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Heimo Lattner introduces Aenne Quiñones:
Aenne Quiñones has been curator and deputy artistic director of the HAU Hebbel
am Ufer in Berlin since September 2012.
After studying at the Humboldt University
she was a research associate at the East
Berlin Akademie der Künste until the mid1990s, when she co-founded the festival
“reich & berühmt” in 1996 [tr.: rich & famous], thus beginning her involvement
with the Berlin Podewil. From 1997 to
2002 she developed, as a member of the
Podewil artistic direction, the programme
for theatre and performance. She worked
at the Volksbühne Berlin from 2002 to
2011, notably as curator and dramatic advisor for the stage at the Prater, in collaboration with the artistic director René
Pollesch. She developed productions with
various artists and groups, including Gob
Squad, Schorsch Kamerun, Stefan Pucher,
René Pollesch and Forced Entertainment.

learning to use entirely new tools, and
making these the basis of the work.
Kathrin Tiedemann, Carena Schlewitt
and I, we were interested in creating
a forum to present this development
and to show that other kinds of stage
production were also possible. The
Podewil, a relatively undefined space,
was the ideal venue for this. The house
wasn’t defined as a theatrical venue,
but it had a stage. The Podewil in Mitte
was the biggest cultural venue in Berlin

Venue: KuLe Theater,
Auguststrasse 10,
10117 Berlin
Guests: Aenne Quiñones
(deputy artistic director
of the HAU Hebbel am
Ufer), Tone Avenstroup,
Janine Eisenächer,
Anja Ibsch (performance
artists)

#00:05:54-8# Heimo Lattner: The fact
that the free scene is able these days to
present such a unified front – I’m thinking
of the Coalition of the Free Scene, the
network of free project spaces, the
Haben und Brauchen initiative – has
its roots in the 1990s. How did this free
scene form in the years following Reunification? Where did the main players
come from, under what conditions were
they working back then?
#00:06:38-0# Aenne Quiñones: I can
mostly speak for the Podewil, because
I was active there from the mid-90s,
and I’m pleased to see some familiar
faces here from back then. In 1996 we
founded “reich & berühmt”. We asked
ourselves, what’s happening in the
theatre at the moment, beyond the big
institutions? The Institute for Applied
Theatrical Studies in Giessen was at
the time promoting a different approach
to what constitutes an action in public
space. What does authorship mean?
What does it mean to take the stage
as a subject, beyond the limits of acting and literary theatre? It was about

back in the GDR days [ed.: formerly
the House of Young Talents]. It was
eminently suitable for our purposes
because you could install various
things at different levels, and you had
a certain freedom, and there were
also rehearsal spaces available in the
building. There were these groups, like
showcase beat le monde or She She Pop,
who, as we said, brought in completely
new aesthetic formats: I think that to a
degree they were also influenced by
specific developments in the Englishspeaking world. Forced Entertainment
were a point of reference for many

German groups who were just beginning to work in the theatre back then.
That’s where the term “live art” came
from as well. We never could come up
with an adequate term of our own. […]
What distinguished the Podewil was
it’s openness as an interdisciplinary
cultural arts centre, and that production
and presentation happened in one and
the same place. Back then, in the 1990s,
there was, as Heiner Müller once put it,
a kind of market-free space. Everything
wasn’t ruled by this kind of demand,
and you could work with relative ease.
The city wasn’t closely defined and

thanks to that, there were a lot of free
spaces available. [...] Also, as far as the
financial bias is concerned, the situation
was completely different. The Podewil
had its own production budget. By today’s standards that sounds positively
luxurious.
#00:12:55-0# Annette Maechtel: After Reunification, a lot of communal institutions
became independent – they hoped that

