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11 Art/Anthropology Interventions

Arnd Schneider

In this essay I will discuss the participatory practices by the actors of two inherently
; unstable disciplines (despite their categorical pretensions to the contrary), art and
anthropology—both in relation to each other, and with respect to their possible audi-
ences. In particular, I will focus on the notion of practice, and what it takes to col-
laborate between anthropologists and artists, and their research subjects in fieldwork
situations. I will address three significant areas of such participatory relations between
the fields of art and anthropology: fieldwork, agency, and appropriation.

Fieldwork is the standard practice of empirical data gathering in anthropology, and
its status has been that of a defining centerpiece for practice in the discipline, when
in fact its scientistic pretensions have long been questioned, and the performative
mise-en-scéne character put into relief.! Agency, linked to the rethinking of material-
ity, has been one of the most fruitful avenues in recent anthropological theorizing,
with important implications for the understanding of art practices. Indeed, the new
thinking on agency in anthropology has many points of reference—as yet rarely made
explicit or explored—to the notion of relational aesthetics in contemporary art theory.
Appropriation, on the other hand, has been somewhat of a signature practice by artists
fréﬂgaging with what anthropology claims as its terrain (the Other) and methodolo-
(i.e., in fieldwork), and after various turns of (neo)primitivisms, offers interesting
potentials for reworking cultural materials.

udience Participation as Fieldwork Interventions

4 narrow sense one could think of anthropology’s audience as a public consum-
‘anthropological works (books, articles, ethnographic films, ethnographic museum
ibitions). With the exception of a few anthropologists who have reached substan-
¥ Deyond academia (for example, Margaret Mead and Claude Lévi-Strauss), the audi-
the whole would be restricted to this field, or at least to a university-educated
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public. Howevet, audience as an ensemble of consumers of anthropological works is

haps more interesting to ask how

not what I primarily have in mind here. It is per
(that is, as spectators turned

another type of ugudience” exposed to anthropology
actors) and constituted variously by anthropology’s research subjects, but also its col-
laborators—artists as well as experts (such as members of NGOs, joumalists, and other

thropologists do fieldwork), can and indeed does

intellectuals at the sites where an
intervene in the production of anthropological work. The outcome, Ot result, of these
“public,” which in some

particular relationships are works that are consumed by a
cases is constituted, in part at least, by the research subjects themselves, blurring in

effect the presumed poundaries between audiences, research subjects, and anthropolo-

gists as discreet categories.
Since the 1980s, in the wake of
production of anthropology has seen a reflexive reassessment of the roles of author

and subject, highlighting the constructed, ufictional” character of texts (rather than

descriptions and analyses with positivist pretensions). These critical moves provided

authors with the possibilities for new and experimental textual strategies (ranging

from the use of extensive diary extracts to ethnopoetry), and the subjects (the Other)
and sometimes even

with opportunities to intervene in the texts as native voices,
as co-authors. HOwever, “giving” a voice to others can itself result from a patron-
“speaking nearby,” as advocated by Trinh T. Minh-ha,’
articipation of the Other. Anthro-
priated by research

the “writing culture” critique,” the mostly textual

izing, neocolonial attitude;
is arguably a better strategy Of encouraging the p
and their concepts, have also been actively appro
subjects. A notable example are the Cargo Cults of Melanesia and related religious phe-

nomena, where anthropologists’ theorizations of indigenous culture eventually become
al fabric,® or indeed anthropologists themselves got

part of a reconfigured cultur
incorporated into the rnythological constructions they meant to '1nvest'1gate.5 Here

the audience is anthropology’s subject, and the subjects become co-producers (not
always acknowledged) of works of cultural construction beyond the original anthro-
pological fieldwork and texts that resulted from it. The lives of authors and their

h the sites of their practices, and once fieldwork

works thus become entangled wit
is conceived of as an extended performance site, an audience understood as those
formance also encompasses the research subjects

pological works,

who experience live media or per

themselves.

