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The concept Utopia reflects the “unsatisfied yet desired history” of human beings. “U” in
“Utopia” comes from the Greek word “ou-topos” which means “no place”, similar to the

» o«

English word “a-topia”. “U” here can also be interpreted as “eu-topos”, meaning joy and
happiness. The word “Topophilia”, on the other hand, means love of place. The Chinese-U.S.
Geographer Yi - Fu TUAN once wrote a book on “Topophilia”, examining the affective bond

between people and place, and how it contributes to the formulation of identity. Here the

new word “u-topophilia” refers to the conflicts between love of no place and love of place.

Such conflicts may lead to new possibilities: by recognizing and acknowledging differences
among people and places, we may shift from Jus soli, identity associated with place to
socially engaged art practices that do not bond love with a particular place, which may be

one way of mediating the social contradictions caused by new liberalism.
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Huang Sunquan, Taiwan scholar and former chief editor of Pots Weekly, will launch the Local Narration and
Societal Space study and exhibition series projects together with me and the art museum team. The work
objectives and the constructing subjects will discuss, in the universal chaotic conspiracy of art with ethics,
entertainment and politics at present, how to turn art concern into changing media again; how to analyze margin
of art and positioning thinking in different discourses and societal practice spaces; how to arouse discussion
about the realistic capability of art with this project through connecting daily life and social ideological actions
with fieldwork; on the other hand, to analyze whether it’s possible to refresh the initiative power of art today,
and whether we could directly do artistic action rather than merely limited in some sort of autonomy of art;

meanwhile, how could art generate more related production associated with the surrounding and reality.

The first plan in this project will start from the exhibition and discussion of four projects which Huang Sunquan
has been thinking about and implementing these years; moreover, we plan to propose series of projects

studying and showing Local Narration and Societal Space in the upcoming two to three years.

Huang Sunquan is working as a fieldworker, as well as thinker and activist. The purpose of fieldwork is to look
for and list the forming of things and situations, thus to become a deep reader of realistic historical situations;
moreover, it is also to collect, sort out and think about various potential context of problems, and to look for
historical and realistic echo in a thorough launching; at the same time, a qualified fieldworker is a thinker,
who constantly analyze and differentiate discourse traps in history and reality, and get mobility in critique and

deliberation, thus to face the unknown world and become the subject of action and change.

In other works, we also see such clues: thinking about how to construct our art teleology and power of action,
to provide possible thinking resources for disciplines construction in the cross-field work of art, architecture,
urban study and media study; thus to promote training, practicing and education, meanwhile to promote the
new possibilities in contemporary art curatorship; so as to make art have creative analysis when facing today’s
environment and synchronic problems on different “social” levels, and influence related “site” of the projects.
U-topophilia: HUANG Sunquan’s Solo Exhibition presents different aspects in Huang’s thinking and working to a
certain extent, and it is not simply a show of art creation, but rather a discussion of methods and establishment

of action.

Benjamin once said, in ancient society art created a new perception. There are always different artistic creation




and practice happening unceasingly around the world. In the project Local Narration and Societal Space, what
we are looking forward to while launching the project is how to re-gather the thinking and action of those who
are out of the main-stream yet have been advanced in thought together, in order to construct possible and new

interface between art and society.
Based on such discussion, presentation and publications, can art generate meaning towards the reality, the
society, the community and the people? I particularly hope it will emerge from the names we mentioned and

the things we listed in the project, gradually but steadily, generate new possibilities.

GUO Xiaoyan
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U-topophilia - Arts in the Field and Social Spaces

What's on show this time in the Red Brick Art Museum should rather be regarded as my report on the thinking
methodology of art and space production, than as some artworks in my recent year practice; it should be
regarded as a prelude to the gradually launching “local narration and social space”. Meanwhile, it’s also
a consideration about the reason why arts should be done as fieldwork, to think about the importance of
difference reproduction in social space, in order to step out the emotional structure of where one belongs to,

and face the crisis that contemporary art is losing historical project.

Why should artists do fieldwork?

Field is where I think and practice, rather than other place out of my life space. If it is the architectural and
urban theory backgrounds aroused my interest in field, the reason is only that field is not only the trace written
down by historical society in space, but rather, it is also the interwoven point of scientific object with life
subject. Field, just like landscape, has always been viewing or viewed dialectically; it is the object in scientific
analysis and research, meanwhile, it is also people’s feeling and experience living in it. To enter the field means
we should learn differences of others, to collide into each other, to have contradiction, conflicts, common sense
and connection, to produce useful knowledge and action that could change reality and existing meanings for
both sides. At the same time, we should enter the reality to gradually restore social relationship, thus to resist

those landscape like and fragmented aesthetic experiences.

