
Réflexivité	/
Reflexivity

Caractéris1ques	/
Caracteris1cs

In	the	medium	itself	–	in	the
crea2ve	process,	the	artwork,	and
its	effects	–	perspec2ves	are
revealed	and	cons2tuted,	horizons
are	shi;ed,	and	new	dis2nc2ons
are	ar2culated.	The	specific	nature
of	ar2s2c	research	can	be
pinpointed	in	the	way	that	it	both
cogni2vely	and	ar2s2cally
ar2culates	this revealment	and
cons2tu2on	of	the	world,	an
ar2cula2on	which	is	norma2ve,
affec2ve,	and	expressive	all	at	once
–	and	which	also,	as	it	were,	sets
our	moral,	psychological,	and
social	life	into	mo2on.	(Borgdorff
2012,	p.	24)

Ar1s1c	Research

Cri2cal	assessment	and	self-assessment	are	integral	parts	of	ar2s2c
produc2on	today,	not	least	within	the	community	that	works	within	the
rela2onal	aesthe2cs	tradi2on.	Seminars,	studio	talks,	etc.	have	become
almost	obligatory	integral	parts	of	art	fairs,	exhibi2ons	and	the	like.	Bringing
methodological	transparency	and	serious	theore2cal	as	well	as	aesthe2c/
ar2s2c	posi2oning	into	this	already	exis2ng	interac2on	would	not	be	a
problem	since	ar2sts,	curators	and	others	are	already	driving	the	process
themselves.	Adjus2ng	this	intellectual	ac2vity	so	as	to	become	more	in	line
with	other	research	assessing	ac2vi2es	would	also	benefit	researching
ar2sts’	interac2on	with	the	tradi2onal	academic	community	as	it	looks	today
(Anderson	2009,	p.	7)

Rapport avec l'académie	/
Rela1on	with	the	academy

Neither	expanding	the	concept	of	science	to
include	art	(or	vice	versa),	nor	the
equalizing	of	art	and	science	on	the	basis	of
interpreta2on	being	central	for	both	seems
to	solve	the	problem	of	the	fundamental
difference	between	the	products	of	art	and
of	science.	My	sugges2on	is	to	accept	this
difference,	and	build	ar2s2c	research	not	on
an	a	priori	ontological	merging	of	the	two
forms	of	meaning	and	knowledge,	but	on	an
epistemological	and	methodological
adherence	to	similar	principles	of	research
prac2ce.	(Anderson	2009,	p.	7)

within	the	context	of	studio-based
research,	innova2on	is	derived	from
methods	that	cannot	always	be	pre-
determined,	and	"outcomes"	of	ar2s2c
research	are necessarily unpredictable.
(BarreW	2007b,	p.	3)

Méthodologie
/	Methodology

In	his	monograph,Material	Thinking,Paul	Carter	(2004)
helps	to	extend	understandings	of	the	subjec2ve	and
rela2onal	dimensions	of	the	ar2s2c	process.	He
describes	this	process	as	one	that	involves	a
decontexualisa2on	from	established	or	universal
discourse	to	instances	of	par2cular	In	staging	itself	as
an	artwork,	the	par2cularity	of	experience	is	then
returned	to	the	universal.	Carter	suggests	that
"material	thinking"	specific	to	ar2s2c	research	creates	a
record	of	the	studio	process	as	a	means	of	crea2ng	new
rela2ons	of	knowledge	subsequent	to	produc2on.
(BarreW	2007b,	p.	5)

Connaissance	/
Knowledge

Subjec2ve	approaches	in	ar2s2c	research	are	implicated	in	and	give
rise	to	a	second	feature	of	prac2ce	as	research:	its	emergent
methodologies.	Mar2nHeidegger's	no2on	of	"praxical	knowledge"	or
what	he	theorised	as	the	material	basis	ofknowl	provides	a
philosophical	framework	for	understanding	the	acquisi2on	of	human
knowledge	as	emergent.	His	work	also	provides	a	ra2onale	for
applying	emergent	approaches	in	research.Praxical	knowledge
implies	that	ideas	and	theory	are	ul2mately	the	result	of	prac2ce
rather	than	vice	versa.	(BarreW	2007b,	p.	6)