Above all, it is arguably the staged character of anthropological fieldwork, chardc
6 that allows for, indeed demands, the
Here W€

pecialists

terized by George Marcus as a “mise-en-scéne”
jects and others into its processual construction.

f researchers, research subjects, and consulted s

intervention of research sub
can think of the ensemble O

S StagEd and ])el l( yymartive (0]0]0) (6} a f]e (l‘/\]()[‘k ”]a' 1 Val e lies
Chal‘aCter Of al’lthr p 1 glC S ,
u
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archivists, librari i ;

ihe mise—én_:@cr:rr;ar;i) L(;l:,:lZEStS’ etc.)'who partake in the performative spectacle of
ccone” of fieldwork has goneogopl}grhﬁesle(‘llworlk. According to Marcus, “this mise-en-
science modeled . eral reincarnations, from a positivist 1
Bronislaw Mallinowc/)vrslklia}t);)ré:‘Oflfry practices, in the days of mythical ﬁelcfwork ;erfllz:i
postmadiam multisjte’d resel O;d Geert.z’s interpretive anthropology, and more recent
siigs gt nlsts, espectalt arch paradigms. It is such mise-en-scéne sites and set-
works in film pro'duction (2’ Performapce and theater artists, as well as preparator
roductive t probe the CO.Ii.:(rrec:onnalssance, stage setting, and rehearsal), can mak}cj
Fement and complicity of it ucitedness ef anthropological research and the entan-
E on of the Trensart Found :enous part-lcipants. For instance, in 1997, at the invi-
B art.a ion and Rice University’s Anthropology Department
| A——p Ma;ka ;ft Abdel Hernéndez and scenographer Fernando Calza-
B .12 and Venezuela. Rathezotrﬁ Here,.based on their own ethnographic researches
BB ciian couniles, thel an pelng a mere representation of markets in thes

, the installation, as Calzadilla and Marcus explained Offerez

)

viewers a partici i i
p .patory experience in the market stage, includi
cesses by the artists-ethnographers: ’ 8 em—_——

Hern4dndez and Calzadil i i
i Iepreserli f;:i?:i and built an installation that could easily be interpreted
B e constonetion of ther 7eht, not by an ethnographic study, but by a mise-en-Is)cen
B o ou ooosle ot the tters IEI i Market From Here] installation, with the involvemeri
B oot oo s scine T arketplace they researched, is quite different than a me
e . .was n.lore the creation of a sort of imaginary of thi e
| htp e vYorklng with Hernandez and Calzadilla making intri . peopl'e
ot i e B
e ‘ n possibility if it collaborates with the practi i
i da;sz‘:seai zlr:ihlp apd resemblance to it—as in the cage o;f:esn(z)fg?etlhflr lfl-
B e o ot t}slcuss'lonsﬂof collaboration in these cases promise outlz:ofnm
B antoopoions Segem.anl]ust the monograph” or “the essay” into which all -
B ot oo a1rt1g y 1pust end, or merely the “mise-en-scéne” of theaterex-
B oot A o coome SL é lzvﬁnch otll}erwise lack the intensity and theoretical de :}i
B e i cectni st expert collaborations in different genres are aboj)t
es,t B onoionict anc dramf:- in their e\feryday lives who become the subjects of inte .
iitt}}tat N uotherlssfs(.)fvr}}:;:. 1;1 fz::scilnating about these expert collaboratior:;
_ utual i i
different sorts of outcomes and products than ;1(:325:3enpa(l)fsrizie;fvzzi;t};r?tfhwaysland
) f ropology

refused to risk i
its authority b :
i t entering i
instance.’ y no g into such partnershi i
v ps with the scenogra

pher, for

It 18 PIEClsely W ”I I e |1|ea ]](:h 1 ation wo ake V]S]ble and erc t]b e
5
p p
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questioning and criticizing its own authority. The uthird” named by Marcus in the
above extract then constitutes anthropology’s and artists’ fieldwork audience.

