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Istorija oblika (form) gomile je istorija njene nepredstavljivosti. 
Svaki značajan trenutak, svaki uticajan događaj političke istorije 
od antike do danas bio je obeležen zastupanjem ili odbacivanjem 
neke predstave zastrašujuće moći mnoštva. Većina političkih 
spisa se bavila, da je nazovemo pravim imenom, tehničkom 
stranom ove predstavljivosti, pošto je vladanje mnoštvom bilo 
njihova glavna briga. Zato, kroz istoriju, kada god se neki traktat o 
političkim odnosima bavio poimanjem mnoštva, uvek se posebno 
bavio problemom legitimnosti delegatskog modela predstavljanja: 
predstavljanjem mnogih od strane vlade poverene nekolicini i 
načinima da se taj model legitimizuje.
Ono što nas danas i ovde zanima je činjenica da je suštinski problem 
politike istovremeno ilustrovan predstavama, u ovom konkretnom 
slučaju vizuelnim predstavama, alegorijskim i metaforičnim, 
fenomena mnoštva. Drugim rečima, apstraktno predstavljanje 
mnoštva figurom suvereniteta je ilustrovano posebnim predstavama 
mase kao slike, znaka ili simbola. I u svakom pojedinačnom slučaju, 
u tim slikama, znakovima i simbolima masâ, nalazio se i simptom ili 
istinito naličje njihovih povesnih razdoblja. 
Doba prosvetiteljstva ustoličilo je jedan vid racionalizovanja onoga 
što je ranije bilo bezoblična figura gomile. Istovremeno je, međutim, 
taj novi vid poimanja mase odredio politički pravac prosvetiteljskog 
projekta. Nelegitimna i, naročito, iracionalna upotreba straha, 
sile radi vladanja mnoštvom, koje postaje zastrašujuće tek kada 
prestane da se straši, ispostavlja se ne samo kao nepravedno, već 
i kao nedelotvorno. Samo se dobrovoljno i ugovorno potčinjavanje 
pojedinaca zakonu može održati s dovoljno stabilnosti.
Godine 1651, Thomas Hobbes je napisao Levijatan, svoj traktat o 
uspešnoj vladavini, praćen indikativnim podnaslovom: Materija, oblik 
i vlast države crkvene i građanske. Ako je materija naroda mnoštvo, 
politički ključ biće njen oblik. Doslovno.
Slika na koricama prvog izdanja Hobbesovog traktata je vizuelni 
sažetak njegove teze o Državi. Ovo je jedna od najranijih poznatih 
slika na kojima je masa predmet prikazivanja. Ona ne prikazuje ni 
bitku, ni karneval, kao što je bilo uobičajeno u retkim vizuelnim 
predstavama koje su u jednom prizoru prikazivale velik broj ljudi. 
Figura koju ovde oslikavaju obrisi vladarevog tela jeste platno koje 
sačinjava ogroman broj malih glava koje predstavljaju njegovu 
sveukupnost, ne zbir delova. Vratićemo se ovoj predstavi nešto 
kasnije. Ono što je ovde od značaja jeste to što mreža koju čine te 
glavice predstavlja gomilu kao telo, telo čija je glava – glava vladara.
Temelji političkog liberalizma počivaju na ranoprosvetiteljskoj 
zamisli – koju su zastupali Hobbes, John Locke i Baruch Spinoza – da 
pojedinac, po zakonu prirode, može i mora slediti sopstveni interes 
i da iracionalna dogma političke ili verske tiranije ne može trajno 
potisnuti taj prirodni zakon. Ova zamisao se ne protivi uverenju da će, 
ukoliko se otrgne kontroli, pojedinačna snaga volje oslepeti, postati 
neukrotiva i zverska. U knjizi Bodies, Masses, Power (Tela, mase, moć) 
o Spinozi i njegovim savremenicima, Warren Montag postavlja pitanje 
do koje mere je prvu liberalnu ideologiju odredio upravo ovaj strah od 
mase. Rat svih protiv svih je Hobbesov košmarni scenario, slika koja i 
dalje važi za kranju posledicu nedostatka reda. Prema tome, zamisao 
koju brane ovi autori samo potvrđuje da je potčinjenje pojedinačnih 
volja delotvorno i trajno samo ako se one potčine dobrovoljno. To je 
društveni ugovor po kojem ja prihvatam granice zakona pod uslovom 
da ih podjednako prihvatiš i ti. Predstava tela kao mase i uma kao 
vladara postavlja jedno organsko tumačenje, po kojem se prirodna 
ravnoteža mehanički upisuje u društveno delo. Vladarev racionalni um 
treba da goni ili vodi sposobnosti i telesnu snagu mase.
Gore pomenuti Locke ponudio je sličnu sliku: sliku vladara kao jahača 
u sedlu mase, „te neukrotive zveri“. Ova konjička analogija redovno 
se pojavljuje u istoriji poimanja gomile i mi ćemo joj se još vraćati. 
Takođe ćemo se vratiti još jednoj Lockeovoj metafori, u ovom slučaju 
metafori koja objašnjava žudnju mase za stabilnošću: „osim kada 
je neka velika zajednička opasnost, koja je objedini u sveopštem 
previranju, nagna da prenebregne poštovanje i osmeli da se lati oružja 
u borbi za svoje želje. I tada, ponekad, ona se okrene na bogate i 
odnese sve, kao potop“ (Locke 1824, 71).
Za sada, zaustavićemo se kod razlikovanja glave i tela na koricama 
Levijatana. U obema verzijama – kao divlji konj i kao potop – 
iracionalnost mase predviđa samo jedan ishod: neophodnost 
prihvatanja divlje prirode i nedostatka odgovornosti mnoštva kao 
potopa koji se izliva iz korita zakona. Međutim, ovakvo shvatanje 
bezglavog tela podrazumeva niz zaključaka, koji će i u kasnijoj 
filozofiji proizvesti neke značajne efekte.
„Ko zna šta jedno telo može da učini?“ Ovo zagonetno pitanje, koje je 
u isto vreme postavio Spinoza, stiče poseban značaj kada se postavi 
uz simbol-sliku mase kao tela. Ko zna šta jedno telo može da učini? 