#00:13:22-8# AQ: In the 1990s it was a
state-owned private limited company,
that means there were grants from the
state of Berlin and then you had to raise
additional money from here and there
for particular projects. But it was set up
by the city of Berlin. In the beginning no
one knew what to do with the building.
Whoever argued more persuasively got
it, to put it bluntly. But I don’t believe that
the founding of the Podewil was in any

the Podewil, it also had the Schaubude
puppet theatre and the Theater am
Halleschen Ufer. When the Hebbel theatre was newly staffed in 2003, the issue
was raised in the city’s cultural policy
about which private limited company
the Theater am Halleschen Ufer should
be assigned to. At the Podewil, we wanted to concentrate on this interdisciplinary profile, and we also didn’t have
the capacity to stage performances
in an additional venue. We declined,
also because Thomas Flierl, who was
back then the newly appointed Cultural
Minister, had already made one attempt to drastically cut funding for the
Podewil. From that point on things started to get awkward. [ed.: In 2005 the
Podewil was transformed into the media/
art/laboratory TESLA, which ceased operations in 2007. The commission to continue producing a cultural programme
was not extended, on the initiative of the
cultural-political decision-makers of the
state of Berlin.]
#00:18:37-6# HL: So, in the mid-1990s
new theatre and performance formats
were being founded. What new content
came with the new formats?
#00:19:03-9# AQ: It was about establishing a contemporaneousness. Where
are we? What is the city? How can we
manifest in this environment? How
can we position ourselves in the midst
of such complex social changes, and
continue to both involve the audience
and develop new formats? Everybody
was looking for their own points of
reference, which obviously couldn’t be
based on a classical theatre background
– instead they had to draw on completely
different, and very diverse, sources of
inspiration. The contents often arose
from the formats themselves.
#00:21:17-5# N.N.: […] It was project
theatre. That means we didn’t start with
a text, we drew on whatever was important to us in that moment. Political
themes or aesthetic strategies and biographies suddenly played a huge role. It
was very direct, and very lively, the way
we were working.
[...]

this would save them from being liquidated. Decentralised cultural work
was able, by being independently run,
to draw on job creation programme
funding in the 1990s. These job creation
programmes were later discontinued, but
they did contribute to the development
of heterogeneous forms, not just in the
theatre, but in many other cultural fields.
Was the Podewil a club or a private limited company? It was also independent.

way linked to a long-term conceptual
plan, otherwise it would have been liquidated relatively swiftly.
[…]
#00:16:25-4# N.N.: How did the Podewil
become TESLA so quickly?
#00:16:33-2# AQ: The private limited
company we mentioned didn’t only own

#00:27:46-2# HL: Aside from the Podewil,
what other venues were there?
#00:28:00-3# N.N.: The Theater am
Halleschen Ufer was an important
venue. We saw a lot there. We made
contacts, there were invitations to
develop something for a specific space.
You could say that artistic decisions as
well as spaces and locations were made

available to us.
#00:29:49-9# Steffi Weismann: The Prater was also an important location. The
Prater Spectacle began there in 1995.
Various constellations came together
there, like the Sklavenmarkt [tr.: Slave
Market] or the Glücklichen Arbeitslosen
[tr.: The Happily Unemployed]. It wasn’t
really theatre as such, it was much more
about tackling changes in society.
#00:30:58-3# AQ: […] It was not about
producing with limited means what the
theatre institutions were doing anyway.
[…]
#00:36:50-5# N.N.: There was the Tacheles, too.
#00:36:56-2# SW: And of course KuLe.
During the 1990s this space was a club
and a theatre. There were also exhibitions, and we had three performance
festivals. And in the Strelitzer Strasse
there was also the Hochzeitsraum.
#00:37:35-0# N.N.: And then there was
Dock 11 in Kastanienallee, as well. In the
beginning they were also more porous,
diverse, it was only later on
that they developed this very
clear profile as a dance venue.
Early in the 1990s they hosted
the Performance Congress. But
back then there were just a lot
more temporary spaces.
#00:38:03-0# N.N.: That’s a crucial point. Alongside the locations we all know today, there
were a lot of places with no
name, or just temporary names.
[…] Before Reunification you
had the Off-Theatre in West
Berlin, it was often relatively
cheap to get set up there. They
closed pretty quickly in the 1990s because everything just got more expensive. And instead you had in East
Berlin all these things which simply
appeared. Nobody really knew why,
and for four or six weeks there was
a club, and art at night, there were
performances being staged and other
things happening, things you heard
about by chance. It wasn’t widely
publicised. That was a very important
factor. [...]
#00:41:09-9# N.N.: A lot of stuff just
happened in private flats.
#00:41:15-0# HL: But even free productions in a certain context eventually
require money. As a producer, what kind
of subsidies did you have access to?