More generally, participatory practices in the arts thus point to the constructed and
ultimately processual character of anthropological fieldwork. Many artists in recent
decades have engaged in fieldwork practices, with and without the collaboration of
anthropologists, among them Lothar Baumgarten, Nikolaus Lang, Tony Quzsler, Teresa
Pereda, Virginia Ryan, and Rainer Wittenborn.” A particularly poignant example of par-
ticipatory work that makes evident and problematizes the staged character of fieldwork
practices 18 the artist-photographer Anthony Luvera’s project, Residency (2006-08). It
incorporates a critical investigation of the photographic archive of the contemporary
photography gallery, Belfast Exposed Photography, the production of a new body of
work with homeless people for the collection, and 2 critical examination of Luvera’s
own archive of photos of, and with, homeless people. Over a period of sixteen months,
Luvera worked with homeless people in Belfast, and produced what he calls “assisted

self-portraits”:

After several weeks I invited participants to learn how to use large-format camera equipment
to create an Assisted Self-Portrait. In order to produce an Assisted Self-Portrait, 1 met with each
participant over the course of a number of meetings to teach them how to use a 5 X 4 field
camera with a tripod, handheld flashgun, Polaroid and Quickload film stock, and a cable shut-
ter release. The final image was then edited with the participant. The aim was to invest in the
participant a more active role in the creation of their portrait representation than is usually
offered in the transaction between photographer and subject. Fach Assisted Self-Portrait is the
trace of a process that attempted to blur distinctions between the participant as a “subject”
and me as the ”photographer” during the photographic sitting. ...

When creating an Assisted Self-Portrait T asked each participant to take me to a place they
found interesting, personal or memorable in some Way. ... 1 felt that it was important o
document the process of working with the participants in the sites that held meaningful as-
sociations for them in order to attempt to emphasise what I saw as the reclamation of place by
the participants. These images represent the processes of engagement between the participant,
the medium and me, which 1 see as being integral to the work, and in many ways signiﬁcantly

more important than the finished Assisted Self—Portraits.9

Luvera’s long-term immersion into both the photographic archive and the lived

world of homeless people, which he turned into a participatory, self-reflective prac
tice, speaks to the constructed character of ethnographic fieldwork. His project at
once introduces and works through a number of ethical and representational issues
inherent in the mise-en-scéne of fieldwork. The term Assisted Self-Portrait points t0 the
dilemma of the ethnographer: how to enable, or provide agoice” for the other; how
to make a collaborative project without falling back into patronizing and neocolOﬂial
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Figure 11.1

Angela Wildman / Anthony Luvera, Assisted Se f Portrait of n — h
. y , i If- i i m
; 3 ] ' 1 A gela Wildman, 2006-08. From the

attitudes. Buildi iti

- awarelgflf;ieoéle teh; Cr'ltl-ques of Jacques Derrida and Stuart Hall, Luvera is

sedimented in time_5§ heo:]IZlng p -Ower of the archive'®—a kind of reverse audience

B e i 2 trpastite so critically 'probes the collections of Belfast Exposed

and self-examination of his I:)g;gemem- Wlth archive, eallibraiing fesearch Subiects.

B ity hat this isnme;rrce}ll;vellnrgmséfctic?. The Assisted Self-Portrait fore:

. -gazing, self-ins i i

subieztsl‘nghhghts the nature of the entanglement befween artiii?(i;;rzziz’r e:nldt
Luvera’s appr

. Wit}l:l;r(z?sii CS?II; -l;etcompared.with that of Thera Mjaaland. A photographer

. (i cts, also tra'uned as an anthropologist, Mjaaland criticall

: paradigm underlying much of anthropological visual productiony

4 Of photograph to merel llluS‘[I‘ate text 1 Her Ork iS a th h
. Oroug

flitique of nonin
i terventi
of reality by a distaniﬂ(zlon. Rather than understanding photographs as a reproducti
5 c
: observer (the photographer), she starts from the underst 10;
and-

(6} the "ph() ()g a[il iC situ W. W.
‘ f . . . 12
athn" as “ i i i
a SOClal SItuathn, ” here knO ].edge emerges
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" that is “triggered by the very relationship between the
13 The photographed people in Mjaaland’s work,
men and women of Fthiopia's Tigray region (some of them former fighters from the
struggle against the Derg military regime, 1975-1991), were “yctively taking part of
a desirable self—image.”14 Although, unlike Luvera’s subjects, they were not photo-
graphing themselves or trained in using photographic equipment, they were actively
determining how a photograph should be taken (for example, full-length rather than
close-up), and which props to use (many of them wanted to be shown with their guns

from the former struggle, or other high-status items)

