~ on the art of survival, ~~~ ~° 7 " ot Tl “‘/1
We are said to have lost the art %o die, and no doubt we are losing the
art of "savoir vivre", But, still, we are surviving. A remarkable verb;_uto
survive", and one which, unlike the verb "ss¥fivivirv, (which only exists in
Spahish), is known in all the languages of the West, It may have two very di
fepent meanings. Or does "survival of = shipwreck" and "survival of . the Titt
estn express similar situationas? Is the glorious darwinian progress, (which
ks bourgeois progresa as applied to biology), an aspect of the art to aurvive
the burials of others? And is the famous khrushtchobian prophecy, (the one
that fortells the burial of capitalism by the Soviet Union), an articu&ation'
of faith in the same bourgeois Progress as the ert of surviving shipwrecka?
Such questions are, of course, symptoms of & specific climate. & climate, in
which not life and death, but survival 48 the problem, The present paper wil
try to defend the thesis that such is the climate we live in. , ‘

If the thesis were true, oura is an entirely new situation. We aim at
surviving, No other generation could have reasonaﬁly held such a noble pur-
pose, It lacked the necessary technology to achieve i, All previous gener
ations were therefore forced to content themselves with more modest'aims,rlike
the eternal life, the full life or the good life. But we mester the art and
technique of survival thanks to gadgets like artificial kidneys, gériatry,
five-year-plans and defense organisations, We can thus suspend our individual
end collective death, adjourn it indefinitely, and break all records of long-
evity. We can even make any definition of death doubtful. Antoine Artaud.
once defined this art of ours negatively by saying: "I cannot live, I cannot
die, and we are all that wayn, But it may be defined positively thus: »I ~
need not die, although I cannot live, and such is my society”. This is5 new,
Previous generations believed, naively, that not teing able to live means
having to die. We invented the art of surviving all the crises, (heart at.
tacks, attacks by external foes, economic, scientific crises, the orisis of
feith and of consensus)., A nyew thing,and like Columbus we should be sayings
nGratias tibi ago, Domine, vidi rem novem", Because we have discovered a new
- continent: the land of permanent senility, We have this difficulty, however:
_Qwercannot asddress the lord as Columbus did, because as potential survivors we
are, all of us, Iords. A race of lords and masters is being created through
us*‘the race of the indefinite survivors. "Superman® is coming to mean this.
Nietzsche could not have foraeen it, but the funny pictures can and will

fhe verb "to survive®, unlike the verbs "to live and to diev, but like
the verb "to think", requires not only a subject, but also an object, If I
Bay: nI survive, therefore I am", I am commiting the Cartesian error., In ord
er to think, I must think of sogmthing, and in order to survive, I must sur—
vive somebody. If we are to survive, somebody else must die, If nobody dies
the verb "to survive" is nonsense, an expression of solipsistic idealism. We
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tend to forget this when talking about the survival of. the christian values
of democracy, of the free market, and about similar lofty matters, To sur-
vive is e relative term: it meAns "to live longer than" It does not imply
necessarily Darwinian struggle, however. If I Want to survive somebedy, I
need not compete with him, let alone kill him. It is sufficient if X 1aat
longer than he does, . This may be called & negative competition, of which .
the positive, capttalistic .competition of the 19th century is an early and
primitive approximation, _ , )

. To survive is thus a matter of comparison, of relationship, of relat
ivity.; Unlike life, which is a matter of superlatives. of 1dentity, of the
absolute, He who lives, does S0 either radically and ebsolutely, or noi .at
all. He who survives,.does‘ao more or less and with regard tOZothers. This
1s the reason why the survivor stands beyond Good and Evil and is a Supermss
Since he exists in relativity, his values are relative. -Unlike the Nieté—
schean Superman the aurvivor does not transvalue the values, however, Foxr
~does he pragmatize them, "Good" for the survivor is not "good in itselfﬁ
nor is it v"good for something", but it is "good for something good for some
~ thinge...". The survivor is no Nietzschean Superman, but a atructuralistic

value-free technician, The art of survival is technology, and the surviv-
ing society is technoeracy. In the art of survival technique and art be-
come one again, as they were bvefore the rise of seclentific teohnlques.,, .
hus to ask: "what good is 1% to survive?" is obviously a meaningless
qoeétion. It is & naive question, and can be asked only by mere mortals,
who still belisve that life and death are either meaningful or absurd.  For
the survivor, of course, meaning is no problem., Because, having suspended
_deéth, he suspended that problem. No doubt: the survivor may consider the
formal question of the meaning of "meaning", and will probably be able to
éhow that "meaning” is a matter of syntax. Thus the question: "what good
is 1t to survive?® may probably be shown to be syntactically faulty. It
may be formel¥y eliminated. The substitution of formal for vital problems,
the progressive elimination of all vital problems through formal pnalysis,,
is part of the art of survival and one of its symptoms.

