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Figure 1: 'Intimate Transactions Book Cover’ (see Armstrong, 2006).
Source: http://www.embodiedmedia.com/, with permission of Keith

This article considers the ‘co-affective’ power (Ettinger, 2011: 13) of the new media artwork
Intimate Transactions. Keith Armstrong (2005), artistic director of the Transmute Collective—the
creators of Intimate Transactions—describes Intimate Transactions as collaborative, ecological,
and concerned with relation. [1] In its most recent incarnation Intimate Transactions takes

the form of a ‘dual site networked installation’—'two people’ participate in the artwork from

31 FCJ-149 fibreculturejournal.org



FCJ-149 Affect and Care in Intimate Transactions

‘two different locations’ (Armstrong, n.d.). In Sydney, where | encountered the work, these
locations were the Performance Space in Redfern and Artspace in Woolloomooloo. [2]

Participants engage with Intimate Transactions through active ‘full body’ movement.
Through this, they engage with the animated ‘creatures’ in the ‘virtual environment[s]’ on a
large screen (Armstrong, 2005; Hamilton and Lavery, 2006: 2). At times it is also possible to
collaborate in a networked, ‘moving together’ with the other person (Massumi in Massumi
and Zournazi, 2002: 223). This ‘moving together’ affects what occurs throughout the entire
work.

Ultimately, as Armstrong (2005) states, the aim of Intimate Transactions is a collaboration
that will ‘enrich’ both the sensual and screen-environments. The work is not about individual
or ‘absolute control’. It is not only about ‘me’ and it is not about winning. Rather, in Intimate
Transactions there is a complex, and ‘intimate’, bodily ‘energy transfer’ between participants.
The design of the work encourages participants to move together, with the non-human
creatures as well as the other person, in a ‘co-creative’ (Ettinger, 2006a: 122) collaboration.
As such, Intimate Transactions as a whole is designed to operate, ‘co-creatively’ (Armstrong,
2005), at a ‘co-affective’ level of experience (Ettinger, 2011: 13). In sum, the ‘co-affective’
activity of Intimate Transactions emerges from a larger ‘trans-subjective’ field (Ettinger,
2006a: 111; Guattari, 1995: 6). This field involves the human participants as well as the non-
human screen-creatures.

Here | will explore the restorative powers of the collaborative and trans-subjective fields
generated by Intimate Transactions (see also Armstrong 2006: 33). To do so, this article
draws on the work of Bracha Ettinger, Félix Guattari, and Brian Massumi, amongst others.
For these thinkers the ‘trans-subjective level’ of experience—precisely because it is ‘co-
affective’—holds ‘ethical potentiality’ (Ettinger, 2006a: 111 and 117). In general, there is a
pressing need for explorations of the trans-subjective because such explorations ‘may lead
us to discover our part of shared responsibility in... events whose source is not “inside” the
One-self’ (Ettinger, 1995a: 51). As such, the kind of exploration of the trans-subjective found
in Intimate Transactions could be seen as providing a more embodied way of engaging with
the contemporary ‘eco-political” situation (Armstrong, 2006: 15). Intimate Transactions then
is of particular interest because it is a work that aims to activate the ‘ethical potentiality’ of
the trans-subjective more fully than many “interactive” works. [3]

In this article | will first give a detailed description of the trans-subjective qualities of
Intimate Transactions. As the title of the work suggests, Intimate Transactions is designed
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to draw attention to, and filter action through, the trans-active (Armstrong 2005; 2006:
25; Birringer, 2006). As such, Intimate Transactions deliberately challenges many standard
notions of the interactive, and the activities and practices that result from these standard
notions (see also Massumi, 2011: 39-86).

The description of the work itself will be followed by a theoretical consideration of the
‘co-affective’ nature of the artwork’s ‘transactivity’ (Birringer, 2006: 109). In discussing

this “transactivity’, Birringer writes that in Intimate Transactions ‘[t]he site of the body is

a transactional collectivity; fluid, transitory, ungrounded’ (Birringer, 2006: 109). [4] Taking

on board Massumi’s call for a rethinking of ‘interactivity’ in affective and ‘relational terms’
(Massumi, 2011: 52 and 67; see also Fritsch, 2011 and Brunner and Fritsch, 2011), the article
considers ‘transactivity’ from the complementary perspectives of relationality, the trans-
subjective, affect and ethics.

