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Introduction /
BASIC INFORMATION OR 
SAFETY INSTRUCTIONS 
Ida Hiršenfelder

 A manual is a book that rarely makes it on book-
shelves. It is usually found in the vicinity of electronic devices 
in workshops and households. It is consulted when a system 
breaks down, the frequency of which is proportionate to the 
quality of the device. A manual provides practical information 
and is seldom read from the first to the last page. If equipped
with sufficiently descriptive diagrams it sometimes requires
no reading at all. The manual in your hands is part of an artis-
tic process that begun with the use of various media in 2005. 
It offers some practical ways for making and using arms. Its 
main aim is to correct convictions in order to facilitate the 
image of a world without weapons. It reflects on several as-
sumptions on the usefulness of weapons, but does not offer 
pre-set ethical or moral answers. It rather expects that read-
ers themselves will make the necessary conclusions. The mo-
tivation for carrying out the project came from the absurdity 
of everyday news reports about the existence of weapons and 
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EN-0the violence they cause. For many this is simply an unpleas-
ant fact which they would rather avoid, but for us it presents a 
responsibility that must not be neglected. Although the rules 
of scientific research are followed, our attitude towards the
issue is subjective as objective discussion on the subject is 
impossible and objectivity out of one’s reach.

 The basic idea came from small installations or, 
better, sculptures that were created as a psychological trans-
versive tool. The tool was used at the beginning to shift the 
aggressive and traumatic information which the media bom-
bard us with on a daily basis. Various “conventional” types of 
weapons depict the utter absurdity of their existence as they 
are made of waste but polished on the outside to give them a 
quasi-aesthetic look. Being mechanically useless, the weap-
ons are castrated of their aggressive libido. In its desire to 
mentally remove that libido, TRETAROKA decides to present 
the abovementioned series of sculptures in a multimedia set-
ting. The decision is made because a mere exhibition in a gal-
lery could create the impression that we worship weapons, 
while the exhibition, on the contrary, is subversive.

The Internet was used for the sculptures’ first public appear-
ance in the form of a multimedia intervention in order to shift 
the discussion from a strictly artistic to a wider public context. 
The Internet website is launched in May 2006, kick-starting 
the www.orozje.com project. Information about the web site’s 
existence at the time are scarce and contain no additional ex-
planation, giving us the best possible way to credibly assess 
the answers to the poll, published on the entry page of the 

site. The results of the poll are used to assess the different 
interpretations of weapons and their use. As the attitude to-
wards weapons is crucial if the current situation is to change, 
the results tell us how likely it would be to prohibit weapons at 
the individual and state levels considering the public percep-
tions. Gathering data on the Internet is also the most efficient
way due to quick processing and the minimal funds required. 
The Internet offers public space for autonomous and inde-
pendent activities as it does not require money from the pub-
lic or commercial sectors. Its shortcoming is that the target 
audience is limited to its users, so we included government 
bodies and companies into out mailing list in order to expand 
our target group.
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EN-0

 One of the key steps of the project is communica-
tion with the government institutions responsible for arms 
purchases. This action serves as a litmus test for tolerance 
that the government institutions have towards different or op-
posing views. We do not believe that our action could bring 
any direct changes, however, with a sufficient public initiative
it can stir up the drowsing government institutions. Political 
parties are monolithic in linking economic and political secu-
rity to weapons. They are therefore unanimous in their support 
for NATO, an organisation that then in many ways dictates the 
country’s economic development policy. Should not security 
be mainly linked with better social and health care? 
 
 On 12 June 2006 an exhibition with a fair dose of 
irony is launched at the Ministry of Defence. “The best place 
to begin is where evil originates…”1. Weapons made of waste 
and unusable in any military terms, as they do not contain 

1 Gregor Cerar, Profil – Orožje iz smeti, Mladina, 27 June 2006
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EN-0a single acoustic or mechanic part, are put on display on a 
glazed bridge which links the ministry with the Armed Forces 
headquarters. The exhibition runs until 19 June 2006. As only 
Ministry of Defence employees and their visitors have clear-
ance to enter, the exhibition is not meant for a wider audience. 
That the problem of weapons purchasing exists in Slovenia 
was already seen during the exhibition, as the ministry pub-
lished its decision to acquire armed personnel carriers. The 
problem is even more glaring as, apart from several opposi-
tion media and one opposition party, nobody questioned the 
rationality of the investment. The doubters, on the other hand, 
do not go as far as to question the rationality of arms pur-
chases, they mainly decry the spending of taxpayers’ money.

 
 Informing the public about the project aims at a sus-
tainable and in-depth understanding of the issues concerning 
the existence of arms. We are therefore trying not to be shock-
ing, because every media publication can result in becoming 
a part of the entertainment industry, which is sadly already 
the case for wars, natural disasters, violence, accidents and 
the privacy of others. The media create a distance between 
the object and the public so regardless of the level of horror, 
the audience feels safe, numb and uninvolved. We decide to 
reject one of the news reports as they wanted to twist and 
warp the meaning of the exhibition staged at the ministry to 
partially depict it as fighting “our little war” against the ministry.
By rejecting the offer for publication, we might have sacrificed
“friendly relations” with that particular media and the possibility 
of additional coverage.
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EN-0 When dealing with arms, be it firearms or just seem-
ingly dangerous weapons, we experience strong emotions of 
fear, disgust, respect, astonishment, fascination, etc. At the 
same time, arms are inevitably linked to political tactics, with 
media playing a large part in them. This is why the media are 
especially careful in dealing with news about arms. Whether 
or not projects in the public’s interest or charities will get pub-
lished is in principle decided by the heads of marketing. In 
our case, they had to consult their superiors and both of the 
applications for publication were rejected. This came as no 
surprise given the course the arms purchase in Slovenia sub-
sequently took. In his documentary Bowling for Columbine, 
Michael Moore points out two important findings that help us
understand the growing number of murders with firearms in
his country. Firstly, the feeling of safety is not directly linked to 
the rising or falling share of crime, but rather to sensational 
media reports that scare the population in line with the poli-
tics of fear. And secondly, crime rates grow in proportion to 
the rise in budget expenditure for arms and the decline of ex-
penditure for education, health care and welfare. 

At its 14 June 2006 session, the government of the Republic 
of Slovenia adopted a new bill on the implementation of the 
basic development programme of the Slovenian Armed Forces 
in the 2008-2015 period. The bill sets military spending for 
the period at SIT 170bn (EUR 710m)2. Even some primary 
school children – future taxpayers - will not be deprived of 
paying for that.

1 http://www.uvi.si/slo/seje-vlade/sporocila/id/index.text.html?&i1=UVI&i2=slo&i3=1&i4=sjv
    &i5=ter_lst_021&i10=artic&i12=4B8A5C2D48296CF5C125718D004C8B2B

09

M.Moore/
Bowling for 
Columbine 
photographs
of the film
sequence

m
au

sp
ed

ra
zr

ez
an

 in
os

ta
nk

i k
ar

to
na

na
vo

ji
od

 p
la

st
en

ke
 

za
 v

od
o

pr
az

ne
ba

te
rij

e 
AA

le
se

n
ko

s

Se
st

av
in

e 
/ 

In
gr

ed
ie

nt
s ko

nv
ek

to
r

od
 ra

zb
ite

ne
on

sk
e 

lu
či

za
po

nk
a

od
 ru

za
ka

W
C 

ce
vi

iz
 k

os
ou

ca

st
ar

i d
el

i 
ta

pi
so

na
in

 s
to

la
 

itd
.

br
ok

en
 n

eo
n

lig
ht

 
co

nv
ec

to
r

ba
ck

pa
ck

bu
tto

ns

to
ile

t 
pi

pe
s

ol
d 

ca
rp

et
an

d 
w

oo
d

pa
rt

s 
   

   
   

  e
tc

.