What these strategies by Luvera and Mjaaland have in common is that
visible and explore the staged and performative character of fieldwork—the represen-
tational strategies present material evidence of the relationally fractured process of col-
5 in other words, the wor s with others. Both the

and the photographic image i

in a “relational visual process
photographed and the photographer.

they make

king and research relation
tself are social agents, as much

laboration,"
practice of photography

Figure 11.2

Thera Mjaaland, Alogen, Tigray,
and Abraha Legesse asking to be pho
ket in Endabaguna, Tigray, Ethiopia.

1997. From the series Encounters. Mammay

tographed on the way from their villag
Photo and © Thera Mjaaland / ADAGP, Paris, 2014.

Golla (with the radio)
e to the Saturday mar-
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as the photo i ;
graphif . fraphlc subjects and the researcher-artist-photographer are. The “ph
situati # i . . “ oto-
. on” (Mjaaland) and the “process of engagement” (Luvera) P (o}
and encapsulate, the anthropological mise-en-sceéne stand in for,

Agency, Relationality, Materiality

Review of i j
reve acto‘:eis; f}iotOEZiph1c pr'O]ects clearly shows the role of agency across dif-
e soutpment (I;r W;)liiaphlc encounter, or situation: subjects, artists-photog-
“apparatus”), and images. Thelir?ci(z:?f;il?r?;coind A
poons s ' agency in such a multifaceted
A~ la:gslc;,st\l;i:t:ry thi newl the.zo.ries of agency and materiality that dece:tae};
B o i Oln, of the individual human-bound subject and its external
B el 11)1 Otcgy, Aflfred Gell’s Art and Agency (1998) signified a paradigm
——_ newntg artworks as discreet objects of aesthetic appreciation.
indeed can become “social persszrs}'? i‘;\rlhseorceijlIt olbr'CtS e e by i,
. ; relations. Gell was influenced b i-
:erlaﬁons a;r; sthaeidstbV\?gneT s'® rethinking of kinship, and more generall;z,l i\(/)lzir;l
- fracta}; ero 1er in Melanesian societies, which resulted in notions
e aCIOIS)S ::ln OOdf where things, people, and animals would share
- at we Tn the West would see as discreet, bounded entities.
B s prosvoide;p;)hed this ’.thinking to deconstruct Western notions
B o new reading of kinship in the light of advances in
For Gell, “social relations,” not culture, are at th
. ' ; e core of anthropological theori
mstan?iated l})f,},la:nzn:rl;rziz}[zglzlr ;E;;)lry ct)f zrt has to focus on the sogcial relaft)ir::s.
- ol : , art objects (or “indexes,” in the termi
R ;e;nelc;tlllccse, :}vlh.mh Gell f.olliows here?). This means that artworks ;)Iliz)?lglz
et TE agency is mfer.red (or “abducted”) by those who view and
. . age;qc SE, Tartwork.s (“indexes”) are both the “outcome, and/or the
B o o O}S/.'t' 1'1at objects or things can have social agency is now
- — acto]i)_nl tl;ﬁ in the social sciences and beyond, following Bruno
. ork-theory.”” One important difference, how i
id not make reference to Latour) ’ A
B s would probably not have supported the
| ',bducted f:?;?, completely.independent of distributed and
trast to earlier theorizing on art in angligency pre'asely e ot the 2t e
opology, in Gell’s theory of the art nexus,
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actors (which include also artworks and their

artists are now just one among other

recipients).”

A further distinctive feature
While many of the empirical examples are drawn from indige
ory is not confined to the art of non-Western societies (long the domain of the anthro-
pology of art), but also explicitly addresses modern art (the work of Marcel Duchamp,
for example), and is very relevant for contemporary art. Artworks, for Gell, are distrib-
uted objects of the extended mind. Consequently, agency can be inferred from different
biographical events during an individual’s life course, which then become temporally

manifest as artworks. Two notions are present here: on the one hand, artworks are
ork can go through several stages—of idea, sketch,
constitute instants of

of Gell’s theory is its potentially universal applicability.
nous societies, Gell’s the-

conceived as process, that is an artw
finished work, and later copies; on the other hand, artworks also
a larger temporal series during an artist’s lifetime.?* In sum, Gell offers a general theory
of art production and circulation, where art is seen as a “system of action.”? In marked
contradistinction to other theories, giving prominence to communication and mean-

hasis is clearly on “ doing” and

ing, as well as to cross-cultural aesthetics, here the emp

“gocial relations.

