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Resume: The article discusses the possibility of the alternative ways of being together on the 
base of an example of a durational performance Dream Hostel CII, in which the notion of 
communitas is explored through the use of the practice of communal dreaming. Creating an 
alternative reality of a shared space of dreaming and exchange of dreams, this performative 
experiment attempted to rethink and reimagine in practice the paradoxical complexity of our 
contemporary ways of being together, by putting into question the individual as the ultimate 
value and measure, and property as a base from which we weave our social structure. The 
article talks about the consequences the practice of dreaming and the exchange of dreams has 
for the singular individual and communal subjects, which in the time of the performance exist 
between the two processes of undoing and individuation, which takes place through actively 
transformed conditions of subject’s own becoming. The subject that unfolds from its relation to 
the potentiality as a common nested in always newly negotiated spaces of the Third space in-
between are “we” beyond the “we” we know.  
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Dream HOSTEL CII 
 
DHCII was a performative event set up as a durational 23-hour performance where the audience 
was invited for a sleep over in the spaces of DHCII and to enter a specific form of dream 
exchange. DHCII took place at an abandoned shop, a space in transition we occupied for ten days, 
in the center of Ljubljana across from the most luxurious hotel in town. The audience was 
introduced to dreaming i.e. inner gazing, a practice, which they would then immerse into for a 
full day at DHCII. Audience could come and go but had to commit to spend the entire day in 
DHCII. We slept in a common space, ate together and shared dreams we received in that night in 
response to the question we asked the dreaming about the community and what it can 
potentially be. The images of our dreams were drawn and projected above the common table to 
mirror our communal dreaming. All images of our dreams received and opened by the 
community configured a map emerging in the time we spent together. The event ended with a 
collective attempt to look at and read the map of dreams in the light of community to come. 
 
 
Communitas 
 
DHCII was the second in the series of performative experiments, which, from beginning of 2013, 
I conducted in the frame of DREAMLAB1 and which focused on exploration of the notion of 
communitas in diverse performative settings but always through the performative modes of 
application of the practice of dreaming. The three year long research was set up as a way to 
reconsider and reimagine in practice the paradoxical complexity of our contemporary ways of 
being together. The research was driven by the desire to question individualism as the sole base 
on which we envision community in our capitalist society, the individual as the ultimate value 
and measure and property as a base from which we weave the social structure. The 
performative experiments conducted within this framework attempted to rethink in practice 
how in a society in which we are ever more connected but at the same time more isolated, 
dispersed and fragmented than ever before, can we be together otherwise. 
 
Every experiment was an attempt to set up a situation, in which alternative ways of being 
together to those we know and live in the everyday life could be practiced. The idea was to 
create spaces for a different experience of our togetherness that would function as “implants” 
in the flux of everyday communal life, which can transform the modes of production of sociality 
by shifting away from enclosed, self–affirmative individuality, in which we constitute as subjects 
through the ever more commodified uses of the commons, towards an ethical affirmation of 
and reconstitution from what I like to call the “third space”, Nancy’s “between”, which makes 
every individual “singular-plural”, Simondon’s “transindividual milieu” as “all relation”, that is 

	
1	DREAMLAB is a mobile platform established in 2010 for a joint experimentation with Saphire™ dream and imagery 
work and its development into tools and strategies for research, creation and performance in the context of 
performing arts. 
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the space of “all possibilities and all potential”, the source of infinite singularities in their co-
arising. In this space all there is, is relation(al). Every(–)thing is continuously becoming because it 
is in relation to some other of itself: it is neither it self or the other, it is always becoming the 
“Third”, that which comes from the relation or from the between the two. What interested me 
in this research was to see how practicing communal dreaming we would unfold, individually 
and communally, what questions and issues would come up as we would transverse and look at 
the spaces “between”, the spaces of the “third”, becoming that which we are not (yet). DHCII 
was to be a laboratory, an incubator for imagination, where our being together would be 
exposed, looked at and tested, put to risk and perhaps undergo a transformation, which would 
possibly allow us to experience and re-imagine our togetherness differently, by relating not to 
how “we” are but how we are not (yet) but could be. 
 
