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) Jacques Ranciere, “The Paradoxes of Political Art”, Dissensus: on Politics and
Aesthetics, trans. Steven Corcoran, New York: Continuum Press, 2010, p. 134.

2) B =R FHou&olgtE 92 dAR ‘contemporary art = ‘1990 o]% ¢ FAIH
g AAsHE AdH §olZ ARget). 1 WEke nE Ao A ‘contemporary art’ 7} $F
A 65“51 9] ‘modern art'$} HF L & 3FH 19803 thE Aui3+ ‘postmodern art' 9=
T Sol2 AMgE = FHte] 54 wEY] iAol o]g #AAA = e F
=g 7}‘}.%2 Terry Smith, “Contemporary Art and Contemporaneity”, in: Critical
Inquiry 32(Summer, 2006), pp. 681-707; Boris Groys, “The Topology of Contemporary
Art”, Antinomies of Art and Culture, eds. Terry Smith, Okwui Enwezor, and Nancy
Condee, Durham: Duke University Press, 2008, pp. 71-80.

3) Harold Pinter, “Art, Truth and Politics”, 7he Essential Pinter, New York: Grove Press,
2006.
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el FolE xR (Artorum)-e 20079 & SollA FAlol 2o gk 55E viH
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4) Artorum 45March, 2007), New York: Artforum, p. 252. FAldl2&= 20056 =
(Frieze) o}FE #ofolA “Art, Politics and Popularity 8t AlEoz ZFAgx, < 2011
g oy v)did#elA “In What Time Do We Live 2= Aoz 7oA gc)

5) Alain Badiou, Metapolitics, trans. Jason Barker, New York: Verso, 2005, pp. 107-123.

6) Gabriel Rockhill and Philip Watts, “Introduction: Ranciere: 7Thinker of Dissensus’,
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Jacques Ranciere: History, Politics, Aesthetics, eds. Gabriel Rockhill and Philip Watts,
Durham: Duke University Press, 2009, pp. 1-2.

7) Jacques Ranciere, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, trans. Steven Corcoran, Malden, MA:
Polity Press, 2009, p. 24.

8) Jacques Ranciere, The Politics of Aesthetics, trans. Gabriel Rockhill New York:
Continuum, p. &2.

9) Jacques Ranciere, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, p. 23.
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ol oldd 7leeRFYH dAsta vt gAA AAeE Aleie ()
T EAYS HAIE
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A ek oM, de(ZA) dLA@A) ] EqEA R BrHEsvE 19 9
| SfrAZAe] e ESAA
Bdxe] A F& 7t EEAAL AR BAE] wE
ojth10) oA B wj A=A AAA o A m(d)et V(A
Atole] QlI#AS] WHE FajA FAAow TS W HelA EY
2’ (dissensus) 2A41¢] ozoln, o]e]dt EUXEA ] oed FAHORE V]|EY
e BEAAY A dAGT= AelA (MEh A At FAld 2 o
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A (dispositif) & 3, 2181 ‘BS5T WFEFIE nHAZAR slo] o|2Ho T
gastett. A2 oleldt AAA & AHAA 747 FEA ] B
Z(ethos) & 710 ® ot ‘deo &4 A deo Asdd AdstE ot
Walsls ‘ool AdA AAE vlAEth doprh FAEE ojg #AelA
7159 Ao HEd A dsd AR tisiA e Bl Jds FHeked
1 ol o5l BF EEA HIFE 7] wiiolds Aotk FAA R #HA
dz= dette] B, geeEe] ‘gt BA, ofzhile] ‘dlog o i
W Adielse F 7 o3 dForA WA I PEFodee] BY &
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10) Jacques Ranciére, “Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics”, Communities of
Sense: Rethinking Aesthetics and Politics, eds. Beth Hinderliter et al., Durham: Duke
University Press, 2009, p. 32, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, pp. 25-26.