Možda bismo to mogli reći i ovako: ko zna šta bi sve telo moglo da 
učini bez ograničenja koja mu nameće um? Ovde se možemo prisetiti 
figure mesečara i pijanca: onih koji ne čine ono što žele ili što bi 
trebalo da čine, čak ni kada bi to bilo u njihovom vlastitom interesu. 
Spinozijanska predstava „tela koja pokreću druga tela“ krije ne samo 
strah od mnoštva već, i to istovremeno, i opčinjenost njegovom 
neumitnošću. Uostalom, Spinozina briga, koja je i danas na snazi, 
krije se i u sledećem aksiomu iz njegove Etike: „uviđati bolje ali slediti 
najgore“. Drugim rečima, zašto se ljudi bore za vlastitu potčinjenost 
tako hrabro, kao da se bore za spasenje? Uostalom, kako Spinoza 
takođe primećuje, ljudska bića su uvek svesna svojih želja, ali ne i 
razloga koji ih gone i uslovljavaju da imaju te želje. 
Vek kasnije i prateći istu podelu odgovornostî, želja i obaveza/
dužnostî između tela i uma, Kant će ponuditi cinično rešenje ovog 
problema, tvrdeći da je bes/bezobrazluk [outrage] legitimna 
pokretačka snaga razuma i savetujući sledeće: „rezonujte koliko god 
hoćete i o čemu god hoćete, samo budite poslušni!“ (Kant 2004, 17). 
Dokle god je telo potčinjeno, možemo se boriti za slobodu uma. 
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Kratak predah:
Kada sam na početku ovog teksta istakao da mi je ovde važna istorija 
oblikâ gomile, napisao sam to zato što upravo u toj problematičnoj 
kristalizaciji nečega što je navodno bez oblika vidim probijanje 
nepatvorene istine ovog fenomena. Dvojnost oblika i sadržine koja 
odzvanja kroz sve što sam do sada rekao pod naizgled naivnim 
sparivanjem uma i tela takođe ukazuje na još jedan niz činilaca koji 
su od suštinskog značaja za razumevanje estetskoga: pitanje figure 
i pozadine. Ovde zastupam korelaciju između para figure i pozadine, 
uvek prisutnog u formalnoj (ili, ako hoćete, formalističkoj) analizi 
estetskoga, i nerešenog političkog paradoksa upisivanja pojedinca 
u društveno, ili pojedinačnog subjekta u kolektivno; fragmenta 
u sveukupnost. U drugim svojim radovima već sam ukazivao na 
odnos osnove i potke u tkaninama kao na strukturalnu analogiju 
ove nepomirljive dihotomije. Ovo se tiče ograničenosti optičke 
percepcije koja nas sprečava da u tkanini istovremeno sagledamo i 
osnovu i potku, dozvoljavajući nam da osnovu sagledamo samo ako 
istovremeno ne vidimo potku i obratno. 
Kada se pojavila fotografska tehnika, činilo se kao da ona obećava 
srećno pomirenje ovog para, odnosno paradoksa. Neposrednost 
fotografskog kadra zbog koje kamera mehanički hvata zamrznut 
trenutak u kojem se obe razine registruju bez ikakve razlike (s jedne 
strane, obrisi kolektivnog tela, sa sveukupnošću komponenata 
mase, što čini neku vrstu retikuluma i, s druge strane, svako u masi 
ponaosob, sa svojim jedinstvenim osobinama i stavom koji je slučajno 
zauzeo upravo u trenutku slikanja). Ova neraspoznatljiva masa, 
koja deli gotovo tekstilno svojstvo gravure na koricama Levijatana 
i kasnijih prikaza mase u drugim gravurama, nije dozvoljavala 
istovremenost. Prema tome, nije preterano smelo utvrditi (u čemu 
bi nas mogli podržati Walter Benjamin ili Siegfried Kracauer, na 
primer) da ova činjenica, uobličavanje mase fotografskim medijem, 
retrospektivno određuje samosvest njenih učesnika, koji se, po prvi 
put, mogu videti na slici i saosećati s tim prepoznatljivim licima koja 
se na njoj ukazuju. Takva tvrdnja bi se mogla podržati i činjenicom 
da je nastanak organizovane i samosvesne mase kao političkog 
subjekta koincidirao s počecima fotografije i njenog opticaja u štampi 
putem novina. Međutim, ne treba zaboraviti i da su zbog upotrebe 
tehnike fotogravure u reprodukciji, fotografije kružile u štampi najpre 
zahvaljujući ilustrovanim časopisima, koje su pripadnici imućnijih 
klasa nabavljali putem pretplate. Tek je 1897. dostupnost izravne 
reprodukcije u novinama omogućila da fotografije počnu da kruže 
u dovoljno velikoj meri da bi se razvila samosvest kod onih koji su 
se mogli videti u tim fotografijama. Još je zanimljivije to da usled 
istih tehničkih ograničenja, rudimentarna osnova u tim početnim 
tehnikama nije dozvoljavala dobre reprodukcije velikih skupova. 
Razlog tome leži u činjenici da su se tačke u retikulumu koji čini 
fotografiju stapale s glavicama koje obrazuju sliku, izobličujući ih u 
neprepoznatljivu masu, poput nekakvog moare efekta koji izaziva 
preklapanje prikazane slike i polutonske mreže [halftone grid].
Kao što sam već istakao, do nastanka fotografije, retki prikazi mase 
kao homogenog objekta morali su da žrtvuju detalje pojedinačnih 
lica i svedu ih na retikulum gestova, neku vrstu filigranskog rada koji 
je prevodio efekt mnoštva u burin tehniku u graviranju ili u teksture 
u slikarstvu. Ovaj vid prikazivanja podudarao se sa ideološkim 
shvatanjem mase kao reke ili potopa, slepog razlivanja sopstvenih 
elemenata. Međutim, krajem 19. veka, u trenutku dolaska fotografije 
i promene u doživljaju mase kao političkog subjekta, došlo je i do 
indikativnog prelaza između te dve tehnike reprodukcije. Iako, kako 
sam gore istakao, izravno štampane slike nisu ušle u opticaj skoro 
do kraja veka, otkrićem fotografije, novinski napisi su počeli da se 
ilustruju burin gravurama u drvetu, rađenim po ugledu na fotografije, 
što je omogućilo graverima da reprodukuju zbrkane detalje sa 
originalnih snimaka, onoliko detaljno koliko se smatralo poželjnim u 
svakom pojedinačnom slučaju. Dakle, ta nam se tehnika pomalja u 
simboličkom obliku, možda kao simptom čija materijalnost otkriva 
istinu koju diskurs sakriva.