A rewarding avenue for further interdi
me recent contemporary art theory, na

as Bourriaud. For Bourriaud, social relations—rather
£ the art world (as in the “insti-
s way of thinking directly

726

sciplinary work is to see Gell’s focus on rela-

tionality in conjunction with so mely relational
aesthetics, as set forth by Nicol
than concepts, the individual artwork, or the system O

tutional critique”)—are the materials artists work with. Thi

reflects on the processual nature of making art, rather
ibed artworks. Critics have pointed out t
" of the artist in the relational networks,
n—remain largely confined to,
anija’s famous gallery-based dinner

cally circumscr
address the “authority
on an artificial egalitarian assumptio

by, the art world (such as Rirkrit Tirav

example, as in Untitled 2002 [The

tional or systemic challenge (in contrast to the earlier “institutional critique”)

case, rather than focusing on objects made, here the stress is 0

are produced.”

As yet the poss
nal aesthetics remain underexplored.
d theorizing. However,

ible correspondences between Ge

riaud’s relatio
reception in contemporary art criticism an
theoretical research, and indeed collaboration
and anthropology, could include issues of relationality, temporalities,

of things, artworks, and the people who make them.

than being restricted to physi-
hat Bourriaud’s model does not
and that these—based
and instantiated
parties, for

Raw & The Cooked]), hardly providing any institu-
2 In any

n human relationships that

1's concept of agency and Bour-
2 In fact, Gell had virtually 1O
further avenues for

between the fields of contemporary art
and biographies
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The idea th iliti
ot Tk a; capabilities (or Handlungsmacht, literally “the power to act,” t
. ,” to us
scross hu a Becker, Michael Cuntz, and Astrid Kusser®®) for agency can be sh ez
mans, animals, and ”inanim ” . snare
’ ate” objects, is also refl i
ological di . ) ected in a renewed :
polog 13 ZdlSCulSSlon around the concept of “animism.”* Contemporary th .aﬂthro
animism? is also li ’ eorizing on
s, a5 1 linked to the fundamental differences, or alterity of other eogl 4
a furthg . I? iduardo Viveiros de Castro’s “Perspectivism.”* Most ref ’ges
er sign of the crossover of an - ' ently—
thropological and a i
_ rt audiences—theorizi
animism, a . . €or11Z
, as well as the related discussion on mimesis,* has also b e o
contemporary art exhibitions.* ) so been the subject of
Agency, of ¢ i S
havegbeey ourse, is also intrinsically linked to materiality, and how materi
- . . ) a
b d reconceptualized in anthropology.* New notions of materiali i
eing used acr et T : iality are n
eXteg . f hoss disciplines;” they include the ideas of agency in objects ltoyoth C;IN
nsion oif hum . ’ as the
- T— an agency, as Gell described it, as well as independently of it fi
. in : as
g ng through things”*® has become something of a programmat'l O}i
e for thes ic catc
fhe i e 1\Zecent research trends. For instance, the Pasifika Styles exhibiti t
ridge Mu ion a
- ofgm . .Selun; of Archaeology and Anthropology highlighted the creati
erials through indigenous i ve
i , academic, and
tives.** Things, in iy ! contemporary art perspec-
. «gcémd t.lftle fwords of Amiria Henare, Martin Holbraad, and Sari Vsaste]il *0
uits for concept production,” i '
! ) ,” and primarily d
or indexical qualiti . y do not have referenti
. qualities. In other words, things are concepts, not in q al
pretive action. ’ need of further inter-
Materiality’s a, .
. Z ge;lCY then has do with processes of doing and making, which h
new 6 9 . av
B 16 emphasis in material culture studies in anthropologgy as well .
echno i e g f ell as
R Of()“gdy in arc}'1eology. Significantly, materials are both agents of “con
B orocesse é-structmn : unmaking, undoing, and recycling are all equall
. S hln the changing, relational networks throughout the mat 51
. Thus the performative, or i e
center stage.*! , or praxeological, aspect of materiality has moved
Materials, after i
) all, constitute the “ i
. ! material of art” i
historian Monika Wagner is called*?), and it i %" (48 0 Imporantistudy by the.art
are now foregrounded. Susanne K Il'?ln itis the.enablingand constraining effects that
| . ne Kiichler’s work he “ " .
prominent i . on the “material mind” h
in this respect. She suggests that cognitive i ) ) as been very
gnitive intelligence is not only distrib-

