出國報告（出國類別：考察）

珠三角地區現當代藝術考察計劃
服務機關：國立臺南藝術大學
姓名職稱：蔣伯欣 助理教授
派赴國家：中國
出國期間：2011年4月1日到4月10日
報告日期：2011年7月6日
摘 要
    本次獲本校中國地區考察經費補助，赴中國珠三角地區進行考察，主要考察地點包括香港亞洲藝術文獻庫、序言書室、菜園村藝術行動、活化廳藝術空間、廣州美術館、時代美術館等地。考察重點在於藉由受邀演講，與當地策展人、藝評家、藝術家及學者交流，蒐集現、當代藝術史料，並由此拓展本校正進行策劃中的《藝術觀點ACT》東亞當代藝術專題。經實際考察與交流，成效良好，此次專題順利完成。

目次

一、目的

二、過程

三、心得及建議
四、附錄
一、目的

香港在經歷九七回歸之後，已成為中國境內唯一能保有部分言論自由的地區，當代藝術生產，雖不如北京上海之活絡，卻在近年來香港人之身分認同覺醒之後，結合其公共論域，發揮其關鍵力量，也順勢帶動了本地藝術創作者創作型態的擴張與轉變。另一方面，在有心人的策畫之下，香港亦發揮本地資訊、服務之優勢，結合原有之藝術市場，成為一人員、資訊流動的節點。本次考察即著眼於此，希冀觀察中國南方之藝術人才及資訊之流動型態，以了解當前香港在面臨新自由主義之下的藝術發展策略，特別是對於西九文娛藝術特區、公眾藝術、博物館之歷史記憶、都市更新與社區藝術等議題，探討香港與東亞鄰國之議題或運動連帶。
二、過程
本次考察原定計畫以一月為考察期間，後因筆者服務系所於同時間安排研習之講座，又接到亞洲藝術文獻庫、序言書室之演講邀請，故改以四月初演講訪問期間進行考察，目的在於屆演講之便，期與當地藝術界人士展開更廣泛深入的交流，同時，四月正值本校期刊《藝術觀點ACT》專題籌畫之時，亦可藉此與邀稿藝評家、撰稿對象之藝術家當面接觸交換意見，並實際蒐集藝術空間與行動的文獻與圖像資料，以作為期刊使用之材料。

是以本次整體考察行程，大致以兩場演講為主軸，由此延伸出計畫中相關之考察機構與藝術空間。首場演講在亞洲藝術文獻庫新闢之演講空間，是日演講，參與者眾，當地博物館藝術家、藝評家前來與會者，如香港藝術中心策展人、香港藝術發展局策展人、《藝術地圖》編輯等均提出重要問題交流，收穫頗豐。演講之後，亦拜會亞洲藝術文獻庫負責人、研究員黃小燕等人，除感謝該機構的邀請，亦洽談日後之合作項目。對方允諾，將對演講題目所延伸之議題、亦即「東亞安那其：藝術行動主義與諸眾的興起」之導論英譯，並同步刊登於該機構之網站或媒體，期使達到宣傳之效果。（成果參見本報告之附錄）

另一場演講於序言書室舉辦。序言書室為香港極少數的獨立書店，位於旺角商業區，空間不大，書籍之類別與質量，卻極為精準地反映出香港人文社會學界的前沿議題。書店的特色，在於不斷提供場地，主動策劃學術性演講、座談等活動，扮演起學界與民間交流之觀念平台。筆者演講期間，除亞洲藝術文獻庫研究員的到訪聆聽之外，聽眾亦有香港視覺藝術中心館長，浸會大學視覺藝術學院教授。由於場地不太，反而能產生更深入之對談交流，對於台、港藝術界之議題，多有創見之議論出現。

演講之時，亦有台灣藝術家湯皇珍與會，湯皇珍為本人推薦駐活化廳藝術空間的藝術家，本人演講期間，適逢其駐村創作之始，故演講後，亦前往活化廳觀看其展覽與整修完成的駐村工作室，該藝術空間位於油麻地，於住宅區整修出一約十坪左右的空間供藝術家短期居住、創作，實屬難得。於此，筆者與該空間主持人劉建華等藝評家、藝術家交流，確認其受《藝術觀點ACT》47期之邀撰文之細節，而湯皇珍亦允諾將於返台後接受專訪，於48期刊載他在香港創作之心得。

此外，在主要考察目的完成後，筆者亦前往菜園村，實地觀察藝術行動者於該地的實踐情況。與工作室、畫廊型態不同，藝術家於此處成為現場的創作者，廣泛與民眾、建築規劃師、藝評人、記者等展開複雜而細膩的跨領域合作。其意義與日、韓、台灣等地之藝術行動，均有值得參照與對話交流之處。