The	broader	concept	of	emergence	has	more	recently	been	studied	by	thinkers	who
are	concerned	with	understanding	the	rela2onship	between	physical	events	and
mental	phenomena,	and	who	have	replaced	the	no2on	of	"materialism"	with	that
of	"physicalism"	(Beckermann	1992:	1).	Central	to	the	work	of	such	thinkers,	is	the
theory	of	emergent	evolu2on	which	asserts	that	as	systems	develop,	their	material
configura2ons	become	more	complex.	A	further	claim	of	such	theory	is	that,	once	a
certain	cri2cal	level	of	complexity	is	reached	in	any	system,	genuinely	novel
proper2es-those	that	have	never	been	instan2ated	These	emergent	effects	are	not
predictable	before	their	first	occurrence.	(Beckermann	1992:	15-29).	[…]	the	idea
of	emergent	evolu2on	provides	a	useful	model	for	understanding	emergent
methodology	in	crea2ve	arts	research.	(BarreW	2007b,	p.	6)

methodologies	in	ar2s2c	research
are necessarilyemergent	and
subject	to	repeated	adjustment,
rather	than	remaining	fixed
throughout	the	process	of	enquiry.
(BarreW	2007b,	p.	6)

An	o;en	vexed	issue	in	crea2ve	arts
research	is	related	to	establishing	the
work	in	an	iden2fiable	loca2on	within	the
broader	arena	made	up	of	more	clearly
defined	disciplines	or	domains	of
knowledge.	(BarreW	2007b,	p.	7)

just	as	the	material	basis	of	ar2s2c	research	results	in
approaches	that	are	necessarily	emergent,	the
subjec2ve	and	personally	situated	aspect	of	ar2s2c
research-its rela2onality or	what	Carter	refers	to	as
its	capacity	to	reinvent	social	rela2ons	(Carter
2004:1O)-results	in	research	that	is	ul2mately
interdisciplinary.	(BarreW	2007b,	p.	7)

The	juxtaposing	of	disparate	objects	and	ideas	has,
a;er	all,	o;en	been	viewed	as	an	intrinsic	aspect	of
crea2vity.	The	interplay	of	ideas	from	disparate
areas	of	knowledge	in	crea2ve	arts	research	creates
condi2ons	for	the	emergence	of	new	analogies,
metaphors	and	models	for	understanding	objects	of
enquiry.	(BarreW	2007b,	p.	7)

examining	studio	enquiry	as	a	process	and	also	to
evalua2ng	the	completed	work	within	the	context	of	the
research	ques2on	or	problem,	rather	than	as	an
exhibi2on	artefact.	This	approach	has	been	useful	for
ar2cula2ng	how	the	methodologies	of	ar2s2c	research
have	the	capacity	to	produce	new	knowledge	and	to	shi;
understandings	of	the	way	in	which	knowledge	emerges
and	func2ons.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	51)

Évalua1on	/
Evalua1on

intrinsically	interdisciplinary	and
transversal	(BarreW	2014,	p.	53)

the	logic	that	underpins	aesthe2c	prac2ce	is	not	solely	the	logic	of
ra2onal	thought,	but	involves	dimensions	of	a	tacit	and	intui2ve
knowing	that	is	derived	from	the	senses	and	is	made	possible
through	an	altera2on	of	language	that	occurs	in	the	making	of	the
artwork.	This	places	the	aesthe2c	paradigm	outside	of	the	posi2vist
paradigm,	which	seeks	to	verify	findings	and	generalisa2ons,	as	well
as	the postposi2vist	paradigm,	which	seeks	to	falsify	generalisa2ons.
Both	of	these	are	founded	on	the	assump2ons	that	a	fixed	reality
exists	to	be	observed	and	that	only	ra2onal	thought	is	at	work	in
research.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	53)

Épistémologie	/
Epistemology

Julia Kristeva's	account	of	dialec2cs
as	catastrophe	in	order	to	explain
how	crea2ve	prac2ce	engenders
material	processes	that	rupture
meaning	and	language	to	allow	the
as	yet	unimagined	and
unrepresented	to	be	revealed.
(BarreW	2014,	p.	54)