EN-0 To gain a better understanding of armament, 
TRETAROKA contacts individuals from the Peace Institute, 
Časopis za kritiko znanosti (the Journal for the Criticism of 
Science) and Amnesty International. Despite their different 
theoretical origins, the institutions deal with similar subjects, 
stressing multidisciplinarity in science and researching socio-
ecological and cultural issues; they bring to light marginality, 
nationalism, intolerance, abuse of power, while individuals 
in them actively deal with eliminating the causes and con-
sequences of war, without locking themselves in the ivory 
towers of theory. However, they are also framing a theoreti-
cal background that will allow younger generations to better 
understand the trends that create the networks of their social 
environment.
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EN-0 Social sciences and contemporary art are nowadays 
increasingly pervaded by fluidity between media, synthesis of
different fields and mixed definitions. A social engagement is
continuously present in arts, with society itself offering a myri-
ad of subjects. Despite a limited influence of art projects, their
value lies in micro-activities of individuals who are sensitive 
towards issues that countless people only watch in apathy. 
The mere bringing of such ideas into existence in the hyper-
consumer era demands exceptional skills and stubbornness. 
Such activities do not have to be limited to artists and scien-
tists alone, they can come true in all areas of work. The www.
orozje.com project mainly deals with design, a field that can
on the one hand blindly serve the capital or on the other look 
for alternative and creative visual solutions that include envi-
ronmental as well as social and political responsibility. 

 The www.orozje.com project will travel to other coun-
tries in the future. It aims to measure the specific national
characters regarding weapons and the illogical links between 
culture and warfare in some areas. We want to spread the 
idea of the uselessness of arms.

Contradictions of war terminology: asymmetrical war, declaration of war, 

prisoners of war,3 just war, collateral damage, the rules of engagement, 

friendly fire, smart bombs, precision weapons, brothers in arms

3 http://www.dictionaryofwar.org/, 13.7.2006

13

Orodje - orožje, odpadni materiali / Tool - weapon, vaste material



EN-0Deeper insight / Additional information
01 / 
ORGANS,TOOLS,WEAPONS
Mirt Komel

 
 There have been three blows to man’s narcissistic 
glorification of himself as the apex of creation, the pinnacle of
all that exists, the master of sea and land as well as the oth-
erworldly heaven – if we accept that man created God by his 
image in order for him to master the afterlife too. Copernicus 
delivered the first blow by asserting that it is not Earth that is
the centre of the universe, but Sun around which Earth orbits; 
Darwin provided the second by claiming that man is an animal 
just like any other, nothing more than a slightly more devel-
oped ape; and lastly, Freud, who found that man is not even 
the master of his own house – this is if we take for granted the 
notion of the subconscious, which casts doubt on everything 
regarding the conscious and subconscious in man’s thoughts 
and actions.

The first blow, Copernicus’, was essential at the time, for it
decentralised thinking and the belief that everything revolves 
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EN-0around the Earth. Let us take this statement metaphorically 
and transpose it onto the man of the present in Western cul-
ture: to the same degree that everyone narcissistically flatters
himself that he is what everything revolves around, Coperni-
cus’ blow is a model that all other blows to man’s hopeless 
self-centredness should be based upon.

 The second blow, Darwin’s, cast doubt on man’s 
soul, reason as well as his own pedigree – which is allegedly 
not merely natural, but divine. Accepting that man is to a cer-
tain degree an animal just like any other, we have to grant 
animals soul, reason and everything else that sets man apart 
from other animals, at least in the way that Aristotle did in De 
Anima. But together with Blumenbach, we have to give man at 
least one exceptionality in relation to animals (insofar as we 
consider man to be an animal, a domestic animal, as well): 
“If man is a domestic animal, he is the only animal to have 
domesticated itself.”

 The third blow, Freud’s, showed how the home that 
man created by domesticating himself is a shabby, unfamiliar, 
extimate home, something homely yet unfamiliar, the most in-
timate and the most remote thing at the same time. Speech, 
with sets man - the talking animal - apart from other animals, 
insofar as it is more than communication or the exchange of 
information, is a curse as much as it is an advantage. Speech 
produces more than just the bare intention of the speaker re-
gardless of what is spoken (the most banal, vulgar and coarse 
things, or things that are as sublime, elevated and noble as 
can be). The most surprising thing is not that the listener does 
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EN-0not understand or misunderstands the speaker, but that the 
speaker himself is not truly and fully aware of what he is say-
ing when he is saying it, and that this lack of awareness puts 
him in exactly the same position of obedience in which the 
speaker holds the listener.

 What about the advantages of speech, abstract 
thinking and reason, someone might ask. Well, we have Marx, 
who espouses as man’s distinct characteristic his ability to 
produce means of production, means which he needs for sur-
vival. Man produces his own tools with which he works and 
makes a living. This allows him to survive where he would 
otherwise have perished, but we should not regard it either 
as something which would merely serve man but atrophy him 
in a way. For example, man invented warm clothing for cold, 
footwear for walking on ground that would otherwise be im-
penetrable, tools for working the land and, last but not least, 
weapons for hunting and fighting. These inventions should not
be seen as a mere upgrade of man’s abilities, or solely as a 
compensation for naturally restricted abilities, but also as a 
reason why man’s abilities, man’s organs atrophied in the first
place.

 Although the statements below are exaggerated, 
even questionable, I am making them nevertheless in order to 
show the dimension within which we will see the emergence 
of the place that organs occupy in man’s current position: 
man lost hair when he started wearing furs, teeth became 
blunt when he started using arrows and other daggers, soles 
became soft when he started using sandals. Now, to skip this 
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01 / pokrouček detergenta / detergent bottle plastic lid 
02 / stara baterijska svetilka / an old pocket torch
03 / del od kartuše / part of ink-jet 
04 / od plastenke za vodo / plastic bottle for water 
05 / držalo od razbidga ogledalca / a broken mirror handle
06 / un za toust vrečko zapirat / that thing for sealing a toast bag
07 / šampon od babe / her (baba) shampoo
08 / zamašek od mleka / milk bottle lid
09 / faracajg / lighter
10 / plastični navoj / plastic coil
11 / odtočna cev iz kosovca / drain pipe from a solid waste collection



EN-0evolutionary part (after all, this is a matter of ancient history 
of which, to be honest, we cannot know more than what ar-
chaeologists tell us) and turn to the present situation, we can 
see from this perspective what this would mean for the man 
of today.

 Glasses because of impaired vision, hearing aids 
due to deteriorated hearing, artificial teeth because teeth had
fallen out – all these cases involve prosthetic devices that 
substitute atrophied or poorly functioning human organs, in 
particular sensory organs. But prosthetics go much farther 
than this. This is not my statement, it is Freud’s. In his Civi-
lization and Its Discontents, Freud said of man that he is an 
“animal which wears prosthetics,” a claim which we have to 
take for more than our atrophied organs, one of which is after 
all the brain. What is a prosthetic device? An apparatus that 
substitutes a missing part of the body, usually a limb or an 
organ. This interpretation of prosthetics needs to be expanded 
to tools and weapons, meaning that we have to perceive tools 
and weapons as a type of prosthetic device. However, this is 
no longer a compensation for a missing organ, but for an or-
gan that had never existed in the first place.

 Prosthetics such as tools and weapons were never 
about missing organs or limbs literally atrophied from the 
body, but an extension of the body, a surplus in which man 
saw the fulfilment of something that goes beyond his needs.
Building on Freud, Lacan ingeniously determined the place of 
desire, which he set radically apart from need. Man’s desire, 
Lacan said, is something which fundamentally modifies need 

into something else than we typically perceive as need which 
we see it in the animal world. To satisfy his needs, man has 
invented an array of tools to achieve that utterly phantom-like 
pleasure beyond the need that is represented by desire. Just 
look at the history of vibrators, which had in various cultures 
been called entertainers or pleasure makers – do you think 
that their purpose is to satisfy needs? That they are there just 
because the man is currently away from home, hunting, at 
work, or with another woman? The vibrator is there to provide 
pleasure beyond need, pleasure which serves nothing, pleas-
ure which exists merely to be repeated infinitely and is an end
in itself.

