
 ARMEN AVANESSIAN
The reason why Markus and I decided to start the se-
ries of conversations with you, Patricia and Anke, is 
based on your respective implementation of the xeno 
into your practices, namely xenopoetics and xenofem-
inism. I would like to propose starting in a counter- 
intuitive way in which both of you explain each  
other’s practice, instead of Patricia explaining 
xenofeminism and Anke, xenopoetics.

 PATRICIA REED
Alright, let me start by explaining how I relate to 
xenopoetics. My main interest in the prefix “xeno” 
is partly related to the work of Wilfrid Sellars and 
his concept of the “manifest image”, which basically 
comes down to how humans understand themselves 
in the world (and the agency ingrained in this con-
ceptual process). I think that the work in your book 
Metanoia, Armen and Anke, is important within this 
frame, since “metanoia” is the moment, or perhaps 
act, of self-transformation. In your literary outline, 
it’s a sense-event resulting in a self-transformation 
where your view on reality is dramatically “othered”; 
to the point where you can no longer return to your 
former perspective. 

The question that I’ve always had with metanoia, 
since I think we’ve all experienced this phenomenon 
on an individual level, is how that process could be 
collectivized so that it actually becomes a transfor-
mation of the human’s self-image. How can or does 
metanoia go beyond an individual epiphany? Perhaps 
the ambition of xenopoetics would be to examine how to collectivize 
this idea of a new perspective that results from the sense-event of 
metanoia. What I mean with “sense-event” (and why I 
think hyphenation is important) is firstly to express 
a continuum between perception and thinking, which 
is what metanoia, as I understand it, makes explicit. 
Secondly, to use the term “event” (lower case, and not 
stand-alone) to mark a moment of transformation, so 
hopefully not as heroic as a capital-“E” event that car-
ries with it too much theo-political baggage for my 
taste. So this metanoia, via a sense-event, is deeply tied to the creat-
ing of new perspectives on the world. This brings us to another 
interesting inquiry, which is related to the methodo-
logical question: How do we introduce these processes 
of new human self-understandings, in line with Reza 
Negarestani’s notion of inhumanism? What I’m get-
ting at here is the idea of the interface as the tech-
nique of mediation—a general question as to how to 
unleash these processes. I think ultimately one of the 
reasons why we are involved in this project is because 
we are concerned with the insularity and non-func-
tionality of keeping these ideas chained to intellectu-
al and academic communities, so the question is in- 
vested in trying to put these ideas to use. 

 AA
Patricia, you were talking about processes. Can you 
define these processes? Or, should I say, these “xeno-
processes?”

 PR
Much of my inspiration is derived from Reza 
Negarestani’s “inhumanism”. Just to be clear, 
this is not inhumane in the everyday sense 
of the word, but the “essence” of the human  
is, as it were, its non-essential quality, where-
by humans continually redefine what they 
are, where they stand, and what is possible. 
I think the way he addresses “openness”, for 
example, is key here. Openness is not reduced 
to a neo-liberal interpretation of infinite mar-
ket tolerances, but it is where the outside 
permeates you—what he calls becoming 
“prey” to the outside. Basically, one cannot just 
will xenopoetics into being, it has to be a mode of seduc-
ing this radical outside—and by outside I mean here the 
infection of alien perspectives. That is where I think this 
idea of the interface or techniques of mediation is essen-
tial to attract or seduce the outside to be able to have a 
“metanoian” effect on the human.

 AA
Anke, can you say something about xenopoet-
ics and relate it to xenofeminism?

 ANKE HENNIG
From my point of view, xenofeminism is first of 
all a futurist feminism, which is rather rare in 
post-feminist times. It is a rationalist feminism, 
and it is, as xenofeminism indicates, also a spec-
ulative feminism. In that sense, I perceive it as a 
poetic feminism. As I understand xenofeminism, it 
states that sex and gender aren’t given or present but 
are characteristics that have to be created. As Patricia 
said, xenofeminism takes the idea of the human as an 
unsolved question and asks, “What is human?” from 
a strong feminist point of view. In literature or in 
other spheres of knowledge, when xenofeminists ask 
how human change is possible, they do it via devices  
and technologies.

I’m very intrigued by your question, Patricia, of how 
to collectivize metanoia: you see it as a xenopoetic 
task to create a shift from an individual metanoia that comes 
across in reading to a collective metanoia that is a social metanoia or 
even a universal metanoia of the human. My first intuitive answer 
would be that it is via writing in the broadest sense, such as writing 
texts or speaking in terms of dialogue and conversation, that this  
could emerge.