Interac2on	and	intra-ac2on	in	the	aesthe2c
paradigm	not	only	pertain	to	flows	of
communica2on	and	knowledge	between
human	actors	and	systems	of	knowledge
but	also	flows	between	thought,	feeling	and
the	material	world.	In	ar2s2c	research,	the
ar2st	as	human	actor	is	both	subject	and
object	of	the	research	process	and,	in	this
paradigm,	the	movement	of	illumina2on
always	flows	first	through	interac2on	(and
intra-ac2on)	with	maWer	and	the	materials
of	making,	then	subsequently	from	the
par2cular	to	the	general	through	the
audience's	interac2on	with	the	art	object	or
outcome	of	the	research	process.	(BarreW
2014,	p.	54)

Barad	(2003,	2007)	provides	us	with	further	scaffolding	for	grasping	how	material-discursive	prac2ces
emerge	from	corporeal	responses	and	are	translated	into	language	and	thought.	In	experience-in-
prac2ce	there	is	a	constant	movement	between	the	material	world,	the	biological/material	self	(the
self	as	'other')	and	the	social	self.	This	movement	gives	rise	to	aperforma2ve	produc2on	of
knowledge	or	onto-epistemology.	Crucial	to	this	perspec2ve	is	an	acknowledgement	of	the	agency	of
materials	and	maWer.	MaWer	is	found	to	be	as	ac2ve	as	thought,	language	and	form;	and	maWer	does
not	exist	in	separa2on	from	thought;	because	they	are	co-existent,	they	intra-act	as	material-semio2c
process. Barad's	new	materialist	perspec2ve	on	prac2ce	and	her	no2on	of	"agen2al	realism",	the
aWribu2on	of	agency	not	only	to	tools	and	instruments	of	research	but	to	brute	maWer	itself	(Barad
2003,	2007)	permits	us	to	ar2culate	more	clearly	what	separates	crea2ve	arts	research	from	other
paradigms.	What	we	see	at	work	in	ar2s2c	research,	then,	are	assump2ons	that	go	beyond
naturalis2c	approaches	and	naive	realism	as	well	as	the	humanist	and	social	focus	of	qualita2ve
research	approaches.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	55)

Eisner	tells	us	that	art	objects	have	the	capacity	to	go	beyond	proposi2onal	limits	by:
•Giving	rise	to	mul2ple	perspec2ves
•Crea2ng	produc2ve	ambiguity
•Engendering	empathe2c	par2cipa2on	and	giving	access	to	the	emo2onal	lives	of	others
• Increasing	the	number	of	ques2ons	that	can	be	asked	about	the	phenomena	being
presented
•Presen2ng	a	sense	of	par2cularity	that	the	abstrac2on	of	number	and	generalised	laws
cannot	contain
Ar2cula2ng	the	ways	in	which	the	transforma2on	of	the	personal	(what	is	inside	of
consciousness)	and	the	private	to	the	public	sphere	can	occur.
Eisner's	understanding	of	ar2s2c	products	as	"data"	and	as	"representa2ons"	is	not
sufficient.	It	mirrors	a	tendency	in	crea2ve	arts	research	wri2ng	that	fails	to	break	free	of
the	tradi2onal	paradigm,	or	take	us	far	enough	towards	understanding	what	is	specifically
genera2ve	about	the	crea2ve	arts	research	process	itself	and	the	nature	of	theartefacts
that	it	produces.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	56)

Artefact	/
Artefact

ar2s2c	research	reconfigures	our	understandings	of
how	knowledge	is	produced,	prac22oner-
researchers	need	to	go	beyond	this	view	of	language
and	knowledge	produc2on.	I	have	previously	drawn
on	Michael Polanyi	(1958)	and	the	work	of	Ian
Sutherland	and	Sophia Krys Acord	(2007)	to	discuss
the	way	in	which	art	gives	rise	to	experien2al
knowledge. Praxical	knowledge	is	not	a	priori	there	to
be	discovered,	but	is	knowledge	as	ac2on	or
'knowing'	that	emerges	from	both	thought	and
biological	or	sensory	interac2on	-that	is,	from
aesthe2c	experience	(BarreW	2014,	p.	57).

