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Landscape with Bear is a project 
developed collectively across eight 
months by fourteen individuals: we, 
the participants of De Appel Curatorial 
Programme, along with three artists, 
an archeologist, two designers, an architect and a writer. 
The project progressed through a series of meetings with 

and alongside the Collection (Unintended)—a group of artworks, 
props, objects and documents that make up a small part of De 
Appel’s extensive archive. Its name reflects the fact that De 
Appel is not a traditional collecting institution and no one explic-
itly set out to build this collection. The objects gathered over the 
course of many years, through chance and the cumulative subjec-
tive decisions of a combination of individual agents, bureaucratic 
structures and forces of self-organisation, are unified only by 
the fact that they do not fit into the existing categories of the 
archive. This lack of criteria is reflected in the eccentricity and 
eclectic nature of the collection. The objects existed as a group 
but were not publicly named as the Collection (Unintended) 
until 2017. The Collection (Unintended) is largely uncatalogued 
and therefore lacks the taxonomies, hierarchies and art historical 
narratives typical of traditional museological collections. The 
project sought to explore whether this idiosyncrasy might offer 
alternative modes of access to, or ways of producing knowledge 
from, a collection. From a collection that is fragmentary, uncer-
tain and unstable, there is potential to create a consonant kind 
of knowledge: one that constantly reinvents its alliances. This 
collection called for different outlooks, expertise, knowledge and 
diverse perspectives beyond an art historical approach. 

De Appel Curatorial Programme is premised on collaboration. 
Six applicants are selected and asked to collectively devise a 
project, which must be delivered within ten months. The question 
immediately arose as to how tensions between divergent view-
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ments. This was demonstrated repeatedly—as we sought to be 
affected by the collection, our attention began to restructure it. 
Boundary objects are an established way through which diver-
gent viewpoints can be negotiated. But this management also 
requires juggling, on-the-spot translation and the flexibility to 
abruptly adjust perspectives. These actions are not so easily 
codified and reproduced as a structure or curatorial methodol-
ogy. Instead, we have attempted to reflect these processes in 
this publication by reproducing a small selection of the minutes 
of meetings, transcriptions of audio recordings, notes, maps 
and diagrams that we generated through this project. We have 
also included images from the outcomes of the project. These 
outcomes—an exhibition, performance and publication—were 
not predetermined, but arose from shared meetings and 
discussions with participants. The thematic concerns of these 
outcomes reflect this process. There is a strong focus on how 
objects can inhabit multiple contexts at once and have both  
local and shared meanings. 

The exhibition presented items from the collection in a single 
continuous landscape that blurred the line between art object 
and display. It suggested the possibility of experiencing objects 
not as distant and static entities, separate from other animate 
bodies, but as part of a landscape that comes into being as 
we move through it. Through interwoven narratives of sound, 
space, fiction, performance and objects, the exhibition became 
topographical: it created uncanny proximities and unexpected 
associations as a starting point for investigation. The landscape 
was composed of different times and presences, with the sonic 
augmenting, or doubling, of the physical 
landscape. A poem, fragments of theoretical 
texts and the noise of the archive filled the 
air and were felt as vibrations in the body. 
In working with a collection that is live and 2 

points could be managed and accommodated without resulting 
in homogenisation or bland consensus. Landscape with Bear is 
a project that lingers on this question. It is not largely focused on 
outcomes, but rather on processes: the ways in which we might 
collaborate across communities of practice without sacrificing 
complexity. In the case of this project, the Collection (Unin-
tended) became a way to negotiate this collaboration. It was an 
object of immediate fascination, although each of us was drawn 
to it for different reasons. It presented a case study, a microcosm 
that “housed” a multiplicity of subjectivities and forced us to move 
beyond institutional critique or an insular focus on curatorial  
practice. Therefore, we extended an invitation to people working 
in other fields, who might bring their own knowledge, meth-
ods and insights to the project. The Collection (Unintended) 
possessed the features of boundary objects:  

both plastic enough to adapt to local needs 
and constraints of the several parties 
employing them, yet robust enough to  
maintain a common identity across sites.  
They are weakly structured in common use, 

and become strongly structured in individual-site use. They may 
be abstract or concrete. They have different meanings in different 
social worlds but their structure is common enough to more than 
one world to make them recognizable means of translation. The 
creation and management of boundary objects is key in develop-
ing and maintaining coherence across intersecting social worlds. 1)