11) Jacques Ranciére, “The Thinking of Dissensus: Politics and Aesthetics”, Reading
Ranciére, eds. Paul Bowman and Richard Stamp, New York: Continuum, 2011, pp.
1-17.
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12) Jacques Ranciere, The Politics of Aesthetics, pp. 12-19. o] 2] ddz}e] 7lR g =3
& Zgro] Le commun'S Go]E ‘the common’, ‘something in common’, ‘something
common’, ‘what is common’, ‘what is common to the community 2% W3l =
g, Iz £33 g HYolZ2 ‘FF, ‘FTHE, THA, THE A, 2 TEH A T
S Wetof| wet AAstA AEste] A3 ol

13) Jacques Ranciere, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, p. 25. Ao 2ol w=2H A2& vl=
olg|gt 7Hde wEA| AL} /MRS #AlCl Uk “o]Ydt FAhel AEe &I AR,
ol gt Xt AZE, RN HIZRAY, A5 ol Hujel AlEuizt izt wWale 3
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14) Jacques Ranciére, The Politics of Aesthetics, p. 82.
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‘Dartage’®] 9Ju)7} o|F Aol ER Sa] AAAHERIIE AT
o] FHoleh: AL Bao] FH Awe] foe] ‘FH (sharing)®l £AT} BAe

e 3 vtE 2§34 W (disruption)®] A8 #AIGH. 18 B &

a8 e B3] AAA(imina)elzh= A, o] A2 gAjd 2] ‘A x| e] g}
o sk #AEE Ee 5FAES gty Aotk ek o] il
54% A3 2 AZ4gge] ou] Afolo] EAXI, 2L B gk o
ofolw F3Hzbe] gk whofolth BA7E mHQl AL 13lo] vpE A A|7he
2749 RS aFer] wiolH, wekA 71 AZ-ou] AAEs (EAE71E
a7t AZE7IE aFshe) AAA JAdkel o3| stddnh o]FEA = o, &
e k2 XA FAE, AEA FAYE, 18 2AAES EYsta AAsheE
Mol AAAIID olyet e Y FEAolojr] 2AY AxAL
Atk Ao 2o w2, ojejg MEg TS AP H o HGxe] wEPe] I
ojube Aol gk ‘mgte] A FhmA Aojof ofW|AE AtolellA o
olub7] Wil 79 FEAAE FAA dee] Fort HeE Aotk o]#EA &
w, e TEAAE AP OR FeHeln] pHA o m wheb 73 E AA 9
3 REZAY oed AAE L3 dAH oz AL ulE o7]A] Sgl=
Aol 2] A7 dledast —apale] AL Bl A FHE— ‘s Al 7}
A AA k] BAE AHE daTt Aot

16) X & 2=0] ‘partage’™= ‘= (partition)Z} ol (distribution) ¥AFe] <w|E EF U Esta
ti= Ao fdd "art vk of7]4 Y] ‘Le Partage du sensible & ‘7”39]
EE AAe BuPE FoeiA] gu A BEAAIR HYs AL 9Es
k& 91k Blojt}, WalAtd 7ol R (e )2 AA A ofF

= A Al AA (e o) 93] AAEoIoF = 7|Ee] AA = ‘iﬂﬁﬂ"’]ﬂ
RSEll=

17) Davide Panagia, “ “Partage du sensible” the distribution of the sensible”, Jacques
Ranciére: Key Concepts, ed. Jean-Philippe Deranty, Durham: Acumen, 2010, pp.
95-103.
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18) Jacques Ranciére, The Politics of Aesthetics, pp. 20-30. ©] FA¢ #AHE BT} =A%
=olo thelM e S-S FX: Alsthesis: Scénes du régime estéthique de lart, Paris:
Galilee, 2011.



Ao 2o “HXIA ofg'oll &sto [ 47|15 37

oh AEA vt wad, ‘AAA de’e dso] GAH R —= dAdE H|u
StAY WA 7] =El— ol A 7Pgshed, o2 7Hde Aol 9
o Axt Abol o] latdAlel ofAs) gtk a-d FAdlEs 5 ofHd A
24 dlgo] vget FElE ANE L = 7k ol s ANEEdTS AL A
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ot HEo] ded A= Wajof dva eud FASHAT IS SIS
ushA snhd S o1ds] 24171 deof AS asksdl itk EekAd @Al Al
el 7led ALt AAA szdsos WEHAGE a7 ue}
= Aeetsl Hojof dhrpa FESHAN o] FAA aHs o
1= o8] 18417] ool e sizuigle=ig vlojubA] st
Ath= Aolth. Aol 2= offd AdA sfride] 18471e F 71+ ke
devtelel] o) mARA H Atk A8k, shvb= &l A (archi-ethical)
Aupglolal v shubs wH dusloltt AldH Hud S V2 oR B
o dlwzke ofxel we Fetd d¥e V|EE M FoRA dHAAAE A4S
a el AdstAl "= AellA ‘a4 (pedagogical) ‘j‘“olﬁ‘r ==, ©]
23 wdo] FAE 270l gAs) e A Axke] #AZF AAAS Sle] of
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Uzt —F49] Az Belo29] a5, A2 Fau £ Wi AFeA BE
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& & wl— ‘NA4 4 (undecidable)?! Ao.2 FAHPHETH=H Tk
ool AAA FH(efficacy)?] wAlOIA wHeF AEH sfride] A3
A =gz Aol olAl derted AFH AA] wiAES AR
Z deAE "Wy AY @Al Bl o) Bk 9 Y Zlolgtal WA
olZlo] HtZ oo I v AAQl &FEA Yvslolth. A ﬁﬂ?ﬂﬂr
S TF4 EAR v vedAIE AHA
Fole] Farr H¥eta, oderteEs WER weE Hif R AR