Obviously, contemporary artists enter field for more alien-culture and other-place materials in art production;
artists should collect human culture different from their own just like collecting materials, painting brush and
pigment, then they learn to re-produce “the others”. After 1980s, contemporary art gradually accepted the
aesthetic theory that turning from author-centered to social communication and personal skill but collective
production, which is challenging Euro-centrism and established on transient sense; it emphasizes that aesthetic
sense could be long-standing, constant and dialogic. Public arts which focus on art projects rather than
installation researching and revealing public topics made it necessary that artists should communicate with the
society. All the above are related to generalized fieldwork; moreover, they also involve actions like participation,
political intervention and cooperation. However, if there is no strict and careful reflection before art entering
field, then the result often turns out to be second-rate Sociologists’ report and vulgar ethnographic work; it would
be inaccurate observation report and focus on formal reproduction of which the field data would be of neither

inspection standards nor quality; let alone being responsible for fieldwork objects. Artists do not pursue the
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goal of improving the situation but rather shirk responsibility through taking “arousing discussion” as reflection,
so that art critics dare not judge the artwork; because it is a result of “public participation”, artists no longer
be responsible for aesthetics and politics, as if social participation and revealing public topics had assured its
quality. Therefore it is more necessary for us to question why artists should do field work? Why do they have the
right to do this? What's the difference between fieldworks of artists and that of sociologists and ethnographer?

Today, there is a great fervor among contemporary artists in fieldwork, which is an artistic version of Benjamin
(1986)’s “author as producer”, namely “artist as ethnographer” (Foster, 1995). Bourgeois institutions of art
autonomist are still defining art, audience and artwork, while artists are growing fonder of getting closer to the
“Others” in a cultural and ethnographic sense. The artists assumed that the site for artistic transformation is the
one for politics, which locates at elsewhere. So that a batch of quasi-anthropologists appeared, they want to
cooperate with cultural others, oppressed peoples from post-colonial countries, common people and subculture.
Other is always other than self; alterity is the main factor that subverts dominating culture. Therefore, if
artists cannot be regarded as social or cultural others, they can never get close to this transformation; but
on the contrary, they could automatically have the capability of transformation. All modes, of producer or
ethnographer, are actually mistakes assumed in realism; as both post-colonial and proletariat are not only

ideological, but also oppressed socially, made politically and produced materially.

Automatic coding showing identity gap and other as outsider, has solidified the marginality of cultural politics
and made it essential, meanwhile, it made the internal cultural politics of us get out of action and get closer to a
transnational capitalistic post-colonial context. If the author as a producer stands in the position of proletariat,
he is no more than playing a role of acting sponsor; then although quasi-anthropologists have the determination
of political interference and transcend system, while working in special site, the community, they merely hope
that this piece of “artwork” could be recorded by sponsors as social support, economic development, public
relationship---or “arts”. Love for differences, for others or for external political projection will decrease the politics
at this moment, as differences cannot promise subversion and transformation; because projection will imply that
the external one will not be a pure other. At present, emotional critique and confessional statement begin to be
popular in academic reports, while quasi- ethnographic artworks overwhelmed the art market. Dozen years ago,
anthropologists were full of jealousy towards artists, who were models of reflexivity and were sensitive about
differences, and they were self-conscious readers open to reform. Yet now it’s different, artists begin to admire

anthropologists; anthropology became the main force in the study of difference with culture as its objects; they
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1. In the original article, 1 used “sociality art”, which is a concept of the French sociologist

Michel Maffesoli. Modernism is a social system, a mechanical or political economical
structure; therefore each individual is a functional existence and social relationship is
a contract relationship. Post-modernist social organization way is “sociality”, different
from that of modernism. Sociality is a complicated and organic combination, which also
organically appear in spoken English of normal peoples as “masses” or intellectuals as
“multitudes”. Now peoples appear as person, which is not to satisfy some social function
as a person, but rather a question of what a person to be (Maffesoli, 1996). This could
be extended to the concepts about “society” in societal space; society is the relationship
between peoples; subtle differences exist between the two English words, yet they both
bestow energy to the world “society” ( #£2).

have contextual practice and relationship of others, they could define what is cross-border and their self-criticism
are more attractive. Artistic system is no longer merely internal space inside white walls, but rather, it connects

other communities and objects, while art (-ist) has been expanded into cultural fields (anthropologist).

