
Tools of Art. Rereadings 
 

 

Redefinitions 

 

The definition of the Spanish word herramienta, or tool in English, relates the concept 

to the etymological Latin root ferramenta in its description of “instrument, commonly 

made of iron or steel, used by artisans”. The importance of the fact that the tool in 

question is made of iron or steel is mirrored in the word, grounding the definition in its 

material specificity. Later on we will return to the other explicit association with the 

work of an artisan. 

 

The dictionary of the Royal Spanish Academy—the official watchdog of the Spanish 

language—contains no specific definition for the word relectura, or rereading, in the 

dictionary though it does feature the verb releer, to reread, which it defines as “to read 

something again or to repeat the action of reading”. The prefix re- is given several 

meanings, one of which fits in to perfection with what we are looking for, while the 

others, defining as they do many other things, can also be interpreted in a common 

direction. The first definition of re- is clear-cut: “it signifies repetition”, and it gives an 

example with the word “reconstruction”. Others cite “a backward movement” (reflux); 

“denotes intensification” (recharge); “indicates opposition and resistance” (reject, repel) 

or “signifies negation or inversion of simple meaning” (reproach). 

 

To reread is to read something again or to repeat the action of reading; rereading is the 

action made act, the possibility of transforming it into habit, and also the probability 

that it is new each time. On this groundbase of renewal and constant questioning we 

wish to use the tools that art puts at our service, yet keenly aware of our own needs and 

the limitations of the framework, where terms like precariousness or survival are basic 

recourses within the increasingly wider yet at once shallower lagoon of art. 

 

Would it be possible to redefine (in the sense of repetition and, we might add, 

regeneration or change) the concept of the tool? Within the field of art, this meaning 

already seems to be used routinely. The tool does not (only) make reference to the 

whole set of utensils that might serve a sculptor, an experimental painter or an all-round 



etcher to carry out their creative labour. The term’s reference to the field of industry 

also ties in with a moment in which  art has accepted the renderised1 finishing and the 

varied gloss of screens as a new aesthetic philosophy. A new formalism has imposed 

itself as the standard of quality below which it is almost not acceptable to work; that is 

to say, ignoring the characteristic ugliness of each particular era or archivistic methods, 

some of which still just barely manage to escape the tyranny of added value. 

 

There is an increasing lack of proportion between the size of the packaging and the 

actual content, and the blisters of art are often more numerous and showy that the art 

itself that they contain. The tools of art proposed here engage in a direct open 

relationship with current technology, ever changing and in a process of updating ad 

infinitum, as an elemental symptom of their era, as well as their use for purposes that 

question and analyse contemporary art. Yet these tools not only bring into play an 

audiovisual or technological interpretation. In point of fact, the participation of Isidoro 

Valcárcel Medina within this project, given his working method so far removed from 

any updateable technology, wishes to instil the concept of tool with the modest 

importance of art as a generator of questions: arrows aimed directly at the bull’s-eye of 

the undemanding resignation to prevailing artistic standards; critical of the concept of 

art as a creator and perpetuator of models without any possibility of revision or change 

and, likewise, expeditious with those based only on their dedication to transitory 

tendencies. As such, the vindication of the concept of tools applied to art and its 

concretion in the idea of rereading is imbued with the complexity of its statement and 

the difficulty of its location. It responds to a certain sensation of engagement, with this 

concept being utterly vulgarised by the banalisation of its use. Today, who can commit 

themselves, and with what, when it is the very cultural anaesthetists of art who 

commission the critiques of their own management, in order to then accept them and 

reveal them publicly before anybody else, with the clear conscience of somebody who 

parades the gestures of disillusionment like trophies? 

 

Politics and culture comprise a duo of concepts so opposed in their theoretical 

intentions as they are indivisible in their practice, largely due to the ulterior motivation 

of their goals. The fusion of both terms in so-called cultural policies ensures the positive 

                                                 
1 In allusion to the 3D modelled architecture, graphics and figures exclusively using technology 
offered by specific computer programs, in many cases without any reference to real elements. 



discrimination of certain minority practices, while at once increasing the 

institutionalised management of their use. Recent attempts to delimit the two facets, in 

other words, to confirm “good practices” and, it goes without saying, a better 

relationship of independence, are still just sotto voce mutterings in the official 

discourse; the foundations of a Babel of complex construction which is, at least, 

beginning to be viewed as necessary. 

 

 

The Trade of Artist, Visual Society, Contemporaneity 

 

We will now return briefly to the work of the artisan mentioned earlier in the definition 

of the word ‘tool’. The artisan-artist duality has been the subject of more than a few 

discussions, generally speaking focussed on the very definition and use of technique, 

commercial value or the dissent of its practice in pursuit of an immaterial yet 

nonetheless vividly present idea. It would not be inappropriate to connect this definition 

of tool in relationship to the artisan with the rereading of its current, still pending 

definition with regards to the artist; and understanding tool (or better, tools) as a set of 

technical and conceptual possibilities with which to define and question our 

surroundings from an instrumental perspective and to an aesthetic end. Categories have 

often been enhanced in the knowledge that, when they do exist, they always imply 

differences of class. Faced with the quality of the artisan trade, as often overvalued as it 

is undervalued, the function of the artist has been gradually transformed into the 

intellectual employment of the artistic practice. Technique is subordinated to the idea, 

clearly visible if this is what is required yet suddenly disappearing with the minimal 

intromission in the field of concepts. In short, the artist is now defined as an artisan of 

ideas, and without these ideas technique, however polished or refined it might be, is not 

enough. 