 In this sense weapons must also be seen as a 
means of pleasure, and placed into exactly the same spot and 
at the same level as vibrators, which serve pleasure in the 
achievement of their perverted goals. It is also necessary to 
rebuff claims which say that weapons are instruments of de-
fence, instruments with which to achieve peace. This is where 
the discourse of war shows its perversion: it produces weap-
ons and legitimises their use, when weapons should be seen 
as instruments that serve no purpose. Well, they do serve the 
pleasure of those who use them, but this is a pleasure which 
serves no purpose and which makes the bodies of those 
blinded by the promised fulfilment – servants. Indeed, it is the
lack of fulfilment that causes the unstoppable force of desire,
a repetition of the perverted desire which seeks its ongoing 
fulfilment in the desire to use organs, tools or weapons for its
ends. 
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EN-0 That weapons can be used for war is just one part 
of the story. They can also be useful for gangs, hunting clubs 
and, last but not least, a sadistic society, which can fulfil its
perversions by using weapons. Freud again, you might say. 
No, this is De Sade with Lacan. The stories we see unravel in 
Juliette and Justine are not merely erotic stories bordering on 
pornography (stories where sexuality is depicted in its most 
unadorned way), but also stories where sexuality mixes with 
violence, Eros with Thanatos. De Sade emphasises not only 
pleasure in sexual satisfaction, but also in the fulfilment of
what would eventually be named after him as sadistic pleas-
ure. What is sadistic pleasure about? Generally speaking, it 
is about torturing a person to death and extracting pleasure 
from that; the emphasis is not death but suffering, which the 
sadist sees take shape in the victim’s face. For a sadist the 
victim’s death is like an orgasm which cannot be achieved 
without proper foreplay. The means with which the sadist 
achieves his pleasure are varied and far beyond the imagina-
tion of the average person who typically limits himself to the 
classical whip, handcuffs and chains. What is crucial for us 
with respect to these instruments is that they play the role of 
prosthetics, tools of satisfaction, simply because human or-
gans – instruments of pleasure as Lacan named them – do 
not produce sufficient pleasure.

 It is precisely this context that we should use for 
weapons, which are considered an extraordinary civilizational 
achievement if they kill without inflicting suffering on the vic-
tim. Weapons typically bereave the sadistic pleasure of ful-
filment exactly to the same degree that the victim does not
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EN-0suffer and that modern weapons are designed to push the 
victims into death in the fastest and most efficient way pos-
sible. Utilitarianism, the motto of modernity. Efficiency, the
motto of post-modernity. Behind the discourse of humanity in 
the production of post-modern weapons, we have to learn to 
recognize efficiency, which represents the driving force and
the measure in the production of weapons. Efficient killing,
annihilation of human life that is as direct as possible - this is 
the achievement of a civilisation in which we see technologi-
cal progress and nothing but that. As a good friend of mine 
has put it, after all we can consider it a civilizational achieve-
ment if we equip cannibals with forks. But what has been de-
veloping along with this directness of killing is the increasing 
indirectness of delivery: weapons are designed to kill victims 
from a distance, keeping them appropriately far away to make 
suffering secondary. This is not even sadism any more, it is 
something utterly more perverse, which considers murder 
without suffering a good, humane murder: this is something 
which reduces human life to a bunch of veins, nerves and 
muscles, an electrified body which needs to be extinguished
so that murder no longer looks like murder but extinguish-
ment, the way you extinguish a light, that is.

 All overlordship, all the narcissism of the West stems 
from the glorification of our own civilization as being the most
advanced one. But if we understand progress as technological 
progress, the situation is turned on its head and human tech-
nology can be inversely proportioned to human life: the more 
developed our technology gets, the more we slip backwards in 
conscience, mind, soul or whatever the term different periods 

in history had had for it. To give a more modern comparison to 
describe what it is that decays with the development of tech-
nology: the more we develop our prosthetics, weapons, tools 
- technology - the more our brains atrophy. 

 The fourth blow to man’s narcissism will not be de-
livered by a great inventor or a great mind, but by man himself. 
With his constant striving for improvements in technology, 
with which he is gradually replacing the seemingly inadequate 
bodily capabilities, he will completely preclude any contact 
with the world, nature and – yes –  fellow man. Man is being 
increasingly replaced by prosthetics, so that in the end there 
will be nothing human left in him.
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EN-0Deeper insight / Additional information
02 / 
KILLING ME CULTURALLY!
Mitja Velikonja

 
 Social-science handbooks symptomatically begin 
with a risky speculation: man is a creature who creates cul-
ture while this culture creates him through an interactive and 
continual process. ‘Creation’ is supposed to be the axiomatic 
point of culture. Such a view is supposed to be proven by the 
genealogy of the word ‘culture’ that in western vocabularies 
– e.g. Keywords (1976), written by cultural theorist Raymond 
Williams – has established itself in the Enlightened century. In 
short, the word culture originates from the Latin noun cultura 
(growth, cultivation, raising up, educating, honouring, respect-
ing, richness) and the adjective cultus (cultivated, civilised, 
decorated, well-behaved, polite). Culture is therefore sup-
posed to be a synonym for creation and manners: fair enough, 
but where in this culture does then all the evil, violence, de-
struction and killing come from, throughout human history? 
As asked by the Manicheans and St. Augustine: Unde malum? 
I am thinking mainly about the systematic killing and destruc-
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EN-0tivity that cannot be explained in a broader social context just 
by ‘man’s innate aggressiveness’. Man is after all the only 
creature who does not only kill for ‘natural’ reasons of feed-
ing or self-defence; not even just for the sake of killing itself 
or the perverted pleasure that destruction and torture of oth-
ers is supposed to bring. No: man kills in a ‘cultured’ manner, 
in his culture, with his culture, for his culture, because of his 
culture and despite his culture. Even the destruction of oth-
ers is historically and culturally specific and essential of the
culture itself – the same as all of man’s activities which are 
unquestionably called ‘cultural’. If the first question is ‘in what
manner does a man kill’, the second one is ‘why at all’.

 Firstly, let me limit myself to merely some of the 
most morbid discoveries of, let us call it, ‘a culture of killing’ 
in the western world: crucifixion and maulings in the antiquity,
alongside gladiator fights; ‘the purifying fire’ of the pyres dur-
ing the Catholic Inquisition, beheadings, quarterings and im-
palings in medieval times; terrifying examples from folk tales 
and lynchings that have survived until recently in some parts; 
the almost forgotten genocides and ethnocides committed 
by colonial powers in their ‘civilising missions’ as they poeti-
cally termed their political, economic and cultural conquests 
of those living in various ‘New worlds’. The French Revolution 
as the symbolic beginning of the modern age, brought, among 
other things, the guillotine and ‘patriotic bathings’ as the revo-
lutionaries termed mass drownings of their opponents; con-
centration camps, invented by the British in their war against 
the Boer over a century ago and the czarist regime against 
its opponents, and later developed to horrifying efficiency by

rightist and leftist totalitarian regimes; automatic and other 
‘conventional’ weapons, long range weapons, poisonous 
gases, new types of bombs and other weapons of mass de-
struction. The post Cold War era also resulted in Srebrenica 
and Guantanamo, in Rwanda and the destruction of the Twin 
Towers; in The Clash of Terrorisms, state and fundamentalist; 
in constructing new walls (Schengen, Israel) and implementa-
tion of economic blockades and sanctions that, for example, 
in Iraq in the nineties alone caused the death of hundreds of 
thousands of people, mainly from the most vulnerable groups 
such as children; in the time where the success of ‘smart 
bombs’ is measured by as low as possible number of ‘collat-
eral casualties’ they cause.