St1ll: if one eims at surviving, the question "what good is it to
survive?® must be formulated, one way or another. But here 1t becomes im
mediately clear what is wrong with the question. One aims at surviving

ybecause one 1s unable to stop living. Survivel is a matter of inertia, not
of decision. One survives, not beceuse to survive is good, or good for .
something, or good for something good for something.... but because ono
sees no meaning in dying. The moment the question "why do I not kill myh -
self, or sacrifice myaelf for something?" loses its meaning, one has be-
gun to learn the ert of survival. The art of survival 1s the_roault of
an overcoming of all commitments. '
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~ But -here is.a.contradiction. If the art of survival and technology
ere one, (as the ‘yrevious argument. tried %o ehcw), how can survival be a .
matter of inertia, of. indeciei@n? How ocan an.art be inert? And nobody -
will want 4o deny that survival is, in fact, artfuls FEverything is arti .
flatal about it: its breathing, its digestion,its metabolism. Jts" thoughts.
~-$ts desires, its emotions, The: victories, the defeats, the. feasts and ,the .
troublss, the believes and the myth of the surviving societyy are artifioial
But 1t thie is so, if to survive is o 1ive artificially, it cannct be an
dnert way of living. The applicetion of artificial food through injections
.and ‘of artificial myths through TV requires deliberate manipulaetion, ,And :
deliberate manipulation requiree declisions nrevioua to 1t, And sugh deciei
ons againfequire thai the questioni"what good is it to eurvive?" has been ‘
meaningfully asked and positivily answered by such decieions. Thus the. very
artificiality of ertificial kidneys and of the Western civilisation seems - to
§ imply that the art of survival is an elaborate, and therefore very deliberat*
wey of living, MNuch more deliberate, in fact, (so it seems), than is mere’
"natural" and spontaneous living. ‘
It is, however, possible to show that this contradiction is merely
apparent. This is the situation we are in: In the course of so-called “Mod
ern hietcry" some- specific techniques were evolved, and among them are- géé-
ﬂ@&‘slikﬁ artificial kidneys and media for mass communication. These gadget
lﬂv&.4nwented, originalliy, not as means of individual or .collective aurviv-:
e with all.the other gadgets as methods for the domination of
' L3, "nature" Thise gadgets are therefore, originally, not
WWQNSOF}®¢ avk- KQ; erwival at. all, but aspects of the bourgeois.art-of.
Q*”“J‘ Rul uvow clfthtxfhe bourgeois art of living went lost, those gadgete
ar@ Shil abgu) '+ Cnd Can ‘hcw serve ‘the’ art of surviving. - And they serve -the
g a1l U]wa»& not btcwse.}»we have decided to apply them thus, but: ‘necaua
e cawnol decde to Swilcl Hewm OF£;1 If a patient is able to decide %o SWith
off the artificial kidney he lies in.;he is not = survivora he is still a 14
ing being, for whom the question of life~and death is still a problemy - But
this 15 not the situation we are in. ‘We ard anable to gwitch off TV, (cr th
free market, or the intercontinental ballietic miseilee. or the Univeraity
gystem), because we no longer .can take decisions. We gre survivors. Our o
scientific, end technical, and economic, and sccial prcgrees has become -
tonomous of our decisions, It has a 1life of its own, end by heving euch a
11fe, it serves us as an art of our survival, .Which may be etated’the other
way round, -{as can everything within the relative elimate of eurvivalﬂ; cmr
art of survival serves the automatic- prcgreee._ Thus | those of us mhc are ;he
most inert and let themeelves drift along, are the poet progreeeive\elemente
of our society. And those who s%111 deeperat&&y etruggle and kiek-to find
some standpoint from which to decide themeelvee, are .the reacﬂonariee who

¥ry, in vain of course, to stem the vietorious flow of progresa. Thus he
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.0 tries %o refuse to survive, who still experiences the problems of lire -
and death , he who still thinks existentially and rot yet formally, contrg
dicts the inert progress which is how the Occident survives at present, .