Aol BOE Bekshl i ot BE AAAEE sl FEe] AL T

9) Jacques Ranciere, “The Paradoxes of Political Art”, p. 135.
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F 7 g4 2d = A" A o)A (mediation) ¥ ‘214 2 A (immediacy)
o denlzRY Hojy Qze Rdz AAsy shzd 7o) BlE ose] A
A AAR WA sy veloltt wF sfejriele] MALS FARG ATHe k)9t
) Atole] FAA #AC AR mi Feld Utk ‘WA olgl= ol
dsA AT AEA )T Alele] tAA BAY AA e Re'E AA s,
AAT e Y 7E utR mls omgith gAjel 2= —W vkl iy

go] EEaYel deo ‘Fie FEH[AY] A g A4S Sl s 29
o] Ao dAS (FuA, AH, EYH, FF4) FHo tigh ‘T gtk
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dz= dze] nA Al A5 FA4 & dAlelM HHA A
Aol WEs= Fo] 2 (committed) HAA olwe] A} ZAE AXTH A&

AEA AA= TS FA AAA7]= ‘AdUe]’(a principle of adaptation)l]
w2 Hed ol AAF oee dubAQl BHAAMH oW FX A JrE
Zta RS Adetal RS MAEAR e defrdelth 2y gAdEs
o] A5 FutsE o &9l Fof’(committment)2] A9} HHSF 23], o] EH]
W, dls7ke whagstel] Fro'd 4= QAN 19 dso] HX| Ao m Fo' gtk
AL sttt wein) ovfeld Fol'= o] shE|ae]rt ofy 7] witoleh=
Aolth22) E o|AL dlgo] HAX Aol Ao] ofy} o (m|dhe 1 A4l
o] BA e WEMEAE ZEaL dvke Aoty ‘oA e —aFet ds

B wge— 294 e WAR Q3o AnA ZAd o8 Adwr) v
2 o\ d&7l AE A wEAE FAR gEdeteE 19 FE 3l

20) ibid, p. 137.
21) ibid, p. 138.
22) Jacques Ranciere, The Politics of Aesthetics, p. 60.
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3. BELA'EAMY AAH d<e

ool A Hi= wie} ol A== e BEAAY NS T ol
=3 Ao FdH AARES =oAL, tdee Al 7 AlAe Tid e E e A
A4 e S e =TTk Ao A et AR A
4 B7REe @A 7S] oA Aol U@ MR i AEE o
FUARE o] Aok A= HAH dee] 54 (specificity)e] A 7F A
718 oA S EAFESdT T2 A5 AR ‘ez vH Al g2 &
sl Y gRiglstel —= FAldl2s= 18417] tis™ ol A 2417] F<2te] o
=dqde (o] ‘ez AP AAe hE =) olee] vH AR st T2

23) ibid, pp. 61-62. FAol20] WER, “EAe @4 nste] g9k GA ] mat Aol
A AaAAE T8 A% 7ol stk Aolnh oA Al AA| 7t FH4 oA
grotof gtk Zlo] ofyth 252 oW Afox AE H ARltk FA= 1 Al
i 7P7<13’- dar, Wk 1 zpalel AAE ZEa vy 2y A AAAAE %
712 §lrk 1920 29 1)lo] [] 1980 ] A m| o] g3} <t]o] HE>T} AHA
A Hljjra TS gl AAE Hol7|k atal, R R AR A el Agke AAT Kol
7% 3l AS ARSI AL AAFEoty (ibid, p. 62).