DHCII was an attempt of setting up an environment that would allow for the experience of and 
the emergence of communitas, understood by Turner as “an unstructured rudimental 
community that emerges in a liminal period”, open to its own potentiality, to its own becoming 
that which it is not (yet) but could be. When setting up DHCII I was wandering, how to set up the 
conditions of possibility for the emergence of “community to come” i.e. community as it is 
present but only in a latent state, as something perhaps not yet grasped, lived and claimed. It 
became clear that for the temporary community gathered in DHCII to experience this passage, 
this fluid state, it would need to undergo a certain undoing of community as we are used to 
perceive, experience and understand. A specific idea, identity, structure community would need 
to be undone, restructured and redistributed in a time of discontinuity, causing a temporary 
collapse of our individual and communal habitual perceptions, experiencing and understanding 
of community, for us to open towards another possibility of being together, one not envisioned, 
one not practiced (yet). What kind of subject, individual and collective, and what kind of being 
together would DHCII then bring to the public sphere? 
 
 
Incubating Imagination 
 
A random by-passer could see the “incubating imagination” through the windows from outside 
of DHCII. One could see people sleeping as if in an incubator where dreams are weaved. One 
could see a small community of people talking images at the table and the images appearing on 
a common screen above them, weird, surprising, hilarious at times. In the event itself there 
were no spectators only participants, only we who through the activity of “inner gazing” and by 
being there with each other, partook in the unfolding of our individual and collective dreaming 
and thus witnessed the experience of this communal process, testifying to it, recognizing our 
own engagement and that of others, our complicity and involvement with others.  
 
Or I could say we, by practicing the activity of “inner gazing”, were all spectators of our 
dreaming. In DHCII the action of looking was reversed. We became the spectators of our dreams, 
of our dreaming, elusive and invisible to the external eye (of another), of our body in an ongoing 
processing of its received perceptions. We gazed at the image constellations that have appeared 
on our inner screens. First in the night, then in the daytime as this “individual” inner material 
was shared with the rest of the group and “exteriorized” through sharing. Throughout the event 
Izar Lunaček drew all the received dream images that were projected above the common table 
where the exchange took place. The exchange and the opening of dreams were based on the 
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procedure of Dream Opening®.2 All dreams were opened as “letters” received by the group in 
the light of the question “community to come”. 
 
The action of “inner gazing” i.e. of looking within not only enables us to see dream images or the 
images the body produces while processing all the information it is constantly perceiving, but 
also enables one to look at and see the reverse side of what we see with our daily consciousness. 
The dream images show us the reverse of what we think we are or think we should be. They 
show whatever the “individual” body is “out of joint” and in need of reversal, realignment, 
redistribution and so of transformation. Received dream images show what the body is not (yet) 
but could be. Thus, to look at the dream constellations, is to look at the “inside” that dwells in 
latency, that is all potential, not actualized just yet. By reversing the gaze we thus perform the 
looking we rarely engage with when awake. We look at what is not (yet) but could be. We look 
at the potential. We enter in relation with that which is not (yet) but could be. In DHCII for a 
time we dwell in the oracular mode.  
 
By reversing the gazing DHCII sets up the condition of possibility of insurrection of our 
imagination as the language of the body that sees and articulates the potential of who we are by 
showing us who we are not (yet) only to summon us, present in the common space at that time 
of the encounter, to the “we”, we, individually and as a community, can (still) be(come). It opens 
us to that which is still unwritten and uncertain “in” us and between us, and to “the time of 
minimal difference between who we are and who we can be”. All present in DHCII, partaking in 
the process of communal dreaming, dwell in this “time of potential”. Every dream shared is a 
singular constellation that, in some way, is out of joint and needs to be undone for the body of 
the dreamer to be realigned. DHCII thus opened up and held open the space where these two 
processes of undoing and realignment would simultaneously go on.  
 
The sole process required a specific attention and attunement into a dream of the other, a force 
of empathy that could tap into images of a particular dream and sense the intent present within 
it solely in its latent, potential state. This specific sensibility, a tuning in, sinking into realm of 
dreaming, did something to the group. It “moved us” in a way. Not only we gazed upon our 
“shared inside”, somehow it felt we were touched by it in return. And this “touch” triggered the 
collective transformative experience of our being together. Transformation was achieved solely 
by “us”, an assembly of contingently gathered bodies engaged with communal dreaming, 
practicing an alternative way of communing, engaging primarily our imagination and feeling, 
affective and experiencing bodies, communicating by performing this specific form of dream 
hermeneutics. In this sense DHCII attempted for a specific re-distribution of aesthetic and 
ethical sensibility by tackling the question of sharing. 
 