 AA
I think we should continue this xenocomparison and 
see if it is a misunderstanding and whether we are 
merely falling into a trap because of the similarity 
within the concepts. Some elements have already 
emerged. You were both talking about the human and 
in one way or the other you were talking about the fu-
ture. In other words, a futurism and a collectivization, 
aimed, however, at creating a certain change which, 
given the regressive, backward-looking “making-great-
again” tendencies of our present, is even more urgent. 
It might make sense to have a look at this philosoph-
ically and time-philosophically; Anke and I call it 
tense-philosophically—with regards to the grammar 
of time because there is one crucial element, namely 
the inhuman is not just another non-humanism or 
post-humanism. It is not a “post”—as if there would 
be something “after the human”—but rather there 
is a change in temporality, in the sense that there is 
no such thing as the human somewhere in the past 
(“Let’s make humans great again” doesn’t make sense, 
for example); we constantly change and through this 
process we also change our past. This is very impor-
tant for Anke and me, and is why we so appreciat-
ed the work of Quentin Meillassoux; the idea that every 
change, every metanoia, does not just change the future but changes 
everything in our past and how we have seen the world. For exam-
ple, someone who can no longer understand why s/
he had a certain opinion in the past. This is precise-
ly where the xeno comes in. Becoming alien, or col-
lectively becoming alien is a necessity, especially in 
times like ours. I call it a time-complex society that 
is no longer governed by the human—by what we per-
ceive—but by very complex systems, infrastructures, 
logistics, algorithms, computer systems, and so on, 
which automatically govern us “from the future”. It is 
important to distinguish the notion of the xeno from 
earlier post-structuralist, rather metaphoric percep-
tions (e.g. becoming sauvage, the dérive); instead it is in-
fluenced by the impact of technologies or the runaway 
technologies of our times that have not completely 
undermined the liberal subject. There are two ways of 
dealing with the societal challenges we are facing: either “to make 
humans great again”, which is the regressive option, or the fu-
turist, so to speak, xeno-option. In German, I like to 
play with the idea that there is no kind of Zeit-
genossenschaft (contemporaneity) in the sense 
of Gegenwartsgenossenschaft (present society). 
Either you become a Vergangenheitsgenosse (a 
companion of the past), or you become a 
Zukunftsgenosse (a companion of the future). 
This is the task of the xeno, and I want 
to refine the concept. Accordingly, we need 
to understand architecture not as a timeless art 
or as grounded in the present but as architectur-
al thinking and practice (maybe there is not so 
much difference between the two) situated in 
the future and acting upon our present from 
the future. As algorithms already 
do anyhow, and as the aliens in  
The Edge of Tomorrow do, albeit in a 
destructive manner.

 MARKUS MIESSEN
For me as an outsider to the 
xenodebate, I would like to 
contextualize this within the 
notion of “crossbenching”. Ar-
men wrote a very stimulat-
ing introduction to the book, 
which—in many ways—is 
also the reason why we are 
sitting here together today 
and why we have been in-
vited to work on the pro-
ject at the Kaaitheater in 
Brussels. In Representations of th e  
Intellectual, Edward Said i n -
troduces the public role o f 
the intellectual as outsid- er, as 
an amateur and disturb- er of 
the status quo. In his view, one task 
of the intellectual is the effort to 
break down stereotypes as well as the 
reductive categories that limit human 
thought and communi- cation. Said 
speaks about intellectu- als as figures 
whose public perfor- mance can nei-
ther be predicted nor re- duced to a fixed 
dogma or party line. For him, the ideal in-
tellectual works as an ex- ile and marginal 
actor, and as the author of a language that 
tries to speak truth to power, rather than 
an expert who provides objective advice for 
pay. This disinterested no- tion of what I would like 
to refer to as the “uninvited outsider” puts forward 
the claim that universality always goes hand in hand 
with risk-taking. This spirit of productive and targeted 
opposition, rather than ac- commodation, is the driving 
force for such a practice. To understand when 
to be part of some- thing and when to 
be outside of it. The “uninvited outsider” 
is someone who has a background 
within a particular (taught) discipline 
but ventures out of her or his mi-
lieu and immedi- ate professional 
context, using a set of soft 
skills required elsewhere, and 
then applying them to found 
situations and p r o b l e m a t -
ics—driven by a conscious-
ness that is sceptical and 
engaged, and devoted to 
moral judge- ment.

In terms of commu-
n i c a t i n g one’s mes-
sage, it is essential 
to break away from 
o n e ’ s milieu—oth-
erwise, one willingly  
reduc- es one’s audi-
ence to the pre-ex-
i s t - ing crowd, who 

t y p i c a l l y have a similar disciplinary 
background to one’s own—to produce 
new publics and  audiences that 
would not con- vene outside one’s prac-
tice. In the con- text of the uninvited out-
sider, exile can also be understood as a 
metaphorical con- dition, such as exile in 
other fields of ex- pertise. Or, as the saying 
goes: one cannot be a prophet in one’s own 
country. The outsider is someone who can use a general 
sense of abstraction in or- der for his or her knowledge to 
fuel an alternative and nec- essary debate, and to decouple 
existing and deadlocked re- lationships and practices in a 
foreign context. In order to become active and 
productive as an in- stigator and initiator 
in the choreography of strategic conflicts, one 
can appropriate the strength and potential 
of weak ties. Such an understanding of sur-
plus value through oth- erness is essentially 
antithetical to the no- tion of gnostic knowl-
edge. This then starts to translate into a 
discipline without pro- fession, a discipline 
without a set of pre- scriptions or known 
knowledges but rath- er a framework of 
criticality: a discipline from the outside, a 
parasitic and impartial form of consulting. 
Knowledge and the produc- tion of knowledge are not 
fuelled by accumulation but by editing and sampling. 
For critical spatial practice to remain productive and 
unforeseen, one must avoid a situation in which crit-
icality turns into yet another modality of commod-
ification. To get back to your notion of the 
alien, do you regard it as some kind  
of outsider?

 AA
Outsiders are pre- cisely the insid-
ers in the context of xenoism. We 
have to both learn as aliens and 
learn to become aliens. Like in 
the recent film Arrival: what we 
can learn from aliens and from 
being alien is to understand 
the future— time comes 
from the future—and 
our pres- ent as an 
asynchro- nous present, 
which is already alien 
to  itself.