 The ‘efficiency’ of the western culture and its sci-
ence sadly also has to be measured through its ability of quick 
and mass destruction, to which Treblinka, Hiroshima, Dresden 
and many nameless killing fields on other continents stand as
terrible monuments. A total of 230 million victims of war and 
conflicts are the result of the 20th century alone. Sarcastically
put, the evolution enabled us to be killed in a highly sophisti-
cated way – not by a bludgeon, brandished by an enemy hurl-
ing towards you, but by a gentle press on the red button of an 
uniformed technician’s right index finger somewhere on the
other side of the world, while that same technician is gently 
sipping a cup of coffee, held in his left hand. ‘Killing me Cultur-
ally’ to paraphrase an old hit song by Roberta Flack.

 And secondly: killing and destruction is not just 
something culturally specific; it is basic to the culture’s exist-
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EN-0ence. The answer to the question ‘why violence’ is more im-
portant that ‘in what manner’. Weapons as such become of 
secondary importance as we search for the reason why they 
have been developed and used. Indeed, there is no point in 
discussing weapons if we do not first discover the violent core
of the culture. In his revealing book La violence et le Sacré 
(1972), French philosopher René Girard pointed to the seem-
ingly scandalous link between the two: violence is sacred and 
sacred is violence. The sacred game/the game of sacred is at 
its core a game of violence. Violence is supposed to be essen-
tial to the existence of culture. In the same way as Freud Girard 
also points to the passage from ‘mutual’, ‘uncontrolled’, ‘bad’, 
‘impure’ violence which is destructive for the society into the 
‘fundamental’, ‘good’ violence that creates the society. The 
latter type of violence results in the unity of the society’s mem-
bers and thus means the first act of every culture, as well as
is symbolically renewed through ‘purifying’ rituals and myths. 
According to Girard, war with an external enemy has the same 
beneficial effects on the society as the fundamental violence
as it maintains the society’s internal balance and peace. Vio-
lence ‘binds’, or as Heraclitus put it ‘War is father of all, ruler 
of all!’ (Apropos: the recent insistence of Slovenian militarists 
on organising a war parade in the honour of the 15th anniver-
sary of the ‘Liberation of  Slovenia’ follows exactly the same 
logic of a violent beginning, or a beginning through violence, 
according to which only spilt blood can generate something 
truly important!)

 The western civilisation is imbued with the perverse 
pleasure of torture and killing. In the core of the Christian im-
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EN-0agery, one of the West’s main ideological forces, we find an im-
age of torture and death on the cross. The peak of Christologic 
drama has been until recently seen everywhere, not only in 
shrines, but on all road crossings, in corners of every room, as 
personal decorations. Let us think hypothetically – would our 
civilisation be any less violent if people symbolically praised 
the ‘resurrection of god’ instead of the ‘death of man’? If they 
watched a motif of love and not suffering? Of happiness and 
not violence? Of pleasure and not pain?

 Another issue that needs revaluing is the ‘secular’ 
history of the western civilisation, meaning writing a sort of 
an anti-history of its militaristic core. The fame and reputa-
tion of great men – whose boastful images can be found in 
history handbooks, made of bronze in the capitals’ squares or 
printed on banknotes – usually went hand in hand with their 
military successes, a synonym for their destructive ruthless-
ness and blood-thirstiness. Weapons are being celebrated in 
mass and popular culture and in national histories. The devel-
opment of technology for civilian purposes (two the most out-
standing examples from the previous century come to mind 
- aviation and the internet) were mainly the side developments 
of military technology. War was always a ‘profitable business’
which helped the state and black market economies in the 
involved sides. Penny-worth Social Darwinists celebrated the 
‘purifying nature of war’, while Futurists in their first manifesto
glorified ‘militarism, patriotism, the destructive gesture of the
liberators, the beautiful ideas worth dying for,’ and wrote in 
1935 during the Ethiopia war that ‘war is beautiful because 
it enriches a flowering meadow with the fiery orchids of ma-
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EN-0chine guns, war is beautiful because it combines the gunfire,
the cannonades, the cease-fire, the scents, and the stench of
putrefaction into an unique symphony’. And finally, weapons
were never treated as simple ‘tools for destruction and killing’ 
but also as an aesthetic achievement. It was always ‘beauti-
ful’ – remember the bows decorated with carvings, precision 
crafted daggers and blades, intricate ornaments on armour or 
guns and, of course, the modern hi-tech killing machines, the 
elegance and symmetry of which can stand side by side with 
the most important achievements of western design. Beauti-
ful to die for, so to speak. 

 Naturally I do not want to claim that other cultures 
possess no such ideas. However, I have consciously limited 
myself to the western culture, which through its inherent he-
gemony and imperialism brought the effectiveness of destruc-
tion to absurd levels and to a global scale. Therefore the con-
stant wailings of contemporary moralists on the existence of 
some kind of ‘a culture of death’ which has to be fought with 
a ‘faith in the love of life’ is superfluous, when the image of
a dying young man is that’s culture’s main icon. At the same 
time we have to reject the pretended ignorance of the western 
public regarding conflicts and wars in the Third World, wars
that are mainly fought with weapons of western provenance 
and with its silent nod or vocal involvement. For example, the 
permanent members of the chief international body that is 
supposed to work for peace – the UN Security Council – are 
predominantly the western states who are at the same time 
the largest producers and exporters of weapons, begging the 
idea that the body be renamed the Insecurity Council. 

 These countries have also the world’s largest de-
fence budgets. According to data from Stockholm’s Interna-
tional Peace Research Institute, these expenses amounted to 
around US$ 1 trillion in 2005, with the US firmly in the top
spot with US$ 478bn, followed by the UK (US$ 48bn), France 
(US$ 46bn), China (around US$ 41bn), while Russia took 
10th place with a defence budget of US$21bn. Data from the 
Congressional Research Service has meanwhile shown that 
up to two thirds of annual weapons sales are conducted with 
Third World countries. The US is accountable for almost half 
of the deals, followed by Russia, the Ukraine, Italy, Germany 
and France. The Control Arms Campaign data has shown 
that members of the G8 are responsible for over 80% of all 
weapon sales to Third World countries and that around 20% of 
the debt of the poor countries is due to weapons purchases. 
According to the exhaustive encyclopaedia Guns in American 
Society (2002), edited by Gregg Lee Carter, some 200 million 
pieces of arms are assessed to be in the hands of the US 
citizens alone, a country with its own weapons (sub)cultures, 
with the number increasing by 2 million to 3 million pieces 
every year. One in three US families is supposed to possess a 
firearm. And, in order to put things into closer perspective: the
SIT 63bn (EUR 262m) that Slovenia, in line with the demands 
of the wholesale army shop called NATO, will have to earmark 
for 136 armoured personnel carriers for the defence against 
god knows whom, could be used for five completely equipped
paediatric hospitals.

 All of the above also highlights ‘our culture’, the 
core of which always contains killing and destruction. This 
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EN-0is a culture where ‘intimate’ activities (sexuality, giving birth) 
are taboo, while necrophilic images of dismembered bodies, 
massacres, gushing blood and images of explicit suffering 
are calmly accepted. Modern dominant media codes toler-
ate violent contents, but not, for example, eroticism. There-
fore Thanatos is not only to be sought in the unfathomable 
ontology of human instincts, their caprice and randomness 
but in the dialectic foundation of culture itself. This is by no 
means an issue of human nature alone. On the contrary, a 
Levi-Strauss transformation from ‘nature to culture’ has to be 
made. Destruction is not only something ‘natural’ but mainly 
‘cultural’. Culture itself ‘destroys’ and not only ‘creates’. The 
two words, used so often in this text, subtly remind us of that 
fact: ‘destruction’ is equally a cultural matter as is ‘creation’. 
Thus the ‘culture of killing and destruction’ is not a contradic-
tion in itself. It shows that the two processes are cultural facts 
just like any other and point even more to what culture itself 
actually is.