24) Rockhill, “The Politics of Aesthetics: Political History and the Hermeneutics of Art”,
Jacques Ranciére: History, Politics, Aesthetics, p. 199. &3 047]/\1 ‘o3 X9
ST tg Aol 29 JE ooz 7HLUr A (823 gk A3ke] 3
Ao 2] Al A AXA S dRlske) o] sid % 355 e e S
AEY Aoty gkal d3it
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A A ] vt wske] Ao el A et ez (mshe] o
HE =dA e s AARGE A als e (BAA) dee] 5449%
gl oo, v f gAjdlRe) JAH dgio] Azt qii, FAG &
&, W8 B4 Afele] ZIERe] AA, Eel, ARA e =dAe gl oA
Foam —HY ofES XAERY ofES} AHEE— 20009 WFe] 7Aelv
] obES}t A1 #AE A gtk As =Fshed 3

aET BdAe o] F A SuE AR HES AL Gajd =] HA]
A e 8As —sAWA el — dze] PAA &
wAF Ao gl o] EAlsh ¥EE HANHo] vt BdA g dEH
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ol A@n el Al B uf, A d&e dFow

rlr

d, 258 de] “Au(FR)Y 5AL dAsL, FF olelag AL, A
8% 47e] ¥7)" W] gRHoz wA ki AA@ FAol 2 ol
F 40 W] o ARA dee 1 o4d Tx = dse A4 F9

4 o}

& A& AdHd A7 AAs=
g A4, B2, o] gdrks Aolth Al 2] ek, wH o]
T “dsmA FAM) 1319 A}Qﬁ F)5(AT) Alole] RE FAA FA <
AA"E on|sl n|F wde uiz “o&F 7t A BF 74E
a9 g3 Aole] ©HE”S ou|git), YA 2= o]t AXH e HAH

2Ys ‘BdAY m¥olgt REsd, FAHeR 2L H(sense)d o
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4 17t B

N1 ARE o})H 23 AL e BAAe} 4 Bolx
Aol oM A dlee] S5 o] Fxte] Aolo] oJEFTIE Aol
olelgt ol Aol 2o 6%d el Ade Foud Ao v

'3} ‘wste] 4’ Atole] Aold] o|7a k. FAldj2e] of
sk dE(mshe] EARY AABRAS oHErE FaPAV— FA9)
S

dzol zolE wel=dE Tistth ‘vgte]l A= 19 AAH o&9 o]EH
23bolal 53] AAH Az S TAleh ddEe 7] WEolth FAlel
2ol A A=A o) wabs} ‘wgre] G, S AR 9} dle(mehe] Aol= A4 =d

=4 A

A9 P42 Aol du, BAY dee] Ege Faoleh o
2 ol A7) A BARY FAS Forshed Ak FAH O Y9 g
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‘FARke] AR e S AL SEAA Adel A’ ‘wske] A
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go] v & ‘HlE2 (demos) ZA— H]d(wrong)S &3l 71EY BAAAE &
dota At = AZAA} wA A HF5S Adsiy sl vbd ‘w]ske]
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[e]

Ao We —4A9 we] AN FANE Fa 44 @A BEA

25) Jacques Ranciere, “The Paradoxes of Political Art”, p. 139.

26) ibid, p. 140. FA 2= AR nEPe] Al FAstet wste] Ao wilql AEA
o] gas FAE TAE b Zo] sk A wEe FAl(we)d T4, F
FA o A Fdo] AL A Qo] RIAAE FEATE &7V HE AMEE, S 0}
T ges ZA g AR ke AlgEo] ofd) dwel AR A Ut
(ibid, pp. 141-42). W8te] A A+ “’\Hi% MRl A A= NEALS J_O}(?L“)
st gyAtEdA JEd BagE SHA] AT il FR-E AAA B AlA
2A9 FHAPY AAE AT J'bm’., p. 142).
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|
%)’ (metapolitics) 2} E#t}.

L7 FA 2 A EdA = AR ] AT oA FAld g E=

= oolnd A4 Qdualzt 499 5 e s, oe g
sp3} wgke] AA Aolel, Ao} (L el Afelo] AH A=

gtk Zloltt, o[Zlo] o Al =7t AA A de = vste] QAN dPst

© AATE —LRbES onlol M o] AA| e} A E=— WERAR A 9lsh=
7o) olfroltt AAA HAAE= FHA(the common)E ZAAT = &S AHE =
A BA L, “EAG AlH 179 A AAMEs AAse A
A2 AmAAY ddsta, a5S SAS AR i, S S-S EA, Al
Ax2lel A7 AT #AG G2 g mEke] P —3hE A9
nee] EAQ MEE FAEH St e ste s A A4S Fx
SPAIRE— WREA]L A ARl QlAAA Y] BAE ofwlstE ‘A 2] (original

disjunction)®] ZZAsfol| A RE 2hssiet, FAld 25 ofe|gh AL Al A
HIEH = e Qe dEAd AAA oz Ferpelel o =AW
Zlolgbal A A sk, AXA oo HWEPGA ] 4 “GAF el o)A
FAA 2 A, S AT A, AAeE 1 3 Abolo] AEE Al SollA At