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Povesna zbivanja koja su oblikovala filozofska promišljanja od 
kojih sam počeo, u vezi sa snagom gomile i vladanjem njome u 17. 
veku, bila su Engleski građanski rat i pobune Levelera oko 1651. – 
kada je objavljen Hobbesov Levijatan - kao i nereda koji su pratili 
radikalizaciju kalvinističkih verskih reformi, a naročito anabaptističku 
revoluciju, tada i dalje prisutnu u kolektivnom sećanju. Posebni 
strah od snage koju su oslobodili ovi istorijski događaji pothranjivao 
je sumnje i, istovremeno, opčinjenost s kojom su najraniji filozofi 
prosvetiteljstva posmatrali mnoštvo. Slično tome, dva veka docnije, 
jedan poseban događaj biće presudan u karakterizaciji mase kroz 
jednu novu disciplinu. Pariska Komuna 1871, zverski ugušena ko zna 
kojim povratkom poretku, imala je izravnog upliva na reviziju straha 
od gomile kod savremenih mislilaca. Delimično, strah od masovne 
pobune uticao je na stvaranje nove humanističke discipline koja će 
se baviti, po prvi put, upravo gomilom kao posebnim predmetom 
proučavanja. Upravo tako, sociologija je rođena u ovo vreme nemira, 
istovremeno s gorepomenutim promenama u tehnologiji, stvaranju i 
rasturanju slika. Nauka o društvu, koju je u Francuskoj stvorio Émile 
Durkheim, nastojala je, naročito s Gustaveom Le Bonom i Gabrielom 
Tardeom, da redefiniše fenomen mase. Zanimljivo je da u svojoj knjizi 
Psihologija gomile, Le Bon podriva dvojnost o kojoj sam pisao u prvom 
delu teksta. Ranije, u okviru te dvojnosti, gomila je predstavljana 
metaforom telesnih nagona, nagona neposredovanih umom. U ovom 
novom zaokretu, gomila je izjednačena s nesvesnim - naličjem uma. 
Sâm Freud je u gomili uočio implicitno libidinalni karakter – užitak. 
Primena novih otkrića u opisivanju gomile, oduvek posmatrane 
s podozrenjem, slaže se, dakle, s preovlađujućom atmosferom 
vremena. Ona se patologizuje, ne više na osnovu svog prirodno 
organskog karaktera, već po toj odveć ljudskoj pojavi – nesvesnome. 
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Još jedan mali excursus.
Gustav Klutsis, umetnik konstruktivizma koji je najviše učestvovao u 
sovjetskom agitpropu i paradigmatična žrtva nametanja dogmatskog 
realizma, navodno je jednom prilikom pokušao da reši problem 
staljinističkog zahteva za prikazivanjem homogene mase: kada je 
Partija odredila da slike mase treba ograničiti na zamenljive slike kao 
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The history of the crowd’s forms is the history of its unrepresentability. 
Every relevant moment, every determining event in the course of 
political history from the antiquity to the present was marked by the 
promotion or rejection of a particular representation of the frightening 
potency of the multitude. Most political writing has treated, to give it a 
proper name, the technical side of this representability, since governing 
the multitude is its main concern. This is why throughout history, 
whenever a treatise on political relations referred to the representation 
of the multitude, it specifically referred to the problem of the legitimacy 
of the delegate model of representation: the representation of many by 
a government delegated to a few and of ways of legitimizing this model. 
What is of interest to us here today is the fact that the essential 
problem of politics has been simultaneously illustrated through 
representations – in this particular case through visual representations, 
allegorical and metaphorical – of the phenomenon of the multitude. 
In other words, the way abstract representation of the multitude 
in the figure of sovereignty has been illustrated through particular 
representations of the mass as an image, sign, or symbol. And in each 
instance, these images, signs, and symbols of the masses contained a 
symptom or the true reverse of its historical epoch. 
The era of the Enlightenment inaugurated a way of rationalizing what 
used to be the formless figure of the crowd. Conversely, this new 
way of imagining the masses determined the political thrust of the 
Enlightenment project. Illegitimate and, most of all, irrational use of 
fear, of force, to hold the multitude, – which becomes fearsome when 
it ceases to fear – proves not only unfair, but also inoperative. Only a 
voluntary and contractual submission of individuals to the law can hold 
over time with enough stability.
In 1651, Thomas Hobbes wrote his Leviathan, a treatise on good 
governance, accompanied by the revealing subtitle of The Matter, Forme 
and Power of a Common Wealth Ecclesiasticall and Civil. If the matter of 
the people is the multitude, the political key will be its form. Literally 
speaking.
The image on the frontispiece of the first edition of Hobbes’s treatise 
is a visual summary of his thesis concerning the State. It is one of 
the first known images where the masses are the object of visual 
representation. What is represented is neither a battle, nor a carnival, 
as was common in pictorial representations, few and far between, 
portraying a large number of people in a single scene. The figure framed 
here by the outline of the sovereign’s body is a screen formed by a huge 
number of little heads that represent its totality, not the sum of its 
parts. We will come back to this idea later on. What is noteworthy here 
is that the grid made of the little heads represents the crowd as a body, 
a body whose head is that of the sovereign.
The seed of political liberalism rests on the early Enlightenment 
idea promoted by Hobbes, John Locke, and Baruch Spinoza that the 
individual can and must, according to natural law, pursue his own 
interest and that the irrational dogma of political or religious tyranny 
cannot suppress this natural law for long. This idea does not oppose 
the notion that, unless subjugated, individual willpower will go blind, 
uncontrollable, and brutal. In his Bodies, Masses, Power (Montag 1999), 
a book on Spinoza and his contemporaries, Warren Montag asks to what 
extent the first liberal ideology was determined precisely by this fear of 
the masses. The war of all against all is Hobbes’s nightmare scenario, an 
image that today still figures as the disastrous ultimate consequence of 
the lack of order. Thus this idea, defended by these authors, only affirms 
that the subjection of individual wills can only be efficient and lasting 
if they submit voluntarily. That is the social contract whereby I accept 
the limits of the law on the condition that you accept them as well. The 
image of the body as the masses and the mind as the sovereign posits 
an organicist interpretation whereby natural balance is inscribed on 
the social body in a mechanical way. The rational mind of the sovereign 
must drive or guide the abilities and physical strength of the masses. 