! e i
ctive through a Iange Of materials, enhanCed b recent a.d an
ces

in nanotechno . .

ing to envnonﬁgtffisgg;n?nng'43 /.’ Intelligent fabrics,” which can change accord-

Gieative, intelligent materialo ily requlrements (as well as many other adaptive and

Midividual and isolated mi e Bl ?Vldence of & e Sannet IRk aty Jonger of an
mind. In Kichler’s words, the specific properties of intelligent




204 Arnd Schneider

materials carry “our OWIl mind beyond bodily confines,”** a process, 1 would argue,

which had already started with the invention of toolmaking.

Cognitive insights and capacities from “intelligent” materials, both ancient and
contemporary, have always been part of the arts.*® For instance, indigenous textile
techniques (including the symbolic imagery) are already appropriated into the realm
of technical production and innovation Processes, and the new digital revolution
» materials for artists in their own works of appropria-
ded of the historical connection between the textile
these implications

opens up New, “intelligent
tion.* One only has to be remin
mechanical weaving and punch-card computing to read
these new (and not so new) insights on the properties and capabili-
ts (who for some time have

looms in

in reverse. In sum,
ties of materials have implications both for working artis

used “intelligent” materials®’), as well as the thinking about art and its materials more

generally.
What kind of practices does this kind of theorizing on a
tioners? The challenges and promises arising for relational prac-

up for artists/practi
tice in artists’ interventions at the crossroads with anthropology are illustrated by the

following example. In 2009, the anthropologist Theo Barth, while teaching research

nd methodology at the Oslo National Academy of the Arts, developed a Pproj-
s of a socially

gency and materiality open

design a
ect with his design students in the Oslo suburb of Romséas exploring idea

responsive design.*® Students were given the naked, and perhaps depressing, facts
about the suburb. Built between 1969 and 1974, inspired by Le Corbusier-type social
housing projects in France, today it is a commuting suburb with 50 percent of the
population of non-Furopean origin. The information continued: “Romsas is invented
every day by the people who live there, local TV and business, municipality, facility
managers, planners and designers, researchers as well as the media. There are a vari-
ety of actors, and they each have their versions of Roms3s. Yet, there are a number of
contact-points, transactions and opportunities in everyday life that make up the com-
munity of Romsas: there aré recreational areas, kindergarten, youth club, a library, a

commercial centre. ... People who live there experience this community day by day,

and these experiences are produced by more/less viable designs for living.”

For one month the students worked in the shopping and neighborhood center
the commercial ground floor (due to high rents,
o pass to and from the underground sta=
site,”*’ and Bourriaud’s
oject in close

of Romsas, from a vacant space on
many spaces were empty), where people have t
tion. The idea, inspired both by George Marcus's term of “para-

of relational aesthetics and his other works, was to “develop the pr

notion
interaction with the Romsés inhabitants.” The project, understood as an “experiment
tizens of Romsas]