As | have already begun to suggest, this ‘transactivity’ (Birringer, 2006: 109) is different

to more conventional notions of the interactive. It is different because, with a focus on

the trans-, we move away from thinking “interaction” only as occurring between ‘already-
constituted’ subjects (and objects). In moving toward the trans-subjective, we move to ‘the
primacy of’ affect, relation and of the in-between (Massumi, 2002: 24; 1997a: 175; 2000a
and 2011: 39-86).

Following the work of Massumi in particular this article argues for the importance of a
‘tending’ to this affective level of experience, both in designing “interactive” art—such
as Intimate Transactions—and in life more generally (Massumi, 2000a: 216; 1997q;
2011; see also Ednie-Brown, 2007). For Pia Ednie-Brown (one of the collaborators on
Intimate Transactions) the kind of “design ethics” involved here must embrace a ‘striving
for a balance between affecting and being affected’ (Ednie-Brown, 2007: 329). Intimate
Transactions also makes it clear that to remain ethical and sustainable such tending

to the affective level of experience must foster ‘diversity’ in ‘collaboration’ and avoid a
consumption of difference (Ednie-Brown, 2007: 323; see also Ednie-Brown and Mewburn,
2006).
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Trans-subjective Collaboration and a ‘Logic of Affect

Figure 2: 'Participant navigating’. Image by David McLeod.
Source: http://www.embodiedmedia.com/, with permission of
Keith Armstrong

In Intimate Transactions two people in different physical locations engage with a large
‘screen-space’ (Armstrong 2006: 26). In order to engage with the work the participants stand,
tilted slightly back on (what the artwork’s creators call) ‘identical Bodyshelves'. [5] Lisa
O'Neill explains that the shelf is comfortable but that its backward tilt puts the participants
in a ‘slightly unusual position’ (O'Neill, 2006: 38). From this tilted position the participants
move their entire body, rolling the back and shoulders against the Bodyshelf in order to
navigate the world on the screen. They also shift the weight of their bodies on the mobile
platform on which they stand (see O’Neill, 2006). Engagement with the world on the screen
involves a strange ‘dance’, more or less on the spot, from which the body-shelf/platform
picks up bodily movement (Ednie-Brown, 2007: 244; see also O’Neill, 2006).

The movement on the shelf enables participants to engage with the work and its screen-
spaces—the worlds of the non-human creatures (Armstrong, 2006: 26). The movements

of the body on the shelf also ‘activate’ the participants’ avatars, which can enter what
becomes at times a shared realm in the ‘virtual world’ (shared simultaneously across the two
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screens in the different spaces) (O'Neill: 2006: 36-38). In this ‘shared space’ the avatars of
the two participants can ‘meet’ and move together as one semi-merged avatar (Armstrong,
2006: 27-28; O'Neill, 2006: 41). Through all this, as Jillian Hamilton explains, the "“Bodyshelf”
requires whole body movement to activate the motion sensors embedded in the surface. This
shifts the participant from a relatively passive wrist/hand interaction with the interface to a
physically active, whole body engagement with it" (Hamilton, 2006: 120).

However, the Bodyshelf does not only pick up and transfer the movements of the body on
the shelf onto the avatars on the screen. The shelf also plays an active part in the ‘immersive
sound-scape’, as the bodily ‘motion in space generate[s] the feedback of the sound’
(Webster, 2006: 60 and 67). This is an often intense and unusual sound.

Finally, the Bodyshelf transmits vibrations, based on the other person’s movements, onto
the lower back of the body. The vibrating devices in the Body-shelf, ‘are activated during
the “meeting” of the two...avatars, when they become locked together in joint movement’
(Ednie-Brown and Mewburn, 2006: 80-81).

Figure 3: the rubber device. Video still. Source: http://
www.embodiedmedia.com/, with permission of Keith
Armstrong

Another aspect of the vibrating quality of the work emerges via a rubbery ‘garment’ (with
a pink border) that is looped around the neck, like a ‘pendant’, and strapped loosely to the
abdomen. Inside this garment there is a device that transmits vibrations onto the stomach of
the participants. In this case the vibrations are based on the engagement with the creatures
in the ‘screen-world’ (Ednie-Brown and Mewburn, 2006: 80-81; Armstrong, 2005). These
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vibrations on the stomach, together with the vibrations on the lower back, constitute the
most intimate qualities of the work. With these vibrations one literally feels the movement of
others (see also Hamilton, 2006: 124). Pia Ednie-Brown and Inger Mewburn worked with the
Transmute Collective in designing these more intimate vibratory components of the work.