And what is to be done with this double (binding) connection, 
interdependence of construction and destruction in culture? 
The simplest answer is a fatalistic one – shrugging, one could 
say that every construction is at the same time destruction 
and that we are dealing with an unstoppable process that ex-
ceeds time. Pragmatics would see the one as the condition for 
the other and rationalise the whole thing as ‘Development’. 
Theologians would conjure a ‘higher meaning’ to the idea 
from the sky to create theodicy. Politicians would underline 
the essentiality of the two processes in legitimizing the exist-
ing order. And ideologues would see the catharsis that would 
emerge from their interdependency.

37

43
0m

m
x 

27
0m

m



EN-0 All such answers, excuses, addresses, proverbs and 
similar approximations mean a loud voice in favour of a quiet 
tolerance of violence and at the same time constitute a hypo-
critical washing of hands and even clearing of responsibility. 
They are the reason why utopians write poetry on the ashes 
and develop other visions of a better society, even against the 
backdrop of various new Auschwitzes and despite them, even 
if the new Auschwitzes continue to be constructed somewhere 
in silence despite boasting assurances of ‘Never again!’. The 
real solution is hidden elsewhere. The issue of violence can-
not be eliminated unless the social foundations of injustice 
are altered. In order to offset any misunderstandings I want to 
stress that every society is based on inequality among various 
groups that compose it and among its members – the exist-
ence of differences are not questioned here. The issue arises 
when these differences are used to set up a hierarchical order 
based on power, namely when differences change into ine-
quality and injustice. Here lies the basis of the wrongs which 
are perpetuated through the violence of the ‘stronger’, ‘more 
equal’ and ‘more just’. And these wrongs continue in the at-
titude towards the nature and environment itself. As long as 
divisions based on hierarchies of power exist within a society, 
as long as groups of people will be systematically subjugated 
and excluded, violence and destruction with their ‘means’ or 
‘tools for destruction’, i.e. weapons, will continue to preserve 
social injustice and inequality. Only in a society of equals will 
weapons get their proper place and value: camouflage shirts
as part of punk outfits, old barracks transformed into centres
of alternative cultures, tanks turned into playground toys, 
guns showcased as a warning to future generations in ‘Mu-

seums of Human Errors’, shells used as vases, ‘Big Guns’ ap-
pearing only as metaphors in psychoanalytical interpretations, 
cannons used by circus acrobats, gunpowder in fireworks and
helmets as potties for children.

39



EN-0Deeper insight / Additional information
03 / 
CAN HUMAN RIGHTS 
BE PROTECTED WITH ARMS?
Alenka Jerše

 
 In line with the prevailing tenet, human rights be-
long to an individual naturally, that is by birth1. The right to live 
is therefore unalienable, essential and basic for every human 
being. However, in practice this definition already presents a
problem, as no absolute agreement exists on when a person 
comes into being after conception. This leads to an unavoid-
able clash, a coexistence of equal rights for all people, also 
known as a “competition of rights”, in this case, the rights of 
a mother and the rights of a foetus/conceived new human be-
ing.

 Modern societies (still) stumble at this the most basic of 
rights, the right to life, as testified by numerous armed con-
flicts, murders, death penalties, torture and inhumane treat-
ment, to name but the worst forms of (mainly state-sanc-
tioned) violence, i.e. the violence of the very state which has 
committed itself to protecting the rights of all. Every day hu-

1 Miro Cerar, in Dokumenti človekovih pravic z uvodnimi pojasnili, Amnesty International   
    Slovenije and Peace Institute, 2002.
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EN-0man lives are lost, with some people agreeing, others calling 
for such violence, some again just silently approving through 
their inaction. Only a few are ready to leave the comfort of 
silence and speak up.

 Regardless of our understanding of the concept of 
human rights, which some see as a historically conditioned 
and highly dynamic phenomenon2, and others as a specifically
“Western” concept, after the passage in 1948 of the General 
Declaration of Human Rights we can say that (at least theo-
retically) a global agreement on these rights, their existence 
and a certain level of intention towards their protection, has 
existed also within international mechanisms. The United Na-
tions play a key role therein, and within this framework human 
rights are a positive social value which should be protected 
by state or authorities, including with their monopoly over the 
use of force (police and armed forces). One of the most con-
tentious elements in achieving an absolute protection of the 
right to life is the very existence of weapons: they appear as 
a tool for the protection of human rights, even though their 
use by definition means a form of violence, pain and suffer-
ing. On a symbolical level, we have not, as individuals, entirely 
renounced the use of violence, but rather mandated the state 
to use it in our name.

 The largest global producers of small arms and light 
weapons by revenue are the US, Russia and China, three of 
the five permanent members of the UN Security Council. The
main goal of the Council, which also includes France and the 
UK, is to preserve peace and security and, as a consequence, 

2 Ibid.

human rights. The world’s top seven arms producers also in-
clude Italy, Germany, Belgium and Brazil3 - some of the world’s 
top “superpowers”. All these countries, in spite of the goal to 
reduce the number of arms, build their influence and power
on a permanent armed “threat”. This is where the paradox of 
a potential prevention of violence begins in practice: how to 
use the (threat) of violence to prevent and divert it? The moral 
dilemma of modern man remains the same as it was centu-
ries ago: Can we accept the standpoint that human rights can-
not currently be adequately protected without arms?

 Regardless of the various definitions, positions and
calls for (non)violence, weapons are not just a historical and 
anthropological, but also a legal and formal fact that at its 
core remains unchanged in modern state. Global military 
spending reached one trillion US dollars in 2004, with the USA 
alone accounting for 47% of it. The total value of arms sales 
by the largest 100 weapons manufacturers increased by 25% 
in 2003 over 2002 (measured in US dollars).4 The total value 
of legal trading in small arms and light weapons amounts to 
four billion US dollars per year, according to assessments by 
the organisation Small Arms Survey. At least 1,249 companies 
in over 90 countries around the world are in various ways tak-
ing part in the production of small arms and light weapons, 
whereas at least a million pieces of weapons are stolen or 
“lost” worldwide every year.

 History has shown that accumulation of extensive 
weapons arsenals by states and armed groups leads to an 
arms race in terms of quantity and quality of weapons. It is 

3 Krause, Keith and Batchelor, Peter, ur.: Small Arms Survey 2004: Rights at Risk, New York, 2004,    
    Oxford University Press, Small Arms Survey/Graduate Institute of International Studies, str. 10.
4 SIPRI Yearbook 2005, Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, http://yearbook  
    2005.sipri.org/highl/highlights
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EN-0also a factor that leads to wars and armed conflict. It was pre-
cisely the maintenance of international peace and security 
that pointed to the necessity of international cooperation. The 
Hague Peace conferences at the end of 19th century present 
the most important turning point in effort to limit the right to 
wage war and use arms in international law by way of mul-
tilateral treaties. The 20th century saw the formation of the 
rules of international humanitarian law (especially the Geneva 
conventions and their protocols), which set the rules on the 
legality of the use of force in armed conflicts (ius ad bellum) 
and the rules of engagement in armed conflicts (ius in bello). 
They set the frameworks for conflicts and wars and the provi-
sions on “humane” fighting. The rules contain two basic prin-
ciples, the principle of differentiation between soldiers and 
military targets on the one hand and civilians on the other, as 
well as the principle on prohibiting unnecessary suffering. Hu-
manitarian law sets the rules regarding the permitted “ways” 
of waging war and the use of “humane” weapons. However, 
it shows that the lowest common denominator, i.e. the con-
sensus, on what is “inadmissible” is very narrow and deals 
mainly with the protection of the civilian population. And even 
that consensus is violated on a daily basis in numerous armed 
conflicts throughout the world. Weapons themselves, bar ex-
ceptions, are allowed and killing is not prohibited in armed 
conflicts, it is merely limited.