The contradietion inherent in -survival, which was said to be. merely. gg
parent, is, however, better understood if it be called a negative dialectios
It i not sufficient to say of it that it -disappears, when analyzed, and
that what appeer to be contradictory tendencies in a surviving society may -
be shown to be the various aspects of the process of surviving, namely of
technological progress, It is better to say that the contradictory tenden
cles in such a society cancel themselves outy, and thus chareoterize auto—
matic progress. They function as follows: On the one hand there are the .
technocrats, the planners, the futurologues, the system analysts and the
other survival artists, who, being unable to deecilde to switch off gadgets,
apply them, They represent the "positiven tendencies of sﬁr#ivai; On the -
other hand there are those who criticize progress either as far as its. pres
ent direction is concerned, or rrogress as such, and who thus advocate in~
dividual or collective suicide or suthanasia. But what they thus advocate
is a death jJust as artificial as is the life advoeated by their opponents),
and they .are therefore just as mmch "artists" as are the forceS‘bf yrogress,
They represent the "negativen tendencies of survival., The "posifive" tene-
dendles seem to advocate artificial living, the‘"negative" ones artificisl
dying,«but 4n reality they cancel themselves out and thus permit, through
mitual suaﬁ%nsion, continued survival, which is neither Hving nor dying. .
It is this negative dialeetica, this impossibility of & true revolution
of which we are the victims and ‘patients. All the 1imits of growth, in-
cluding the ones discussed by the Club of Rome, are thus progressively be~
ing pushed further, and everything goes on growing like the nails and the
hair of blologically dead, but technieally surviving bodies,

- Now %this negative diamlectics is, of course, closely linked to the
meening of the word "art" in the expresaion "art of survival". 7To under-
stand it, it will not be of much help to try and discover what the word
vart" meant in the past, before the art of survival beocame the dominant axt
form, Because technology; the art of survival, is a totally new art form,
One cannot deny, of course, that there are similarities with previous si='
tuationa. Technology is ocur “atyie"; Just as the Gothie or Byzantine art
was the "style" of previous generations. . As & true style, it penetrates
everything, from the most humble instrument to the nost solemn ideology,
Just like in Gothic times everything was penetrated with catholieism, and - °
in Byzantine times with iorthodaxy; so in technological timen everything 46
penetrated with survivalc- In this respect we aré closer to the' Gothio and
the Byzeantine periods than we &re %o Modern times, which had no atyle of

living, and therefore no - "art® 4n the sense of "apeoific-life f@?@?-_ﬁu?_
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. a aimilarity is mieleading; The art to survive is essentially differ_
ant from all previous art forms in its heing inert and passive. It 48 etub
born senility elevated to an all pervading art forms Therefore the negative
dialectice whioh ie its chnracteristics cannot be found elsewhere, :

One may articulate thet negative dialectics as follows: On the one.
hand "art" moans to do something, on tne other hand it means .to do as if, and
these two meanings of "art“ cancel each other, Now 4% may be arguea that thi:
is not new, that such a oontradietion existe in every meaning of the word
"art" and that bt is & positive dialectios. The contraﬂiotion betwéen the
nertistien and the "artifioialﬂ '(s0 one may. argue), between "work of art"
‘and "artifice", reeults in an "artifact", which is the synthesis of that con
,tradiotion. Thus a bridge is the result of doing something that 4is a doing
as if & road could continue over & river. And & painting is the result of
doing aomething that ia a doing as if one oould see through the wall. But.
this is preeisely not the contradiction inherent 4n the mesning of tartw at
present. With us a bridge 48 the result of doing something that is a doingf
es if a bridge were important.f And a videotape is the result of doing some-
thing thet is 8 doing as if videotapes uera “artistic" With us the artist
ie¢ and artificial aspeota of "art" cancel each other out, and the ertifact .
is, with us, the automatio rasult of that cancellation. Technology is, in
its essence, the doing of something as ‘if one were doing somethings 1In 1%,
to do eonnthing and to do as, if ia strictly synonymous, wWhich however does
not mean that technology. is "1*art pour l*art" It only means that teohnou
1ogy is a acienoe-fiction in which both "science“ and n£iction® are, howéver,
fictitious. This dialeotics ia negative, because in our situation to dOMBome
thing implies always doing as 1t one were doing eomething, and to do as. if,
in our situation, implies always doing aomething.{ Whatever we do, i1s fietit
. dous, end whenever we make & fiction. it becomes a consumable product, Thie
+:is why, in our aituation, there is no queation eeneerning the meaning of our
aotst they are beyond meaning They are motions 6f an- autonomous and autow -
metic apparatus of eurvival: of technological ﬁrogreea¢ They are inert.