The intensity of the sound enhances the experience of intimacy. Guy Webster (sound director
of the Transmute Collective) explains that ‘[t]he vibrations in the Bodyshelf, and in the
pendant...are all controlled by sound’. For Webster this is an important aspect of the ‘sound
design’ because the ‘sounds can actually reach out and touch you' (Webster, 2006: 62).

Body, eyes, animated images and creatures, intense sounds and the bodily vibrations are
brought into a “co-territorialised” and networked milieu. A partial and distributed subjectivity
emerges with this. Armstrong (2005) explains that for both participants the experience is
one of transversally engaging with, and feeling the movement of, an excessive if unknown,
anonymous body (one does not see the other participant before or during the “interaction”).
In fact, it is not initially clear whose or even what movement we experience in the vibrations
emerging from the 'haptic devices’ in the Bodyshelf, the ‘immersive sound’ (produced by
bodily movement) and the vibrations felt on the stomach (Armstrong, 2006: 7). Yet, over
time, a strong sense of affective ‘co-creation’ emerges, between the human participants, the
non-organic aspects of the work (including the technology), and the non-human creatures on
the screens (these screen creatures are described by the artists as ‘Force of Change’, ‘Force
of Permanence’, 'Force of Instability’, ‘Force of Conflict’, ‘Force of Torment’' [Lawson and
Foley, 2006: 56-58]).

At the same time, it is important to note that in this ‘co-creation’ the work does not collapse
into undifferentiation (see Ednie-Brown and Mewburn, 2006). Even though the experience is
indeed ‘co-affective’, the felt differences between the participants and the screen creatures
remain, even as transactions occur. In other words, differences are expressed even during
the meeting of bodies and creatures. Rather than mergers, there are encounters via the

felt vibrations, the visuals and the sound (Armstrong, 2006: 33 and Webster, 2006: 69).

| will shortly discuss the precise moment at which these encounters take an ethical turn
(encouraging ‘relational difference in co-emergence’ [Ettinger, 2006b: 72]). In order to
discuss this ethical turn, it is first necessary to gain a better understanding of the various
environments on the screens.
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Figure 4: ‘Creatures and Sample Internal Images’.
Source: http://www.embodiedmedia.com/, with permission of
Keith Armstrong

In Intimate Transactions, there is a complex layering of different screen-worlds (Armstrong,
2006: 27; Hamilton, 2006: 116). At times, participants, with their own avatars, can engage
with the more “local” screen environments of-the non-human creatures (Armstrong, 2005).
As mentioned, the various forces of the creatures are expressed in part as vibrations, felt on
the stomach when participants engage with them (Ednie-Brown and Mewburn, 2006: 80-81;
Webster, 2006: 69). However, even in this phase of the work, the actions of avatars change
more than the environments of the creatures. They have effects throughout the system (and
each person’s avatar is presented as a ‘shadow’ avatar in the other participant’s screen-
space [Armstrong, 2005; 2006: 27]). At other times, there is a direct participation in a ‘shared
space’ (Armstrong, 2006: 27-33). Here the avatars reflect the movement of both participants
within a shared screen-space. It is in this environment that the separate avatars can meet
and move together. [6]

Armstrong (2005) emphasises the importance of the different screen environments. He
explains that at one stage of the work it is possible for the individual participants to
impoverish the world of the non-human creatures. In these more ‘local’ spaces the human
participants can, individually, take away ‘objects from’ the non-human creatures in order to
take possession of them and ‘incorporate...these objects into their own avatars’ (Armstrong,
2006: 27). At the beginning of the experience, the participants are told the following:
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You can take things away from your Creatures, but in order to return these you must
interact with the other person.

How you treat these Creatures will ultimately affect what you see, hear and feel and
what the other person sees, hears and feels ... (cited in Armstrong, 2005).

Armstrong points out that it is possible to not ‘work collaboratively with the other person’.
However, the less one does so, and the more one takes away from the environments of the
non-human creatures, the more impoverished the ‘immersive’ world becomes.