 
Shared Inside 

	
2 Dream Opening® is a simple four-level reading of a dream. Through the four levels – the story, the pattern, the 
question and the secret – it unravels the meaning of a dream and its imagery. It is a diagnostic tool that shows what is 
not in its right place in the body of the dreamer and so indicates what needs to be addressed by the dreamer (the 
question). It also informs the dreamer on how to respond to the necessity the dream is showing (the secret), to bring 
what is not in place back to its place in the dreamer. Dream Opening® is one of the SaphireTM techniques of “inner 
vision” with its origin in the ancient lineage of Sephardic Kabbalah. Dream Opening® is a registered trademark of Dr. 
Catherine Shainberg and her School of Images. 
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Setting up DHCII I followed my desire for an open space that enables us to experience, watch 
and witness a process, taking place through us, present in the space, a place where we can just 
be, where there is nothing to hide, to be distracted with. A place of zooming in, of being with 
one another, open to whatever is to unfold in the time of the event while sharing an intensified 
experience of the time now. Being here now at the point zero, being in the beginning with 
others, in the contingent space of being together where we unfold towards the yet unwritten of 
ourselves, where we attend to what we can be, a space framed simply enough to give me a 
sense of openness and of potential. DHCII was to be a bare space to be fulfilled with what comes. 
Theatricality of the context as well as content were reduced almost to a zero point. The 
performative set-up stripped theater to its basic conditions of the encounter, taking place in the 
now. What took place and was communicated was what is common, our being together while 
dreaming and exchanging our dreams. Common to us was that we all partake in the common 
unfolding of dreaming, the invisible matrix, “shared inside” becoming visible becoming visible 
through our dream exchange. In such a bare space of togetherness, it would become visible how 
we partake in the “between”, how we, as individuals and as a temporary community, weave and 
dwell the realm of the “between” us, how we hold back, how we give in, how we partake in the 
unfolding of our togetherness through the exchange of dreams.  
 
The shared space was established through the tools used for dream exchange, rules of dream 
exchange that made clear enough the terms in which the sharing is done in a safe way. It was 
important to provide an environment where one could expose oneself to share and make public 
that which one normally keeps private i.e. their inner material. In a way DHCII was radical in a 
way in its request for exhibiting one’s inner skin and the constellations appearing upon it in the 
time of the event for others to see. For it is impossible to know in advance what the inner mirror 
will display, and control one’s own public image. Everyone was potentially radically exposed for 
the others to see through the gift of a dream one would share with the others. The event 
worked on this axis between private and public. Everyone participating in this event was 
addressed with questions of how I invest my self, how exposed do I want to be, what I expect to 
get back if I do so, from who, how does the structure of debt involve me. The sharing of dreams 
as a “gift exchange” or as “debt economy” was what forcefully contributed to a certain 
transformation occurring in the time of the event, of “we” into community to come, a 
transformation of community based on individualism into community of a “shared inside”. 
 
In Communitas E. Esposito writes about the etymological root of “munus” as both, gift and duty 
at once. In the act of exchange the gift is given: I give, I must give, I cannot not give. It’s a gift 
without return, without receiving. Common to all is a lack, a loss, a limit, and not the proper (the 
“Thing” one owns). Common is what belongs to many, it is public in opposition to private. It 
begins when the proper ends. It is a voiding of property into its negative, removing what is 
properly one’s own. It decenters the proprietary subject, forcing the subject to take leave, to 
alter himself. In community subjects don’t find neither the principle of identification nor accept 
the closure within which transparent communication or content is to be communicated; there is 
only void that constitutes them: they are missing from themselves, they are subjects of their 
own proper lack; “givers to” given by circuit of mutual gift giving. There is a risk: you give your 
self away, you void yourself, you turn the inside out, and you don’t know what you get in return.  
 
Esposito’s idea about the gift that requires from the subject to give its self away in order to 
transform was at the core of my thinking about DHCII. Exactly because it seems to go against the 
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idea of individuality that we so highly prioritize and against everything we consider as our “own” 
self: my image, thoughts, beliefs, emotions, sensations, habits, dreams. To have to give up on 
any of that immediately stirs irritation, doubt, questioning etc. In DHCII the unusualness of 
sharing of that which is private to ourselves became the place of friction, discomfort, refusal (to 
move across the private and public), judgment, escape, but also of release, trust, thrust into the 
depth, a trigger. A negotiation was going on, individually and communally, between what I give 
(away) and what I hold (back). Next to an attunement of everyone’s empathy, on a subtle level 
this friction created a jolt, enough discomfort to reach a point of release, a transformation of 
energy concentrated and dispersed across the relational matrix of a group, a new unfolding of 
the communal relational matrix.  
 