 Anke and I 
thought a 
lot about 
“other ing ” 
as a meth-
odolog ica l 
proposition. 
The way 
we work 
together is 
character-
ized by al-
ways trying 
to push our-
selves on 
all levels by 
doing what 
we dislike. It 
is constant-
ly search-
ing for how 
to provide 
a setting 
(work and 
writing set-
tings) in 
which we are 
not in charge, 
in a way forc-
ing the other 
to do what he 
or she cannot 
do. The meth-
odology for 
this very pro-
ject serves as 
an example. 
Markus is not 
merely build-
ing a scenogra-
phy in which 
I will give a 
lecture. Here, 
the “othering” 
is still experi- 
mented with 
on a very 
m e t h o d o -

l o g - ical level; 
b e c o m - ing alien or 
non-human is a more 
radical way to integrate 
technologies. What does it mean 
to become software or al- gorithms? 
We already are anyhow; they 
already tell us what our fu-
ture is like. Either we learn 
how to integrate them into who 
and what we are, or we just follow 
blindly all the pre-emptive mecha-
nisms put in place; Parship telling us 
what kind of partner will most likely 
make us happy in life, Amazon telling 
us which book to read, the police lock-
ing people up simply because they are 
connected to this or that person, and so 
on.

 AH
I want to come back to the question of 
the human and how to collectivize a pro-
cess of metanoia, which is a process of 
becoming alien. Perhaps it is not so 
easy to go from an individual to a col-
lective, but we need to move through 
various parts, settings of part and 
part, part and other, one and other, 
one and two others, etc. These can 
be settings of talking, of writing, 
and what I am interested in is 
how this building up of a set-
ting—in our case, a practice 
of writing—can be general-
ized in a methodological 
sense. We have worked 
a lot with mereolo- g y , 
which is a theory going 
back to the Middle Ages,  
reflecting on h o w 
parts relate to wholes . 
Whether they are just 
va r iables , like ma-
terials in a construc-
tion, or whether, 
in cer- tain set-
tings, they form 
t h e a c t u a l 

whole as a 
constella-
tion. The 
question one 
can ask with-
in a mereo-
logical frame-
work is, how 
can particles 
t r a n s f o r m 
wholes? This 
is, to some ex-

tent, an answer 
to Patricia’s 

question about 
“how to collectivize 

a metanoia”. I think 
of collectivization 

in terms of employ-
ing mereology in the 

broader sense of think-
ing of how settings and 

constellations that include 
parts can form or transform 

wholes differently. How can 
you make one whole part of an-

other whole? How does this allow 
you to transform relations and set-

tings? I have the feeling this would be 
relevant for our discussion of xeno-ar-

chitecture. In that sense xeno-architecture could be 
a mereological architecture, something that works with 

parts and wholes and transforms them, especially with re-
gard to surfaces or materials, in terms of making holes into 

wholes. This again goes back to Negarestani’s xeno-
idea of the mereological relation, where any whole 

relates to a hole instead of a part as an element; the 
holes that are created by that process are creating an 
openness; they also create a process of becoming “oth-
er”, of being laid open. 

 PR
Since we are aiming to come to some kind of 
working definition of xenoism, we need to 
start carving out what it could be. I’m 
interested in what Armen said earli-
er about the inhuman not being a 
break from the human. It seems 
to me that this is more about 
instituting a new continui-
ty of what the human is, 
right?

 AA
For some it re-
mains a hu-
m a n i s m , 
and an 
e l e -

ment 
o f c o n t i -

nuity. I’m 
more inter-

ested in 
 the discontinu-

ity. It is not just 
a process of ra-

tionality, it is not 
always the rational 
that makes us in-
human and that 
makes it possible 
to change the defi-
nition of what hu-
man is. There is 
also the irrational. 
If you have nat-
ural numbers 
and you par-

tition them, 
you then get 
irrational 
n u m b e r s 

that are big-
ger than the 

rational numbers. 
The other important 

element in relation to 
the notion of the alien is 

to understand how alienation is more than 
just something neg- ative. Again, the film 
Arrival is a good exam- ple: the aliens come 
from the future, and if you manage to de-
code their language, you can learn from them 
in order to understand the future and the 
algorithms that consti- tute that future. 
So what does that mean for xenopoetic strate-
gies in architecture, an ar- chitecture that 
is no longer metaphoric but metonymic? An 
architecture that is not sim- ply responsible 
for providing shelter, a roof, or housing for 
humans, not a natural meta- phoric logic 
in which the local house is part of the coun-
try and the human is part of the house, but 
one that instead thinks of a met- onymical 
relationship between humans and ar-
chitecture: an inhuman relation- ship. In 
that sense, let’s ask ourselves what an in-
human or alienating architecture c ou ld 
be that triggers these processes of al- i e n -
ation or xenoism. Obviously, we don’t y e t 
know. Xeno-architecture is a speculative neolo-
gism, and its force or its truth doesn’t lie in its pre-
cise description of a given situation but of a future 
one.

 MM
Yes, definitely. In the face of what we may 
currently assume, it is important to un-
derstand that alienation and inhuman are 
not referring to something negative. Also, 
instead of using the word “architecture”, 
which—to most people—connotes what you 
just described (a practical, physical practice, 
etc.), it might be helpful to refer to spatial prac-
tice, which is concerned with the production of 
space, but not merely in a physical way. 