 

In another sense, the contemporary artist can only be a visual artist in a mass media and 

“panphotographic society” [Johan Swinnen dixit]. There is a visible and highly resistant 

thread that weaves together The Author as Producer by Walter Benjamin with The 

Artist as Ethnographer by Hal Foster, then continuing, now more transparently yet 

equally effectively, with Intellectuals in Question by Maurice Blanchot and from there 

to the text by Iván de la Nuez included in this catalogue, originally titled Intelectuales 



en la era de la imagen [Intellectuals in the era of the image]. And then, in turn, crossing 

through texts by Miguel Morey: from a rereading of Kafka to one of Nietszche, from 

the concept of the library to that of the archive, from Foucault to the vision that Deleuze 

and Blanchot had (or made) of it. This thread is covered with knots and offshoot 

threads, together comprising a network which we have transformed into visual and at 

once virtual, as it there were now concepts twinned forever. A partial route, exclusively 

subjective yet also superficial and dotted with big names... a clear sign of this era of 

inflations and appearances. Is it possible for the contemporary artist not to declare 

herself a visual artist? What is left of the plastic of art when there still persists the 

intention that the plastic be realised—or can only be realised—by the type of person we 

have called artists? What is left of all this or, in other words, what was left of all this 

back in 1917, when Duchamp presented his fountain? 

 

Here we are presented with a dilemma: if we define certain visual artists as artisans of 

ideas, how can ideas coexist with images, the basic elements of the visual quality of 

their era? Is an idea the same as an image? Are we addressing a new paradox? Can we 

detect a contingent attitude, in other words, one that can happen and, at once, that does 

not happen? Once again, these questions try to respond with a joint action that involves 

both a rereading, insofar as redefinition, of concepts inserted in a precise moment in 

time, as much as a shared action of three artists working from ideas, often supporting 

their discourses with the help of images. 

 

In a recent interview, Rogelio López Cuenca spoke of the need to stop producing 

physical objects and works, and of the urgency to speak and to share ideas: “we have to 

make less and to speak more”. This attitude does not mean an end to producing or 

creation, only of doing so in a certain way, perhaps advocating that political art has to 

continue making itself public, but also to act as a filter for the generalised avalanche of 

messages, images, usurpations and discourses stolen or appropriated by part of the 

political and economic powers that be. Considering production in another way, putting 

more elements in common, for instance, or exhibiting them in unexpected ways is not 

the same as to stop making. On the contrary, given that production does not respond to 

an accumulation of physical works that can be arranged on the walls of spaces in a 

random form, the work becomes constant; the task of the artist is likened to that of an 

artisan who always starts one thing where he finished the previous one. Isidoro 



Valcárcel Medina has said as much on various occasions when he claimed “I am not an 

artist with a repertoire”. In his case, one can safely claim that he subordinates his 

participation in an exhibition to the possibility of realising a new, different project that 

is anchored to the present moment, to the now. 

 

To López Cuenca’s way of thinking, the key to the artist lies in acting as a catalyst for 

ideas, more than as a master of specific techniques or contents, within a group of 

persons brought together to develop a theme, a study or research. This way of behaving 

is removed from the received vision of the artist as creator and ties in the result of said 

study or processual elaboration to the social sciences. The development of the 

workshop, understood as a pooling of data and information concerning the specific case 

under study, plays a crucial role in the complex mechanism involved in elaborating a 

project. 

 

The initial spark for the three artists is rounded off with Daniel G. Andújar’s attitude of 

perpetual present that underpins his work in various forms (workshops, conferences, 

courses and web projects absolutely open and free), and whose relation with the 

physical production of works and their commercial diffusion is recent and scant. His 

working method brings into play elements derived from social and citizen participation 

through technological tools associated with Internet. Its potential lies in implementing 

this task by prioritising the local as the ideal setting to address the specifications of 

equality and difference, of accessibility and free access to any user. 

 

 

Project as Process 

 

This project is a living organism. It might seem excessive and even petulant to thus 

define a project whose greatest visibility will be a temporary exhibition and a couple of 

publications taking differing slants; a prior joint workshop coupled with roundtables 

and debates toward the end, not so much conceived as a balance of the results as much 

as a declaration of its impossibilities. We could venture to say that this project wanted 

to be a living organism, thus explaining the creation of a blog started off by 

Technologies To The People as a transversal tool of time and space. It has also been, 

and indeed is, the non-substitutable, though equally short and perhaps overly concise, 



experience involved in putting together three artists each with their own strong 

personality, somehow unalterable in their way of putting into practice their ideas yet 

generous in the way of making them coexist alongside the others. 