#00:41:21-2# AQ: Because the demand
wasn’t as great as it is today, it was a
little easier. At the Podewil we got extra
support from the capital’s cultural funds,
in addition to the project budget, and
the individual groups themselves got
money from the Senate.
#00:42:21-3# N.N.: Funding by the Senate is nowadays a little more differentiated. There’s funding which is granted
for a period of several years, which is an
advantage for groups. But competition
has grown very fierce. Even people who
have been working for years can’t count
on steady financing from the funds. For
small projects there’s still the districtbased cultural support, which existed
back then, too. But what doesn’t exist
anymore is a specific production fund
for several theatres in the city. That’s a
fundamental difference. Today, the only
one remaining is the HAU.
#00:43:04-1# AQ: But at the HAU, the
thing is that we can’t stage productions
in the three venues just with these funds.
Back then money thankfully played less
of a role than it does now.
#00:45:32-5# Janine Eisenacher: What

in the city. We could communicate well
and compare notes with one another.
The dynamic was very different from
the way it is today. The Podewil wasn’t
some sumptuously-furnished theatre with
hundreds of employees, but it made
sense the way it was organised. The
theatre reacted to the needs of the artist.
#00:48:29-3# SW: There was a classic
hierarchy, typical for theatres like this,
but the situation was in a state of constant
flux. It was never sure how things would
continue. The role of the people at the
top was never secure: they were often
replaced. There was also the opportunity
to get things done yourself, without the
curators.
#00:49:09-8# AQ: My concept of the
curator’s role assumed primarily that
I could observe work processes, that
is, what was going on in the theatre,
and that the job then was to find a way
to express them, and to work together
with the artists to develop a course to
pursue. The permanent state of flux had
a positive effect on the artistic work. This
situation also reflected what was going
on in the city. East and West collided in
1989, and no-one knew yet what it was
all going to become. Or maybe
nobody really wanted to know
at that point.
#00:50:18-5# HL: So much for
the event’s headline: Questioning hegemonic structures.
#00:50:59-2# Achim Lengerer:
At the time I was studying in
Frankfurt am Main and the
question ‘East or West’ played
no role there. But I have the
impression that the Podewil
was a decidedly West German
affair.

were the organisational structures in the
Podewil like? How did your approach
differ from that of other theatre organisations?
#00:45:49-3# AQ: It was a very productive structure, because it was founded on
an interdisciplinary approach. There
were curators for each individual area.
There was a manager who was also
artistic director. So there were several
people who were artistically responsible for the entire venue. The artists
in residence were another important
factor for the development of the place.
The presence of the artists and the work
they did on-site had a great influence
on the Podewil. […] There was a different
openness, or rather a different way to
function, amongst the various theatres

#00:52:16-5# SW: Maybe that’s what it
became, but fundamentally that wasn’t
the case.
#00:52:27-5# N.N.: That may be the
impression, but when I was here there
were no East Germans.
#00:52:31-2# AQ: The question is really:
what opportunities were there to engage that kind of aesthetic? I also
often asked myself, where are the East
Germans in this Podewil context in the
1990s? I think it just needed time. In the
GDR era there was the Zinnober theatre,
the only free group, more or less: but
they were in a completely different
situation again, because they had
founded their own theatre relatively
quickly, and in that sense didn’t need

the Podewil.
#00:55:45-0# N.N.: We shouldn’t forget
that at the time there was a very strong
theatre scene in the East: the Berliner
Ensemble, the Volksbühne and Frank
Castorf, who brought in Christoph
Schlingensief. Carl Hegemann was
here, and Matthias Lilienthal, that’s
how people coming to Berlin oriented
themselves. There was the dissident
scene which at the time was gathered
around the Torpedokäfer [tr: Torpedo
Beetles], which in turn gave rise to
venues like Kaffee Burger or Rumbalotte
continua. They wouldn’t touch us with a
barge pole. There was a very clear artsy
ideology. And then along come these
jokers from the West, saying “We don’t
bother rehearsing and we’re into US
mainstream movies. We read Spex [tr.:
hip magazine for pop culture] and we
listen to records and that’s where we get
our themes.” It was quite a culture clash.
#00:56:51-8# AQ: In the GDR there
was the Super 8 film scene, and there
was a literature scene which had a
different background from the official
state definition of culture. Theatre was
characterised by different aesthetics,
and didn’t really have this project-oriented character.