 AH
I thought that in terms of spatial practic-
es, of mereology, a xenowhole would be a whole 
that is a vermicular space (Wurmräume or worm  
spaces). Wholes that as a spatial practice form 
surfaces and wholes. I see this idea manifest in 
a technological practice of infrastructure (e.g. ca-
bling, water systems, urban transport). These are 
usually technological spatial practices which all 
operate with vermicular spaces, as exemplified by 
the London metro which is called “the tube”. I see 
a strong connection between these technological 
xenospaces and part and whole relationships. And, 
if you compare this to the very traditional inter-
pretation of architecture as a practice that creates 
houses and shelters, then perhaps this has a very  
alienating effect. 

My idea was that forms of futurist architecture where 
all the vermicular spaces are tied to technology, like, 
for example, the cables attached to the façade of the 
Centre Pompidou and the cables inside the Google 
data centre, remind us of three-dimensional spaces; 
however, I have difficulties perceiving them in a tradi-
tional Euclidean way.

My other thought on xeno in relation to architec-
ture—and Armen previously touched upon it brief-
ly—addresses a kind of speculative temporality. Ar-
men claims that time comes from the future. I understand it in 
this way: it might not come from there, but it is anchored there. I 
decide to take action in relation to a future hori-
zon that I set up, whatever that future horizon is. 
A predictive horizon that demands I take into 
account my insurances, the laws of the coun-
try I am living in, etc. Hence, what I decide 
to do now depends on that horizon; the ho-
rizon of the future comes first and de-
cisions about the present come after.

What a metanoietic change of time 
also entails is a liberation from 
enslavement by a future horizon. I 
can act now according to a 
future I imagine. And on t o p 
of that, a speculative fu- turism 
opens up unpredict- a b l e 
and unforeseen new p a s t s . 
This also im- pacts on 
architecture . I called 
it “archeotec- ture” to 
differentiate b e t ween 
an architec- ture that, 
as Armen says, ety-
molog ica l ly c on no t e s 
“origins” and the xeno 
(the other or the alien-
ating). I took into consid-
eration the architectur-
al materials; since they 
are not eter- nal, how can 
we think of an architecture 
that changes in its past?

 MM
You mentioned the tempo-
ral dimension. I would say 
that this needs to be un-
derstood as an i m p o r t a n t 

c o m p o n e n t and material 
in and of ar- chitecture , 

since it has a lot to 
do with how spaces 
are pro- g ram med , 
what the p o l i c i e s , 
p r o t o - cols, and 
t i m e codes are 
t h a t have an 
e f f e c t on a par-
t i c u l a r space. I 
am won- d e r i n g 
how this l i n k s 
not only to A n k e ’ s 
e x a m p l e of the 

Centre Pom- p i d o u 
but also to i n f ra -

structural spac- es such 
as server farms, which 

mostly show lit- e r a l 
physical infrastruc- t u r -

al elements—pipe and c a -
bling work and so on. To m e , 
these present a physical r e -
ality that one is confront- e d 
with, whereas when Anke d e -
scribes the temporal di-
mension, I see a reali- t y 
one can directly interact o r 
interfere with. Could you 
elaborate a bit on this tem-
poral dimension?

 AH
Initially, I thought about 
this notion from a materi- 
 al point of view 
since architecture is bound 
to materials either in their 
physical or in their biologi-
cal character. For example, 
if you think of ecological 
architecture, which uses 
biological materials, the 
problem arises that these 
materials change in time 
and are unpredictable or 
may be hard to program. 
I thought that the tem-
porality of architecture 
is most visible within 
the material dimension 
of architecture. None-
theless, this is not the 
case with construc-
tion sketches made 
on parchment which 
last thousands of 
years, thus making 
you forget that ar-
chitecture has a 
temporal dimen-
sion at all. 

However, once 
we have taken 
into account 
a temporal 
dimension 
of ar-
chitec-
ture—
a n d 

agreed 
t h a t 

x e n o 
c o m e s 

to signi-
fy a deviation 

from a chron-
ological image of 

time—we could go one 
step further and ask about 

architecture’s relationship to 
the past. I named the zone of think-

ing about architecture’s pastness “arche- 
otecture”. It seems hard to imagine what the past-

ness of architecture could be. Archeotecture seems 
so alien that I thought of it as a case of xeno- 
architecture. For instance, let’s take past architecture 
like Trajan’s Column: an archeotectural approach 
would not be concerned with a conservative practice. 
That is to say, archeotecture would not try to keep 
the body of past architecture in the state it was im-
agined back then, it would not aim to eternalize the 
specific moment it was built in AD 113 up into the 
present. Thus, to some degree, it would be opposed to 
restoration and reconstruction. Archeotecture concerns the 
transformations of architecture in the past—in the temporal mode 
of its pastness—and would look there for deviations from the origin, 
maybe in a poetic sense, creating something in the past. In the case 
of Trajan’s Column, it is the alphabet and the typeface 
of capitalis monumentalis, which is displayed on the pillar, 
that form the zone of archeotectural action. Though 
this example might seem a bit literal, I’d like to start 
thinking about archeotecture from exactly those as-
pects of past architecture that can be subjected to 
xeno-architectural treatment. So the idea would be 
to open up architecture’s past from its conservative, 
that is, preservative mode of existence.