This is not to say that the Collection was merely instrumental-
ised as a tool for cooperation between the individuals taking part 
in the project. Rather, it became clear through the course of this 
project that people and objects cannot be said to be separate 
entities that pre-exist their interactions, but rather ones that 
emerge as individuals only through, and as part of, their entangle-

1) Star, S. L., and J. Griesemer. 1989. Institutional ecology, ‘Translations’, and Boundary objects: Amateurs and professionals on 
Berkeley’s museum of vertebrate zoology. Social Studies of Science 19:387-420.
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mutable, the exhibition can be reconsidered beyond the moment 
of encounter. 

This publication is meant to be a continuation of the project 
beyond the exhibition space. It registers 
the group meetings, each of which was 
documented in various forms: photographs, 
audio recordings and minutes. Extracts of 
these materials were selected and edited to 

be included in this publication in order to reflect on the meth-
odology used. Every step of the process was woven into one 
continuous landscape: our first face-to-face encounter with the 
objects; our initial reactions, first thoughts and desires for this 
project; our mind maps; our collective discussions, group work 
and individual presentations; as well as our floorplans, notes and 
drawings. During and after the process of developing the project, 
critical reflections and new “leftovers” were produced: an inter-
view with Aram Lee, a post-script of Shen Xin’s performance, 
a series of drawings by Jan Hüskes and an essay by Miguel 
John Versluys. In addition to these contributions by participants 
is a reflection by Rachael Rakes. Together, these build a publi-
cation that brings together different conceptual worlds, material 
practices and interdisciplinary dynamics not necessarily within a 
unifying framework, but as an echo of an explosion of activities 
and ideas. This publication does not relate isomorphically to 
the project as a mere confirmation of its meaning, but rather 
intensifies the kind of working and thinking that unfolded in the 
preceding eight months. In responding to the collection, we 
sought to leave room for it to influence us through its form and 
materiality. In the same way, we remain open the possibility that 
this publication may have effects beyond our intentions. 

Alisa, Aude, Bruno, Dita, Nikolay and Sofía
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“OBJECTS.  
Within, within the cut and slender joint alone, with sudden 
equals and no more than three, two in the centre make two 
one side.

If the elbow is long and it is filled so then the best example 
is all together.

The kind of show is made by squeezing.”  
— Tender Buttons

De Appel’s Curatorial Programme began in 1994, now twen-
ty-five years ago, as one of the first such specialised pro-
grammes in existence. 

Over the years, among the organisation’s many transformations, 
relocations and shifting priorities, the consistent elements of the 
programme have remained the grouping of six participants and 
the proposition to finalise the course in a collectively-organised 
group statement. 

Over the years, this has typically manifested in a group exhi-
bition, often one with inventive and challenging new trappings, 
but later, as curatorial practice has expanded and morphed, final 
presentations have included the possibility of more nebulous cu-
ratorial gestures. This year, the six participants responded to this 
premise collectively and brought in several further complicating 
elements—including eight additional collaborators: one De Appel 
archivist; a group of objects with missing, curious or contradic-
tory stories of provenance; a collection that is not a collection; 
and three soundtracks.