 The slow steps forward in international law are main-
ly concerned with expanding the list of inadmissible weapons, 
limiting the “permitted” areas of sale and trade in weapons. A 
typical result of how far-reaching such regulations can be are 
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EN-0small arms and light weapons. They are easy to use, inexpen-
sive, do not require training, are easy to transport and have 
a long lifespan.5 Nearly all countries in the world take part 
in every aspect of legal small arms trade - exports, imports 
and transit. It is therefore impossible to continue overlooking 
the need to implement accountability, not only for those who 
use the weapons but also for the countries that export them 
despite knowing that these arms will be used to violate human 
rights and international humanitarian law.

 While countries in the last 40 years, especially after 
the Second World War, reached agreement on banning the 
use and/or supervising the manufacture and transports of 
various groups of weapons of mass destruction, the field of
manufacture and transport of the numerous types of classical 
weapons, small arms and light weapons remain poorly regu-
lated and unsupervised in international law. Every day 1,000 
people die because of the use of such weapons. Their nature 
and the absence of control makes them available to forces 
that despise even the minimal norms and standards of inter-
national humanitarian law and human rights law.6 Many peo-
ple have labelled the “permissible” small arms and light weap-
ons as the weapons of mass destruction of the 21st century, 
as they are daily responsible for the largest number of deaths, 
are the easiest to smuggle and can be used even by children. 
The question that thus arises is how it is possible to guarantee 
peace in the presence of such a quantity of weapons.

5 Report of the Panel of Governmental Experts on Small Arms A/52/298, 27. August 1997.
6 General and complete disarmament, Statement by the International Committee of the Red  
    Cross (ICRC), UN General Assembly, 59th session, first committee, item  65, 69, 72 on the    
    agenda, New York, 11 October 2004. http://www.icrc.org/web/eng/siteeng0.nsf/iwpList2     
    54/75092CBDC0482286C1256F3F0046A401

 Has the international community, by implementing 
the existing system of international security, set itself the big-
gest obstacle for efficient protection of human rights? Based
on this, can we conclude that society has reconciled itself 
with a lesser evil and closed its eyes to the terrifying fact that 
the origin of human rights violations lies in a system that pre-
serves social inequality? The problem lies not in the irreconcil-
able competition between rights but in the question whether 
we are ready to renounce the desire to over rule in order to 
ensure equal and absolute protection of the rights of all.
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Foto / Photo / Arne Hodalič
“Grafit v tovarni akumulatorjev v Srebrenici, kjer je bil stacioniran
holandski bataljon. V istem kompleksu, so bili potem vsi poboji!”
“Graffiti in the Battery Factory in Srebrenica, where a Dutch battalion
was stationed. Later all the killings took place in the same complex.”
Povezava / Connection / stran (page) SI-067, EN-061    



EN-0www.orozje.com / Questionary
ANALYSIS OF THE ONLINE SURVEY 
/ TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
Ida Hiršenfelder, Bojana Lobe

 The poll was created as part of an art project that 
spills over into science and widens the possible fields of activ-
ity. Public opinion and the interest generated by the poll forms 
an important part of the entire art product.
 Between 5 May and 29 July 2006, the online survey 
was completed by 461 respondents, of which 79% were men 
and 21% women. This has led us to the conclusion that weap-
ons-related issues mainly interest men while women remain 
indifferent, reasoning that the means for displaying power and 
control do not belong to their reality and milieu. A third of the 
respondents are aged between 25 and 35, and another third 
between 18 and 25, reflecting the age groups that commonly
use the internet. Nearly half of the respondents have complet-
ed secondary education, just under 25% have already gradu-
ated. Some 50% are attending university, 10% work in culture 
while 10% are workers employed in industry. The prevalence 
of student respondents can also be explained by the structure 
of Internet users in Slovenia.
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EN-0www.orozje.com / Questions / 

01. 
Owning small arms improves the safety of the family
and its members.

02.
Owning arms is a part of Slovenian culture.

03. 
How big is the possibility of your personal safety 
being threatened in Slovenia?

04. 
What measures do you see as necessary
for obtaining an arms permit?

05. 
Is the feeling of being threatened enough 
to require for a weapons permit?

06. 
What percentage of the 2004 budget was, in your opinion, 
spent on national security and protection of civilians?

07. 
Do public protests influence political decisions
in the area of national safety?

08. 
What role should the peacekeeping politics play in your view?

09. 
What is the main function of weapons, in your opinion?

10. 
What do you see as important for guaranteeing world peace?

01.
None of the respondents believe that the ownership of weap-
ons can improve the safety of a family and its members. A re-
cent Amnesty International report on violence against women 
lists spouses or family members as those who represent the 
gravest threat of violence against women. If a family owns 
weapons, the possibility that violence against a woman will 
end in death or serious injury increases by 40%. The majority 
of small arms in private ownership are owned by men.1

02.
None of the respondents furthermore believe that owning 
arms is part of Slovenian culture, making the question per-
haps seem unimportant. The results will only show their value 
in comparison with other countries. However according to 
the data of the Interior Ministry on September 30, 2006, as 
41.493 individuals - excluding the over 10,000 policemen, 
soldiers and other personnel at the interior and defence min-
istries - in Slovenia possess a total of 117.100 various pieces 
of weapons2 (giving a ratio of 20 Slovenians per firearm)3, the 
answers to the question might be doubted.
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EN-003.
The general tendency to intimidate citizens with concepts such 
as terrorism and the protection of private property, augments 
the feeling of being threatened. The monopoly over the defini-
tion of security is held by state structures and international 
(military) organisations, whereby the ignorant, timid individual 
is merely a means of achieving goals that preserve the unjust 
world order.
The results of the survey suggest that as much as 40% of 
the respondents believe a threat to their personal security is 
highly unlikely in Slovenia. Almost a half deem it as likely and 
less than a tenth are convinced it is very likely. Older people 
feel much more threatened than the young. The question is 
whether the young, having grown up in the age of consumer-
ism, understand the mechanisms of threat sufficiently. On the
other hand, do older people have too much trust in the objec-
tivity of media, which report violence? Understanding person-
al security or threats varies depending on the person’s social 
environment. Judging by the results, the feeling of security is 
much higher among people with secondary and higher educa-
tion. The respondents with lower or significantly higher educa-
tion, meanwhile, feel much more threatened. The media play 
a significant role, especially tabloids, which by reporting crime
on a daily basis augment the sense of danger even though 
they increase tolerance to the acceptance of inadmissibly ag-
gressive actions.

04.
“On June 30, 2005 43,017 persons had 52.867 had gun li-
cences. As many as 613 legal persons had a total of 1.602 
licences for 6,924 pieces of various kinds of arms. According 
to data by the Interior Ministry, 42,204 individuals possess 
30,671 licences to carry arms, 10,652 licences to possess 
arms, 533 licences to collect arms, 1,810 authorizations to 
carry arms and 6,927 licences to possess arms with licences 
to carry arms…”4