Now this negative dialectios of the; meaning of *art” is the mo-
mentum which propels survival and euapenda death. To survive is to do as
if one whre slife by doing something.? Thus all the record previously achiey
ed by mere mortale are hrokene Not only a glorious teehnological progress is
thus made poaaible. but equally a scientific, eoonomic and social progress.
And the enormous fertility of ‘our, oivilisation,in original, works of arty 14
eas, happenings. and evente is the reeult of: our doing everything as- if wa
were doing something. Our mare eurvival proves that nothing is more dyname
ical, more violent and more progressive thnn the geometrioalxy accolerated
inert motion, We survive ke a.miaaile shot into the Sun and guided ‘auto-
matically by perfect cancellation of itolinherent eontradictions-
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“Théere is ho whistoryw in such & progressive situation, beeauae there
18 no poasibility for revolutions. ‘In & negative dialecties ‘every protest
every negation, becomea{automatically an element of support, of affirmation,
Every tendency opposed to -continued survival is sutomatically appropriated .
by the automatic apparatus of survival, Every distruction becomes automat
ically construetiva, Just. as, of course, ewvery construction is, ipso facto,

tructive. In such a situation of continued survival all historical od |
tegories like progressive and reactionary, right and left; conservative éﬁé
revolutionary lose their meanings, dance around each other and change plac-
‘es. It goes without saying that all Merxist tendencies are obviously .consey
vetive, rightist and resctionary in the sense that they do not contést-pro;-
‘gress as suchy but only the present -direction of progress, They are conser-
vative, rightist and reactbonary, because they are progressist. Bui the .
same . is trué of those apparently revolutionary, (i.e. reactionary) tenden-
eies which oppose progresa as suchy like the "sexualﬂ "environmentaln, “phai
macologicalﬂ nparapsychological™, "anti-psychiatrical" and so forth "revél
utions", They strengthen the apparatus of progressive survival, because the
are linked %o it in feed-back. They are those parts of the apparatus througﬁ
which i% absorbs.noiseé;. To understand the situation of negative dialectics
~in aurviving‘societiesg-hlstorlcal categories must be abandoned, and substij

,i;ﬁﬁdeé'by‘the categories of theory of information and cybernetics, - "History"
. Tde the biography of society, and not appropriate to societies which survive;

'*becquse they are no longexr alives Cybernetics are appropriate to them, bew
 cause societiee survive in the form of complex, dynamical systems.: As sure
vivors we exist in a post*h;storical situation. o

. But to survive means to last longer than somebody else, It means-

" that history is:still going on around us, and that there are others who ‘can
- gt1ll live end die, and make revelutions, It is with relation to them that
we are surviving. Our apparatus of continued survival is not Dévine, omnie
potent and omnipresent, although it is automatic., I% isy on the contrary,
in 8 sense a self-defeating apparatus. In order to continue, it will have
to absordb the others, and if hé succeeds in doing so, there will be no other
left to survive, and survival will have ended., ‘A different situationy one -
of an omnipresent and onnipotent apparatus will have come about, and there 35
not much sense in calding it one of survivael, Or it will not succeed -in ab-
gorbing the noise of the others, and thus will be killed from the outsides
There are signs thet thgéeeonﬁ alternative is more probable than the first
one, That history will be re-instated, without us. Then our survival will
. no longer be & problem for all the othera. " 4And we Jmow it. 4And we a;e £i11
'i'e&, deep down in our bones, with terror, ‘Phis terror of ours is the badk-

" ground of our art of survival, Our inertia is & kind of paralysis of terror
Whieh shows that to survive is, after all, a form of living. ~ IR i