In Landscape with Bear, they combined these elements with a 
set of undulating ideas about knowledge production, doing and 
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Though it thoroughly implicates and intervenes in the institu-
tion that houses it, it does not self-reflexively dwell there as 
a collection show otherwise might. To me, this all amounts to 
something we could think of not as institutional critique but as 
institutional play. This playfulness, playfulness in the realm of 
seriousness, may be one of the most difficult balances to pull off, 
not to mention as a short-term, collective curatorial brain. 

undoing and concerns about how to retroactively take apart 
epistemic assumptions. Ultimately, I think they might also be 
doing what amounts to an oblique form of curatorial time travel. 
Rather than deal in revisionism, in returning to a predetermined 
or ossified thing to reevaluate, the project operates through an 
impulse; it takes advantage of a particular opportunity to confuse 
art world ontologies. The objects in question, though kept in 
orderly fashion, have not operated as circulatable art commodi-
ties that serve to continue legacies, bolster prices or legitimate 
institutions, leaving their meaning strangely open to interpreta-
tion, even if in a parallel collection that interpretation would be 
far more defined. 

The result of this inquiry is an exhibition that is elegant, hospita-
ble and easy to enter on a phenomenological level, with several 
potential deep pockets of investigation. Works are positioned 
as though you could touch them (still, of course, you cannot). 
The use of vitrines with an assortment of gleaned vernacular 
armatures (aka cabinets and shelves repurposed from De Appel’s 
offices) mixes a museological vibe with an interactive one, just 
as the clinicality of the bright fluorescent lighting is offset by a 
glowing orange floor. A multi-part symphonic audio mediation, 
which mixes a reading of Gertrude Stein, Foley and theory, is 
similarly presented as sincere and ludic.

Works are presented with great care for the objects, while 
maintaining a distance from artistic authorship. Every known 
artist in the show is mentioned in a wall text that introduces the 
exhibition, but the rest is a mystery. Depending on the viewer’s 
art historical memory and abilities of recognition, some works 
might be obvious to tacitly credit, but it’s not a scavenger hunt. 
Rather, it is an attempt for a variety of knowns and unknowns to 
hang together on some level. 
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Nell:  I kept all of the things I 
found... My first thought was that 
somebody before me knew that 
this thing was important, stored it on a shelf and then 
left it there to be kept. But that might not be true, it 
could be that this thing was left on a shelf because that 
someone was too lazy to get rid of it... I tried to make 
the story richer with every item in the archive and the 

collection so that in the end you would have the whole picture 
of every event that happened at De Appel. 

Miguel:  Can you have a memory without objects?

[Unknown female speaker]:   When does a group of objects 
become a collection? Is it in the act of naming?

Miguel:  The objects force us to collect them, preserve  
them, spend time and money on them. 

Miguel:  Why do we want to keep 
things?

Sofía:   [Raises Marie Kondo]. Does it spark joy? If not, you can  
thank the object before disposing of it. 

Tamar and Bruno have a nice chat about 
mutual acquaintances.

Sofía thinks the rope is very ritualistic.

Sofía:   How should we lay it out?   
Should we untangle it?

M
eeting no. 1
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[Unknown]:  There are two of them!
Dita:   They’re the pilots.
Nikolay:  Are they part of it or should   
we de-bug the work?

 
There are a lot of things tightly rolled inside, 
like a map; a poster from the Stedelijk; a newspaper page, 
maybe made by the artist; a poster of an Arsenal footballer; a 
poster from a play by Thomas Bernhard; a poster from a play 
by Theatre Bellevue with someone’s butt; a sexy lady in a bikini 
“babes collection”; a lady skateboarder; an actual newspaper.

Many people are holding on to the papers because they keep 
springing back into their tight rolls.

Aram notes that all the posters are from 
different years.

It’s like a time capsule but from several  
different times at once.

Bruno left a glove under the poster. 