The experience becomes tame. It loses its intensity. This loss of intensity is ‘indicated by

a rapidly increasing, overall sluggishness, lessening brightness and inability to transact
smoothly’ (Armstrong, 2005). Webster explains that ‘[a]s the effect moves across the whole
spectrum, all the imagery starts to become lethargic and that's directly represented in the
sound’ as well (Webster, 2006: 66). It is clear then that non-collaboration is not encouraged by
the very design of the work.

Figure 5: 'Force of Change — Internal Composition’Image by Benedict Foley.
Source: http://www.embodiedmedia.com/, with permission of Keith Armstrong
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In order to re-"enrich” all the screen-spaces, including the worlds of the non-human
creatures, and indeed the gallery spaces, the two human participants have to work
together. For one thing, their avatars have to join. They must meet in a ‘trans-subjective’
movement based on what Armstrong (2005) terms transversal, ‘networked and cross-
affective processes’. These affective processes are ‘multidirectional’ (Ettinger, 2006b: 64)
and, as mentioned, take place in a shared space (Armstrong, 2006: 27). In this shared
space participants can work together and move together to heal the creatures and ‘restore’
environments that may have suffered over-‘consumption’ (Armstrong, 2006: 29, 27).

Figure 6: ‘Person to Person Interaction Screen’. Image by Keith Armstrong.
Source: http://www.embodiedmedia.com/, with permission of Keith Armstrong

Ecological responsibility here becomes distributed (networked). It emerges from an affective
(trans-subjective) field shared across the two gallery spaces. Together, the vibrations, the
‘immersive sound’ and the whirling in the screen-worlds make the movement of this shared
trans-subjective affect felt. Affect here clearly emerges from the activation of ‘our (collective)
movements’ (Birringer, 2006: 112). As such, it is in the activation of this collective sphere
that Intimate Transactions takes on an ethical and restorative turn (see Armstrong, 2005).
One aspect of this is that the environments of the non-human creatures can only be re-

fibreculturejournal.org FCJ-149 39



FCJ-149 Affect and Care in Intimate Transactions

energised if the participants actively surrender control, not that they ever have ‘absolute
control’ (Armstrong, 2005). Surrendering control, they can meet in a trans-subjective
movement that affects and restores the energy of the entire work. In sum, the participants
have to ‘cooperate to restore the creatures and the energy of their own/shared environment’
(Armstrong, 2006: 29). As noted, Armstrong (2005) refers to this cooperative working process
as ‘cross-affective’.

Here we can build on Armstrong’s idea that much of the “action” in Intimate Transactions
takes place on a ‘cross-affective’ level of experience. | am taking this idea of ‘cross-affective’
“action” a little further, seeing the potential ‘co-creative’ activity (Ettinger, 2006a: 122;
Armstrong, 2005) involved as not only ‘cross-affective’ but also ‘co-affective’ (Ettinger, 2011:

13). That is, affect not only crosses between various actions, but arises from within, and even
perhaps as, the ‘transactivity’ involved (Birringer, 2006). This is at the distributed heart of
what can be called a ‘logic of affects’. Part of the achievement of Intimate Transactions is
that it so emphatically emphasises an entire ‘logic of affects rather than a logic of delimited
sets’ (Guattari, 1995: 9) [7]. In the latter, the ‘logic of delimited sets’, a collection of ‘discrete
elements’ (such as participants and technical elements) come first and last, with something
like “interaction” occurring, only secondarily, between them (Massumi, 2000a: 191).
However, a ‘logic of affects’ is concerned with trans-subjective, ‘pre-personal” and ‘collective’
fields of experience. A ‘'logic of affects’ is ‘polyphonic’ (Guattari, 1995: 9 and 1) ‘multi-polar’,
(Guattari, 1996: 158) as well as ‘co-creative’. [8] It is precisely because the ‘logic of affects’

is ‘multi-polar’ and ‘co-creative’ that it can be understood to involve ‘transactivity’ across
emergent subjectivities, rather than interaction between ‘already-constituted’ subjects or
objects (‘delimited sets’) (see Massumi, 1997a: 175; 2011: 39-86). It is the rigorous attempt
to design for engagement within the ‘logic of affects’ that makes Intimate Transactions

a matter of ‘transactivity’, more than interactivity (the latter of which can sometimes

seem more concerned with the ‘logic of delimited sets’). With its focus on ‘co-affective’
‘transactivity’, Intimate Transactions thus appears to challenge the more conventional
notions of interaction.