 PR
I find some words that have been going around 
interesting, because I experience them as prob-
lematic and they themselves indicate a series of 
geometrical limitations. For example, as Anke 
mentioned, the evocation of the horizon where 
the speculative future comes from: you look to-

wards the future, which influences 
your actions, and that is why our be-
haviour can be said to be coming from 
the future. As some- one interested in 
perspectivism, I’d like to unpack these 
geometrical metaphors we commonly 
use and dig into how they may con-
strain us from thinking/ acting other-
wise. The xeno is tied to a realist phi-
losophy, and of course we know that 
the only reality of the hori- zon is that 
it is a mimicry of the lim- i t a t i o n s 
of our bio-sensory interface system. I 
think it is interesting that we contin- ue to evoke 
this image of the horizon as a notion providing 
some sort of guidance, but maybe we ac- t u a l l y 
need to develop new modes of geomet- r i c a l 
representation that more accurately de- scribe 
the spatial reality that we inhabit, which obvi-
ously does not end with the illusion of a ho- r i -
zon. What would be the implications of that 
geometrical-representational transforma- 
tion upon the discipline of architecture? I 
don’t think that it’s trivial that we 
continue using these terms, but we 
have to be aware that they do repre-
sent and entail a certain limitation 
about how we imagine our world to 
be, and what sorts of interventions/ac-
tions are possible within it. “To be” also 
evokes too much of a linear model of 
time and causation leading to the status 
quo we see right now, instead of desig-
nating what is actually desired with the 
acknowledgement of a xenoism and its 
effect on temporality.

 MM
With regard to the question of rep-
resentation, visualization, and drawing 
as tools to communicate between differ-
ent actors and constituencies, architects 
and designers have been developing tools 
and formats to deal with this mediation 
and communication challenge. However, I 
find the speculation about different forms 
of “geometric” realities that we (could) in-
habit deeply problematic—mostly from 
the point of view of the architectural dis-
course of the last fifteen years, in which 
a mostly formal debate on a computer- 
driven design discourse has produced an 
architecture completely devoid of con-
tent.

 AA
The problem with the notion of the hori-
zon is that it is in itself a phenomenolog-
ical metaphor. I agree that it cannot be 
thought of in a phenomenological way—
this is also how I understand Anke: 
namely, that it is not an aesthetic ap-
proach. The architectural patrimony 
is not merely about what is built or 
its form, in the same way that com-
putational architecture cannot be 
reduced to smooth surfaces in the 
style of Patrik Schumacher, where 
the tendency is to measure con-
tingency and at the same time 
resolve it. This is absolutely deci-
sive when we think about xeno-
poetics as opposed to aesthet-
ics, since all new technologies 
imply a new ordering of our 
senses; we are no longer in 
the Fordist mechanistic 
or industrial paradigm, 
which is focused on the 
visual. This also explains 
why Markus and I want 
to work with scent and 
sound as an architec-
tural intervention at 
the Kaaitheater in 
Brussels. 

 MM
Basically, it is 
about integrat-
ing non-physical 
components that 
have an effect on 
space.

 AA
Yes, indeed. By 
asking ourselves 
what the sound of 
architecture could 
be, or the smell of 
thinking, we are 
trying to tran-
scend the visual, 
even though we 
don’t know yet 
how our new in-
human appara-
tus of the senses 
will be different 
and will have—
to use a Rus-
sian formalist 
expression—a 
disparate domi-
nance of one sense 
that structures 
everything else 
(which differs 
from a hegemo-
ny of one sense). 
If the dominant 
sense might no 
longer be the 
visual, how does 
this affect architec-
ture, which will con-
tinue to be built and 
seen? This means that 
the logic or the meta-
phor of the horizon is 
problematic on all levels, 
first of all because it is an 
aesthetic one. One of our 
premises has always been, 
in our book on metanoia and 
elsewhere, that there is no aisthe-
sis and no noesis (no perception and no 
understanding) without poiesis, with-
out the production of something, the coming 
into being of something new. So every basic 
act of understanding and seeing entails a kind 
of poietic creation.

 AH
I relate more literally, in a Hei-
deggerian sense, to the use of the 
word “horizon”. It signals phenome- 
enology’s shift towards existentialism; 
from what we experience to how it is actu-
ally located in time. That is where the con-
cept of horizon sits for me philosophically. In 
this sense, the future is precisely a horizon. If 
I were to think of it geometrically or aestheti-
cally, then an example of a horizon would be the 
moment when a Euclidean surface turns out to 
be actually round; the horizon is that which ori-
entates you, though it remains ungraspable. One 
never reaches the horizon. It is a speculative con-
cept that is created for orientation in the present.

While we were speaking, I had a very practical and 
literary idea of making a concept out of the xeno, 
related to our first definition of xeno at the very be-
ginning of our conversation, to stimulate collective 
metanoia via writing in the broadest sense. What if 
we put an “x” instead of a “c” wherever we can? Speak 
of “archeotexture” instead of “archeotecture,” speak of 
“poetix” instead of “poetics.” Continue with this prac-
tice until you come up with a list of words. My sug-
gestion comes from our understanding of speculative 
poetics as a practice of language that highlights the 
creative and cognitive potentials of language. Noiesis 
doesn’t come without poiesis and can’t be reduced to 
aisthesis. So speaking of xenoism without a mini-
mum of creativity on the level of language risks fab-
ricating a concept that is too dogmatic. The xenoist 
procedure of putting x’s into the words for respect-
able concepts also seeks to introduce some ran-
domness and ultimately some fun into xloning 
and xlowning concepts. Xeno-architecture shouldn’t be 
a gloomy business.