Ben D’Armagnac.  
[Everyone is very nervous about opening this one]

Nikolay:  The text looks like a mix of English and German. 
Jan:   No, it is Dutch.
Lotte:   Something about the world, giving, human, sound.  
Those are the words I can read. It took a 
while before I could tell that it was Dutch. It 
also says Maastricht.
Jan:   Bonnefanten Museum.
Lotte:   2 March 1974. 11 
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Jan:   So it’s not allowed to be untangled?
Sofía:   We’re not sure.
Jan:   I would untangle it. 
And measure it exactly. 

Tamar is being very methodical. Working 
from one end of the room to the other,  
taking photos of each side.  

Tamar:   [Sneezes] Allergic to all things. 
Aram is looking at rolls of negatives.  

More sneezing.  

Tamar:   My germs are in the archive now. 
Alisa:   Does that mean they’re part of the unintended  
collection? [Bruno laughs politely at Alisa’s goof]

Now Aram and Tamar are both at this end. They are still very 
methodically working through everything, taking pictures with their 
phones and mostly silent, though sometimes making eye contact 
and smiling at each other. 

Jimena is attempting to open the pink, tissue-paper wrapped 
box and Aude explains that only the artist can open it. 

Jimena apologises and says that this is the first thing she was 
drawn to open. 

We look through the model airplane box 
while interns move long lengths of wood 
through the archive.  
Dita finds a centipede.

7 
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rely on very few people who just have a 
fascination with something that they happen 
to save, which was not necessarily consid-
ered valuable by a broader public, and in a 
way I think that is what happened here.           

 
Tamar:   In a way there is a really funny object in there, 
a Harald Szeeman book wrapped in tape, which destroys it as 
a functional object. I guess you should take the tape off, [chuckles] 

but then it also makes it an art book... in a weird way... probably, 
otherwise it would just be included in the library, right? Strange. 

Alisa:  It was funny because we were talking so much  
about TV shows earlier, and then we did not talk about the 
other important TV show, which is Hoarders, and how you can 
pathologise the act of collecting things. 
Tamar:   I read something about the difference between  
hoarding and collecting, that it is just in the nice display cases 
where you can see all those things [inaudible], that’s where it differs.
Sofía:   So... in this case there are no displays.
 
[Crosstalk]

 
Sofía:   Maybe this is a case of hoarding, we talked about  
that possibility—we decided to ignore it.
 
Tamar:   So if hoarding has an underlying psychological 
trauma, what is the trauma here? 
 
Sofía:   The institutional trauma, just 
to leave Nell out of it, because in case we 
put this on Nell, it’s just a subjectivity based 
on keeping things that she loves or likes. I 
think it’s more interesting to think that even 

13 
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Jan:   It’s a fucking nice poster. 
Lotte   [Trying to make out words] Amsterdam, instinct, religion, life, 
desire, I don’t know, strength, force, goat…? [Hahah]

Sofía:   How many curators does it take to roll a  
Ben D’Armagnac?

Jan whispers “back to sleep” to the poster as he lays it down 
with the others. 

Lotte finds a little man with movable joints made out of bits of 
plywood.
 
Nikolay struggles to put the folded wood back in the box

Nikolay:  It doesn’t make sense.
 

Sofía:   We want to find ways to make this public in 
a manner that responds to the nature of the collection and 
incorporates interesting ways to make this collection readable. 
Also, we want to think about what kind of futurity we can 
evoke from a collection without intentions, what ‘unintentional’ 
means in this case and to what degree is it unintended? We 
have also been thinking about the question of agency within the 

archive. In some sense we were thinking 
that there are other types of agencies in 
the archive, through which some objects are 
kept and others thrown away. If we think 
about archives and collections as devices 
that produce knowledge, we also want to 

think about what kind of knowledge can be produced from this 
Unintentional Collection. 
 
Tamar:   ... often collections that we think of as ‘robust’ 

12 
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Bruno:   We are not sure about 
some groupings and combinations of objects. 
Things were put together, stacked together, 
but maybe they don’t belong together. We 

perceive them as being part of a unity and maybe sharing some 
common threads or common provenance, but maybe they are 
not and do not. I think that these misunderstandings might be 
productive... What is created when objects are in relation to 
each other? 