Prior to writing about Intimate Transactions and ‘transactivity’ Birringer proposed ways of
categorizing ‘various types of interactive environments (sensory, immersive, networked and
derived environments)’. He explains that ‘[w]hen the parameters of these are mixed, we
speak of mixed reality or hybrid environments’. However, according to Birringer Intimate
Transactions is different because it involves ‘transactivity’:
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Intimate Transactions is another category, a transactive environment, involving
telematic performance with distributed action, where images and sounds are created
not simply to be transmitted from one location to another, but to cooperate in an
evolving feedback loop via a virtual ecology. (Birringer, 2006: 108-109)

As fits ‘a logic of affects’, the primary concerns of Intimate Transactions are not only
relational then but also ‘ecological’ (see Armstrong, 2005 and 2006). They are ecological in
two senses. First there is a focus on ecology understood in terms of the complex dynamics
of relations in a given situation, with an emphasis on changing the way that these dynamics
are approached/experienced. Second, the design of Intimate Transactions fosters the
possibility that experiencing the dynamics of this ecological relationality, in this case very
intimately within an artwork, may change approaches to more general environmental issues.
Armstrong argues that ‘the way we approach design can have an enormous impact upon
the way that we interact with the world. It can potentially change the way that we approach,
and therefore understand, ecology’ (Armstrong, 2006: 15). [9]

‘[E]lcological concerns’ then, form a key part of the “transactive design” of Intimate
Transactions (Armstrong, 2006: 13). We have seen that in order to produce more sustainable
changes within the work, the “action” in Intimate Transactions must not only emerge from
isolated, already individuated bodies or selves (see Armstrong, 2006: 13-16) (from what |
referred to above as ‘the logic of" already ‘delimited sets’). If engagement with the work
stops there, this leads to a kind of ‘ecological crisis’ in what become diminished ‘audio-
visual’ and ‘tactile’ worlds (Armstrong, 2005). Instead of stopping at individual action,

in order to care for the virtual environments, participants in Intimate Transactions are
encouraged to engage fully in the ‘relational potential’ (Massumi, 2000a: 202) of the ‘logic
of affects’ (the collective, ‘co-creative’ and ‘trans-subjective levels’ of experience). Only

if “action”—in this case movement—becomes distributed across a larger affective field
engaging both participants (as well as the screen creatures) in a ‘co-affective’ collaboration
does the work take an ethical and reparative turn toward a restoring of ecological balance.
From this collaboration a more rewarding experience of the work itself also emerges (see
Armstrong, 2005).

The focus on ‘co-affective’ collaboration in Intimate Transactions reflects a less individualised
notion of affect, shared by the thinkers discussed in this article. Erin Manning, for example,
notes that ‘affect does not rest in the individual'. Rather, affect is ‘collective’ and of the in-
between (Manning, 2010: 117 and 122). [10] Guattari writes about the “sticky” ‘transitivist
character of affect’ operating within a ‘multi-polar affective composition’ (Guattari, 1996:
158). Massumi considers affect ‘transsituational’ (Massumi, 2000a: 185) and Ettinger thinks
affect in terms of ‘co-affectivity’ (Ettinger, 2000: 98). For all these thinkers affect is located,
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beyond the emotional states of the human individual, in a larger distributed field. For these
thinkers and, as taken up in the design of Intimate Transactions, ‘the logic of affects’ is
generative, collective and ‘distributed’ (Hamilton, 2006: 118; Armstrong, 2005; see also
Ednie-Brown, 2007: 178). [11]

These approaches to affect are shared by Ednie-Brown (2007). They are present in the design
philosophy and architecturally inflected art practice she brought to the collaborative creation
of the 'haptic components’ of Intimate Transactions (Armstrong, n.d.). As mentioned, Ednie-
Brown has developed a “relational design ethics” *
and being affected’ (Ednie-Brown, 2007: 329).

striving for a balance between affecting

Belonging

We have seen that, as an ecological work, explicitly concerned with sustainability (Birringer,
2006: 108), Intimate Transactions aims to create a care for the world that tends to a more
distributed sense of ‘ethical responsibility’—in, across, and beyond the artwork (Armstrong,
2006: 15). For Armstrong, Intimate Transactions thus works at the level of the ‘eco-political’
(Armstrong, 2006: 15). Massumi articulates the general aim of this kind of political concern
very well, stating that ‘[t]he “object” of political ecology is the coming-together or belonging-
together of processually unique and divergent forms of life’ (Massumi, 2000a: 216).