 PR
Let’s put some emphasis back on the term xeno 
itself for a moment. It seems most of us here 
are aligned, to a certain degree, with a spec-
ulative turn in theory as a way to confront 
some of the limitations of post-structuralist 
or post-modernist ideals wherein the lin-
guistic is paramount, to the disavowal of 
a reality that is indifferent to us. What 
I find interesting, after roughly fifteen 
years of fighting against “language”—
to make a sweeping generalization—
is that language is being intro-
duced again. This resonates in 
Anke and Armen’s practice, 
where you focus on how 
language connects with 
reality in a broad and 
elaborated spectrum 
of practices and 
methodologies . 
But I am also 
thinking of other 
p h i l o s - o p h e r s 
s u c h as Reza Ne-

garestani and Pe-
ter Wolfendale, from 

whom I have recently heard 
lectures centred on language—

mainly in relation to computation and 
discussions on Artificial General Intelligence. 

What I would like to question—because, of course, we 
don’t want to end up saying that making a new vocab-
ulary will be sufficient—is the model of how you see 
the actual ability of language tied to the idea of con-
cept creation through language: how these new words 
or literary framings help us generate concepts to find 
a sense of orientation in the world. 

 AA
The unhelpful distinction between the philosophical-
ly informed tradition of language in linguistics of the 
last three to four decades—structuralism, post-struc-
turalism, and so on—versus the new ontological re-
turn of the real formed the starting point of our pro-
ject Speculative Poetics. Right from the beginning of 
many shallow discussions about Speculative Realism 
and other trends, Anke and I thought that this distinc-
tion was an empty rhetoric that was not going to last, 
and our project departed from an attempt to combine 
the two: not thinking of language as the “other” of on-
tology, but rather focusing on an ontology of language, 
which is in fact the subtitle of our book Metanoia. 

One of the first things that we did was to try 
to come up with new methodologies, just as we 
are doing now with regard to architecture. Daniel 
Falb, who will be included in the next conversa-
tion, was part of a group of Berlin-based poets, with 
whom we did a whole series about the question of ne-
ologisms and new concepts: How do you come up with 
new concepts? How do you invent them? How do you 
“read”? The conversations touched upon this inquiry 
mainly in order to find a common ground between 
philosophers and poets, without poetics—a specula-
tive, experimental xenopoetics—becoming a meta-dis-
course of the other; we were trying to get into a con-
versation with poets without talking about their own 
work or their theoretical understanding of literature. 
This was actually a search for xenoism and “othering” 
as a methodology. How do I do literary theory? How do 
I do philosophy? Not about another practice where I re-
main secure in my field and the other is the object of 
the inquiry, but rather, as Hegel literally describes the 
speculative sentence or utterance, “where the subject 
and predicate do not remain distinguished”; it is rath-
er the predicate that takes over, while the subject is 
sublated or drowns. What does it say on a methodological level 

if a thinker and an architect, or a poet, musician, and scent artist 
meet? As for the poet, we focused on the production 

of concepts. This is obviously not the case with 
architects, precisely because we don’t yet know 

what xeno-architecture is. Not only do we not 
know what it looks like, but we don’t know 

how to work on it, how to think about it. 
These conversations and the event in Brussels are an 

attempt to abductively produce something new 
and change the tools with which we are working. I 

emphasized “abduction” since it is primordial in 
such a process. It is the central mode of infer-

ence related to temporality. Not deductive—
top-down—but also not related to the realm 
of inference. It is both the particular and the 
logical operator; the rule needs to be devel-
oped in the making. The process is think-
ing by doing, and the manipulation and 
alienation on all levels is the key element. 
The architect, the philosopher, 
architecture all need to come 
out differently. We are aiming 
not for a reflexive encounter 
(even though here and now we 
are mainly talking to each oth-
er) but a recursive one that pro-
ceeds via the alienating integra-
tion of one discourse or practice 
into the other. Again, it’s a spec-
ulative methodology as opposed 
to a critical one that delineates 
borders and frontlines. Opening 
up to what’s strange or alien to us, 
using the force of the other, that’s 
part of any xenomethodology.

 MM
I would like to quickly pick up on 
what Armen said about the ques-
tion of not yet knowing how 
thinkers can interfere with 
architecture. Architecture is de-

sign and design is decision-making. I 
would say: let’s make decisions togeth-

er! When you apply the xeno 
to architectural practice, it 
seems that you are refer-
ring to the infrastructural 
component of architecture 
because of the exemplifi-
cation of its “other side”, 
which is usually hidden 
in conventional architec-
tural constructions. Or, 
are you also referring to 
a particular practice that 
leads towards this kind 
of space? 

  AH
I am wondering and in-
terested to understand 
the degree to which an 
infrastructural practice 
of architecture would  
indeed be vermicular 
and find its expression in 
worm spaces. And Mark-
us’s question is actually 
related to Patricia’s state-
ment that Armen and I are 
playing around with words 
in order to develop a new 
concept. In a classical ana-
lytical theory of language 
there are three elements: 
1) the words, their form 
(the form of writing, letters, 
etc.); 2) the concept these re-
late to, which is actually a 
universal conceptual space 
that sorts things into differ-
ent categories and is basically 
continuous; and 3) the things, 
phenomena, structures, or spa-
tial practices or subjects in the 
world. These three elements 
relate to one other. A problem 
with much of the analytical phi-
losophy of language is the wilful 
reduction of a threefold concept 
of language to a two-dimensional 
one. One dimension always gets as-
similated or folded into the other 
two or cut off. Our attempt was to 
explore a three-dimensional model of 
language through its poetic creativi-
ty. In our attempt to combine ontology 
and the achievements of the philosophy 
of language, we were mostly interested 
in the third component—the things. We 
were interested in reversing the temporal 
logic of this construction. It commonly be-
gins with things, then come the words and 
then—to put it somewhat sardonically—we 
all have to become philosophers to make a 
concept out of them. 