[Crosstalk]

 
Aude:   I also see some of the objects from the collection 
as documents when I’m thinking about the leftovers of exhibi-

tions, like for example, for me, the floor tiles 
are something that is not an artwork any-
more. That’s also a vision like a [inaudible] what 
the object of the collection could be like; it 
does not exist anymore within the original 
space where it was supposed to exist, like 

when we were talking about the assemblage of objects that 
the object... [unintelligible]... part of this system or ecology, once it’s 
separate it becomes a document. 
 
Alisa:   With digital artworks, it’s never about a physical 
object, it’s always just kind of a staging of a thing so the only 
thing you can collect is the document and then you can restage 
it and create a new artwork in that way. So you can understand 
a physical artwork the same way… this is like saying that this 
has always been the way that—maybe it’s not saying that—but 
it’s the same, but... [inaudible]

Bruno:   So maybe the people that left the work might 

16 
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though institutions are made up of individuals, those decisions 
made by individuals within an institution have consequences  
that then go into the realm of public life. 
I think that is the interesting part of what 
it means to be unintended or not—and 
what impact does the decision to call 
this an unintended collection have within, 
for instance, the institutional memory of 
Amsterdam’s art scene. 

[Crosstalk]

 
Sofía:   I think there is a tension that exists between 
archive and collection, which creates this fragmented viewing of 
this object. Are they an archive? Are they documents? Are they 
artworks? It’s hard to tell, but they have been separated from 
the other documents. Why have these objects been separated 
from the rest?

Alisa:   I think we can’t talk about material agency as if 
it’s the same as human agency… 
 
Tamar:   Sometimes I think material agency is used as a 
lens to somehow make humans seem less powerful, or like, to 
look for another explanation of things. Sometimes it works but 
sometimes it can be a deflection of things that are still somehow 
very clear subjective choices. It is difficult to talk about material 
agency of collected things because they are really in a category, 
and are not allowed to “travel” or be outside the building. 

Sofía:   I think that was really one of the things we were 
interested in... Can we collaborate with the objects in order to 
create a viewing that responds to them and not only to our ideas 
of them?

15 
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would obfuscate their stories—but just to say we kind of know 
how this works and what else could we do... 
 
Sofía:   Could we pose other questions to these objects?
 
Dita:   I think what we talked about when we first 
started to work on this project was that it was interesting for 
us that it’s unintended, and it’s messy and it’s very unusual for 
a collection. And we found this interesting, and we don’t want 
to impose structures or institutional weight onto the collection 
through this research, because that is why we found it in the 
first place [unintelligible] working with it, we don’t want to kind of 
spoil [unintelligible]. 

Alisa:   And I also think that is kind of a self-reflexive 
project... it’s thinking about itself very much, it’s not just like can 
we ask other questions to these objects, but also what happens 
when we ask other questions of these objects... 

[Crosstalk] 

 
Sofía:   I think there is one case that is very interesting, 
which is the copies of the books. There is a stack of copies of 
books that are in the library and an artist wanted to use them in 
an exhibition, but the books were too valuable to bring into the 
exhibition room so they made copies and now the original books 
are in the library and the copies are in the collection. So I think 
that brings up a very interesting play on value, the value of the 
copy. 

[Crosstalk]

[Inaudible]

 

have had the secret intention of being a part of something as 
important as De Appel’s archive.

Tamar:   There is nothing that was actually bought, is there?
Nikolay:  There are a few things that were bought because 
the exhibitions of these artists were held at De Appel and it was 
easier to buy works than to loan them.

Tamar:   And there are some Frankensteins also, there is 
this one folder that has thirty names on the 
front and there is nothing related inside. 

[Unknown female speaker]:  Well you said that 
we should put the little bear in jail, well it 
is already in jail, it is in this archive! Even 
though we are opening the boxes we are not setting them free... 