in design,” asked “what can we do—as designers—to support [the ci
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in enhancing or reflecting their lives? In which sense can we, as desi i
profession as a critical practice?” ' stk ofon
. V?lrree; C;gerzllsptlo)rz]e evcetlsowe;e tdeveloped. Group 1 offered a toolbox or starter kit to help
e . p e worlfs o.f contacts. In practicable terms, passers-by were
o : affles with jam, and invited to write down a positive thing ab a
and post it on the wall of the temporary “office” space of the project amontoms®
Group 2, assisted by some children, filled a large number of b]allo. i
put them in the elevators to see what would happen with users. M flns W‘lth e
using the elevator, as the exercise was carried out during non-ru;h }(135 ) 'Chﬂdren .
missing commuting passengers). e (heehy
Wa;flltqeed ps(;)]i(c)‘ill;yt ?ercoiup 3 .was based on the great ethnic diversity of the area. They
- pes, in order to make a cookbook with dishes from R 2
Although, in the arena of Romsas Town Hall, ethnic foods were shared t ebrate
UN Day, the group had to realize that “there is no necessary connection b o
cultur(?, and both the existence and use of recipes.” Despite their efforts }f'twe'en o
wrapping vegetables with flyers explaining the project and gettin o
Zch.oolteacher who distributed the invitation to supply recipes as ga ?O%EEEerrO: .
ssignmen -
foojways ; L};e nic::i i(j;tl;(s)hrge;ion;f. Distributing disposable cameras to doczment
ore
p.articipate (as MA students) in the};ood-mjli?rclegsi)f:;’ceaidot: tf)xlri)ic:e R,
glstT x;lvould) with a family, was not really explored. ’ s on anthropole
k. :
% Gs.I ;}11; tlh;inggrcigzs nx:;(zked to d1ffe.rent degrees with socially responsive design,
et s;ccessfgl in promoting user participation through the
N project, then, POI?tS to the fragility of constructing and instan-
ions through outside intervention, while setting a new agenda for

art as “habitable,” i

,” in what are otherwi i
3 1Se seemil i ; .
environments. > ngly alienating, or “uninhabitable”

Appropriation

Appropriati ;
Conte)i, h;:r: ltol;egt:lrl:zgtout .of one 'frame of reference and presenting it in a new
fhe processes of global JC uCl tc:lrylln art hlStF)I'}’.Sl While appropriation has been vital to
o i r(jlftchangés', it implies both limitations and potentials for
* hand, anthropological studies oefn pOhth?H}.I and ethivally controversial. On the one
ity of things (including those cl al??roprlaflon e
oo ion. Th c ass1ﬁ‘ed as “art”) in revealing the hermeneutic poten-
rough physical processes of working with materials, and in
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artists and anthropologists learn about and, on occasions

is hermeneutic potential, often overlooked in stud-
n characteristic of work by artists
tro tierras, Bajo el nombre de Juan

techniques of other (cultures),
of collaboration, with the Other. Th
propriation’s negative sides, has bee
who through her projects Las cua
(2007 till present) in ethnography-like field-
the northeast

ies focusing on ap
such as Teresa Pereda,
(1998—2001), and Recoleccién/Restitucio’n

work situations has collaborated with in
2

digenous people in Patagonia,

region in Argentina, and Bolivia.®
On the other hand, artists an

cultures often infringe intellectual property rig
s are clear-cut, and some artists succes

d other social actors appropriating from indigenous

hts and indigenous self-determination.*

However, not all case sfully problematize the

ethically controversial nature of such interventions.
A good example is The Catalyst, awork by the Copenhagen-based artist Yvette Brack-

man. Throughout 2006 and 2007, Brackman, who has a long-standing interest in the
Kildin Sami peoples of the Arctic regions of the Russian Kola peninsula (bordering
Norway and Finland), went to the area with a commercial designer.>* The project plan
was to design and manufacture shoes from reindeer hide for the tourist market, in col-
laboration with local artisans and based on traditional models. However, the project
faced a number of challenges, as local artisans did not want to adapt the traditional

Figure 11.3
Designer reindeer shoes by master shoem

aker Anna Galkina, Luja Boots. Photo Vigdis Haugtro.
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shoe type to the new one, and despite the intentions of the designer and th i
benefits were not clear to the local community. o e
As a result of these controversies and failed negotiations, Brackman wrot
The Catalyst, in the tradition of a Brechtian Lehrstiick (literallyl “learning pla ’(’) } a’ b
separation between actors and audience, and serving didactic purposei ?ory 1), Wlt'h i
uactors,” and audience. In the play, various typical roles from the controveri'aifwng'htl
(such as The Native, The Specialist, The Advocate) are read by audience aletl' PIO]eCt
As of May 2010, the play has been performed thirteen times, usuall atp aitmpants.
and was rewritten after each performance. A final version, in El”lgliSh IZildin S Ve'nuES,
Russian, was published in 2010. ’ I sl and
The following extract shows how Brackman’s play effectively, and self-criticall
own role would be that of The Advocate), synthesizes the contro;/ersial issue .
ing the intervention by artists and designers:*’ umound