We wanted to think about concepts, try to 
change language, and lastly find out whether 
there are things in the world that can be made 
to form a new relationship to these three basic 
components of language. We thought that if 
we reverse the temporal relationship we will 
arrive at realism. If we do the process of cre-
ating words, thinking about their concepts 
and doing something that they then refer 
to, we will have something like a realist 
practice of language. Again, the temporal 
ordering is very important for us. Not to 

think of things words already refer to, that are al-
ready given, was important because I believe that 

the development of technology is so fast, since 
the Industrial Revolution, that we simply can-

not move fast enough to have words for all the 
things we need to name. The idea is that a 

kind of axxelerationism is needed to 
turn temporal relationships around, to 

have a language and concepts for things 
to come.

 PR
This reminds me of the 
idea in The Stack by Benja-
min H. Bratton where he 
describes the tendency 
to “anthropomorphize 
the new”, the tendency 
to humanize some-
thing new and un-
seen—particularly 
new technologies. I 
am curious about 
how the new func-
tioning of language 
you mention could 
help break that 
cycle: rather than 
seeing something 
and subsequent-
ly naming it, we 
name something 
that comes into be-
ing, like hypersti-
tion in some way. 
Because, let’s be up 
front, one of the most 
crucial components of xe-

noism, is that it cannot 
just be human. It seems 
pretty clear that in 

order to attempt to 
divert an impending 

climate catastrophe 
before us, we will need 

to have the capacity 
to become “other” and 

integrate “othering” as a 
methodology into a politi-

cal infrastructure, so that it 
is not strictly bound to human 

drives.

It may be interesting to think with-
in the context of this project about the 

specificity of the “non-human” characteris-
tic, since architecture in its conventional form 

is very human-based. As a consequence, architec-
ture became responsible for the drives and needs of 
humans. But ultimately, the xeno has to include the 
non-human as well.

 MM
That is basically the infrastructure you refer to, right?

 PR
I don’t know if it necessarily needs to be infrastruc-
ture. It’s pretty speculative. Infrastructure could also 
refer to a system of protocols. It doesn’t need to actu-
ally be built. The law, for example, is a kind of infra-
structure as well. 

 AH
With regard to Markus’s question, it seems when we 
were talking about the non-human, there are at least 
two different non-humans; one that is physical, geolog-
ical, to a certain degree pre-human—maybe “natural” 
or “given”—and then there is technology. I’m not sure 
I would call technology non-human because I cannot 
think of any technology that is not created by hu-
mans. Perhaps it is xeno-human.

 PR
I wouldn’t say that technology is non-human, abso-
lutely not. It actually underpins to a large degree what 
the human is, how the human is defined. What I’m 
getting at are the big repercussions of technology af-
fecting the non-human.

 AH
Somehow, I would relate “the alien”—the non-human—to a geolog-

ical, natural, biological “otherness” of humans. But the influence of 
technology can become alien or alienating so that it becomes threat-

ening for the human. Perhaps one could call “xeno” a very specif-
ic form of the inhuman in the human. So at both ends 

(nature and technology), xenos would take 
an alien nature into account. Especial-

ly in relation to something like the 
Anthropocene. Hence, a xeno-ar-

chitecture would not neces-
sarily be about going back 

t o the origins of a human 
or a natural architecture, 
going back to the village 
and so on, but would 
t a k e into account 
our tech- nolog ica l 
i m p a c t on these 
n a t u r a l c o n -
ditions. So xeno 
on the lev- e l 
of technology 
and infrastruc-
ture discovers 
the alien, on the 
level of nature. It 
creates a natural 
non-human. 

 MM
I would mostly agree 
with you but I don’t 
think all of this hap-
pens in the field of the 
technological, but rath-
er in the realm of spec-
ulation. I always get a 
little scared when peo-
ple talk about architec-
ture and technology, the 
current debates often 
end up with discussions 
about parametricism, 
which is problematic 
in terms of the out-
sourcing of responsi-
bility and so on. So, 
the “xeno”, for me, lies in 
the speculative practice 
which does not neces-
sitate thinking about 
a physical output or 
object but can be 
something else 
having an 
effect on 
space. 

 

PR

Think-
i n g 

about in-
f rastruc -

tures, what 
would a new 

political struc-
ture be that ac-

tually accommo-
dates these other 

alien forces, beings, 
and requirements? This 

is an immense conceptu-
al problem in terms of the 

xeno. I believe it is not going 
to happen until humans under-

go a collective transformation; in 
other words, unleash metanoia into 

existence as a transformed self-im-
age. This seems to me to be a very 

important question at the moment, 
though it is not going to be answered 
immediately. Ultimately, if you ask me 
why we are talking about xeno and why it 
has an importance to people outside this 
discourse, this is the way I would frame  
its urgency.