Sofía:   One of the things that we thought about 
when we were starting to conceive this project was: does it 
make sense to create art historical value for these objects? 
We decided that of course not, we don’t want to change the 
nature of these objects and this collection; creating provenance 
for these objects will immediately give them market value. 

Tamar:   Do you mean then that the idea is more that 
people should have aesthetic encounters with the objects 
without the burden of historical information?
 
Sofía:   No, not necessarily aesthetic. 
 
Alisa:   I think also... what could this particular collection 
be that is beyond this institution? What are the larger questions 
about how we frame the world that we can get at? ... what 
actually exists in the world... and not say we weren’t—like, we 
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Jan:   It was an interesting experience to go through 
the objects, and how some kept a bit more quiet while others 
were more [inaudible] to touch or smell; we were sniffing a lot of 
stuff... you were allowed to manipulate, you were allowed to 
interact with those things and therefore that opens up space 
for these things to be calling you to do something with them. 
Because there is no institutional framework that automatically 
detaches you from that condition I think this call is then made 
possible. So I think there is something there that is really, 
potentially super important in order to address [inaudible] being a 
collection that is still accessible... [unclear-inaudible] we need to wear 
gloves but at the same time you can touch them, you can see 
the other side of things, you can see how... 
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From Props to Objects is a filmed performance commis-
sioned for the exhibition Landscape with Bear. The work 
focuses on objects from the institution’s Collection (Unin-
tended) and shows five performers interacting with props 
from performances that took place throughout De Appel’s 
history. 
 
Can you tell us a little bit more about this work and the 
intention behind it?
From Props to Objects is a project about De Appel’s 
Collection (Unintended)—artworks and other objects that 
have assembled in the archive throughout the institution’s 
history. Some of them were left behind after a performance 

or an exhibition, or sent back to the artists but returned to their 
senders. 
   
During the performance, we aimed to think together about 
these objects—a performance script and an airplane, green 
tissue paper, a cardboard wheel with a map and an empty 
frame—that have unintentionally gathered in the institution. They 
are Guiseppe Chiari’s Art is Easy (1979), Steffan Soreff’s The 
Flying Eye (1981), Sung Hwan Kim’s Pushing Against the Air 
(2007), My Barbarian’s Voyage of the White Widow (2007) 
and Young-Hae Chang Heavy Industries’ empty frame from a 
work that was sold at an auction in 2009. These are all props, 
not only as the supporting actors in a given art piece but also as 
substitutional moments of time and poetical fragments. 

The Collection (Unintended) of De Appel contains hundreds 
of different objects: from props, documentations and letters 
to paintings, mail art and installations. How did you make the 
selection of which pieces to work with? 

A
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When they moved to the stage it changed the status of the 
objects, not only conceptually, but also physically. The perform-
ers were able to handle the objects in a new way and place 
pieces under different conditions.   

Props are not independent, they are subordinate to the descrip-
tion of an archive and a narrative. But in this situation the 
concentration was on the materiality itself: they gain the poten-
tial to become independent objects. 

Can you talk more about the role of collaboration in this 
work in connection to how you usually work?   
I am interested in activating static things or uncovering the 
unregistered and the unknown. I usually used to work with 
objects by reconnecting broken sequences, extending the 
timeline of static pieces. It makes me reshape the complex 
trajectories of objects. De Appel’s archive was interesting for 
me because its collection was assembled without clear inten-
tions. Within this collection I was figuring out how the unruly, 
unedited objects could fit together. 
   
I felt a dissonance in the way the objects collaborate in 
the archive. Even though the institution named it Collection 
(Unintended), it has a frame and it is a cooperation of objects 
gathered in one place. I wanted to add a second layer, the 
collaboration between people, so the performer’s collaboration 
was sort of a metaphor of learning to be together that aimed 
to question the intentions of the collection and needed to be 
triggered by it.