Locke, mentioned above, proposed a similar image: that of the 
sovereign as a horseman who must ride the masses, “that untameable 
beast”. This equestrian analogy of the horse and the horseman appears 
time and again in the history of the crowd’s images and we shall get 
back to it repeatedly. We will also get back to another metaphor by 
Locke, in this case, a metaphor that explains the masses’ desire for 
stability: “unless when some common and great distress, uniting them 
in one universal ferment, makes them forget respect, and emboldens 
them to carve to their wants with armed force; and then sometimes 
they break in upon the rich and sweep all like a deluge” (Locke 1824, 
71).
For now, we will stop at the distinction between the head and the body 
on the Leviathan frontispiece. In both versions, the wild horse and the 
flood, the irrationality of the masses suggests only one result: having 
to resign oneself to the wild nature and lack of responsibility of the 
multitude as a deluge overflowing the banks of the law. However, this 
characterization of the headless body implies a series of implications 
that was to generate some relevant effects in later philosophy as well.
“Who knows what a body can do?” This mysterious question, posed 
around the same time by Spinoza, acquires a particular inflection 
when placed next to the image-symbol of the masses as a body. Who 
knows what a body can do? Maybe we could say the following: who 
knows what the body could do without the limits imposed on it by the 
mind? Here, references to the somnambulist and the drunkard come 
to mind: those who do not do what they want or should do, not even 
to serve their own interest. The Spinozian idea of “bodies that move 
other bodies” harbours not only the fear of the multitude but rather, and 
simultaneously, a fascination with its inexorability. After all, Spinoza’s 
concern, which is still in force today, is summed up in his axiom from 
Ethics: “to see the better but follow the worst”. In other words, why do 
people fight for their servitude as bravely as though they were fighting 
for their salvation?  After all, as Spinoza also points out, human beings 
are always conscious of their own desires, but not of the reasons that 
force and condition them to desire. 
A century later and following the same division of responsibilities, 
desires, and duties between the body and the mind, Kant gave a cynical 
solution to this problem by stating that outrage is a legitimate driving 
force of reason, advising the following: “Argue as much as you will and 
about whatever you will, but obey!” (Kant 2009, 10). As long as the body 
is kept subjugated, one can fight for the mind’s freedom. 
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A brief interlude:
When at the beginning of this paper I said that what matters to me 
is the history of the crowd’s forms, that was because it is precisely 
in this problematic crystallization of what is allegedly formless that 
I see emerging the irreducible truth of this phenomenon. The binary 
of form and content that resonates in everything I have said so far 
under the apparently naïve coupling of the mind and the body also 
alludes to another series of factors that are essential for understanding 
the aesthetic: the issue of the figure and the background. I propose 
a correlate between the figure/background pair, always present in 
the formal (or formalist, if you wish) analysis of the aesthetic, and 
the unresolved political paradox of the individual’s inscription in the 
social, or the subject’s inscription in the collective. The inscription 
of the fragment in the totality. Elsewhere I have proposed that a 
structural analogy of this irreconcilable dichotomy could be the 
relationship between the weave and the warp in textiles. This concerns 
the limitation of optical perception that prevents us from seeing 
simultaneously the weave and the warp in a fabric, the limitation that 
allows us to see the weave as long as we do not see the warp and vice 
versa.
When the photographic technique appeared, it seemed to promise a 
happy reconciliation of this pair, of this paradox. The immediacy of the 
photographic take caused the camera to catch mechanically a frozen 
instant in which both levels got registered without any distinction: on 
the one hand, the outline of the collective body, with the totality of 
the components of the mass forming some sort of reticule and, on the 
other, each one of them, with their particular features and singular 
gestures and attitudes they happened to be holding at the very moment 
the image was taken. The indistinguishable mass, which shares the 
almost textile quality of the engraving on Leviathan’s frontispiece and 
of successive representations of the masses in other engravings, did 
not allow for simultaneity. Therefore, it is not too daring to propose 
(and we could look for support in Walter Benjamin or Siegfried 
Kracauer, for instance) that this fact, the formalization of the masses 
through the photographic medium, retrospectively determines the 
self-consciousness of its participants, who are, for the very first time, 
able to look at themselves in the picture and empathize with those 
recognisable faces appearing in it. This thesis could be backed by the 
fact that the emergence of an organized and self-conscious mass as 
a political subject coincided with the advent of photography and its 
printed circulation via newspapers. However, it has to be noted that, 
due to the use of the photoengraving technique for their reproduction, 
the circulation of the first photographs in the press was through the 
illustrated magazines, which members of the more affluent classes 
used to obtain by means of subscription. It was only in 1897 that the 
possibility of directly reproducing photographs in the press gradually 
began to allow them to circulate at a level massive enough to permit 
the shaping of a self-consciousness in those who saw themselves 
reproduced in those photographs. More interestingly, due to the same 
technical limitations, the rudimentary weave in those initial techniques 
did not allow for good reproductions of multitudinous gatherings. This 
is due to the fact that the dots in the reticule that makes the picture 
would weave together with the small heads that form the image, 
deforming them into an unrecognizable mass, a sort of moiré effect 
caused by the overlapping of the represented image and the halftone 
grid.