Although dangerous and controversial, yet I believe that fieldwork has higher purpose that is more than a tool.
The artist is looking for an effective action plan through entering field, to help fieldworkers as well as fieldwork
objects in knowledge for solving problems and changing present situation (politics). Field is a theatre; the
artist is trying to respond to the questions proposed by field when facing different places and mass culture.
This means to take a pause in your familiar formal world, to get rid of your “aesthetics”, to re-recognize the
differences and similarities between you and the local as well as the community. Rather, the artist is trying
to reply the puzzle of creator through doing fieldwork; this puzzle can be special personal life experiences,
doubting about common sense, opinions challenging the social scientific theory and the taken for granted
mainstream ideology and reflection that enriches aesthetic feelings, whereas the ultimate strength is still artist's
ultimate concern. Fieldworkers might surprise creators as they could produce new knowledge and aesthetic

relationship that cannot be explained with the original stance.

Artistic Production in Societal Space

Responding to the question why artists should do fieldwork and the methodology of artistic practice, I had once
proposed the suggestion of “sociality art” !(Huang Sunquan, 2013). Societal art is different from social art,
it is not just participatory or collaborative art. Although “social” and “societal” both refer to society, “social”
mostly means individual reaction under social conditions in daily life; while talking about social tendency
or social pressure of someone, it means that the individual should accept the shaping of social condition and
should finally accept or adjust oneself. Societal is a word appeared in the Middle Ages; though rarely used,
yet its particularity that strictly refers to the interpersonal relationship has been kept in the academic circles ;in

Chinese context, I translate it into “she hui xing”.

Sociality art is social political process based on reality; it could re-call connections between peoples and turn
cultures of the minority into one of the normative values acknowledged by society, meanwhile, create new
artistic production mode in societal space. Artists work together with the masses in order to produce “artwork”

together with them, rather than taking them as the material of reproduction; they are solving common problems

of both artists and masses, and gain advance of knowledge. The sociologist Alain Touraine emphasized
initiative of actors and sociological intervention; he argued that the collective of social action should produce
knowledge together with researchers while the main purpose of researchers to intervene is to help actors
getting rid of their unfavorable situation, thus to create societal movement different from the earlier Left-
wing labor movement. Societal movement is no more than collective protest for personal interests (in the light
of the disability of political system in social needs), which seeks for approval and reconstruction of cultural
value through social conflicts; the purpose of these cultural action specify to be a certain practice of social
form, which is also a process of individual subject turning into historical subject (Touraine, 2002) , a social
generation process of societal movement becoming more rational from fighting to resist power. Art workers
are not strange to operation of cultural action; Touraine’s opinion has just provided a theoretical viewpoint
and connected art practice with cultural movement; to discuss in a sense of productivity, the directivity of
both artistic and cultural actions are quite similar to each other; productivity includes not only material but
also cultural action, “All looks of the society are shaped between cultural purpose and value, social production

measures and inequality, privilege, in re-production.” (Touraine, 2002, p.185)

Societal art definitely happens in societal space. Social relationships permeate the space while space is not
a vessel, but rather the reason and result caused constant re-production of social relationship; every society
produce spaces supporting social relationships (Lefebvre, 1991). The purpose in concerning for the function
of connection between peoples, the critical effect in the connection between reality and history, as well as the
structured process of social space, is to politically criticize and aesthetically intervene into the world. For me,
societal art is to understand social political process and concern for the skill of art production in promotion,

intervention and transformation practices.

U-topophilia

Contemporary art is no longer a historical project; it is just interpretation and more interpretation. In large-
scale exhibitions, artworks have become the testimonies of discourses, and the exhibitions per se have become
interpretation rather than events. Art-ism in history has a historical task of its own, which fights for aesthetics
norms as alleged. Nowadays, art trends belong nowhere and drift along the market. Resistance has become
the love of imagery while revolution has become an image; everything could be a commodity, and aesthetics

(together with a variety of theories of perceptive distribution) is highly approachable. In order to confront the
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economic evangels and physical/moral nurturance of neoliberalism, we ought to forge new methodologies for the
practice of art through field and societal space. To excavate the historical tasks of societal art is the political practice

of action as the result of a positive understanding of social politics.