failed. We tried it out on a small scale,
with no great ambition to do it right. Just
undogmatic. And we had time to waste.
[…]
#01:02:12-3# HL: The 10-point plan
put forward by the Coalition of the
Free Scene has made some concrete
demands. Which measures would you,
Aenne, consider essential when it comes
to securing the future of the free theatre
and performance scene in Berlin?
#01:02:46-4# AQ: Culture policy is
lagging behind what the independent
productions are accomplishing. There
are by now new, equally valid ways
to produce which are not sufficiently
recognised. It’s important that platforms
like those which have been mentioned
are used to make visible all the things
going on in the city. […] The artists
themselves have too few opportunities
to find steady, continual support for their
work. The funds set aside by the Senate
for the free scene are not enough, and
a lot has also changed in the capital’s
cultural fund. It’s function as a funding instrument has been deformed. It

PART 2
In this second part of the event, we are
concentrating on the three performance
artists Tone Avenstroup, Janine Eisenächer and Anja Ibsch: in a discussion
format specially developed for this event,
we are looking at the various phases
of organisational forms, ways to enter
the public eye, and the personal constellations and collaborative phases of
the informal performance artists’ network
Performer Stammtisch since it’s founding
in 2002/03. In the course of this we are
looking at issues of ‘we/us’ and the
various multiple forms of ‘we/us’ which
existed, still exist or never existed within
the Performer Stammtisch. Who are these
various ‘we/us’ which, on the one hand,
resulted from the regular public events
staged by Performer Stammtisch? And
who, on the other hand, are the multiple
forms of ‘we/us’ which developed within
the network – within it’s organisation,
it’s core team, structures and processes
– in respect to terms like ‘group’ and
‘collective’? And just how un-unified
is this ‘we/us’ in itself, and in how it behaves? Avenstroup, Eisenächer and Ibsch

#00:57:53-0# N.N.: But there was an
underground performance scene.
#00:57:53-0# AQ: But that was mostly
visual artists and filmmakers who also
did performance art.
#00:58:01-7# SW: There was a strong
desire to develop collective work processes, those of us coming from the
West were desperately eager to get
involved in that. I was able to observe
that artists from the East weren’t
particularly interested in group processes.
#00:59:14-9# AM: Why do you think
you were all so eager for that approach?
#00:59:26-5# SW: A lot of us had studied
at the HdK in various departments.
We felt that the environment was very
apolitical. We wanted to go out on the
streets, we wanted to make things
happen, unite art and life. We tried to
make our egos take the back seat, and
accomplish something together. We
made the ‘we’ thing a theme and tried
to define it. Any other way, and a project
like the KuLe would never have worked
as long as it has. We formulate an anticoncept for acute social developments.
The communal approach wasn’t at all
popular once the Socialist model had

contains things which have no reason
to be in there and which need to be resorted so that we can see what’s actually
happening, and what it can sensibly be
used for. There has to be more money
pumped into this development, or we run
the risk of it disappearing altogether.
#01:06:17-6# HL: Many thanks, Aenne
Quiñones, for this discussion. We’ll take
a 15 minute break and then continue with
the representatives of the Performer
Stammtisch.

are coming together for the first time in
this constellation. They got to know each
other in the context of the Performer
Stammtisch, which they have been
associated with in various roles and at
different times.
Tone Avenstroup, Janine Eisenächer
and Anja Ibsch reorganise the room.
The theatrical lighting which was being
used is turned off in favour of normal
neon tube lighting. Anja Ibsch sweeps
through, brushing the sweepings into a
glass with water which she then drinks.
Janine Eisenächer places various objects on the table – books as well as pre-