As I already pointed out above, until the advent of photography, the 
scarce representations of the mass as a homogenous object had to 
sacrifice the detail in the features of each individual and reduce them 
to a gestural reticule, to a sort of filigree that translated the effect 
of the multitude to the burin technique in engraving or textures in 
painting. This sort of representation matched the ideological perception 
of the mass as a fluid or flood, a blind dispersion of its elements. At 
the end of the 19th century, however, at the moment I defined as the 
advent of photography and change in the perception of the masses as 
a political subject, there was a suggestive transition between the two 
reproduction techniques. Although, as I said above, directly printed 
pictures did not circulate until nearly the end of the century, with the 
advent of photography, news items were illustrated in the press with 
burin engravings on wood, copied from photographs, which allowed 
the engraver to reproduce the jumbled details contained in the original 
take, as thoroughly as was deemed pertinent in each case. Thus, the 
technique appears to us as a symbolic form, maybe a symptom whose 
materiality reveals the truth that the discourse conceals.
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The historical events that shaped the philosophical reflections with 
which I began, concerning the power of the crowd and its governance 
in the 17th century, were the English Civil War and the revolts of the 
Levellers around 1651 – the date of the publication of Hobbes’s 
Leviathan – as well as the riots following the radicalization of Calvinist 
religious reforms and especially the revolution of the Anabaptists, 
still present then in collective memory. The specific fear of the power 
that these historical events unleashed fuelled the reservations and, 
simultaneously, fascination with which the earliest philosophers of 
the Enlightenment regarded the multitude. Similarly, two centuries 
later, a specific event was decisive in the characterization of the 
masses through a new discipline. The Paris Commune of 1871, brutally 
suppressed by the umpteenth return to order, made a direct impact 
on contemporary thinkers’ revision of the fear of the crowd. It was 
partly the fear of a mass uprising that informed the creation of a new 
discipline in the humanities that would address, for the first time, the 
crowd itself as a specific object of study. Sociology, indeed, was born at 
this time of unrest, coinciding with the changes in technology, creation, 
and distribution of images mentioned above. Social science, created in 
France by Émile Durkheim, sought, especially with Gustave Le Bon and 
Gabriel Tarde, to redefine the phenomenon of the masses. Interestingly, 
in his The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind, Le Bon subverts the 

dekorativnu pozadinu, u kojima ne pojedinačne slike, već mnoštvo 
anonimnih tačaka obrazuje sliku Staljina, Klutsis je, u jednom vrlo 
skromnom osvetničkom činu, pažljivo isekao i nalepio, preko bezbroj 
neraspoznatljivih glava, portrete, na primer, svoje tašte. 
Te sveprisutne slike u štampi koje su, kako sam već pomenuo, pratile 
generalizaciju velikih ideoloških narativa početkom 20. veka – 
komunizma i fašizma – takođe su činile materijal koji je konfigurisao 
njegov najparadigmatičniji vid umetnosti: kolaž. Avangarda je 
shvatila da su slike isečene iz novina i časopisa, u svom dvojakom 
svojstvu dekontekstualizovanih i preodređenih znakova, proizvele 
nov simbolički oblik, putem montaže. Podrivanje načela figure i 
osnove, oblika i sadržine, pogodovalo je ovde ne nekom stilskom 
sredstvu, već jednoj istinski estetskoj postavci. A ta postavka bila 
je veoma precizna u prikazivanju novog odnosa povezivanja ili 
suprotstavljanja između ideologijâ i same avangarde. Fotomontaža, 
ispunjavajući različite svrhe, od postera do omota knjiga, pribegavala 
je najpopularnijim fotografskim tipologijama u štampi: sportskim, 
erotskim i ratnim fotografijama. Ali – što je ovde posebno važno – 
slike gomile su takođe redovno korišćene, fotografska tipologija koja 
je već bila postala znak. Konstruktivistička se avangarda određivala 
shodno neumornoj energiji sadržanoj u potencijalu mase, nastojeći 
da kanališe i formalizuje nekontrolisani tok nove kolektivnosti. 
Nasuprot njima i pre njih, italijanski su futuristi svakako zauzeli 
jedan dvosmisleniji stav spram te pojave. U potrebi za radikalnim 
obećanjem koje bujična energija gomile uvek nudi, zadržali su 
staro uverenje da je ona neizbežno iracionalna, slepa i histerična. 
Marinetti, taj mitski plemić, perverzno je upregao tu navodnu 
iracionalnost u službu nasilja, prisvajajući je i, u isti mah, navodeći 
individualnost kao suprotnu vrednost kojom bi se mogla nadograditi 
ta atavistička sila da bi se odagnala sva sumnja i prizvala vrednost 
plebejskih revolucija.
Okosnica ovog crteža Umberta Boccionija je konjanička statua, koju 
je Locke još davno izneo kao metaforu za vlast suverena, jahača 
na divljoj zveri, odnosno narodu kao ukroćenoj životinji. Upravo 
ova alegorija je implicitna u svakoj konjaničkoj statui podignutoj u 
središtu gradskog trga, gde se gomile okupljaju. Na ovom crtežu, 
međutim, to more podignutih ruku, verovatno u vidu rimskog 
pozdrava koji su fašisti bili prisvojili, dvosmislen je prikaz snage, jer 
bi crtež bio jednako uverljiv i kao prikaz rušenja idola, pod pritiskom 
nagona pobune, kao što uverljivo prikazuje podršku mase idolu, kao 
ljudske osnove objedinjene entuzijazmom, u stapanju sa osnovom, 
postamentom, koja na taj način izvršava svoju ulogu.  
Puls pobune je sa gomilom istorijski povezan. Povesni trenuci 
izlivanja gomile kao pokretačke snage istorije često obuhvataju i 
rušenje spomenikâ. Shodno tome, događaj koji će postati simbol 
Pariske komune 1871. bilo je rušenje obeliska na Trgu Vendôme 
od strane komunara, čiji je kolovođa navodno bio slikar Gustave 
Courbet. Zajedničko zapažanje gotovo svih opisa fenomena gomile 
je da se ona katalizuje ne kroz zamisli, već kroz slike, ne kroz 
transcendentnost ideje, već kroz imanentnost znaka i obreda. 
To je materijalnost znakova koja čini ono što je Le Bon nazivao 
uobraziljom. On je 1895. to ovako objasnio: „Proučavajući moć 
uobrazilje gomila videli smo da se na nju može ostaviti utisak 
poglavito slikama“ (Le Bon 2005, 102). Čak i kada su reči uključene 
u imaginaciju gomile, nastavlja Le Bon: „Moć reči vezana je za slike 
koje one izazivaju u duši gomila i ta je moć sasvim nezavisna od 
njihovog stvarnog značenja“ (Le Bon 2005, 103). Služeći se verskom 
metaforom, Jean Baudrillard, o kome će još biti reči, reći će isto:  
“od njega [Boga] su mase jedva išta zadržale osim slike, nikada ideju” 
(Baudrillard 1983, 7).