For Massumi ‘there are ways of acting upon the level of belonging itself, on the moving
together and coming together of bodies per se’ (Massumi in Massumi and Zournazi,

2002: 223). Massumi also suggests that ‘[elthics is a tending of coming-together, a caring
for belonging as such’ (Massumi, 2000a: 216). In general terms, ‘caring for belonging’

is relational yet this relationality is ‘of the middle’, that is, it does not link the 'already-
constituted’ (Massumi, 1997a: 175). Rather, for Massumi as for Gilbert Simondon ‘a true
relation is that which constitutes the terms that it connects’ (Flanders in Simondon, 2009:
15, see also Massumi, 1997a). The relation itself is a ‘co-creative’ process, which produces
new individuations (see also Brunner and Fritsch, 2011). | have outlined above how Intimate
Transactions encourages relation — the work is ‘highly relational’ (Armstrong, n.d). Yet for the
work to be truly transformative this must involve a co-constitutive ‘transactivity’ productive
of new individuations and milieus.
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Of course, activating the more affective level of experience does not automatically involve
a care for ‘belonging-together’. Intimate Transactions is affective throughout, yet subtle in
its foregrounding of different kinds of affective engagement, some more directed towards
‘belonging-together’ than others. If participants only work individually and collect object
from the non-human creatures there is no care for ‘belonging-together’. As we have seen,
it is in the more collaborative phases that Intimate Transactions explicitly encourages
individuations that involve ‘a caring for belonging as such’ (Massumi, 2000a: 216).

This care ‘for belonging’ involves a “micropolitical” approach to ethics in that it works at
the level of our bodily habits (see Massumi in Massumi and McKim, 2009 and Guattari

in Guattari and Rolnik, 2008). In this regard Intimate Transactions attempts to resist, by
deterritorialising, the more destructive habits of the human body. These destructive habits
come to life (and it is hoped that participants become more aware of them) at the moments
in Intimate Transactions at which it is possible for the participants to impoverish the world
of the non-human creatures. Intimate Transactions challenges this impoverishment with
the offer of a deterritorialisation that can ‘restore’ and re-enrich the ‘virtual world’ (O'Neill.
2006: 41) in a ‘moving together’. In this restorative movement the participants at different
locations move together and participate in a collaborative individuation of new subjective
possibilities and worlds. In general, it is hoped (but never guaranteed) that these new
individuations will avoid a ‘conservative’ or exploitative ‘reterritorialisation of subjectivity’
(Guattari, 1995: 3) and produce a ‘caring for belonging’ (Massumi, 2000a: 216). To reiterate,
such a care does not emerge from the interaction between ‘already-constituted’ bodies or
selves but from the midst of a distributed, vibrating and trans-subjective affect. The care
does not emerge from autonomous subjects but from relational ‘not one-ness’ (Ettinger,
1992: 178, see also Hamilton, 2006).

For thinkers such as Ettinger, Simondon or Erin Manning the question of individuation is
complex. Individuation and the body are ‘always more than one’ (Manning, 2010: 117). It

is this ‘not one-ness’ that Intimate Transactions taps into. Yet, again, this ‘not one-ness’
involves no simple unity, not even in a ‘coming-together’. Rather it is a question, as in
Intimate Transactions, of activating what Pia Ednie-Brown and Inger Mewburn (the creators
of the haptic components) call the ‘undeniable difference between us'. They write about the
haptic components as addressing ‘a power that vibrates with the texture of difference’.

In our opinion, the value of this particular project lies in actively exploring ways and
means through which we might deal with that difficult political, social, ethical and
perhaps universal problem we keep repeating: the difficulty of forming a sense of
shared experience amidst the undeniable difference between us. (Ednie-Brown and
Mewburn 2006: 87)
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So the 'not one-ness’ of Intimate Transactions does not only concern the simple fact that
there is more than one participant. It also concerns the more complex reality of participation.
Participation is never foundationally about “the individual” or a “becoming one”, but rather
about a collaborative becoming that emerges from ongoing individuation—a ‘relational
movement’ in Manning'’s terms (2009: 29). The main loci for this are the trans-subjective
vibrations of bodies and existential territories as they ‘come...into being’ (Massumi, 2000a:
201).

