SCAPE 2006 don't misbehave! brings recent developments

in international art to the public spaces of Christchurch,
New Zealand. Curated by Natasha Conland (New Zealand)
and Susanne Jaschko (Germany), the theme alludes to the
ways in which art subverts our perceptions of public space
and looks for alternative and active ways of engaging with
this public sphere.

SCAPE 2006 don't misbehave! welcomes more than forty-five
emerging and established artists from around the world,
selected for their ability to playfully break our assumed rules
for behaviour in public space, thereby making us reconsider
aspects of our contemporary existence;

The resulting artworks are interspersed around the city centre
over a six-week period, including an incisive and stimulating
exhibition at Christchurch Art Gallery Te Puna o Waiwhetu.
This i§ the fourth SCAPE biennial in Christchurch. It has
become a major international event in the Asia-Pacific region,
and part of a network of rapidly evolving contemporary arts
festivals in our geographic neighbourhood. The biennial
forges links between New Zealand and global artists and
communities, allowing local audiences to experience
international art in public space.

www.scapebiennial.orgtiz
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n't misbehave! responds to the site in which it inhabits,
intimacy with that site. The curatorial position does
m local insight as neither of the curators are local to
Our curatorial response was, however, sensitive to the
of place: official, fictional, mythological and personal.
nsciously or not, guided a certain amount of artistic
with several of the newly commissioned works for don't
ling directly with these recognised constructions of
dition, local participation has been sought through many
roposals. Emil Goh's Mapkin Christchurch is the result
1 and conversation with local inhabitants about the way
lise their city; Kah Bee Chow’s Afterlife (V.H.) mapped
sites known locally as suicide sites; Sriwhana Spong’s
ired by the resonance of the Avon river within the
its very Englishness infused with Balinese psychedelia;
‘ales Illustrated utilises community offerings of crimes and
ours within the central marketplace; Mladen Bizumic’s
n Knows is a play on the name of the cathedral city, built
plains with an ever-present sky. Even Simon Denny’s
heels borrows its preliminary structure from the iconic
itain in the Botanic Gardens. Martin Creed’s Work No.
¢ of trees and shrubs in the city plots, also aligns with the
‘the Garden City, while making sly reference to the legacy
s relationship to forms of public garden and monument.
tive and imported trees also cleverly evokes Land Art
sly characterised by Joseph Beuys’ 1982 tree planting. By
-also reveals some of the tensions of public art as noted
nn’s famous statement, “Better to have no art than bad
ces, better just to plant a few trees.”

sJ: On the surface, Christchurch is a tidy and picturesque city.

In comparison to European metropolitan cities where graffiti

and squatted buildings are commonplace, where people dress in
experimental ways and express highly individual lifestyles in urban
space, Christchurch impresses by its virtual ‘non-urbanity’. don’t
misbehave! alludes to this; but more than that, it is an investigation
into what site-specificity means in times of globalisation, and what
impact that has on the relationship of an artwork to its site. Several
projects in this biennial have been realised before in other cities
around the world - such as Otto Karvonen’s works, Here Will Open
and Urban Space Occupation Kit, Choi Jeong-Hwa's Happy Happy
and Inges Idee’s public space intervention Dein Problem / Your
Problem. Repeated and recontextualised in Christchurch for don’t
misbehave!, these works take on a local aspect - not just because

of their new situation, but also revealing fresh meaning under the
responsive gaze of a new audience. Urban Space Occupation Kit has
been conceived as a series of minimal performative interventions

in public space, all executed in the same way but by different
participating individuals in various European cities and now in
Christchurch. While not site-specific in the traditional sense, the
individual responses of puzzled passers-by and the architectural and
urban designs of the chosen sites influence each realisation of the
work immensely. Looking at the don’t misbehave! work in the context
of Karvonen'’s global series, Urban Space Occupation Kit reveals
Christchurch’s specifics, such as the high percentage of transient
visitors of Asian origin and the frequent occurrence of construction
sites on local streets. The twofold title of Dein Problem / Your
Problem, an installation featuring what appears to be an abandoned
car pumping out music at high volume, alludes to an earlier
installation in Berlin, during which it was taken over by kids from the
neighbourhood. The same project in Christchurch has so far caused
a variety of quite different responses - it has been almost towed away
by the local authority, had windows smashed and the stereo stolen.
Projects such as these can be understood as seismographs sensitively
tracking tensions in the local community.









NC: Over the last ten years we have seen an interest or return to
participatory practices of the 1970s. One characteristic of this new
participation is that where activism was a strategy in the past, it is
now used as a tool for engagement without invoking a political terrain
per se. Therefore, art in public space has again become an interesting
platform for trialing engagement, ostensibly due to its ability to
address art’s widest public. However, what we see right now in moving
through so-called relational form is a re-interest in material evidence.
Of the artists in don’t misbehave!, it was apparent that even through
minor intervention there was a quantifiable interest in the formal
properties of the work. Even in its lack of visibility, participation was
accepted as part of the behaviour of art in public space. Strategies
were there less to enthusiastically engage audiences, than to lay bare
the basics of encounter. Rather than consider the nature of ‘art in
public space’, these artists were interested in the potentiality of that
space along with its glaring parameters. While in the museum we
arguably still protest for art’s freedoms, by contrast the interest in
public space stems from its very obvious restrictions and conventions,
thereby allowing for a certain kind of problem solving, both formal
and conceptual. After all, art does not function in order to engage, it
explores that function. In other words, its usefulness is not solely in its
engagement. Today, where aspects of public space seem so apparently
in malfunction, this territory has the greatest possibility for the
exploration of the latency of art.

8J: Public space as a natural site for art production and presentatio)
is popular with contemporary artists for many reasons. However,
public space is not simply an alternative to gallery space - as prove
by a couple of don’t misbehave! artists who locate their artworks
in both spheres, thus taking utmost advantage of their prevailing
conditions. Urban public space is complex, enormously dynamic,
highly constructed and controlled, and as such it challenges artists
come up with concepts that can compete with, and even exploit, t
specific environment.

It is often assumed that one of the prevailing motives for working |
public space is the search for a new audience - but an unprepared
and uninformed public audience is tricky and easily missed. Art cr
Paul Ardenne sceptically stated that “the public perceives less the
conceptual dimension of the artwork but its quality as spectacle wl
it is offering”. While Ardenne is understandably concerned about
public perception of art in the context of the role of public instituti
governing public space, public perception seems to be of less intert
to artists working in public space. Even if an artwork placed in the
open space of a city is seen by more people than it would be in an
art institution, it still involves an individual process of perception.
Through the artwork, the artist does not communicate to a mass of
passers-by but with each individual - even in cases where a mass
experience of the artwork is intended. With this in mind, city coun
and committees involved in furnishing urban centres with public a
might do better to consider more closely the dialogue generated by
an artwork at the level of the individual instead of trying to assume
the general public’s reaction to it, which often appears to lead to sa
choices and examples of seeming public enchantment.