the	wri2ng	of	the	exegesis	or	research
paper	allows	the	prac22oner-
researcher	to	synthesise	and	ar2culate
how	the	shi;	in	language	has	occurred;
and	through	subsequent	contextual
and	compara2ve	analysis,	demonstrate
how	the	work	takes	us	beyond	what	is
already	known.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	58)

Exégèse	/
Exegesis

In	ar2s2c	research,	movement	is	therefore	from	the
par2cular/private	to	the	general/	public	domain.
Knowledge	transfer	and	tes2ng	against	what	is
already	known	occurs	first	through	interac2on	in	the
making	and	subsequently	through	interac2on
engendered	by	the	viewing	or	experiencing	of	the
artwork	itself.	[…]	cycles	of	interac2on	and
reflec2on	are	shown	to	underpin	the	emergence	of
new	insights	and	knowledge.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	58)

In	crea2ve	arts	research	this	requires	situa2ng	the
subjec2ve	within	a	broader	theore2cal	and	historical
context,	and	the	applica2on	of	cri2cal	theories	that
have	the	ability	to	at	least	par2ally	translate	the
knowledge	produced.	[…]	prac22oner-researchers
can	use	reflec2on	and	analysis	in	the	exegesis	to
explore	the	genera2ve	poten2al	of	the	artefact	for
knowledge	transfer	and	to	acknowledge	the	crucial
role	of	audiences	as	co-producers	of	knowledge	that
will	con2nue	to	emerge	beyond	the	immediate
research	context.	(BarreW	2014,	p.	60)

While	academia	has	encouraged	an	environment
for	thinking	and	wri2ng	about	arts	prac2ce,	it	also
needs	to	understand	that	the	ar2s2c	research
process	is	quite	the	reverse	of	the	tradi2onal
research	paradigm	–analyze	to	create	becomes
create	then analyze.	(Blom	2010,	p.	370)

[…]	ar2s2c	research	or	crea2ve	arts	enquiry	reveals	new	modes	and
methodologies	that	could	be	considered	to	cons2tute	a	new
paradigm	of	research	dis2nct	from	the	dominant	modes	of
qualita2ve	and	quan2ta2ve	research	that	provide	the	default
modes	of	research	in	the	academy.	This	new	paradigm	of	research
could	be	deemed	the	“performa2ve	paradigm”,	a	mode	of	research
characterised	by	a	produc2veperforma2vity	where	art	is	both
produc2ve	in	its	own	right	as	well	as	being	data	that	could	be
analysed	using	qualita2ve	and	aesthe2c	modes.	(Bolt	2016,	p.	131)

In	addi2on	to	the	«	approach	of	ar2s2c	research…
the	tacit	and	intui2ve	processes,	the	experien2al
and	emergent	nature	of	its	methodologies	and	the
intrinsically	interdisciplinary	dimension	of	this
mode	of	research	that	is	derived	from	it	material
and	social rela2onality.	»	(Barret	2007,	p.	7) BarreW
also	iden2fied	a	number	of	other	aWributes	that
qualify	crea2ve	arts	research	as	a	new	paradigm.
These	include	processes	that	allow:	«	new	objects
of	thought	to	emerge	through	cycles	of	making	and
reflec2on;	a	recogni2on	of	the	genera2ve	poten2al
of	the	ambiguity	and	the	indeterminacy	of	the
aesthe2c	object	and	the	necessity	for	ongoing
decoding,	analysis	and	transla2on	and,	finally,	the
acknowledgement	that	instruments	and	objects	of
research	are	not	passive,	but	emerge	as	co-
producers	in	collabora2ve	and,	in	the	case	of
audiences,	par2cipatory	approaches	that	may	not
be	pre-determined	at	the	outset	of	theresearch.	»
(Barret	2014,	p.	3 cité	par	Bolt	2016,	p.	131-2)