To offer the self, to give it away and not keep one’s inner material to one self, protecting it in 
privacy away from the gaze of others, created an opportunity: when one’s inner material is out 
and visible it starts to transform and re-sculpt under the light of communal gazing. By voiding, 
by giving up the private and making it public, one creates a condition of possibility for one to see 
what is not (yet) and to undergo a transformation. DHCII was built like a web “around” this void 
as the base of our being together. The subject as a keeper of the proper, of property, “I”, “mine” 
is temporarily renounced in the gesture of the sharing of a dream. We open to nothing. In the 
midst of “us” there is a hole, void as the “space” of our being-together. This void, this giving 
away of the self, undoing of the self turned inside out allows the nocturnal light of dreaming to 
shine through the body of the collective and is an event in itself. To be receiving the light that 
stems from dreaming is to stand under the night sky of latency and be touched by it. 
 
In DHCII “we” all partake in this process of our shared inside being progressively turned inside 
out. We partake in a communion, in the “deep space” that breathes through us, unfolding 
potential, enfolding actual. There is no beginning, no end to this communion. We partake at the 
source. We don’t create dreams or dreaming, we don’t own “our” inner material. Dreaming 
pervades us. It is all experiencing, of oneself and others, that has come before and that comes 
after, that unfolds to consciousness, that folds back into sub-consciousness. It rises from a 
common pool, a deep structure that is also the source. It passes from one person to the next, 
boundless in a way. I feel it rise and brush against us, gathered here. Its nocturnal brilliance is 
unfolding into the body of daylight, it touches and illuminates the group, the assembly of bodies 
receiving its light through the images spoken and drawn. We sink with the pull of its gravity into 
depth of our shared inside. Loosing the edges we are moved by the touch of the latent, 
becoming possible because it is already imagined. We become subtler, more susceptible to what 
is not (yet) but could be, as “we” hold the space for the encounter with who “we” are not (yet) 
but could be. 
 
 
Beyond the “We” We Know 
 
Every daily session in DHCII ends with the community looking at the map of images of all the 
dreams revealed in the day of the encounter. The dream map is a mirror in which we see 
reflected that which “we” are not (yet) but could be. There is no final answer in how to improve 
a “we”, no new representation of a new “we”, no new myth of community. There is just an 
attempt to practite an alternative for a day, a different way of gazing, a different way of 
attending to what comes to us from dreaming and a different ways of attending to each other. 
Seen and spoken these images of dreams move us, and we move with them. We have seen each 
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other in a different way. We have been looking at each other with our eyes wide shut. We have 
made an attempt to see the reverse of what we know, that which we don’t know (yet) but could.  
 
The sharing of dreams requires from everyone to give up the private, the inner material, to offer 
it as a gift to the community. It asks for a readiness to undo, to give up the proper, the property 
in whatever that comes about in a process. Simondon talks about the “pre-individual states” or 
“conditions” of the process of subject’s individuation, which takes place in a “transindividual 
milieu” that is “relation of relations”. These pre-individual states or conditions such as habits, 
language, affects, belief systems, emotional reactions etc. in their always singular constellations 
can be undone and actively transformed to enable the process of individuation to take place 
differently and consequently a different manifestation of an individual and/or communal subject. 
And this is what the working with Dream Opening® procedure does. It enables small shifts: an 
image reversed, release of tension, a sudden insight, an intense affective rapture; and singular 
transformations of the singular “proper”, weather a belief, an attitude, a habit etc. which is 
given up, undone and transformed into something else. 
 
With such practice of punctual undoing and singular transformation of conditions of “our” 
individuation we are practicing another relation to the “we” we are. I am not “proper”, not 
identified with it. Instead I am from the relation to who I am not (yet) but could be. In the same 
way I am in relation to the other as who the other is not (yet) but could be. “We” unfold as 
subject, individual or collective, from our relation to potentiality as a common, from our relation 
to that which is still latent in the subject or in other subjects as processes, from our relation to 
immanence, which Deleuze equates with “all possibilities and potential of life as such”. Who is 
not afraid of the subject in the immensity of what it is not (yet) but could be? The one becoming 
from the space of “all relation”, forever expanded beyond one’s boundary of image, structure or 
myth into the space between, the space of the Third, in which one is neither oneself nor the 
other but the unknown Third that unfolds and becomes what is from the relation, the always 
singular relation to a singular other. DHCII makes visible how “we” partake in the “between”, 
how we partake in the unfolding of our togetherness through the exchange of dreams, how we 
become “we” from the in-between.  
 
 
With gratitude to all those who dare to leap to witness all the monstrous and graceful faces ready to be seen in the 
mirror of our dreaming and be transformed by them. 