Both field and societal space bear locales, and locales are structured by multi-layered social powers. Works on
display are launched from yet detached to locales, and they depart from yet return to the subject, all concerning
spatial production. Our New Homeland is an expansion that the subject practically participates in history. The
first Chinese documentary regarding urban renewal, shot and produced by me, an organiser of the movement, is
not “objectively neutral” or “out of movement”. On the contrary, it has indeed influenced the movements against
urban renewal in Taiwan for the past fifteen years (this film has been recruited as must-read data of all space-
related majors in Taiwanese universities) as well as the mode of image presentation. Come out! Utopia focuses on
the degeneration that architecture becomes exhibition and capital vanguard and looks at how utopian architecture
and architectural utopia degrade from socioeconomic plans to modelling manipulation. A Day tries breaking away
the range that the artist could observe and record, and it redraws the landscape of the city and labour via labourers’
urban life and work. The three pieces of Island series are jointly done by the artist and the “local residents” via
collective organisation. Participation is not the purpose, and neither is it representing anyone any more; instead,

participation begins to prospect the need of art in everyday life, namely common people’s possible demand for art.

Local identity, as well as the affective bond anywhere, is rooted in the occupation of land, and it is the
consciousness bred by the undoubted ownership. How are we supposed to love a locale that does not belong to
or include us, and even develop a deep and long-lasting affection for the locale? Immigrant city and temporary
residential city are both where people seek for life but not where people develop a solid affection for the land.
The possession of land and the history of such possession gradually generate affection for the land, and then the
fatherland, and this is exactly the affection for the locale guaranteed by the property system. Sometimes, our

affection for the land can be extended to infringe other people’s rights; therefore, we must leave where we belong.

Societal art is not political art. It does not deal with political aesthetics or reveal political conspiracy by manifestos
or events, and neither does it use political correctness as the criterion to judge art. Societal art is not participatory
art. It is not aimed at the ethics of relieving the distinctive forms of art or continually emphasising democratic
expression (sometimes even completely contrary), and it does not transform space, communities or groups into

representative objects or tools for creation. Societal art is not social art of Paris in the 19th century that spoke for
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the disadvantaged or dogmatically condemned the bourgeois consciousness of salvation on behalf of socialism.
It does not demonstrate paupers or alien cultures to the middle class; instead, it endows “others” with the right to
produce, to access and to use art, which argues for the right to art. Societal art is based on the diagnosis of history,
the understanding of the process of political society, the recapture of everyday life, the redistribution of ownership
and the cognition of field. Societal art is a connected action that retrieves subjects and experiences, equipped with
the graphic capability on various social theatres. It has many possibilities to imagine, to generate and to practise a
sort of discrepant reproduction. Societal art bears the connotation of “counter-” rather than “anti-”, and it is social
antagonism rather than political antagonism. It advocates that public histories as public art, and that to recover the
histories, memories, conventions and rights of the minority means to rewrite the history of the prey rather than the

success of the hunter.
U-topophilia departs from the affection for the locale, discards the fetters of the locale, abnegates the sentiments
of territorialism, cognises discrepancy, exchanges horizon and position with others, seeks to communicate with the

entire world, so as to reside within one’s own heart.

HUANG Sunquan

Barthes, R. (1970). Writing degree zero, and Elements of semiology. Boston,: Beacon Press.
Benjamin, W. (1986). The Author as Producer. In P. Demetz (Ed.), Reflections (pp. 220-238). York New: Harcourt Brace.
Foster, H. (1995). The Artist as Ethnographer. In G. E. Marcus & F. R. Myers (Eds.), The Traffic in Culture: Refiguring Art and

Anthropology (pp. 302-309). Berkeley Universityof California Press.

Lefebvre, H. (1991). The production of spac
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Oxford, Cambridge, Mass.: Blackwell.
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Our New Homeland

It was exhibited at Bi-City Biennale of Urbanism\Architecture 2007, the Video

A% Power in Hong Kong in 1998, Taipei Biennial 2004 and Taipei Iron Horse Film

86 434h Festival 2004, and it is the prescribed reference data of many architectural and
sociological disciplines at National Taiwan University.

1998

Video

86 minutes

1998

L 90 SRR & ALAR T 2 A = i AR A, it Sal v ey A S L S35 070 1) B A AR R o B A b3, “Al”
R — PRSI S ISR T BOR TR, DIMSE SR RO SR . 307 T AKX 5 R 5.

2 SR BV U SRR T RTE S, St T A T L s b, R U WU 2 Y O
HATE 90 4EMUR . S E—ERA KSR T RES AR SR Sk S

ARIEFET 1997 E BB E— T L B3 i LA, LKA 1997 EEE =AM AR IRE T —
AT ZEMSELR, FHT EBTRIENBUARHLE —E B A XERBEN T3, SEELEIA
LUR S, RIETEE. RENXE—HA BT ERSHLLBIMaRA -

With the producing process of Taipei City Park in 1990s, how did the city turned from an unofficial landscape
into institutionalized landscape of modern country is pointed out; “greening” became a kind of hidden and
rhetoric urban policy tool, which concealed poverty-stricken communities and heterogeneous cultures through
driving out city illegal buildings with beautiful scenery. This action provoked the first Anti-urban-regeneration
Movement in Taiwan and led to a series of discussion and social practice struggle about illegal building, urban
renewal, reuse of unused space and others on the urban planning history of Taiwan, in which radical teachers

and students participated after 1990s.

