodernism, or beyond that even? Clearly we are still defined 
as human beings. But what kind of being? Whatever kind though our organism still works with 
warm blood. That’s a fact. The warm body still has senses. Is this true? Does the warm body still 
have feelings? I think so. We should have emotion then. Is emotion required for this kind of 
human life that we have now? Another fact is that the human body does have a brain. This is 
truth. Does contemplating matter? Perhaps? Does emotion, thinking, feelings, senses, love, life, 
matter? Essentially, does a warm body matter? Do ethics matter? Perhaps? Does a better being 
matter? Does peace matter? If it all matters, then where are we? Who are we? If a better being 
matters, then time should matter. Moments matter. Moments matter as a starting point no 
matter where we are – post-postmodern era or meta-modernism. Moments should be required 
for a new world; revolutionary moments. 
Moments
of love
of risk
of pain
of touch
moments
to love
to risk
to receive
to touch
moments
of losing
of gaining
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of making
of breaking
all bright moments are required for a person’s life
all dark moments are required for a person’s life
liveness is required for a person’s life
happiness is required for a person’s life
sadness is required for a person’s life
energy is required too
to have
to give
to get
to change
but the reality is fear which is a culture now, which is there, which has been there for a long time
but a person must not be a chicken
death is part of a person’s life
fear cannot stop a person’s death

An artist’s work

Moments are required for a life and art.
Moments, and always, and questions

The requirements for an artist:

there must be a clear difference between an artist and an art worker
artist’s life is required for an artist
artist’s understanding of totalitarianism is required for an artist
artist’s understanding of a people is required for an artist
artist’s ethic is required for an artist
artist’s obligation is required for an artist
artist’s experience is required for an artist
artist’s cognition is required for an artist
artist’s boldness is required for an artist
artist’s sensibility is required for an artist
artist’s sensitivity is required for an artist
artist’s body is required for an artist
artist’s uncertainty is required for an artist
artist’s social responsibility is required for an artist
artist’s radicalism is required for an artist
artist’s becoming is required for an artist
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