Like	the	social	sciences	and	humani2es	before	it,	the	development	of	ar2s2c	research
has	proceeded	in	the	shadow	of	the	research	“model”	par	excellence,	that	is,	science-as-
research.	Through	its	systema2c	procedures,	methodological	consistency	and	ongoing
peer	review,	science	lays	claim	to	“objec2ve	truth”.	The	equa2on	of	objec2veness	or
objec2vity	with	truth	(through	measurement	and	calcula2on)	has	become	the	hallmark
of	the	tradi2on	of	science-as-research.	Through	its	proposi2onal	form	and	its	ability	to
establishing	a	correspondence	between	statements	or	modelling	of	the	world	and	the
world,	science	establishes	true	or	false	statements.	Similarly,	the	social	sciences	and
humani2es	produce	descrip2ons	that	correspond	to	facts	in	the	world.
The	crea2ve	arts,	in	contrast,	are	o;en	cri2cised	for	the	subjec2ve	and	emergent	quality
of	their	research.	Ar2s2c	o;en	seems	nebulous,	unquan2fiable	and	untestable:	its
procedures	and	methods	emerge	in	and	through	the	work	rather	than	being	prescribed
in	advance	by	the	discipline.	In	the	academic	world	at	least,	ar2s2c	research	con2nues	to
be	seen	as	lacking	credibility	because	the	methods	cannot	be	replicated	exactly,	a
principle	central	to	scien2fic	research.	The	lack	of	correspondence	in	findings	between
studies,	the	lack	of replicability	or	innova2on	in	ar2s2c	research	is	s2ll	not	a	goal	that	is
valued	by	the	sciences.	(Bolt	2016,	p.	137)

The	problem	for	the	ar2s2c	researcher	is	o;en	recognising
and	mapping	the	transforma2ons	that	have	occurred,	since
ar2s2c	research	is	emergent	and	experien2al,	involving	a
subjec2ve	and	situated	approach	that	draws	on	tacit	and
intui2ve	processes	that	makes	paWern-making	difficult.
Some2mes	the	transforma2ons	may	seem	to	be	so	inchoate
that	it	is	impossible	to	recognise	them,	let	alone	map	their
effects.	(Bolt	2016,	p.	141)

intertwinement	of	theore2cal
and	prac2cal	agency
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	2) Liens théorie/pra1que	/

Theory/prac1ce	links

posi2oned	at	the	interface	of	art	and
academia	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	3)

Theories	exercise	theirperforma2ve
power	on	the	very	prac2ces	that	are
described	by	those	theories.	(Borgdorff
2012,	p.	11)

To	understand	what	ar2s2c	research	is,	it	is	vital	to
explore	the	rela2onships	between	prac2ce	and	theory
in	the	arts.	By	outlining	four	ideal-typical	(but	not
mutually	exclusive)	perspec2ves	on	the	rela2on
between	[…]	theory	and	prac2ce,	[…]	I	dis2nguish	(a)
the	instrumental	perspec2ve,	(b)	the	interpre2ve
perspec2ve,	(c)	theperforma2ve	perspec2ve	and	(d)
the	immanent	perspec2ve.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	17)

The instrumental	perspec1ve	suggests	that	‘theory’	serves	the
crea2ve	process	or	performance	prac2ce	in	the	arts.	[…]	Each	art
discipline	thus	has	its	own	‘theory’	–	instrumental	knowledge
specific	to	the	cra;,	needed	to	prac2se	the	art	form	in	ques2on.	[…]
Yet	beyond	the	technical	know-how	and	professional	knowledge
o;en	referred	to	as	theory,	the	instrumental	perspec2ve	also
embraces	theory	or	theore2cal	research	of	an	exploratory	or	applied
nature.	[…]	Theory,	as	it	were,	furnishes	the	tools	and	material
knowledge	that	are	applied	to	the	ar2s2c	process	or	product.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	18)