pared index cards with key words like:
Group or network? - Self-image – Stance
– Motivation – Responsibility – Visibility
inwards and outwards – Appreciation
– Gender roles – Solidarity. Using
these key words, the trio first interview
each other. During the discussion Tone
Avenstroup quotes from Guy Debord’s
‘Theory of the Dérive’: ‘One can wander
alone, but everything points to the fact
that the distribution in several small
groups of two to three equally conscious
people is best, whereby the control of
the impressions of these various groups
should make it possible derive objective
conclusions. It is preferable that each
group consists of different people for
each dérive. If more than four or five
participants are present then the specific
character of the dérive is diminished,
and it is absolutely impossible to include
more than ten people without the
experiment of the dérive fragmenting
into several, simultaneously conducted
experiments.’ (1) Avenstroup comments:
“That means that ‘we’, that is, doing
something together, is only possible
with two, three, four, five people, but it’s
impossible with ten, if Debord is correct.” Following this, Janine Eisenächer
approaches the overhead projector and
describes the evolution of the Performer
Stammtisch from the perspective of her
own experience. Using a chronological
diagram, she presents various constellations of people and the diverse
organisational forms the Performer
Stammtisch has had (picture on page
8). Gradually the presentation opens
itself in a discussion with the audience,
in which the founder and organisers of
Performer Stammtisch, Jörn J. Burmester
and Florian Feigl, actively participate.
#00:00:11-2# Jörn J. Burmester: […]
There was no longer this idea of a production with a big stage and so on,
it went more in the direction of performance art. The moment we said OK,
we’re not putting on productions any
more, then it was of course a question
of subsidies. There have never been
opportunities, right up until the present day, to finance performance art.
There is a performance division in the
performing arts, but you have to provide
details of, for example, when the six
weeks rehearsal time are set. Within
the cultural administrations there’s a
completely different understanding of
performance, it’s no different today. But
it was also simply about the opportunity
to show and to see. Then we had the idea
of showing each other our work. How
it’s going, or where you are at the
moment with the work. Where more
preparation might be needed, you
simply talked about the current state

of things. It wasn’t about being able
to present a finished piece. It was
the apprenticeship I never had, that I
made possible myself by the constant
exchange of ideas and seeing examples.
I would describe it as a permanent
education.
#00:01:55-0# Anja Ibsch: What was
happening felt to me like luxury: whoever was in Berlin and came by could
do something there. It was also almost
secretive, although I never experienced
it that way myself [...]
#00:02:03-4# JJB: [...] Not secretive, but
we didn’t draw attention to it. We didn’t

‘Me and all of you’? That’s something you
can notice a bit in this discussion: ‘We’ is
[…] ‘We-us’ or ‘You-the others’?
#00:05:52-0# JJB: As far as Performer
Stammtisch is concerned, definitely ‘I
and we’. At Performer Stammtisch we
have a table where all the individual,
multiple ‘Is’ come together and compare notes, and then they separate and
go and do their own thing. The point is
not to do stuff together – that happens,
sure, but it’s not the point.
#00:08:04-6# AI: It has a very low threshold. Even if there is an infrastructure
which has a solid past and is a proven
constant, the Performer Stammtisch is
a place where you can turn up and immediately participate. That’s something
institutions have difficulty providing. But
this kind of artistic infrastructure is very
important for me, to have the feeling: I
belong here.
#00:10:07-4# TA: Like a part of a collective, so to speak?

want to advertise it, it was supposed to
be for the people who were interested
in this anyway. We never sought an
audience. It was more a case of us
wanting to show something so we could
find out what the others thought about it.
It’s about having a structure where there
are people who roughly understand
what you’re doing, people you can
show your art to. We also considered
forming a kind of association, but it was
a conscious decision not to. Because
everyone who called what they were
doing ‘performance art’ could present
their work, the Performer Stammtisch
was increasingly used by people who
were only briefly in Berlin, and not
regularly attending. That was also
exciting, but it was becoming more of a
kind of service centre, and it was losing
this aspect of regular meetings. I mean
this movement – that we got together,
went our separate ways, got back
together again after two weeks – that
was missing.
#00:04:49-1# Tone Avenstroup: Actually,
we wanted to have more of a general
discussion about issues of collectivism:
‘Us against I’, which in the art world is
very, very clear: ‘I’ is the creator, the ego,
and ‘we’ means being a part of something, and that’s the thing which doesn’t
really fit in this business, because you
need to be an ‘I’ and you need to sell
the ‘I’. Sure, you can also sell ‘us’. Is it a
collective between ‘Us and I’ or between