In 2001 an arms racket was discovered at the Port of Koper 
and some 50 tonnes of weapons seized. That same year 6,378 
individuals submitted request for the legalisation of arms. 5 
The acquisition of weapons, which is governed by Article 9 of 
the Act on Weapons, requires the filling out of two forms, the
“Request for Issuance of Permit to Purchase Arms” and the 
“Request for the Issuance of a Licence to Carry Arms”. In the 
first form the applicant must specify the type of weapon, the
reason for the acquisition (safety, hunting, sports, gift, collec-
tion, other); define what kind of permit he or she will request
in the event of a purchase (licence to carry arms, licence to 
possess arms, licence to collect arms); and define precisely
the reasons for the request, in particular as regards personal 
safety, to show that his or her personal safety is under serious 
threat. The conditions for the granting of a licence to carry 
arms are described in Article 15 of the Act on Weapons.6 The 
individual must prove (brackets indicate the results of the 
survey), that they are over 18, that there are no reservations 
regarding public law and order (73%), that they have reason-
able cause to get a licence to carry arms (65%), that they have 
passed a medical examination (76%), that they have passed a 
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test on the handling of weapons (72%).
05.
External threats as well as the fear there of are fabrications 
that perpetuate each other: it is not about being more afraid 
when the external threat is bigger, instead the more afraid we 
are the greater the external threat. Ignorance is the greatest 
engine of fear, whereby collective fear motivates the herd in-
stinct that directs hostility towards those perceived as being 
outside the herd. Regardless of education, age or sex, all re-
spondents decided that the sense of being threatened cannot 
be reason enough to obtain a licence to carry arms.
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a / test on the shooting abilities and handling of weapons
b / test on the knowledge of legislation
c / providing a suitable storage
d / medical examination of mental state
e / put an interdiction on persons with criminal record 
f / reasonable cause for obtaining a licence to carry arms 
     (hunting, sports,…)

Number of criminal complaints by year7

 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Illegal 
production, 
sale of 
weapons 295 366 173 175 148 143 148

Violation 
of Act on 
Weapons 1.264 1.261 1.002 1.065 864 763 717

Complaint 
for the 
dispossession 
of weapon 34 34 79 91 75 131 81

Found and seized weapons and explosives, 1997 – 20047 
Type of weapon / Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Weapon (pcs)  2.117 2.614 14.799 1.392 1.135    977

Ammunition (pcs) 157.025 98.953 64.231 50.329 42.358         19.982

Explosives (kg) 98,3 127,5 54,2 17,1 30,8   49,5

Igniters (pcs)  303 363 1.102 127 436 2.536

Lighters (kos)  303 363 1.102 127 436 2.536

Pyrotechnics (pcs) 138.166 35.017 683.482 1.042.486 542.743      90.700



EN-006.
In 2004 an amazing 5.36% of the Slovenian budget was ear-
marked for the Defence Ministry. Some 5.14% of that was 
set aside for civil protection and fire safety and an additional
1.16% for science and research. The general public is usually 
clueless as to the colossal size of the war industry beyond its 
narrow field of interest, and the mechanisms of power that
actually manage the national economy. That same year 2.33% 
of the budget was earmarked for the Ministry of the Environ-
ment, Spatial Planning and Energy, 2.04% for the Ministry of 
Culture and a meagre 1.13% for the Ministry of Health.8 

A third of the respondents thought that the Defence Ministry’s 
budget was below 5%. Another third though it as between 5% 
and 10%, and a fifth selected between 10% and 25%. Will the
latter group give the right answer if we ask the same question 
two years from now?

07.
Less than a tenth of the respondents had a positive view of 
public protest as an efficient means of achieving political
change. Respondents in the 18-25 age group were more likely 
to select the answer that public protests do not and should 
not affect political decisions. Overall, 15% of the respondents 
agree with this answer. This indicates wide-spread disillusion-
ment and passivity among the youth, for who democracy is an 
empty word. In addition to fear, one of the key tools of manipu-
lation is desire, which shifts and individual’s attention from 
what is a value for everybody to what is a value just for that in-
dividual. In this consumer slumber created by the media, peo-
ple are averse to dealing with burning global problems.9 War 
serves capital and public opinion is merely a tactical figure
in the amassment of capital. When public opinion does not 
serve capital, it is simply ignored with media or political isola-
tion. That is why persons in the 25-35 age group in particular 
are of the opinion that expressions of public discontent do not 
affect political decisions, but they should. A tenth believe that 
they do have an impact, but there is no need for that.
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EN-008.
The increase in the number of peacekeeping missions after 
the end of the Cold War has sparked heated debates regard-
ing the scope of such operations and the presence of peace-
keepers who are armed to the teeth. ”In the course of the last 
fifteen years the UN registered a desire to convert the UN mili-
tary force and combine ‘serious military’ and ‘civil-diplomatic 
functions’. It is this dual groundwork that is responsible for 
the split personality of the contemporary peacekeeper”.10 It 
seems as if the international community itself is schizophrenic 
as it indirectly sponsors local wars, mainly in the economically 
less developed areas, through international law provisions 
on the sale of arms. Investing a relatively small percentage 
of war profits into peacekeeping missions gives the interna-
tional community a chance to elegantly wash itself of guilt for 
instigating wars. The presence of peacekeepers in volatile 
areas is supported by almost 40% of the respondents. Such 
operations should importantly provide assistance in the form 
of building civilian institutional structures, which are badly 
needed in countries recently emerged from war. Yet peace-
keepers need to be armed solely with knowledge in order to 
carry out such activities. Such peacekeeping is supported by 
over half of the respondents, with the lowest share of sup-
porters expressed by the 18-25 age group. The highest share 
of support (almost 75%) was voiced for humanitarian aid for 
volatile areas and help in peace talks. Military action in such 
areas is supported by just over 25% of the respondents, with 
those over 35 and with higher education being the most vocal 
in calling for military action.
Some 10% of the respondents believe that the role of peace-

keeping politics includes is limited to the sale of arms to vola-
tile areas. Despite such a notion, Slovenia last year exported 
its arms, ammunition and explosives to Iraq, Israel, Austria, 
Slovakia, Singapore, Germany, Belgium, Switzerland, Croatia, 
Bulgaria, Serbia and Montenegro, the UK, Bosnia and Herze-
govina, Italy and Libya, according to a report by the Ministry 
of Defence entitled “Exports/Imports of military weapons and 
equipment in 2005”. Slovenia’s benevolence towards Iraq in-
cludes donations of 17,320 guns, 6,761,500 pieces of am-
munition up to calibre 12.7mm, and so on.11 This underpins 
the notion that the war on terror is the begging of a second 
Cold War.

61

a / selling of arms to volatile areas
b / help in peace talks and settling the agreements
c / presence of peacekeepers in volatile areas
d / military action in volatile areas
e / humanitarian aid for volatile areas
f / provide assistance in development after a cease fire

Exports of military weapons and equipment according to years   
Year 1994      1995      1996     1997      1998     1999      2000      2001     2002     2003      20004      2005

VALUE, IN 
MILLION US$   17.279   6.110     9.923   14.490   5.249     0.715    3.012     4.449     1.559    2.357      1.126       0.797

yes 



EN-009.
The main function of arms is to kill, according to half of the 
respondents. Over 40% believe they serve to protect national 
security, with those over 50 most strongly in favour of such a 
view. Over a third of the respondents believe that arms are 
used for self-protection, with women and those aged between 
25 and 35 the least convinced of that. That weapons are 
aimed at inflicting injuries is mainly the conviction of respond-
ents between 25 and 35 and those with higher education. 
We wonder whether the same people link the protection of 
national and personal security with inflicting injury? There is a
15% deviation in the group, meaning that these respondents 
are positively inclined towards a country’s acquisition of arms 
as they do not link weapons with its potential consequences, 
that is causing injury and death. This percentage of the popu-
lation is convinced that instilling fear through weapons could 
prevent “external” attacks. The attacks on the US (if we can 
believe them) negate this line of thought as the United States 
is the most powerful military force on the planet. It is also 
interesting that the respondents do not place hunting wild 
animals and killing into the same category, as the difference 
in answers here grows to 20%. Approximately a third believe 
that weapons can be used for entertainment and sports ac-
tivities, which, while directly harmless in itself, could facilitate 
a larger degree of tolerance for the presence and the use of 
weapons.
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a / protect national security 
b / used for self-protection
c / hunting wild animals
d / inflicting injuries
e / killing
f / entertainment and sports activities