The interpre1ve	perspec1ve	holds	that	theory	provides	reflec2on,
knowledge,	and	understanding	with	respect	to	ar2s2c	prac2ces	and
products.	[…]	In	this	sense,	‘theory’	basically	involves	any	form	of
reflec2on	on	artworks,	or	on	the	produc2on	or	the	recep2on	of	art,
that	rises	above	the	level	of	the	cra;	itself.	[…]	An	understanding	of
ar2s2c	processes	and	products	from	a	philosophical,	ethical,
historical,	hermeneu2c,	reconstruc2ve,deconstruc2ve,	or	generally
contextualising	point	of	view	is	(or	should	be)	part	of	any	ar2s2c
research.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	19)

the performa1ve	perspec1ve	focuses	on	their
‘world-cons2tu2ng’	quality	[…]	an	understanding	of
art	which	itself	cons2tutes	a	fer2le	ground	and
star2ng	point	for	new	art	prac2ces	and	products
[…]	theory	itself	is	a	prac2ce,	and	that	theore2cal
approaches	always	par2ally	shape	the	prac2ces
they	focus	on.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	20)

The	immanent	perspec1ve	hence	reminds	us	that	there	is	also	no
such	thing	as	‘innocent’	prac2ce.	[…]	All	prac2ces	embody
concepts,	theories,	and	understandings.	[…]	no	prac2ces	and	no
materials	exist	in	the	arts	which	are	not	saturated	with
experiences,	histories,	or	beliefs.	There	is	no	unsigned	material,
and	that	is	one	reason	why	art	is	always	reflexive.	There	is	no
‘natural	law’	of	art;	its	nature	is	second	nature,preshaped	by
history,	culture,	and	theory.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	21)

[…]	art	knowledge	is	always	also
embodied	in	form	and	maWer.
Crea2ve	processes,	ar2s2c	prac2ces,
and	artworks	all	incorporate
knowledge	which	simultaneously
shapes	and	expands	the	horizons	of
the	exis2ng	world	–	not	discursively,
but	in	auditory,	visual,	and	tac2le
ways,	aesthe2cally,	expressively,	and
emo2vely.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	21)

Not	only	experimenta2on	in	prac2ce,	but
also	reflec2on	on	prac2ce	and
interpreta2on	of	prac2ce,	may	be	part	of
research	in	the	arts	as	defined	here.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	23)

Art	prac2ce	qualifies	as	research	when	its	purpose	is	to	broaden	our	knowledge	and
understanding	through	an	original	inves2ga2on.	It	begins	with	ques2ons	that	are	per2nent	to
the	research	context	and	the	art	world,	and	employs	methods	that	are	appropriate	to	the
study.	The	process	and	outcomes	of	the	research	are	appropriately	documented	and
disseminated	to	the	research	community	and	to	the	wider	public.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	43)

	[…]	art	research	focuses	on	art	objects	and
crea2ve	processes.	This	can	involve	aesthe2c,
hermeneu2c, performa2ve,	expressive,	and
emo2ve	points	of	view.	If	the	focus	of
inves2ga2on	is	on	the	crea2ve	process,	one
should	not	lose	sight	of	the	result	of	that	process
–	the	work	of	art	itself.	Both	the	material	content
and	the	immaterial,	non-conceptual,	and
nondiscursive	contents	of	crea2ve	processes	and
ar2s2c	products	may	be	ar2culated	and
communicated	in	the	research	study.	In	all	cases,
art	research	should	examine	theembeddedness
and situatedness	of	its	object	of	inves2ga2on.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	46-7)

[…]	the	knowledge	embodied	in	art,	which	has	been
variously	analysed	as	tacit,	prac2cal	knowledge,	as
‘knowing-how’,	and	as	sensory	knowledge,	is
cogni2ve,	though	non-conceptual;	and	it	is	ra2onal,
though	non-discursive.	The	dis2nc2ve	nature	of	the
knowledge	content	has	been	analysed	in	depth	in
phenomenology,	hermeneu2cs,	and	cogni2ve
psychology.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	49)

Research	in	the	arts	likewise	generally	aims	at
interpre2ng	the	par2cular	and	the	unique,	but	in	this
type	of	research	prac2cal	experimenta2on	is	an	essen2al
element.	[…]	the	research	design	incorporates	both
experimenta2on	and	par2cipa2on	in	prac2ce	and	the
interpreta2on	of	that	prac2ce.	In	summary,	research	in
the	arts	is	performed	by	ar2sts	as	a	rule,	but	their
research	envisages	a	broader-ranging	impact	than	the
development	of	their	own	ar2stry.	Unlike	other	domains
of	knowledge,	art	research	employs	both	experimental
and	hermeneu2c	methods	in	addressing	itself	to
par2cular	and	singular	products	and	processes.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	52)