S 5L AASEY Ak en FAR

rlo

27) ibid, p. 148.
28) 1bid, p. 139.
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29) Jacques Ranciere, “The Thinking of Dissensus: Politics and Aesthetics”, Reading Ranciére,
pp. 8-9. FAlN 2] ‘WEPGA e st Bl RS =9= Eue] AES Hx

30) Marjorie Garber, Beatrice Hanssen, and Rebecca L. Walkowitz, eds., 7he Turn 7o
Ethics, Routledge: New York, 2000. & “fgleolgt goj7} Wasl= A& wolsle]
Ao o]&7tE0] thst WA olefg AlglH @S HIH R EAEE ATt
=5 Tggsto gl A (The Twrn To Ethics)ol® AWOR Fol Z7+gt) o] A9
HAAELS &g shte] deolat sAld Adolets dA s ] ADA FAHA 43
ol EAA o|EES AWdAg=Ad Wl FHSLA Pk 15| w2, ofg|AEEY
d2, ZtE, A, et F3, dEd, 27 dnvs 5o s “fEE EE
“FHAJ] ATE ANEE, AFA S, AR S EA N ol AT e &2 —3)
ve] BiA FHUSH e o)A, Ag4, FEH FAE AASE— “ANEE S
2 2593, agste] fnys, AT, AARA, 7|5 nfEasgele] o|ErtE
AA, olelgt AuFE(&E )2 vl HA o] HAULE AR < A2 M F
gto] A} HAo)& H|HF G thr] FASte], ofjzo] HHEA Azt A&4 FAE H|
date &gt st AEd vAEo] oA felehs ‘e’ A ‘&l AFA
'S 7T} o] Ao HAAE wEY, esd AY F3(Chantal Mouffe), T2
HE2 (Judith Butler), &7 ®}H(Homi Bhabha) W] Z# o] A (Nancy Fraser) 5 %<
Ak}, X o) &7}, HE7tES oyt Y “&fEstoR el Aol AXZEH F&
E83 EYFoet 502 Mgon FHAfAE £3 AAE gA G $HE

X3 (bid, pp. vii—xil).



Aol Z7helT e By BAo 2 o
ohe AASE “aed fH AARe AN 27 ko WA o
o A agng 27h Qs Beldith A2 ot sty Ag

of FAZE A A9} des E=YA dde] FEA7IEH gl Ao] oy
Az e} oxo ‘EFAS gelats ‘EHES 99 (indistinct sphere)e] ol
ATk FAgth FE sk AMAS g ol Eallste As, 9el UekAtd, BE
HET A PAES Y EEc By sl ¥AsHE AL ofn| st
ol gk #HolA FAdEE olEHW EEY ‘Firo] Hdsl, ofztulo] ‘d
o] el A, degthe] wiEase) §7 o MdEe] fEA Agks )
Aom meEbA FAA TS AFAIZITAL FA ) o) g &EA HS
o] ‘dxe] HWoRREH fFY gt 1 YA(SF EUAZAY A HFH)
O A(E EYARS A 37)9F YT Aotk

FAlo 2ol w2, §elghe Folun 37, 2, Pede] Aol §

of Agh = QY] vk Adso] A A FEHHE A olHg
A9] (95 3]&stA §v) FRAC] viE AMEES] AAE AloFehe A
Ads 5AoRE vk &4 A3 ojd AP WA EAet 79 Akl
BEHES 995 AL Sdsted ded EAs 2Ae] ‘HdE fle e o
do], B =g s FErhedl k3 FAHoE 4 [Agte e &
geo] qro g A Sl Aol ofyed F 74A| =Y, AR I A Afole] A
1ol gfo] lom o] o] viE ‘UX]'(consensus)E AHESH=H TED) o]E gk

31) Jacques Ranciere, “The Ethical Turn of Aesthetics and Politics”, p. 184. ZA}= ¢ 7] A
AE2] 94 ‘the dissolution of norm into fact'Z ‘the dissolution of fact into norm’'®] &
7] (typo) & esle] APAS 79 Lo &8 Ao w A gt

32) Jacques Ranciere, “The Thinking of Dissensus: Politics and Aesthetics”, pp. 1-17.