Ovo je, čini se, uobičajeno tumačenje činjenice da gomila uništava 
spomenike sa istim žarom i strašću koje ulaže u njihovo podizanje 
i odbranu. Svakako, to je snishodljivo viđenje gomile kao onih koji 
mešaju suštinu onoga što se predstavlja sa znakovima koji tu 
suštinu predstavljaju.

5
Poslednje skretanje
Grad Bilbao je 1984. napokon rešio da postavi malo poprsje Miguela 
de Unamuna na javnom trgu koji sada nosi njegovo ime. Poprsje, 
jedno u nizu bronzanih odlivaka koje je početkom šezdesetih godina 
prošlog veka sačinio vajar Victorio Macho, vlasti su prethodno 
čuvale u skladištu, po izričitoj zabrani njegovog pretvaranja u 
javni spomenik. Verovatno su skromne dimenzije poprsja, približne 
prirodnoj veličini, nagnale arhitektu unajmljenog za posao da u svom 
rešenju iskoristi neka arhitektonska opšta mesta ne bi li obezbedio 
određenu dozu monumentalnosti. Čak i ako se ovo jednostavno 
objašnjenje prihvati kao moguće, čudna nesrazmera između osnove, 
stuba visokog četiri metra i relativno minijaturnog poprsja znači da 
je ono sa zemlje gotovo nevidljivo; sve to, kao i skromne dimenzije 
samog trga, ukazuje na neke druge neophodnosti koje je razdvajanje 
poprsja od zemlje moralo da zadovolji. I zaista, kada se 1999, 
prilikom jednog skupa baskijske nacionalističke levice koji je ispunio 
trg, neko popeo na stub i skinuo Unamunovo poprsje, postalo je 
jasno da je stub takođe služio da zaštiti poprsje od ne tako malog 
broja građana koji nisu voleli Unamuna. Poprsje se našlo na dnu reke 
i, pošto su ga izbavili vatrogasci, završilo je kao ukras u kancelariji 
gradonačelnika, dok je na prazni stub postavljena još jedna bronzana 
kopija. Prema mojoj verovatno nekompletnoj evidenciji, sada ima 
ukupno šest Unamunovih poprsja na javnim i polujavnim mestima po 
Bilbau. Sedam, ako se računa cabezudo, karikatura od papir-mašea 
prikazivana na fiestama, doduše uz nemalu dozu poruge.
Osnova i stub su dva opšta elementa koja konfigurišu sam spomenik. 
Oni su i sami monumentalni. Tu je implikacija koju ne treba 
zanemariti: svrha spomenika je da oko sebe u posebno određena 
vremena potencijalno okupi gomilu. Dejstvo gomile nosi i vremenski i 
prostorni karakter. Tiče se istovremenosti. Izdignuti položaj slikâ na 
postolju jamči da ih svi u gomili mogu sagledati u isto vreme. Sama 
osnova (ili stub, s dodatnim elementom samoodbrane koji sam već 
naznačio) spaja se sa gomilom. To spajanje ukazuje na korelaciju 
između gomile i osnove. A to nas iritantno vraća na Baudrillardovu 
predstavu gomile kao strujnog uzemljenja, koje “upija svu društvenu 
energiju, ali je dalje ne reflektuje. Ona upija i prima sve poruke. 
[...] Preplavljena tokovima i iskušenjima, ona obrazuje masu ili 
uzemljenje; ona rado i dobro provodi tokove, i to bilo koje tokove, 
informacije i to bilo koje informacije, norme i to bilo koje norme” 
(Baudrillard 1983, 28). U našem sadašnjem trenutku, hegemono 
poimanje gomile neizbežno duguje izazovu koji je postmodernizam, 
kao kulturni kontekst liberalne reakcije, postavio pred gomilu kao 
pred istorijski subjekt, izazivajući, zapravo, samu Istoriju, u euforiji 
tog navodnog kraja ideologije, koji nije bio ništa drugo do jedna 
ideologija kraja.

6 
Nakon Sovjetske revolucije i tokom građanskog rata, umetnici koji  
su predvodili konstruktivizam, zahtevajući nov oblik za mase, 
napokon su mogli da deluju pod okriljem nove države. U svom radu, 
koristili su gomilu kao materijal za svoje predstave. Umetnost 
propagande, koja je u grafici i fotomontaži pronašla poseban medij, 
takođe je tražila nov način, izmišljen medij, koji bi podrazumevao 
prekid i prilagođavanje novom vremenu, ali ovoga puta u 
monumentalnim okvirima.
Ako je propagandni potencijal spomenikâ, kako sam gore naznačio, 
imao veze sa okupljanjem hiljada pojedinaca na jednom mestu, 
monumentalno pozorište, masovne predstave Nikolaja Jevrejinova 
i Dramska radionica Crvene armije izravno su mobilisale mase 
kao učesnike u ovom tipu predstava. Doslovno. Njihove izvedbe 
uključivale su desetine hiljada učesnika, statista i publike, čije 
su uloge bile pomešane u koreografijama brižljivo osmišljenih 
rekonstrukcija skorašnjih istorijskih događaja. Činjenica da su 
se te predstave odigravale na istim mestima gde su se zapravo 
odigrali i događaji koje su one prikazivale preoblikovala je simbolički 
doživljaj tih mesta i njihovih arhitektonskih ili monumentalnih 
elemenata. U mnogim slučajevima, umesto uništavanja spomenikâ 
staroga poretka, umetnicima je nalagano da ih preobraze, gradeći 
privremene záklone, nesigurna zdanja čija je namena bila da 
zàklone stare kipove, stvarajući novu tipologiju, slično pozorišnom 
dekoru. U nekim slučajevima, njihove su intervencije zaista bile 
dekor koji je arhitektonskim elementima pridavao nova značenja, 
koristeći ih u scenarijima ovih predstava, baleta, pantomima i 
koreografskih parada. To nedestruktivno zaklanjanje spomenikâ 
pozorišnim dekorom za mase jeste jedno sofisticirano rešenje koje 
problematizuje sve što sam izneo do sada i, logično, ima efekat 
prenosa kojim se monumentalizuje sama gomila. To je masa koja 
trijumfalno predstavlja samu sebe kao oduševljen znak svoje 
sadašnjosti. 