 
Five performers worked together with five 
props. Each prop comes from a different 
time from De Appel’s history between 
1979 and 2009, and the work is a way to 27 

I focused on the unintended condition of the Collection. Even 
though the institution kept these objects with no particular 
narrative or categories in mind, there is an unintentional intention. 
The art (act) of collecting is deeply related to power systems— 

it always ascribes a certain context, meaning 
and another identity to the object. This 
process is embedded in its character, yet 
also an empty frame that could be thrown 
away.
   

The character of props is such that they can not be the main 
protagonists: they are secondary objects. That was the reason 
for me to choose props and leftovers that De Appel didn’t 
acquire intentionally, because these things are mostly not that 
important and precious and don’t speak as artworks usually do.
   
The fate of props is related to this unintentional structure, as 
they don’t have a voice. De Appel as an art institution accu-
mulated many objects yet to be understood, since they did 
not have the resources or processes in place of a museum 
collection. But these unruly props somehow attain another 
status, as I mentioned before—as substitutional moments of 
time or poetical fragments. For example, the green tissue paper 
we included was used as a backdrop during the performance 
Pushing Against the Air by Sung Hwan Kim in 2007 about the 
inspiration behind love songs. Fantastical stories are illustrated 
on these props. 

You were interested in the transformation of objects from 
props to artworks. Do you think this work achieves that kind 
of transformation? How? Why is this important?
Performing in a theatre is a metaphorical structure. Bringing 
objects out of the depot in De Appel and under the stage lights 
is a way of generating and filling their untold or empty stories. 

26 
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What I found interesting when watching 
the performance was that they started with 
individual reactions to objects, which created 
dissensus, then it incrementally transformed 
to harmonious interaction.  

How do the different chronologies of each prop relate to 
each other and the work as a whole?  
The props and the different timelines attached to them are not 
merged with each other, but maintain their own singular nar-
rative in one performative sequence as woven fragments. They 
are framed by their history, but we didn’t follow the historical 
narrative; rather, we explored the possibility of adopting a con-
temporary response. We can leave a trace on the objects, but 
history still inscribes itself on their bodies. That was part of the 
intention, in order to be able to go beyond their factual status 
and to regain another current dimension. 

What decisions did you make in editing of this work?  
I tried not to edit much because it was not a scripted sequence. 
The camera frame was focused not on the props, but the scene 
of contacts between performers and objects, such as unpacking, 
appearing, staring, touching, blowing, tapping, disturbing them. 
The objects went back to the archive with a different status.
   

28 

recontextualise the moments represented in the objects. The 
performers produced one sequence (as a new archive structure) 
out of the props. Collaboration has an important role in produc-
ing politics of the archive as a generator of misunderstanding, 
tolerance, etc.

Did you give the performers a script? 
I didn’t prepare a script but a set of triggers—the performers 
moved the props from one thought to another, from one space 
to another, creating layers. They produced a new map for a new 
moment. I worked with performers as mediators to activate the 
objects and become generators to deliver the archive’s physical 
narratives with their bodies. This improvised fluid reaction on 
objects could break the fixed and constructed identity of the 
object in the archive; these were deviant actions as another 
way to unlearn the archive. The speculation from people work-
ing together with the archive generated a completely different 
reality. The performers were instructed not to search for a 
certain truthful character of objects, but rather to perform their 
speculative identity. 
   
At the same time, there is a sense of structure in the 
video — the performers are in sync, they act together and 
discuss the props in a way that seems very natural to them 
as a group. How did you choose them and how were they 
prepared before filming the piece? What outcomes did you 
expect? Did anything unexpected come from this?
Before the performance, I asked them to make one sequence 
together out of five different ones. There was a desire for 
tolerance. The performers had to work together and struggle 
with each other and with their own interpretation to make one 
sequence at the end. The tolerance is related to the under-
standing of the archive, which contains various species and 
objects. I applied these structures to the performers in the work. 