The film documents “Protest against the Bulldozers of the Municipal Government” in 1997, the first urban

social movement in Taiwan. That year, the mayor of Taipei had an unauthorised community that had existed for
over six decades demolished, which resulted in a political crisis of the municipal governing of Taipei as well as
a string of actions regarding the discourses on space. The film director is not only an organiser and leader of the
movement but also the recorder of it. The film is the first documentary of all Chinese communities that focuses

on urban renewal and social movement.

R AL A 1978 4

The aerial view of Kangle Li, 1978
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EETMEAFE ARG E BY/ LAW
Children Running in the Crooking Alleys
Photo by WU Jinyong
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E}ﬁ?ﬁzﬁgﬂg_43€ ig 5 SUH IS
A Day

It was exhibited at Shenzhen & Hong Kong Bi-City Biennale of Urbanisn

lrchitecture 2013 and the Kaohsiung Museum of Labour in 2012.

21 fRHEAS
6 43 h

2012 -2013

21 screen video
6 minutes each

2012 -2013

JERBE: © ) SCFHITT RS ARICA LTI R”, AR Ak S RSB B . M
NZDOHR TN SR m 20k, iEPDEEI R 3. e R, 2RISR T A1—
B AWML 5, — NI LT g T I R sh AT e . iz, A9 EDBRrES. 7esiify
BE L, RBRATEE R SRS R A, TEE AR SSRGS . /DA I 5 2 AR A o
HIRRES . 2R RE I B BB, BRAEFRAVEIMATE SRR, SRR .
RV ZIHFT L, Bhae B BEA At AL S AR ATAL . B AT T8 IR IE R ST T RELAR AL iy 2% e
o RIEBMERE TIENFHE AN, RS EER LT I T SEEAT, MR S5, Shenzhen, A Dy
TEZ AR N 3 A8 SR A BRI T, %I B S U5 R AR S dhE WA, TER A LS wEm
AT IR RV, RE. BEEESNF, DUREIARE R A TALE ST E—
FUITOL, - 3 v i e AR J s A AT IE RS T F H AR TR R — Ko

Nietzsche remarks that, “the history of texts (cities) will kill the history of stones”; however, he failed to remark
that the history of stones would kill the history of labour force. When we bring glory to the cities, we tend to
hold stones aloft to shadow the labour force. Sociological studies indicate that one’s social status of a global
mobility rests with how many people and things the person encounters in a day. What people encounter ordains
the mobility of their status, and hence people are imprisoned in others’ eyes. On the stage of cities, encounters
are the connotation of competition culture and the capital of status mobility; repetitive life drains the dreams of
the majority while the minority regale on the sacrifice of dried up dreams. Art merely represents or pays tribute
to the others, and it is nothing but performing technique unless we were using their eyes. If what is seen could
be reproduced, we would witness a personal yet collective structure and see that their ordinary eyes make the
footstone that supports the civil modern life. Taiwan accommodates over four hundred and twenty thousand
international migrant workers, and their labour of housework and factory construction sustains the economy
of Taiwan. Shenzhen, by contrast, employs migrant workers who have turned the little fishing village into a
cosmopolitan city over the last thirty years. The artist conducted field trips and investigated the labourers who

contributed to urban renewal. He invited migrant workers from the Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand, India, etc. in

Taipei and Kaohsiung, as well as migrant workers from a variety of posts in Shenzhen, to his camera. He videoed

what he saw by his mobile phone and processed the film by computer programming, thereby displaying one day

& BFEFH R
of their daily life in the magnificent cities. Taiwan, 4 Day
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Islands series

2013 #H36% L?}'\Ri& HENEIE. HERS LT

T2 48

The series was exhibited at the Kaohsiung Musecum of Fine Arts in 2014, and

at the Daodan Art Base, the Cijin Shell Museum and the Cijin War and Peace

Memorial Museum in Kaohsiung, 2013.