Nesmisel / Nonsense / N#07

yes 



EN-010.
Countries that sponsor terrorism are defined by the West,
which is creating a value-based, hierarchical system of states 
under which arms purchase should only befit the »civilized na-
tions«; these in turn are being defined from the standpoint of
Eurocentrism. Is it really possible to make a black-and-white 
distinction between blessed and evil countries? War on inter-
national terrorism is important for guaranteeing world peace 
to over a third of the respondents. A similar number believes 
that countries which sponsor terrorism should be disarmed. 
While the 25-35 age group showed the largest degree of scep-
ticism towards this claim, younger respondents were the most 
supportive of such disarmament. Over a half of the respond-
ents believe that limiting the production of nuclear weapons 
would contribute towards peace and over a half support the 
disarmament of all countries. The results can lead us to con-
clude that some respondents do not differentiate between dis-
armament of countries that sponsor terrorism and the disar-
mament of all countries, which suggests that propaganda on 
terrorism has by now firmly rooted itself in our subconscious.
Respect of human rights (73%) was meanwhile listed as the 
top reason that could ensure peace and reduce the possibility 
of conflicts. Even though the problem of defining human rights
within various cultures as a static UN law could be criticised, 
we believe that the majority of respondents opted for the an-
swer that seemed the most all-encompassing and ethically 
undisputed. Therefore the second-placed answer (tolerance 
towards and accepting diversity) comes as no surprise. A bet-
ter control of individuals and organised groups was the an-
swer chosen by a third of the respondents. The current trends 
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a / war on international terrorism 
b / disarmament of countries which 
      sponsor terrorism
c / more information about national 
      armament programme
d / limiting the production of nuclear weapons
e / disarmament of all countries
f /  new military technologies
g / tolerance and accepting diversity
h / respect of human rights
i /  better control of individuals and 
      organised groups

yes 



EN-0in expanding the surveillance of individuals and organised 
groups incite rebellion and innovative ways of evading such 
surveillance that at the same time demands a high degree of 
technical know-how. An example of practical solutions in the 
area of human rights violations through video monitoring in 
public spaces is provided by the iSEE project, carried out by 
the Institute for Applied Autonomy, which maps video cameras 
in urban areas and offers routes to avoid them.12

Despite the recent large number of media articles on the ob-
soleteness of the Slovenian Armed Forces equipment and the 
need for modernisation, only a tenth of the respondents said 
that weapons using new technologies should be used to en-
sure world peace.
As utopian as it is, the only thorough way to permanently retain 
and maintain world peace is a complete ban on arming and 
waging war for everyone, not just the economically underde-
veloped. Many opponents counter the claim by stressing that 
the right to self-defence is also one of the basic human rights. 
This furthermore proves that eliminating arms is not going to 
be an easy and quick task, as there is always the possibility 
that the “other” will not disarm.

1   Amnesty International: The impact of guns on women’s lives, 2005
2   Internal Ministry data on 30 September 2006, (205-3)
3   Antonio Vidali Ena pištola na dvajset slovencev, Mladina, 22. avgust 2005
4   Ibid.
5   Poročilo o delu policije za leto 2001, http://www.policija.si/si/, 10. 10. 2006
6   http://e-uprava.gov.si/upravneenote_obrazci/obrazci.ue?stran=mnz/obrazci_slo/               
     orozje/index.jsp 10. 10. 2006
7   http://www.policija.si/si/, 10. 10. 2006
8   http://www.gov.si/mf/slov/proracun/zaklj_racun_2004/vsebina.htm, 11. 10. 2006
9   Naomi Klein: Fences and windows, Flamingo, London, 2002, 174
10 Mare Bulc: Who is going to entertain the Blue helmets?, in We are all Marlene Dietrich   
      FOR, Maska in Iceland Dance Company, 2005
11 http://www.mors.si/fileadmin/mors/pdf/dokumenti/izvoz_uvoz_orozja_2005.pdf, 16. 10. 2006
12 http://www.appliedautonomy.com/isee.html 5. 10. 2006
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Dodatno orožje / Extra weapon / 

water pipe from
a solid waste
collection,
plastic
bottle from a
fuzzy drink,
plastic bottles
for water
etc.



EN-0Conclusion /Cleaning and care 
CAN WE LEGALY 
FORBID WAR?
Ida Hiršenfelder
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EN-0lieu, but rather comes from the outside, from elsewhere and 
is therefore denied the right to empathy and understanding. 
The real power of an art project that facilitates creative think-
ing in understanding political and social conventions does 
not have such a direct impact in the short run. It is a cure 
for the wounds of those who are emotionally rocked by global 
violence. In the long run, however, it has the power to create 
new generations and associations which jointly endeavour to 
abolish firearms and military violence.

Can we legally forbid war? Could state institutions even ex-
ist without wars? Why do countries not allocate the money 
spent for the war industry on education, welfare and health 
care instead? Why do wars usually happen in less developed 
countries that are rich in natural resources? Is instilling chil-
dren with hatred towards others just a means to raise a new 
generation of obedient soldiers? How thin is the line between 
a murderer and a soldier? What kinds of living conditions have 
to be created in order to turn the murder of somebody else 
into an acceptable fact? Is the purpose of war really just eco-
nomic or does it also serve the perverted desire to rule over 
other subjects of the same species and cater to the deformed 
lust of enjoying the suffering of others?** Does looking at war 
horrors perhaps not give us a sense of being good people for 
feeling sympathy towards those who suffer? Is passive toler-
ance of wars also their confirmation? Would abolishing wars
destroy the current economic (im)balance? 
Could such colossal changes happen without aggressive 
revolutions? Could a tiny change in the thinking of the few 
launch a revolution?

*    see Mitja Velikonja: Killing Me Culturally!; page EN-27
**  see Mirt Komel: Organs, Tools, Weapons; page EN-15

Due to the authors’ subjective reasons, the book concludes 
with questions, not answers. They believe that a single project 
cannot offer definitive answers to one of humankind’s most
pressing issues, the issue of violence and desire for suprem-
acy. They only unveiled the tip of the iceberg to get the audi-
ence to start considering the problems. Real, practical solu-
tions will only appear when some individuals in the audience 
take the responsibility, initiate their own research and come 
to practical solutions. The scope of this project is the art/de-
sign sector and multimedia intervention provides its means of 
communication. All who take part in the project found com-
mon ground in their disbelief of a safer world that still includes 
weapons. However, they do not have the power to make such 
an utopia come true.

The questions are utopian for without irrational hope in hu-
man judgement it is impossible to imagine a shift from the 
circle of constant repetition of the same acts that humankind 
has indulged in since the beginnings of recorded history. In 
order to make a change the values of the “culture of killing”* 
need to be constantly revaluated. Have we even made a men-
tal step forward since the times of the cavemen, despite all 
the technology that we possess? Have we perhaps just come 
up with ways of more “humane” killing with the help of tech-
nology?**

At the moment, heaps of political theorists constantly rede-
fine the ways in which war is waged. The consequence of their
ponderings is the inauguration of terrorism as a threat that 
does not belong in the same cultural, religious or national mi-
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EN-0Who we are  /
TRETAROKA OR 
BACKGROUND DESCRIPTION

TRETAROKA is an organisation formed by a group of creative individuals. It is 
interested in socially engaged projects, responsible and firm in the belief that
civil initiatives form an important element in preventing uniformity and facilitating 
diversity. NATAИ, Saša Kerkoš, Ida Hiršenfelder and others have designer/artistic 
or political/cultural backgrounds. The main activity of the association is to join 
environmental issues with art and design. When TRETAROKA engages in recy-
cling it must first recycle and rethink ideas as part of the artistic process. It draws
its motivation from issues faced by society that through its irrational spending 
unconsciously creates vast heaps of unwanted waste, both material and men-
tal. TRETAROKA in its creative process reshapes, places into new contexts and 
changes the contents of the waste products and ideas. Sometimes it merely cre-
ates micro-changes in creative solutions that mean something simply because 
they are not nothing. Preserving the environment and creating better living condi-
tions requires a change in attitudes and values, therefore TRETAROKA is actively 
striving to link the various levels of society.
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