. hen YOU turn up with a busine )roposa e welco h
39 ss proposal. W 1 y initiativ etne:
k . . . med your initiative to work tOg t

40. Yes, I proposed the idea to i
; you of collaborating with a shoe com
! : : ' pany from a small island
o-f Spain. Their company built up their business in the periphery. Using local L Off
tions they were able to build a successful company. resouees nd adk

41. i i
1. There were many questions and worries about your proposal from the start

42. The Ad
% voc‘ate contacted our company and told us about your community. We be i
ested in the project after seeing the beauty of your craftwork - e

43. i i
lo3cal Z::; gggft;ec}lj ]i?e?zj. tl.‘l(: follovxflng criteria: a. The designs developed and owned by the
R innovat,ior.l e 1V‘1t.ual de51.gners get an extra percentage to be mutually agreed upon
e ex1fs ing design; c. The global shoe company purchases the rights to
e ingtr;1 (;r a mutually a.greed upon period of time; d. The profits from the
e IOba;e ;)lcal commumty.; e. The local craftspeople will produce the upper
. Co,m g ' shoe company will manufacture the sole and inner lining; g. The
pany will pay between 6 to 8 Euros per pair of upper shoe parts; h. The local

craftspeople will develo i
p a design that is th econ i y i y
. C g ha yoth economically and environmentally sustainable for

r

Chorus (Spoken by Everyone): And WHO decided on THESE criteria?

44. We did: \Y v |
did: The Advocate, The Native and The Specialist.

Chorus (Spok
poken by Everyone): Nobody asked us. Don’t we have a right to an opinion?*

While the .

e produCtinlay (as well as installation, performance, and video work)*’ has been
. kei resul‘t of the failed project, Brackman still has not given up hope to
e ngAw1th the people of Lujavri/Lovozero, and building with them a com

Yy and ethically viable project in the future. )
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In this instance the artist effectively uses the play to critically reflect upon her own

role as “advocate” in the problematic process of appropriation and transformation of

an indigenous craft tradition. The genre of “learning play” enables her to extract and
ly conflictive situation,

confront the different voices in this controversial and potential
and to provide, literally, a new reading and interpretation at each performance without
omfortable solution of conflict resolution. Her play and, indeed,

falling into a more C
e, more productive collabo-

her continuing work on the topic bear the seeds for a futur
ration with the craftspeople of the Kola Peninsula.

Coda

nes reviewed here have also been dis-

cussed in writings on site-specific art and community art, which critically appreciate
the “ethnographic turn” in contemporary art.%® They deconstruct the “site” as a place
of presumed fixed identities and belonging® or, conversely, see artists in dialogue with
legitimate identity claims by communities.’
that many such projects would misappropriate the ethnographic mode for short-term
status within the art world (and not change the fundamental politics of representa-
tion).*" Yet discussion in this essay of the mise-en-scéne character of Luvera’s and Mjaa-
land’s photographic practices paralleling anthropological fieldwork, show that ethical
relationships, however tenuous and temporary, can be constructed in such artistic

Artistic projects of intervention similar to the o

0 {1a] Foster voiced a serious reservation,

interventions.

Revised notions of age
tally democratic potential of art practices that do not privilege the “originating” artists

(or anthropologists for that matter) over their subjects and audiences. Finally, interven-
tions on another scale and with heterogeneous frames of reference, at the local-global
interstices of cultural appropriations, are ethically risky, but also generate hermeneutic
potentials for a continued learning process which remains worthwhile exploring, even
partners in dialogue—that is artists, research subjects, communities (as
d in their endeavors.

ncy and materiality have also demonstrated the fundamen-

if negotiating
“audiences” writ large)—might not always succee
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