 

This was patently obvious in the first meeting we were able to organise with the three 

artists in the same place—Madrid—and at the same time—25th July 2007. The last 

thing they wanted was for their intervention, whatever it might be when the time came, 

to usurp attention or complicate the show as a whole. And this was by no means a sop 

or a pose adopted by the three artists in an attempt to demonstrate something; because at 

that moment in time, what had most to gain was the project itself, and not any of the 

artists individually, having arrived at this meeting point from equally disparate 

references and affinities with those that had summoned them. On the contrary, the 

feeling one came away with was the conviction that the ideas were circulating at 

different speeds—and also coming from different origins—than the velocity and origin 

of your usual cultural product. Likewise, one could sense a similar, if not identical, 

pragmatic attitude to the resolve to take its inevitable source in the very core of the 

cultural industry from which the idea for the project arose and to which all three belong, 

albeit with asymmetrical relationships to it. 

 

The starting point of this posit suggested certain doubts about its physical realisation 

and concretion. How were we to approach an exhibition on the questioning of the 

relationship between the artist, the institution, the work of art and the public? In other 

words, how would it be possible to render these shared aspects that the project wished 

to put on the table without actually showing them and, as such, to represent them in the 

physical space of Sala Parpalló? Having said that, at this initial stage of the project, the 

various doubts were quickly dispelled and at once defined as paradoxes: the artists 

could not do anything that was not directly related with their work as artists, nor could 

the exhibition space be filled with anything else than a material that, however 

unpredictable it might be, would not be ultimately received as an exhibition. After these 

founding premises, everything else to do with the project has taken place in the present; 

and it will continue as such even though time inevitably intercedes. What we were 

looking for more than anything else was to pose questions; despite the fact that some of 

them would include the reply within their very statement, or perhaps preclude any 

possible reply. Questions are always made in the present. 



 

The form in which the interventions arrived to Sala Parpalló has been a rendering of the 

work of each artist. Valcárcel Medina presents a seminal idea that has been gradually 

unfolding like a living organism, that has needed many other organisms, in this case 

institutional ones, to achieve a simple unadorned nakedness. The question posed by the 

artist is ingeniously answered in the very title of his installation: S/T. (Sobre el arte 

cultura)l [Untitled. On Cultural Art]. 

López Cuenca and G. Andújar jointly document a compendium of issues addressing the 

trade of the artist. How does society view contemporary artists? What stereotypes are 

repeated and which have changed? The artist as genius, as tortured or mad, the chef as 

artist, the sublimation of the persona in the legacy of the work which is reread decades 

and centuries later; the tormented outsider and the bohemian, the rationality being 

imposed in parallel to the disappearance of the space of the studio or workshop as a 

prolongation of physical labour; the way in which one can understand intellectualness 

and its engagement today, in this age that circulates at the speed of light, etc. Different 

elements posited from an archivistic will which, tentatively rather than definitively, 

helps to define certain artistic practices today and substantiate the challenges of the 

contemporary artist. 

 

If this project pursues any one end, then that would be to question all that surrounds and 

envelops the meaning of this project. The need to stop and think, and then, after this 

pause and thought, to make an action that can be seen, thought and newly critiqued. It 

also responds to an urgency: the use of public means to discuss the public, at a time 

when almost everything is private and, nevertheless, is often disguised with differing 

masks of the public; in short, taking up the gauntlet of a word and transforming it into a 

gesture. The poet Antonio Orihuela concluded his poem Bajo tolerancia as follows: 

“Espero, sigo esperando, que en medio de tanta tolerancia / les dé a algunos, un día, 

por hacer la revolución, / por volver a colocar las palabras en su sitio, / y dejar así de 

hacer poemas como éste, / estéticamente malos, / y dedicarme yo también / en alma y 

alma / a eso del azul, el cisne y los versos más tristes”2. We can find in these lines an 

optimum form of reflecting the engagement to do what they do, no matter how much 
                                                 
2 “Bajo tolerancia”, in Antología poética. Para una política de las luciérnagas. (1995-2005). p.58. 
“I hope, keep hoping, that amidst so much tolerance / someone, someday, will decide to rebel, / 
to put words back in their place, / and stop making poems like this, / aesthetically bad, / and 
devote myself too / in soul and soul / to things of blue, the swan and the saddest verses”. 



others would wish that they didn’t do at all or that, once done and as a lesser evil, would 

carry not even a wisp of the contaminated air that surrounds us, but on the other hand 

would be pure, artistic to the extreme of beauty, sublime and delicate to the extreme of 

genius. If there is one thing that we already know and have objectively experienced 

ourselves, inasmuch as subjects, it is that the air is impregnated with remains, that 

everything is impure, artistic to the extreme of its most obstinate negation, base, 

rhizomatic, rough and unrefined to the utmost. In this reality, belonging to some and 

removed from others, what is truly important is rereading, redefinition, revolution..., in 

short: the doggedness of resistance and a healthy rebelliousness. 

 

Álvaro de los Ángeles 

 

Translated from Spanish by Lambe & Nieto 