Ritualizacija tautološke predstave mase kao znaka i svetkovine 
ustoličila je fenomen koji je Siegfried Kracauer dvadesetih godina 
prošloga veka opisao u svom članku „Masovni ornament“ kao 
precizan i nesvestan odraz logike kapitalističke proizvodnje. 
Tillerove devojke, igračice na horskim izvedbama koje su bile 
popularne na sportskim događajima i raznim drugim priredbama, 
predstavljale su organsko poimanje funkcionisanja svakog elementa 
u društvenom stroju. One su nekako naturalizovale odnos pojedinaca 
i sveukupnosti, koja nije ništa drugo do proizvodna sfera. Kracauer 
je u tom modelu video mitološko mišljenje: „mitološko mišljenje [...] 
priznaje organizam kao osnovni model; prilagođava se postojećim 
oblicima bića; potčinjava se vladavini sudbine. Ono odražava premise 
prirode u svim sferama, ne buneći se protiv njihovog postojanja. 
Organska sociologija, koja projektuje prirodni organizam kao model 
društvenog uređenja, nije ništa manje mitološka od nacionalizma, 
koji ne poznaje nijedno više jedinstvo od jedinstva nacije“  
(Kracauer 2015, b.p.).  
Za kraj, pozajmiću razmišljanje Maríje Píje López, koja ovako 
objašnjava namere koje je Kracauer imao prilikom opisivanja  
mase kao figure: „Stvarnost je da živimo u ne-stvarnoj totalizaciji  
i kritika ideologije bi trebalo da ukaže na tu lažnu totalizaciju”  
(López 2009, 11).
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binary I discussed in the first part of this paper. Before, in that binary, 
the crowd was represented by the metaphor of the bodily drives, the 
instincts not mediated by the mind. In this new twist, the crowd was 
equated with the unconscious - the reverse of the mind. Freud himself 
noted the libidinal character – the enjoyment – implicit in the crowd. 
The application of new discoveries to the description of the crowd, 
always regarded with suspicion, is consistent, then, with the prevailing 
atmosphere of the time. It is pathologized, no longer due to its natural 
organicity, but along the lines of the all too human phenomenon of the 
unconscious.
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Another small excursus.
Gustav Klutsis, a constructivist artist most involved in Soviet agitprop 
and a paradigmatic victim of the imposition of dogmatic realism, 
apparently sought, at one time, to solve the problem of the Stalinist 
demand to represent the homogeneous masses: when the Party 
decreed that images of the masses should be limited to interchangeable 
pictures as decorative backgrounds, in which not individual pictures, 
but a multitude of anonymous points framed a portrait of Stalin, Klutsis, 
in a very modest act of revenge, carefully cut out and pasted, over 
the countless indistinguishable heads, portraits of, for example, his 
mother-in-law. The ubiquitous press images that, as I mentioned earlier, 
accompanied the generalization of the great ideological narratives of 
the early 20th century – communism and fascism – also formed the 
material that configured its most paradigmatic art form: the collage. 
The avant-garde understood that images clipped from newspapers 
and magazines, in their dual condition of de-contextualized and over-
determined signs, generated a new symbolic form through montage. A 
subversion of the principles of the figure and the ground, of form and 
content, advanced here not a stylistic device, but a genuine aesthetic 
proposition. And this proposition was very accurate in representing the 
new relationship of association or opposition of ideologies to the avant-
garde itself. Photomontage, serving different uses, from posters to book 
covers, resorted to the most popular typologies of photography in the 
press: sports, erotic photographs, and war reportage. But – and this 
is particularly relevant here – pictures of crowds were also regularly 
used - a typology that had already become a sign. The Constructivist 
avant-garde defined itself in terms of the relentless emancipatory 
energy contained in the potential of the masses, seeking to channel 
and formalize the uncontrollable flow of the new collectivity. By 
contrast, before them, the Italian Futurists had certainly occupied a 
more ambiguous stance regarding this phenomenon. In need of the 
radical promise that the pouring energy of the crowd always holds, 
they retained the old idea that it was necessarily irrational, blind, and 
hysterical. Perversely, Marinetti, the mythical aristocrat, marshalled 
this alleged irrationality to the service of violence, by reclaiming it and, 
at the same time, claiming individuality as the opposite value that could 
build upon this atavistic force to remove all doubt and conjure the value 
of plebeian revolutions.
The drawing by Umberto Boccioni reproduced in these pages is 
composed around the equestrian statue, which Locke proposed as 
a metaphor for the authority of a sovereign riding a ferocious beast, 
the tamed animal that is the people. This and no other is the allegory 
implicit in all equestrian statues erected at the centres of city squares 
where crowds gather. In this drawing, however, the sea of arms raised, 
probably in the Roman salute appropriated by the Fascists, is an 
ambiguous representation of strength. It could be equally convincing 
as an illustration of the masses toppling an effigy, in an iconoclastic 
impulse, as it is a representation of the masses supporting an image, as 
a human base bonded in their enthusiasm, merging with the base, the 
pedestal, and thereby completing its function. 
The iconoclastic pulse is historically associated with the crowd. 
Historical moments characterized by the overflow of the crowd as the 
driving force of history often include the destruction of monuments. 
Thus, the event that came to symbolize the Paris Commune of 1871 was 
the demolition of the Vendôme column by the Communards, apparently 
instigated by the painter Gustave Courbet. A characteristic shared by 
almost all descriptions of the phenomenon of the crowd is that it does 
not catalyze in concepts, but in images, not in the transcendence of 
an idea, but in the immanence of the sign and the ritual. This is the 
materiality of signs that constitute what Le Bon called the crowd’s 
imagination. In 1895, Le Bon himself explained: “when studying the 
imagination of the crowds, we saw that it is particularly open to the 
impressions produced by images” (Le Bon 1896, 99–100). Even when 
words are involved in the imagination of the crowd, Le Bon specifies, 
“the power of words is bound up with the images they evoke, and is 
quite independent of their real meaning” (Le Bon 1896, 100). Using a 
religious metaphor, Jean Baudrillard, more of whom later on, says the 
same: “the masses have hardly retained anything but the image of him 
[God], never the idea” (Baudrillard 1983, 7).