33) Solange M. Guénoun, “Jacques Ranciere’s Ethical Turn and the Thinking of Discontents”,
Jacques Ranciére: History, Politics, Aesthetics, pp. 176-192.

34) Jacques Rancieére, “The Ethical Turn of Aesthetics and Politics”, p. 185.

35) ibid, p. 188.
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oleld Wetel ) Aol 2z s|Ee] wpRasFels ezt (53 )
Fol) AeAEo] (55 FHASH B9 BAIS walg) Xéﬂ%— Ao)she WA

‘AR =S FASHE S olMEE WIelas®) olzbwle] ‘d9le] A
B’ (the state of exception)] ©]&o] G4 4& B2 4Hthomo sacer)dl] XA
stk RUUYE S AAAL HQlthar vlgsity, Ao 2] mEH ‘o 9) ‘9

]

W, 2o AGES EARA WHOEVE BIANL 1E5S 55, AR

36) Jacques Ranciére, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, p. 26.

37) Jacques Ranciere, “The Thinking of Dissensus: Politics and Aesthetics”, pp. 4-5.

38) ibid, p. 3. BAIO 2= ol ES] X9 el A7} 7“17—‘1 a3k B A A ghe] Ape] 9
ol vt BEd 1 oolfe 18 BEo] A E(police)s MAEY] wiioletal
ghrh FA 2 w2, GX]= vkZ ol dA7F ‘Aoz A AAo] gle A
A ALE = Ao ol Aold w, “AAE 8 Hold ArgET e 4
< A3 "Hold AMEES EElske AAd ool A7id u” AX7F EAgT



FAOoR tFe 3 A5 FAA ELAAEA VAN v a5s As)
FastelAl HH AAw= AdEnh Yol gAelEs dEtt 1Y dS
PARS 3

g hRoEA, Z WEAG AUAA Be Ak A4S Relgomn 3
Ade AAS Adn waw, gAdze w3 frlmase fd,
(Specters of Mard ol A Itk (EAS] EAE Wold) e $AS ¥
ofetn 1o Baeel gl WH P Fold A2 AHLA AW Aolth
GAlolZo] mEw, oWd AIAES BAlE A9 AN Adel 54
Aoy grFomA AN e i AANA HUx, 1ste]
2 stde) AsE @A Feirkee ek

P2 PAMOD BAG e Pl e=e] Aol welst 29 Vg
3 oA ged AR FEAGD AN dnHon oEtEe B
A (differend)s} *91% (wrong)¢] ArsHe mEUF] AW Gashs 2
ANV EN ERERHUZY Fador dud QAW FAdZE ool
27 g Rolgal Fa gl 2E oed A4S AN Fea,
A3 o] Al WY 2AMNNL S5 doldslel os wEelnrke A
S polFaA gtk FAAN2e] BN 2w, eeet=el TsoluAst “fe

05" (Heidegger and ‘the Jews)& EAERT At A slue] AsdS o]
Fadva el 27 YREETE AR AdAALRSYH g23gd Aol of
Uzl 24 AFAEe] A EA AR Eitts Aolthd o 7|4 SEjole R UE

o] =& AAke] FAZE HAAR B ol aite] Ak ofyldnh AR &
A MAL S (AHrel 29 RS gaekE = Al HEEAAERA)
Ay e MAbel A Aot Tl AHE A Ee] o9l
HEel wpAet dAolth gleEEs A oS FES FiE F)

el ddem st mA FEje] deldS e Ao A =dA

39) ibid, pp. 12-13.
0) Jean-Francois Lyotard, Heidegger and ‘the Jews’, trans. Andreas Michel and Mark S.
Roberts, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1990.
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A7 G ARZRE feAsHe AGOR, F B4 UF JAT AES A
Asty) 918 ZRAES] AFYAZA ANA ot WA A2 ¢
eBt=s} MH 4YS —aye] BE S e 294 AYOR ABAHO
W, % A5 99l AEe AsagoEn AtAAs gaste ErERY

ATV BElE AL BaeTa dx e Aot
2. AdiFl &t geld ABY EA

galolzol W, douee] Bae S8t o8 »
e 1, OMUJ_ ou] ErEWH ok PolEEA, bW YHo] ErE-

|

ZE otEd] FARSEAL U=AZE obdEh Aake] ‘mleke] AHAe] fwolH,
] wH AAre] WMSHA FEw AAA s FA Y ofwl Aol dofut
A s Zlo|tha) A 2E FAH R HA A owe] BUAH PA(F 1
A =dAe] WS g4l vl 7 FHE 5 ‘23 (wI), G, ‘=
(&), Az A=At 24808 ZA= olH7 dAIEE AR
WEHA SEo] g AW H9len, agjste] e5d Aol “wdAe =
Zol M Alvle] =z, &0 TAem Al olFstal” Jvh=H itk FAl=

1) Jacques Ranciére, “The Thinking of Dissensus: Politics and Aesthetics”, pp. 9-10.