最後，亦藉此機會，前往香港本地之圖書館、書店，以及鄰近的廣州，蒐集中國當代藝術資料，閱覽資料的耗時較長。參訪廣東美術館等藝術空間，其中，由中國策展人皮力於時代美術館策劃之「出格：中國錄像藝術的開端」展，具有一定的史料價值，考察此展，得見多件中國早期錄像藝術之原作，頗為難得。
三、心得及建議

此次考察重心在於演講與交流，期間藉由香港之藝術機構活動與網絡，對於本校籌畫之期刊的國際化，產生莫大助益。藉由此次考察，更深入觀察香港藝術機構對於演講、翻譯、駐村等對外合作之交流模式，對於筆者同時間策劃之跨國藝評專輯，產生及時之效益。就當代藝術發展而言，長期以來，被忽略的香港藝術，因一國兩制言論自由緊縮、新自由主義更盛的情況下，反而被激化出數十年未見的創作與展演能量，此一部分，又與不斷加強連結的珠三角經濟地區互為表裡，形成高度反差的張力。未來數年內，台灣應重視香港此一特殊視角之意義，加強交流。
四、附錄

The Future of the Multitude: The Possibility of East Asia Becoming Unified in Action


In an old photo at home, I found my great-grandfather posing with a coterie of young men in front of the Da’an Hospital, which also served as his home, as the administration center of the Taiwanese Cultural Association, and as the office for the editing department of the Taiwan Minpao. The young men in the photo are carrying banners with slogans such as “Welcome proletarian youth” and “Down with the privileged classes,” and there are various books scattered about the ground. Around 1923, my great-grandfather invited proletarian youths, who were optimistic about socialism, to found the “Taipei Young Men’s Association.” They studied socialist ideas – then prevalent in Japan and China – and anarchist writings from across East Asia, and this is the only historical photo of Taiwan’s earliest left-wing book club.
This photo also raises an important question that sets the tone of this monograph. That is, before cultural enlightenment activists proposed that “Taiwan is the Taiwan of the Taiwanese” and organized a left-wing party in the hope of forming a community in the mid-1920s; what was the “to be” experience that existed before the enlightenment movement? Self-identity politics and the Taiwanese localization movement began in the 1970s. Can we, by tracing the collective memory of the left-wing community, know how Taiwanese art shifted from making comparisons with the Western “Other” to examining areas in East Asia? Is this process of comparison unlike that experienced during the process of modernization, where the “Other” is used to form a framework for self-identity? What is this comparison’s contemporary significance in relation to past events?
In 2010, I travelled to Korea to make a speech at the invitation of the Korea Curators’ Association. After the meeting, some participants and I headed to another location to carry on the conversation. After a few drinks, a young listener working in the government’s cultural heritage department impatiently blurted out a question to me. He did not understand why the government strived to “preserve” cultural memory. At that point, the atmosphere became a bit tense. According to this young Korean of the “IMF-era,” the ways in which different East Asian governments dealt with historical memory had little in common. The injustice of colonial legacy and war responsibilities persisted after the Second World War and was succeeded by a Cold War structure in which the United States, as a new world power, took over Japan’s deployment in East Asia. In addition, the Korean government’s recent adherence to the free market system of neoliberalism resulted in Korea’s suffering during the financial crisis and widened the gap between rich and poor. It is the same observation that might have been made by many others; that what constitutes the shared experience among modern East Asian countries is not historical memory but the neoliberal system composed of financial capital bodies such as the FTA (Free Trade Agreement) and the “ASEAN Plus Two.”
With regard to historical memory, general knowledge of anarchist ideologies during the Japanese rule of Taiwan is extremely limited. In fact, before the mid-1920s, Taiwan’s anarchist ideology was just a part of a wider network of ideas, where Japan, China, Korea, and other areas on the colonial frontier all played a role. Between 1926 and 1927, anarchist organizations were established one after another across the colonial frontier in East Asia, including the “League of True Friends” in Daegu, Korea, the “Black Slave Society” in Hokkaido, the “League of Black Flags” in Okinawa, and the “Taiwanese Black Youth League.”
The term anarchism is derived from the Greek αναρχία, meaning “without power” or “without rulers.” It is translated into Chinese as “without governance” and “the doctrine of no rulers” or takes the transliterated form of “an-na-qi.” Traditional anarchist concepts did not fully account for the conditions in which self-disciplined individuals were formed. In addition, its practice of free federation was not as concrete as those of revolutions in oppressed countries organized by proletarian parties. As a result, to this day there is still a void in Taiwan’s left-wing history.
However, it must be noted that the strength of anarchism has never been the provision of an ultimate political solution. Instead, anarchism begins with notions of responsibility found in cosmopolitanism to offer a critical perspective, different from the bourgeois democratic patterns of ruling a nation, so that the oppressed multitudes can envision a future. The first key concept of this monograph relates to the ways in which Taiwan connects itself to East Asia throughout the course of history and in the modern era and the contrast between ideas and practices. Qiu Shijie’s “A transnational united front requires political perspective: outlining Taiwanese anarchist activities during the Japanese colonial era” draws on recently-discovered historical data to paint a new picture of the anarchist connections between China, Japan, Korea, and Taiwan. We will also provide experiences of East Asian connections via oral descriptions given by contemporary activists including Li Jun-feng, Ou Hua-xin, and Chen Hong-ying.