The work of Simondon is again illuminating. Venn explains that for Simondon ‘Being...

is neither pure unity nor pure plurality’ (Venn, 2010: 150). To think about this in terms

of the ‘production of subjectivity’ (Guattari, 1995: 1) it could be said that the ‘subject

does not coincide with the individual’. Rather, in what has been referred to here as the
“trans-subjective”, ‘[t]he subject in the Simondonean problematic is an ensemble of pre-
individuated and individuated realities, thus pregnant with “virtualities” or “potentials”...
and still open to further individuation through the collective or group’ (Venn, 2010: 150). It

is this potential for further individuation that ‘comes into being’ (Massumi, 2000a: 201) in
the "transindividual’ (Simondon, 2009: 8) group processes and experiences in the shared
screen-world of Intimate Transactions. Throughout there is the question of relations between

previous individuations and new individuations.

As mentioned previously, Ettinger and Guattari, like Simondon, place great value on
transindividual experience in the individuation of subjectivity. Ettinger develops this with her
concepts of the matrixial and metramorphosis and Guattari with the notion of transversality.
Both thinkers can further our understanding of the ethics involved in the affective
‘transactivity’ of Intimate Transactions. Ettinger first.

Metramorphic Transactivity

Ettinger’'s concepts of the matrixial and metramorphosis are intended to account for the
potential ethical and generative dimensions of ‘trans-subjective’ encounters (Ettinger, 2006a:
111 and 117). They are thus useful when considering what in this article, following Birringer,
has been referred to as ‘transactivity’.

Trans-subjective encounters include ‘aesthetic encounters’ with(in) art, a major concern
for Ettinger (Pollock, 2004: 7; Ettinger, 2006b). Ettinger’'s concepts describe a relational

44 FCJ-149 fibreculturejournal.org



Lone Bertelsen

distribution of subjectivity (across bodies and aesthetic ‘elements’ for example) (Ettinger,
1993a: 39; Pollock, 2004: 7). As such, her concepts enable us to think an artwork’s active
participation in the ongoing individuation of subjectivity (Ettinger, 1997: 639). [12] In short,
‘the matrixial stratum of subjectivization reveals subjectivity as an encounter of co-emerging
elements through metramorphosis’ (Ettinger, 1996:125).

Let us begin with the matrixial. What Ettinger (2007) terms the matrixial is situated in a
larger ‘trans-subjective sphere’. Ettinger thinks of the matrixial (the ‘trans-subjective’) as a
feminine force. However, this does not imply that the matrixial is ‘about women’ as such
(Ettinger, 1993b: 18). Ettinger comments that the matrixial is not about ‘Oedipal gender
difference’ (2006b: 69). Rather, the matrixial concerns the ‘trans-subjective’ (“the feminine”
if you like) for all genders (see also Massumi, 2000b: 31). Ettinger refers to this ‘trans-
subjectivity’ (1999: 15) as an ‘enlarged subjectivity’ or ‘'subjectivity-as-an-encounter’ (1996:
133 and 145). The main point is that the matrixial conceptualises a distributed moment in
the production of subjectivity (Ettinger, 1996: 153) — ‘trans-subjectivity in severality’, to again
use Ettinger’s conceptual vocabulary (1999: 15). In Intimate Transactions, the distribution
involved moves beyond the individual body or psyche, into what Ettinger (2006b) has termed
a larger matrixial borderspace. This ‘borderspace’ has its own force — the force of what
Ettinger calls ‘relational difference in co-emergence’ (Ettinger, 1995b: 30). | am suggesting
here that the collaborative phases of Intimate Transactions allow participants to begin to
experience the trans-subjective and ethical force of this ‘borderspace’ more directly.

In Ettinger’s (2009) terms Intimate Transactions could be described as an ‘encounter-event'.
This kind of event involves encounter between what Ettinger terms ‘co-emerging I(s) and
non-I(s)’ (Ettinger, 1996: 127). This is a productive co-emergence between that which is
emerging as “me” and that which is not “me”, but which co-emerges with “me”. "Non-I(s)’
may include ‘inanimate objects’ (Ettinger, 2006b: 90) or ‘non-human’ life (Pollock, 2004:
7)—such as the creatures of the screen-worlds of Intimate Transactions. Crucially, both ‘I(s)
and non-I(s)" are ‘partial’. Th