2) Jacques Ranciére, “Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics”, p. 44. HA| 2=
TFAA SR FHe] vEHA A dojd vjHA] owe HItE 6, 70dd¢F 2000 9]
AES vusty gy o] AMedith FAdEE, olEH W, 109U mHA 2&# 9
<Bringing the War Home>Z} 1998'd %79] <Les temps du monde>, 123 1992 9]
A7~ WMEY <The Other Vietnam Memorial># 2000d g 2~E Y EE2~719 <les
abonnés du telephone>ollA] LA HAl= 453 =38 FXst J=d wks] $x19
€ olggt 45 =] AFAEAE BA .

43) Jacques Ranciere, “Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics”, pp. 46-47. &A]ol
2E o3 =AE UE AR ofF fA1E Ugom tFEYger, o 59
“Problems and Transformations of Critical Art”, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, pp.
45-609} “The Ethical Turn of Aesthetics and Politics”, Dissensus, pp. 184-2025 #%.
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44) ibid, pp. 48-49.

45) FMEThE 3 duvEe Hagd s Fxste o279t dertEe FAA des ‘BY
A (dissensus)®] @A ow HWE Ao 29 #Ho os] nFEHAT] wEoli =Ao] B
5% @ FES Be vEolErkse] ¥4 : S

Zo did] sYskA @& Aolr] Wil
46) Jacques Ranciere, “Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics”, p. 48.
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47) Jacques Ranciére, “The Paradoxes of Political Art”, pp. 148. ZAlo| 29 Hg] Qo] o3t
vz e o] Eax ofgy] Fx TR o9 ‘AANEY oo} A, w|E
ot 344, 2011, pp, 301-306.

8) Jacques Ranciére, “Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics”, p. 49.

49) sbid, p. 49; Jacques Ranciere, “The Paradoxes of Political Art”, p. 148.
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50) Jacques Ranciére, “The Paradoxes of Political Art”, pp. 149-50. @A 2= 2}
oA ‘eEd 7 SRS 9 dedEEe] JES FAY TAE UFIL Jve AL
o] ofyrpetn Ldteh FAjol2 = old G AVERA A ol AT A¥ gl
a3y oe] A, deg 32EE dFeth
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52) ibid, p. 144.

53) Jacques Ranciére, “Contemporary Art and the Politics of Aesthetics”, pp. 49-50.

54) o] &=Ao i3t FAHel EMe S #FFE: Suzanne Lacy, Leawving Art, Durham:
Duke University Press, 2010; Grant H. Kester, The One and the Many, Durham: Duke
University Press, 2011; Tom Finkelperarl, What We Made: Conversations on Art and



[-4 U
poy
rlo
[
lo
=
[ﬁ
2
r o)
o

o]

| &5A9 ‘dX 4 (consensual) 7Fx<} A

7_ﬂ‘
s Adreel A U AdaA BE £ S Aol Ak o
Zl
A

=

18 4A5) BAE 5 e A %
e Al $ol5e AX R dEolErbE Aleld ods Fad gow
wolSolAith, tirie] el ebee AN, MBL WuvEe FF 54
o= WolEY Buk olUe WA, 454, 484 § ve 4694 w9 5
$aha ko)

FANZE olelR JPsd vwES BAS de AY Hstn YAE
AR fel 1) AAA elge] wAe] wet oo it 1) g thgw
2ol B 2 & 92 Aolth WA, FANEE (e A& w4 A

2

M 2t Al gAE =

ke
o
[
v
Qe
2
N
o
>
2
frtl
o,
E 2
kol
B
il
i)
ot
sk
¥
g2
rlr
o

Socral Cooperation, Durham: Duke University Press, 2013.

55) Nicolas Bourriaud, Felational Aesthetics, trans. Simon Pleasance and Fronza Woods,
Paris: les presses du réel, 2002, pp. 16-17.