Looking at the East Asian connection in Taiwan, we discover that characteristics such as sinography, rice culture, and Taiwan’s new immigrants have been featured in biennial events and individual creations as strategies to link East Asian cultures. However, can we avoid the limitations of identity and representation when we attempt to find a community in the distinctive historical memory and cultural features we share? How should we examine the ethics of the “Other?” How do we define “collective heritage?” When we decide that something is “collective heritage,” will we exclude more “Others?” Also, how do we examine in detail the class differences hidden beneath images of the “Other” in the processes of identity politics and representation?

These questions can be approached by focusing on Japan, the first East Asian country that encountered the problems of modernism and a crisis of identity. Karatani Kōjin’s research on the subjectivity of modern Japan shows that the genbun itchi (unification of speech and writing) movement suppressed the use of metaphorical and symbolic language and allowed ideas to be directly conveyed. Such an expression of the inner voice contributed to the development of Japan’s interiority. On the other hand, although sinography linked different cultures together as a community, it was also identified as the main culprit that repressed a culture’s inner self. Such is the paradox of this community, whose existence creates a political identity but sacrifices the interiority of the individual.
As a result, I would like to observe connections between East Asian countries from the perspective of individuals rather than the representation of a shared feature such as capitalism. We can draw inspiration from the 2009 Fukuoka Asian Art Triennale, titled “LIVE and LET LIVE: Creators of Tomorrow.” Here the word “life” can be construed as both singular and plural and when the singular “I” appears within the framework of a limited lifespan, it has already formed a symbiotic relationship with a majority of “Others.” This phenomenon can serve as a point of departure for us to explore the potential and the limitations of a given community.
In addition, the 2010 Gwangju Biennale, titled “10,000 lives,” brought together several images of singular individual lives. This exhibition expressed a view similar to that of Jean-Luc Nancy. Its many images and icons of death – with no conversation or other communication – can best trigger the visual effect that forms a community. Death allows us to sense the transience of life and discover singular ways of sustaining life. More often than not, these images of death play an important role during a protest.

The ineffective or inoperative community referred to by Jean-Luc Nancy is a community formed by the co-appearance of separate individuals with limitations and singularity. This is also what I experienced when I visited Beijing, Korea, Hong Kong, and Taiwan in recent years, even when biopolitics is excluded. Here the second key concept of this monograph unfolds: how does the contemporary multitude form a connection? Faced with the biopolitics of East Asian’s neoliberalism, Gim Jungi in “In-situ Art in Korea and the Possibility for Change in the Artist System” meticulously describes different practices adopted by activist artists to encourage local communities and people in recent Korean movements, such as the Yongsan Incident, the protest against the expansion of the American garrison in Daechu-ri, and the anti-eviction campaign. Jaspar Lau in “ART ACTIONS and ACTIVISM: Hope of a Desperate Hong Kong” also observes that over the past three years, Hong Kong’s artistic circle has participated in movements like the preservation of the Star Ferry pier and the protest against the high-speed railway. These activities inspired artists to introduce art into the daily life of a community. Lu Pei-yi in “Translation of New Genre Public Art in Taiwan and its Local Transformation” draws on “Art as Environment: A Cultural Action in the Tropic of Cancer” (2006) and “Taipei on the Move” (2004) to discuss the intersubjectivity achieved by the intervention of art in a community, which is the latest mainstream concept utilized in similar Taiwanese practices.
The last key point of this monograph provides a radical reflection on the art system based on an anarchist anti-art practice. Kuroda Raiji in “The Performance of Artists 1968-1970: A Study of an Anti-World-EXPO Group” examines the significance of a 1960’s Japanese Anti-World-EXPO Group in art movements. Wang Chia’lin in “The Differential Movement during the 1980s: The Field of ‘Body-art’ ” analyzes unhomogenizable subjects in Taiwanese performance art during the 1980s and criticizes the political qualities of art systems. In the past, artists’ practices barely received recognition in mainstream art history, but now they can be re-examined within the framework of activism.
To put it simply, this monograph views East Asia neither as another “Other” nor as a reference system in relation to the West. Rather, it focuses on life experiences and expressions with singularity and interiority that co-appear in different East Asian regions at different times. Such a comparison will also serve as a contemporary inquiry into the possibility of East Asia becoming unified in action.
The above text is a partial translation
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