EZ LS

5 BB 30X 84.5cm X 8
Memo-scape R RiE

T HE A IEHL 160X 110X 75cm
2012-2014

Multi-media installation

Map of the islands, 30X 84.5cm X 8
Memo-scape, Dimensions variable
Kaohsiung Jukebox, 160X 110X 75¢cm
2012 -2014

82 5 A B R S MR 2 B PMUEAZ T 2011 4R R4, REHEF. SREEARA S, HNEMZ AN
PR ZERFE S HUBHEEARRIT / ifRR24WE, BUEINEHSFFRFREREL, HHFEZAREK
HRAMIKDRHER R, 1EBOS EFTEN BRI SE 2R K T W IE S SRR HAES 2012-
2014 «<E 5> , BT AZAENLE (auto-narration machine) 57 FH FF AL HIV/ER AR S4B 17T HEY
23 8] DI BRI

2014 45 B BT HEA T e A I AR 90 TN R JFUON S I i L TR @GN BB R, TR T A
[ SCALBUA I BARAL, R REE—ANFEATF RSN, AEMEAEH AR, H—XFTMH AR/ DR
AN BBV B SRR, DRSUE 24 ARAT I 5 T AR S R PR IR T ) i
Vo ZJ5, RHERIT PO AR AR, MR T R B R R e T 5 R L. ST, T
S BETE RGR I 80T R SRS R P R EEE AL O A M T B G Ui 8 R R B L
TR HET 2 Uk 2 — I TR R R TR, SRR TORMR S, N\ BAERBUNIEE L™ T
SRR Tl 38t B8 B A A D B R R B R IR, b S ST R T LRV Ve 5 AR 2L A R A
TR MLE, WmKETEMEN, ER SR R FEIC TR R IE — R A 50 Y4k
Prlro MWRATEEMASHEARN. ‘Memo”REET, WAL M scape” MR B, —ikiH
PR, Jh A AR S T B A0Sk, B DAL S m N S L N B N R 1 5 sk P A
AR S SR IZ B T S R s T O B X 2R TAE N # IR T4 XA 5, 2Rk
MR THXANSE. Memo-scapey I TAEY 5 HEFH IR, RBRRELX I RMER S, 42
EEEEEMIE, ARFFIRTRAGRMHBZY, DRIRENANSRMAEL, BdIATR, FA, B
HHBAT R REG S EOAGESE, T8, WS (bridge) D EY TR, BEWERFNGEL,
BlEESS (articulate) AFENGERS 2SRICIZHIMLE . AT 05 A0 BB R G0 FE I A2 A o AR ARG B
H 5281, «Memo-scapey JEELEA AP H (public histories) AYSLE1TE.

2014 AR T R MESE ARV R AR i CGRMERREALY L DGR By B SR A RRRE — PR

B U4 ) 5 ZE N ) S AR K T BE R P SRR B M I R R R BT F A PRI BR L 75 . &
T BRI Sk 5 T S T S5 S 0 o RO A v B R P R, SR A B IS R R
R TAS B SR B B RESEAF0ZIE . iy h B P i B s R LB S R SRR B e S

AFE %/ MK LE Interactive History/ Touring Cijin

FFEFHB AT ZARGHALRLE REEET X, RE T SR M H 5 RS E 5 P F
FIEE IS, FEAREE R, L DLRER R, R B T R

The team “Islands”, which centres on field, space and art production, was organised by Prof. HUANG Sunquan
of the National Kaohsiung Normal University in the end of 2011. Depending on the condition of the base, the
team invites different artists to participate. It is adept at hearing and recording the voice of the underprivileged
with the aid of technology as well as improving the existent social conditions or interfering the mainstream
viewpoints; it juxtaposes the dialectical relation between the artists and the public and demonstrates the
political correctness, instead of the artists’ ex parte declaration of righteousness, in oppositional works. The
work Islands 2012-14 has created an auto-narration machine and an open-source-based AR software to probe

into the spatial history of Cijin.

In the year of 2014, the team carried out a research on Cijin, Kaohsiung. The ancestors of Cijin residents
migrated to the island in the Qing Dynasty; they came for fishing and set up their huts. Witnessing the
modernisation of various systems of culture and politics, Cijin is the first island in South Taiwan that got
westernised and opened its ports. It also has the first public school in South Taiwan, the first local teenage
baseball team that ever defeated Japanese teenage baseball teams, the first Western church and the first Western
hospital; in addition, it is known for the ship-recycling industry that prospered after WWII and the yacht
designing and manufacturing industry that burgeoned in the new millennium. The downtown of Kaohsiung
later moved from Cijin to Yancheng, which formed the busiest area of imported goods retailing and American
bars in post-war Kaohsiung. Nevertheless, the rich history was diluted in the rapid economic development,
and Cijin became a touristy beach occupied by night bazaars of seafood. The Coastline Protection Project
of Cijin District that won Kaohsiung a LivCom Award, for instance, is known as one of the city’s major
achievements, but in fact it was the subsequence of ecocatastrophe. In the 1980s, the government “purchased”
a great deal of industrial carbide slag to block up the disappearing foundation of foreshore so as to build up the
tourism-oriented beach and to implement award-winning project. Yancheng, however, has gone out of favour;
behind the scene of increasing popularity caused by the Pier-2 Art Centre, the once-flourishing buildings are
demolished one after another. Landscape changes are both sociological and ecological. “Memo” herein stands