 AA
On a political level, xenopolitics has nothing 
to do with an attempt to think of the uni-
verse without human beings, although this 
scenario is in fact becoming an increasing 
possibility due to the “Thanatos drive” of 
neo-fascism. I am interested in a xenopol-
itics not so much in the sense of the alien 
or the non-human but with regards to a 
new geopolitics. How to react to this new 
configuration? To use a Deleuzian term, 
the reterritorialization that we see today 
is a renationalization, a counteracting of 
globalization and the neo-liberal goods 
that we somehow enjoyed criticizing in 
the last decades. These topics—which 
relate to the topic of mereology, the 
question of parts and whole, a mereo-
topology, as Luciana Parisi calls it, or 
a mereotopolitics, which is something 
I am curious about—will definitely be 
discussed in the upcoming conver-
sations with the offshore experts, 
but I can already touch upon them 
briefly now. We are witnessing to-
day the growing of different free 
zones of legality, where it is no 
longer clear to which territory 
or country they belong. Under 
which kind of juridical system 
do they function? Why do na-
tion-states have an interest 
in producing parasites from 
which they then feed par-
asitically (with para-sites 
seen as a variation of 
xenospaces)? We might 
slowly be recognizing 
a new political par-
adigm that replac-
es the neo-liberal 
Washington con-
sensus. The two 
decisive events 

of 2016, Trump 
and Brexit, 
must not 

b e simply un-
d e r - stood as a 
unidi- rec t iona l 
under- m i n i n g 
of the W e s t -
phal ian logic, a 
g l oba l i - zation of 
sp e c u l a - tive fi-
nance that leads to 
an under- m i n i n g 
of the sov- e r e i g n 
nation-state. R a t h e r , 
with both we see a 
shift in the political 
itself, a shift of the 
territorial log- ic that 
we’ve gotten used to. 
The UK is go- ing to be 
a large offshore z o n e ; 
London will be- come a 
massive Dubai. The same 
can be said of the US; 
they are drift- ing out 
of the old glob- al logic or 
paradigm. So I think it 
will be inter- esting to 
address xeno- poetics or 
xeno-econom- ics in terms 
of alienation and self-al-
ienation of the Westphalian 
logic without saying that 
it is just go- ing to disap-
pear. What is important is 
that this xe- noism is going on 
anyhow, but for us the question 
is, can we give it an emanci-
patory direction, can we 
u s e it in a progressive 

way? Again, it is 
an acceleration-
ist move. It is 
not that we need 
xenopractices in 
order to  f i g h t 
against the natu-
ral “Make America 
great again” claim. 
No, they are xen-
ophobic and they 
are highly artificial, 
as we all know. But 
they do it only in a 
truly ‘“symptomatic” 
way; the foreigner, the 
stranger, and the alien 
are figures of post-con-
temporary fear, mod-
ern-day neo-fascism 
is the exact opposite 

of a pro-

gres-
s i v e 
x e n o - 
politics. 
Ultimate- l y , 
the liber- a l 
left needs t o 
alienate it- sel f , 
it needs to e m -
brace this al- i e n - 
ation, because o t h -
erwise it also falls i n t o 
the trap of its own i l l u -
sionary “Make Amer- i c a 
naturally great again” o r 
“Make the natural great aga in”, 
but neither will happen. That is 
my political hypothesis for now. 
We are already in some kind of xe- nopolitical 
period, unfortunately just a regressive xenophobic 
variation of it.
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sels-based curatorial and research platform initiated 
by Lietje Bauwens, Wouter De Raeve, and Alice Had-
dad that seeks to examine the possibilities for re- 
radicalizing spatial practice. The dynamic relationship 
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in a series of cultural productions and collaborations.
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PERHAPS  
IT IS HIGH 
TIME FOR  
A XENO- 

ARCHITECTURE 
TO MATCH

In an era of overwhelming complexity and global un-
rest, we are currently experiencing a sense of disori-
entation and a mistrust of grand narratives. Within 
the spatial realm, better conditions are frequently 

sought in positions that embrace a nostalgic re-
treat towards the tangible, the local, and 

the particular. However, in the face 
of persistent impasses—

from environmental 
disasters to the 

pol itics 
of 

austerity 
and exclusion—

our current cognitive 
and sensory scope seems 
insufficient; what is need-
ed is a reorientation that 
turns away from “what 
is” towards “what could 
be” in order to speculate 
about new constructions 
that may function as a 

collective horizon.

Our inquiry searches 
for forms of knowledge 
that surpass human sub-
jectivity as their primary 
foundation and open up a 
larger space for the (as yet) 
unknown: the “xeno”. It em-
phasizes practices that seek 
strategies for ideological and 
structural change and are at 
ease within complex power struc-
tures, co-opting their rules and 
orders and proposing new models 
of organization. By researching how 
architects, artists, thinkers, and activ-
ists operating in the spatial field might 
endorse a process of “alienation” to con-

front global issues, Perhaps it is high time for a xeno- 
architecture to match explores unconventional narratives 
for subversive and political architectures (of knowing) in 

an attempt to re-radicalize spatial practice.

The curatorial and research platform Perhaps it is 
high time for a xeno-architecture to match appropriates for 
its title a quote borrowed from philosopher Armen 
Avanessian’s conceptual intervention in the form of 
a preface to architect and writer Markus Miessen’s re-
cent publication Crossbenching: Toward Participation as Critical 
Spatial Practice (Sternberg Press, 2016). Our inquiry picks 
up on Avanessian’s concept of “xeno-architecture”—a 
neologism he first proposed in various conversations 
with architects Christian Kerez and Rem Koolhaas—
to launch a series of collaborations and experime- 
ntations that keep in mind his idea that “xeno- 
architecture is not a description of the given but a  
speculative concept that will only show itself in and from  

the future.”
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