#00:10:14-6# JJB: No, I don’t think it’s
a collective, more a kind of conduit,
because a lot of people are only passing
through – they’re here for maybe a year,
and then they move on […] But that there
is something like this, a place with different attitudes, different concepts for the
things they’re doing – that can be very
important.
#00:11:09-9# Audience: Why don’t you
want to produce things together?
#00:11:14-3# JJB: Back when the circle
was quite small, it was self-evident that
occasionally there would be projects
formed among the members of the circle.
But by now the group is so big that it’s
become differentiated. […] Production
is difficult because people are coming
from too many diverse fields. There are
some people who do a few sketches and
then they do something alone in a room
for ten minutes. And there are others
who have developed group performances which almost look like theatrical
productions. We want to see all this together, but you can’t produce it all
together.
#00:12:57-1# Janine Eisenächer: The
next question has to be whether the
Performer Stammtisch sees itself as a
‘We’? Or do various ‘Wes’ exist? With
each Stammtisch there’s a new ‘We’.
It’s much more like a network structure.
It’s primarily an artistic and economic
necessity: creating a space in which
something can be presented and
discussed. These structures also reveal

their urgency from a state of economic
difficulty.

art and has attended once or twice can
show it here.

#00:14:22-4# Florian Feigl: Not with
the Stammtisch, I’d see it the other way
around. There it was always about the
art first and foremost, talking about art
with people. The economic aspect was
always explicitly a no-budget, no-profit
economy. Whoever shows something
here doesn’t get any royalties, but there
is an exchange, a discussion about art.
It was about an extended concept of
what constitutes art. So, people who
presented social practices, people who
presented their solo pieces – but always
with the goal of discussing it. That’s why
‘Subbotnik’ is such an important term
for this [tr.: Soviet term for unpaid work
on Saturdays], because you go to the
Stammtisch to discuss, together, the
practice of art. It offered a venue for
praxes – and here we have to draw a line
back to the beginning of the evening
– for which the Podewil wasn’t a viable
venue. It was about the praxis of art
which was at first not even recognised.

#00:20:19-9# Audience: What I don’t
understand is where do you draw the
line? What’s the difference between
some people doing some stuff, and
performance art that’s worth discussing?
Where was the line, what is the line […]
for the Performer Stammtisch in the
early years [ed.: The question refers to
Janine Eisenächer’s OHP diagram]?

#00:18:39-1# JE: Throughout the years
we kept on coming back to the issue:
What is the Stammtisch, actually? It
exists when it happens, when it occurs,
the Stammtisch is the ‘event’, you
could say. But the Stammtisch is as
well an organisational team and those
who attend, and also those who once
attended, those who turned up once
– it’s not really more clearly or precisely
defined than that. At this point you could
also say that these are very different

#00:19:35-9# JJB: The Stammtisch is
wherever the Stammtisch ashtray is.
Yes, it’s about the exchange between
individuals. We did say it’s not about a
collective, it’s not about a group, it’s not
about a producers’ coalition. That’s also
a problem, of course, because everyone
who calls what they do performance

#00:29:36-5# Audience: What do you
mean by ‘institution’? Is it still possible
today to even differentiate any more?

#00:20:32-0# JE: I drew this line because as of May 2012 it returned to a
discussion format, where the point was
no longer to stage a performance on the
second Monday in the month. That again
altered the quality of the public nature
of the Stammtisch.
#00:24:54-2# JJB: We were being sent
increasing numbers of DVDs and
catalogues […] with requests. It seemed
to us that people were just ticking off
items on their curriculum vitae. We
always had to write back and say that we
weren’t being paid to do this, and that
we weren’t interested in looking at them
to decide if they were interesting or not.
In this context we’re not curating, which
we may be doing in other contexts – but
then we and the artists have to get paid
for what we do elsewhere. The most
important thing is that we really love
having guests. Our doors were always
open. There was never a bouncer at
the door to check if you really are a
performance artist, but there has to be
the seed for a discussion. The Performer
Stammtisch evenings are always in
three sections, each of which was
equally important. It always starts too
late because everyone has a beer and
chats and talks about projects that aren’t
being presented that evening. Then
there are the performances themselves,
and the discussions about them. This has
changed more and more over time, it’s
got a little off-balance.
#00:25:45-3# JE: It was the decision
to adopt another format. There was a
great need to get back to the original
structure, and to more precisely develop
[…] different discussion formats.

formats of ‘whatever’, you can also say
that the ‘We’ in there doesn’t matter at
all.

relationship between a format like the
Performer Stammtisch and an institution.
What would be needed for you to
work together? I’m not fundamentally
opposed to institutions, but I would like
the cultural field to be represented in it’s
full diversity.