for memorandum as well as memories while “scape” represents landscape. Field projects in a general sense
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record the life history and local history; if a field project is based sheer on sociology or anthropology, it tends
to get stuck in the representation of “unchangeable history”, which renders art a way of gathering up the faded
history. The practice of art in a certain locality or community always sticks to the “regional” expression, which
limits the motility of art within the scope of the locality or community. Memo-scape began with workshops and
field interviews. The team found old photos representative of the community and reproduced the unforgettable
history; after that, the team tried to trace the scene of the people first encountered the landscape and their
respective changes up to now. Via the search for people and landscape—the search for people is to integrate
the parted people and their emotions and the search for landscape is to bridge history and the present—and
the “replication” of the dual storyline, the team has created a mechanism that articulates human emotions
and spatial memories. The field of people and history is the process of creation, while the work the collective
memories of history as well as the contemporary. Memo-scape is an experimental act of reconstructing the

public histories.

Kaohsiung Jukebox, a work exhibited at the Kaohsiung Museum of Fine Arts in 2014, transforms local history
into a trial by means of sound. Taking the last train going northward, the foreign language at the bars of American
army on the Cisian Rd. turns into the foreign language at the Indonesian groceries, the singing in the grandiose
restaurants end up with the clashes of bowling, the battle cries of the Kaohsiung Incident - the most significant
event in Taiwan’s history of democracy - is drowned by a warning tone, the protest in Anti-Wuqing resonates with
the cheers in the National Stadium, the fuss of Dalinpu to be displaced confronts the sleep-talking on the Nanxing
yachts, and the mechanical noise of the petroleum, steel and shipbuilding industries, together with the chimney
exhausting and the night bazaar hawking, gradually seeps into the Beijing dialect. With the method of concrete
music, the artist and his team mix the sound of contemporary life in Kaohsiung with audio recordings of historical
events, thus inviting the audience to shuttle through the sounds like using a jukebox and have their own way to hear

Kaohsiung.
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Memo-scape / Reproduce the Looks in Memory

LG/ o B 2 EEe (BT 6 e ZER

Kaohhsiung Juke Box/ Voice of Local History (shot at A/tering Na

"l RO RACHSIUNG
1 ;
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ism Sound Cultures in Post-war Taiwan at Kaohsiung Museum of Fine Arts in Taiwan)
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Come out! Utopia

2014.

The work is exhibited at the 20d CAEAM Biennale at the CAFA Art Museum in

10 FRE 1836
450%250X250cm, #]5 434h
2013

10 screen video installation
450 X250 X 250cm, about 5 minutes each
2013
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Architecture and utopia are twins of history. A utopian’s architecture is naive; it conceives a perfect structure of
politics and society modelled as a circular or rectangular concentration camp. An architect’s utopia is innocent; it
seeks for euphoria and equality, attempts to eliminate social evilness by means of forms, and therefore descends to
formalism. However, utopia is indeed the “unsatisfied yet desired history” of human beings, which catalyses socialism,
the Disney, the naissance of future technologies or the extermination of humanity. It is the Pandora’s box of human
struggle for existence; once uncovering it, optimistic revolutionists see today’s utopia i.e. tomorrow’s reality while
pessimistic critics move towards the dystopia that has a deepened class-consciousness to avoid the totalitarianism
of equality. Come out! Utopia extracts the utopian ideality of cities and the embers of formalist tragedy. The vertical
cutting design of the colossal mirror tower is inspired by the famous utopian architectural plans in history, and those
unimplemented blueprints are realised into a life-size 3D model built in the tower. It pays a tribute to the previous
masters and sparks contemplation, and the concave-convex mirrors reflect the gap between their wisdom and the
reality. Outside the colossal mirror tower, the artist employs the typological archiving method that architects are skilful
at to display the revolutions in history and files the historical criticism on architecture and utopia. On one hand, the
mirror tower absorbs the utopian practice in history and the reverberations at present on the site; on the other hand, it
collects the figures of the “common people” and thus strikes a contrast between ideologies and the world. The purpose
of mirroring history is not to resurrect it but to let people learn history lest there should be complacent farces or

formalist ignorance.
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Come out! Utgpia, photo at the 2°¢ CAFAM Biennale at the CAFA Art Museum in 2014 Come out! Utopia - Phalanstéres by Charles Fourier
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HUANG Sunquan