56) Terry Smith, What Is Contemporary Art?, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
2000.
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+1ko] ﬂﬂ s gl 9l

58) o] i=Alol that Rl AAMg 82 T3S FF Emesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe,
Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Toward a Radical Democratic Politics, London:
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ABSTRACT

Issues in Ranciére’s View of Political Art

Ki-Soo Kim"

It is worth noting that Jacques Ranciére’s view of political art - based
on his discussion of relations between politics and aesthetics (or art) - has
had an enormous effect on not just its relevant contemporary philosophical and
aesthetic discourses but also the theories and practices of contemporary art
since 1990 in particular. Some features of Ranciére’s theory of political art
consist philosophically in its critique of both Marxist Structuralism and
Poststructuralism, and terminologically in its radically different definition of
‘politics” and ‘aesthetics’ from those of traditionalists. In case of the latter, for
Ranciére, politics is not a struggle for power but a matter of equality and
conflict over the common, and aesthetics is not a discipline of studying the
nature of beauty and art but is a matter of the distribution of the sensible in
which to determine the manners of behavior, perception, and thinking, and of
‘the aesthetic regime of art’ which amounts to an approach to contemporary
art in our ages. Ranciére thereby critically investigates problems of his
contemporary philosophical discourse and artistic practices in terms of his key

notions such as ‘dissensus’, ‘ethical turn’, ‘equality’, etc.

* Post—-doctorate Researcher, Yeungnam University
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In this context, this paper examines how Ranciére formulates his own
theory of political art, and then how he critically analyzes today’s aesthetic
discourse and the stream of contemporary art. First of all, the gist of
Ranciére’s theory of political art lies in the aspect that politics and art are
concerned with reconfiguring the distribution of the sensible as their respective
common, as they are ontologically inseparable, and that his theory of political
art 1s formally concerned with reframing the distribution of the sensible by
means of its visual practice (whereas politics is concerned with transforming
the distribution of the sensible directly through political subjectivization).
Second, from his historical point of view Ranciére bases his theory of political
art upon the aesthetic regime of art on which the singularity of art and the
paradoxical unity of logos and pathos rest, and thereby is able to criticize the
given regimes of art, namely, at once the ethos and truth of community in the
ethical regime of image and the artistic autonomy and hierarchy in the
representative regime of art, and strives to reconfigure the distribution of the
sensible established by the latter regime. Thirdly, Ranciére stresses that
political art wields 1its political efficacy strategically through a dissensus
between sense and sense, specifically through a separation or rupture between
Intention and consequence, and thereby criticizes the problems of the given

political art that thrives on consensus.

This paper moves on to discuss how Ranciére diagnoses that today’s
philosophical discourse and artistic practices come to a crisis by taking their
‘ethical turn’, and how he argues that they result in the age of consensus and
thus come to erase political and emancipatory spaces. When ethics means
normativity, it brings about indistinct spheres between fact and law.

Specifically, for Ranciére, Lyotard’s ‘sublimity’ and ‘differend’, Agamben’s ‘state
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of exceptionality’ and Derrida’s ‘otherness’ and ‘ghost’ serve to abolish political
potentiality by their respective absolutizations. Meanwhile, this paper also
examines how Ranciére analyzes that two major strands of contemporary art
such as relational art and activist art are to shrink political space by their
‘ethical turn’ and their facilitation of consensus, For example, relational artists
substitute problems of social bond and bare humanity for politics, pursue a
micro—utopia based on harmony and consensus, and thereby come to atrophy
political space, whereas activist artists seek to directly play a political role in
the betterment of our society and to reconfigure the spatio-temporal
distribution of the sensible through their consensual paradigm, but, for

Ranciére, this approach ends up with failing to effect any political efficacy.

In conclusion, this paper points out problems inherent in Ranciére’s view
of political art according to which he sees problems of contemporary
philosophy and art in their abolishment of political space by their ethical turn,
on the one hand, and discusses the validity of his criticism, on the other hand,
as the following: what Ranciere takes issue with at once Lyotard's ‘sublimity’,
Agamben’s ‘exceptionality’, Derrida’s ‘otherness’, and relational art and activist
art is not so much ethics or morality per se as a shrinking of political space
through instrumentalization of ethics based on consensus. In spite of there
being no less room for controversy, that Ranciére’s model of political art can
be defended is that it contains philosophical universality but more importantly
rests upon his historical insight according to which the whole world since the
fall of Berlin wall has become standardized —turned into ethics, borrowing
Ranciére’s terminology— owing to global capitalism and neoliberalism, and
correspondingly equality and democracy have ever become shrunk and have

now been in jeopardy.
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