#00:27:08-4# JJB: But another point
is that these days there is a lot more
infrastructure available for this kind
of work. Performance art as a visual
art praxis is a lot more present than it
was only a couple of years ago. That’s
changed, and the need for a space like
ours has of course also changed.
#00:29:10-8# AI: What interests me
maybe the most this evening is the

#00:29:44-7# AI: In the classic sense,
there’s an infrastructure of people who
are paid to maintain this infrastructure
so that things can happen.
#00:30:51-5# JE: For my part, I think
an institution is made very stable by an
hierarchical infrastructure. That’s why
the people who work there are largely
replaceable. There are clearly defined
fields of responsibility, functions and
areas which are independent of the
individual person. When the people
leave, the knowledge remains with the
institution. That doesn’t mean that selforganised networks can’t institutionalise
themselves. In terms of the knowledge

that’s being produced I see a big difference. It’s experienced knowledge
that can only be generated through the
experience, together, and that isn’t situated in hierarchical functions.
#00:34:05-5# Heimo Lattner: I’d like
to contradict, if I may, your point that
people are replaceable in institutions.
Ultimately that’s precisely the problem,
that a lot of institutions simply replace
their personnel with unpaid interns,

#00:32:19-1# Audience: What’s happening tonight is also a kind of claim to define what was, historiography and so on.
But I’m pretty exhausted by it.
#00:32:42-1# Audience: But it’s about
examining the breaks, the ruptures,
and you can only do that by constantly
tracking their paths. That’s where the
energy comes from which is working in
there.

#00:39:54-1# Audience: The intriguing
question is what these structures of
‘we’ enable or render impossible in
collaboration and action? With the
Performer Stammtisch as I understood
it, there’s this attempt to provide a
connection which repeatedly makes
certain things possible, and protects
this space. What knowledge or action is
simply lost in certain other structures?
#00:42:52-4# JE: Protected space is a
very good description. It’s about precisely that: what can happen in a protected space? How long is this space
safe? What is required to make this
space secure and safe? But this space
can only be created by action.
#00:44:32-6# Achim Lengerer: The word
‘necessity’ has been used a lot this evening. On the KuLe website it says: ‘The
theatre in Auguststrasse is a venue that
was appropriated by self-determined
and participatory action – so it was a
‘necessity’, as Heiner Müller commented
in an encounter with the theatre.’ There
are two aspects of necessity which don’t
come from the same point of origin. One
is a problem, a need, which you turn
around and use to initiate something:
and the other doesn’t start in a state of
need, but in a desire. One is a collision
and the other a kind of coalition.
#00:44:48-6# JJB: That’s another great
description of where the boundary lies
to the institutions: if the thing you once
started, and which has continued doing
what it does, at some point becomes
an institution. As long as you have the
chance to regularly check, and not just
take a peek to see if it’s still doing what
we originally wanted from it, but check
that it’s doing what we need from it
today.

etcetera, and think that things will just
keep on running smoothly. A particular
knowledge, a particular experience,
a particular dedication, a particular ambition – these things aren’t replaceable!
It’s this attitude that destroys cultural
institutions!
#00:37:17-9# JE: There are of course
institutions that behave differently. Since
the 1990s there are so many spaces in
Berlin which have been through so many
different institutionalisation processes
that, in order to differentiate institution
from not-institution, you’d have to examine each organisation pretty closely.

#00:31:04-3# JE: In the self-organised
contexts in which I was active up to
now, there was always a focus on there
existing a difference within the ‘we’.
That there’s not a single identity as ‘we’,
instead that there are various forms of
‘I’. This of course gives rise to a lot of
different narratives.
#00:38:02-0# Audience: When we talk
about formats of ‘we’, then we’re talking
about structures. What was made
possible by self-organised formats of
‘we’ which would not have been possible in other structures? Why are these
other structures necessary?

(1) Guy Debord, ‘Theorie des Umherschweifens’, quoted
in ‘Der große Schlaf und seine Kunden’, Edition Nautilus
Verlag Lutz Schulenburg, Hamburg, 1990, p. 36. [Engl. PC]
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