As a doctor of National Taiwan University Graduate Institute of Building and Planning, his research orientation
includes architecture and space theory, culture and media, social mobilization, interdisciplinary arts; now he is
professor of the Interdisciplinary Arts Department of Kaohsiung Normal University. He was visiting professor at
Department of Culture Studies of Lingnan University, Hong Kong (2005) and SIMA of China Art Academy (2013),
as well as professor of Graduate Institute of Trans-disciplinary Arts, Taipei National University of the Arts, and
Graduate institute of Architecture Art, Tainan Art University. In 1994 he established Pots Weekly and serves as its
editor-in-chief till now. He served as the organizer of the Against the Municipal Bulldozers - Anti-demolishing
No.14, 15 Parks Movement and shot the documentary Our New Homeland. In 2004, he established twblog.
net, which was once the most influential blogging site in Taiwan; in the same year, tw.indymedia.org was also
established and became a member of the Independent Media Center network spanning across 120 cities around the
world. In recent years, Dr. Huang has begun engaging in curatorship and artistic creation, the Monkey Wrenching
Art Center he operated at Kaohsiung became an important experimental art site in Southern Taiwan. His artworks
has participated in exhibitions such as Shenzhen & Hong Kong Bi-City Biennale of Urbanism\Architecture, (2007,
2013), CAFAM Biennale (2014), Taipei Cube Space as well as Kaohsiung Monkey Wrenching Art Center. He also
organized Treasure Hill GAPP, Cross-disciplinary in Two Cities Exhibition, Survival Scene and Lulu Shur-tzy Hou Solo
Exhibition - Look toward the other side-Song of Asian Foreign Brides in Taiwan (2010) in Kaohsiung Museum of Arts,
Transnational migratory birds in Taiwan migratory worker exhibition in Kaohsiung Labor Museum (2011). He wrote
books entitled Green Bulldozer and Unless We Look for Beauty. He translated DIY- Party and Protest in 90's Britain,
edited The Cultural Annals of Greater Taipei, Dreams along the Path - Secrets of Literates, The Hidden Urban Soul and

others. He is an artivist across architecture, media, social movements, and arts.
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Artist Report

u-topophilia - Art in Field and Societal Space
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Moderator: GUO Xiaoyan
Speaker: HUANG Sunquan
Panel: CHEN Chieh-Jen, LI Juchuan, WANG Jiahao

Time: 28th October, Tuesday, 14:00 - 17:00
Venue: Red Brick Art Museum Auditorium
Language: Chinese

Free admission

B2 H3E 8BS WAL R AL E T7 P o

Please refer to the Red Brick Art Museum official Web site for more information.

BIEF AR Come out! Utopia

1 5 &JT Gallery 1

FAIF AR R B Our New Homeland
2 5 RJT Gallery 2

H ¥ 43EH—K A Day

2 5 RJT Gallery 2

£ 1 Islands

4 5 B )T Gallery 4
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JRESE Shunbai Rd.
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SRIEREE Laiguangying East Rd.
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Beigao Bridge
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BY CAR: Take the Airport Expressway to the Beigao Exit. After
passing through the toll gate, bear right and get on the road to Shunyi,
called Jingmi Road. At the first stop light, turn left onto Laiguangying
East Road. At the third stop light, turn right onto the Maquanying
West Road. At the end of the road turn left onto the Shunbai Road. The

museum is on the right side of the road.

CA=!

Hik: 15 SLSREW B O
INBE: 944 WA T 988 BB VALV 113

BY SUBWAY: Line 15 - Maquanying Station, Exit B.
BY BUS: 944 - Hegezhuang Stop
988 - Xiangjiangbeiluxikou Stop

Hodik: AR RS S
Add: Hegezhuang, Cuigezhuang Village, Chaoyang District, Beijing

FFEEmE: H—Z A H 10:00 — 17:00, & — 4
Opening Hours: 10am — 5pm, Tuesday — Sunday, Closed on Mondays

Tel: +86 10 8457 6669

info@redbrickartmuseum.org

www.redbrickartmuseum.org
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Published on the occasion of

u-topophilia: HUANG Sunquan’s solo exhibition
Local Narration and Societal Space Project

Organized by Red Brick Art Museum

2014.10.27 - 2015.1.16
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Organizer: Red Brick Art Museum
Producers: YAN Shijie, CAO Mei
Artist: HUANG Sunquan
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