This seems to be the ordinary interpretation of the fact that the 
multitude destroys monuments with the same fury and passion 
it invests in erecting and defending them. This is, certainly, the 
condescending view of the mass that mistakes the essence of what is 
represented with the sign representing it.
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A final detour
In 1984, the city of Bilbao finally decided to place a small bust of the 
local author Miguel de Unamuno in the public square that now bears 
his name. The bust, one of a series of bronze casts made in the early 
1960s by the sculptor Victorio Macho, had been kept in storage by 
the authorities following an express prohibition of making it a public 
monument. The modest size of the bust, about the size of a real-
life head, must have forced the commissioned architect to design 
a solution using generic architectural elements to ensure a certain 
degree of monumentality. Even if one accepts this simple explanation 
as plausible, the curious disproportion between the base, a column four 
metres tall, and the comparatively minuscule head, renders the latter 
almost invisible from the ground; that and the modest dimensions of 
the square itself suggest that separating the bust from the ground also 
attended to some other urgencies. Indeed, when in 1999, during a rally 
of the Basque nationalist left that filled the square, someone climbed 
the column and pulled the head down, it was clear that the column also 
served to protect the bust from the not so few citizens who disliked 
Unamuno. The head showed up at the bottom of the river and after its 
rescue by the fire-fighters, ended up adorning the office of the Mayor, 
whereas the empty column was restored with another bronze copy. 
According to my hardly exhaustive inventory, there are now up to six 
busts honouring Unamuno in public and semi-public places around 
Bilbao. Seven, if you count the cabezudo – a traditional papier maché 
caricature that serves as a prop in the fiestas– portraying the writer’s 
features albeit with a distinct dose of scorn.
The base and column are two generic elements that configure the 
monument itself. They are themselves monumental. One should not 
neglect the implication: the purpose of a monument is potentially to 
gather a crowd around it at specific times. The effect of the crowd is 
endowed with a character both temporal and spatial. It has to do with 
simultaneity. The elevated position of the images on the pedestal 
guarantees that all members of the crowd may observe them at the 
same time.
The base itself (or the column, with that extra self-defensive element 
I discussed above) merges with the crowd. This merging suggests a 
correlation between the crowd and the base. And this is annoyingly 
reminiscent of Baudrillard’s idea that the crowd is like an electrical 
earth, a “ground connection” that “absorbs all the social energy, but 
no longer refracts it. It absorbs every sign and every meaning, but no 
longer reflects them. It absorbs all messages and digests them. […] 
Inundated by flows and tests, it forms a mass or earth; it is happy to 
be a good conductor of flows, but of any flow, a good conductor of 
information, but of any information, a good conductor of norms, but 
of any norm” (Baudrillard 1983, 28). The hegemonic idea of   the crowd 
in our present moment is inevitably indebted to the challenge that 
postmodernism, as the cultural context of the liberal reaction, made to 
the crowd   as a historical subject, challenging, in fact, History itself, in 
the euphoria of that supposed end of ideology, which was nothing more 
than an ideology of the end.
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After the Soviet revolution and during the civil war, the artists who 
had been at the constructivist forefront demanding a new form for the 
masses could for once act under the auspices of the new state. They 
used the crowd itself as the material for their representations. The 
art of propaganda that in graphics and photomontage found a specific 
medium also sought a new way, an invented medium, which could imply 
a break and adapt to the new age, but this time on a monumental scale.
If the potential of monuments for propaganda, which I identified above, 
had to do with assembling thousands of individuals in a single place, 
the monumental theatre, the massive representations of Nikolai 
Evreinov and the Red Army Drama Workshop, directly mobilized the 
masses as an actor in this type of representations. Literally. Their 
productions involved tens of thousands of participants, extras, and 
members of the audience, mixed in their functions, choreographed in 
scripted reconstructions of recent historical events. The fact that these 
representations happened in the same places where the events they 
depicted actually took place reconfigured the symbolic perception of 
these spaces and their architectural or monumental elements. Instead 
of destroying the monuments of the old world, in many cases, artists 
were commissioned to transform them, building ephemeral sheds, 
precarious buildings meant to hide the original statues, creating a new 
typology, much like theatrical props. In some cases, these interventions 
were indeed props that assigned new meanings to architectural 
elements in their new usage in the scripts of these plays, ballets, 
pantomimes, and choreographed parades. The non-destructive hiding 
of monuments behind stage decors for the masses is a sophisticated 
solution that problematizes everything I have said so far and has, as a 
logical conclusion, the effect of a transfer whereby the crowd itself is 
monumentalized. It is the mass that triumphantly represents itself as 
an enthusiastic sign of its present.
The ritualization of this tautological presentation of the masses as 
a sign and celebration inaugurated the phenomenon that Siegfried 
Kracauer described in an article written in the 1920s, “The Mass 
Ornament”, as an accurate and unconscious reflection of the logic of 
capitalist production. The Tiller Girls, extras in choral compositions that 
were popular at sporting events and various other shows, replicated an 
organic way of understanding the function of each element in the social 
machine. They naturalized, somehow, the relationship of individuals to 
the totality, which was none other than the productive sphere. Kracauer 
saw mythological thinking operating in this model: “mythological 
thinking […] acknowledges the organism as the basic model; it adapts 
itself to existing forms of being; it bows to the rule of fate. It reflects 
the premises of nature in all spheres without rebelling against their 
existence. Organic sociology, which projects the natural organism 
as a model for social organization, is no less mythological than is 
nationalism, which knows no higher unity than that of the nation” 
(Kracauer 1975, 71).
To finish, I will borrow a reflection from María Pía López, explaining 
Kracauer’s intentions in his description of the mass as an ornament: 
“The reality is that we live a non-real totalization, and the critique of 
ideology should be to point out that false totalization” (López 2009, 11).
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