Art	prac2ce	qualifies	as	research	if	its	purpose	is	to	expand	our
knowledge	and	understanding	by	conduc2ng	an	original
inves2ga2on	in	and	through	art	objects	and	crea2ve	processes.
Art	research	begins	by	addressing	ques2ons	that	are	per2nent	in
the	research	context	and	in	the	art	world.	Researchers	employ
experimental	and	hermeneu2c	methods	that	reveal	and	ar2culate
the	tacit	knowledge	that	is	situated	and	embodied	in	specific
artworks	and	ar2s2c	processes.	Research	processes	and	outcomes
are	documented	and	disseminated	in	an	appropriate	manner	to
the	research	community	and	the	wider	public.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.
53)

[…]	ar2s2c	prac2ces	and	crea2ve	processes	are	themselves	the	most	suitable
instruments	of	ar2s2c	research.	It	also	implies	that	the	most	effec2ve	way	of
ar2cula2ng,	documen2ng,	communica2ng,	and	dissemina2ng	the	research
results	is	not	the	dominant	discursive	one,	but	the	way	that	uses	the	medium
itself	as	its	mode	of	expression.	One	need	not	deny	theinescapability	of
language	to	s2ll	give	primacy	to	the	art	itself	in	the	research	process	and	as	the
research	outcome.	Discursive	expressions	may	accompany	the	research,	but
they	can	never	take	the	place	of	the	ar2s2c	‘reasoning’.	At	best,	they	can
‘imitate’,	suggest,	or	allude	to	what	is	being	ventured	in	the	ar2s2c	research,
or	can	be	employed	in	a	post	hoc	reconstruc2on	of	the	research	process.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	69)

Ar2s2c	prac2ces	are	reflec2ve	prac2ces,	and	[…]	this	is	not	just
because	ar2sts	are	now	increasingly	forced	by	external
circumstances	to	posi2on	andcontextualise	their	work	and,	as	it
were,	jus2fy	it	to	funding	bodies	and	to	the	public.	The	reflexive
nature	of	contemporary	art	also	lies	enclosed	in	contemporary	art
itself.	This	art	accepts	no	natural	law;	cannot	base	itself	on	an
aesthe2c	founda2on;	has	lost	its	normality;	and	makes	its	own
rules.	It	is	an	art	that	con2nuously	starts	anew	at	every	level,	from
the	organisa2on	of	the	material	to	the	reality	presented.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	70)

This	ar2s2c	reflec2on,	like	philosophy,	is	a	quasi-
transcendental	undertaking	because	it	bears	upon	the
founda2ons	of	our	percep2on,	our	understanding,	and
our	rela2onship	to	the	world	and	other	people.	Art	is
thought,	not	theory.	It	actually	seeks	to	postpone
‘theory’,	to	reroute	judgments,	opinions,	and
conclusions,	and	even	to	delay	or	suspend	them
indefinitely.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	71)

Ar2s2c	research	is	the	deliberate	ar2cula2on	of	this
unfinished	material	thinking.	This	reinforces	the	con2ngent
perspec2ves	and	world	disclosures	it	imparts.	In	the	debate
on	the	epistemology	of	ar2s2c	research,	an	an2thesis
repeatedly	surfaces:	between	explicit,	manifest	knowledge
and	implicit	or	tacit	knowledge,	and	between	knowing	that
something	is	the	case	and	knowing	how	to	do	or	make
something.	I	propose	to	add	a	third	side	to	this:	not	knowing.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	71)

If	some	form	of	mimesis	does	exist	in	art,	it	is	here:
in	the	force,	at	once perspec2vist	and performa2ve,
by	which	art	offers	us	new	experiences,	outlooks,
and	insights	that	bear	on	our	rela2onship	to	the
world	and	to	ourselves.	This	ar2cula2on	of	the
world	we	live	in	is	what	we	may	call	the	radical
realism	of	ar2s2c	research.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	72)

Wherein	lies	the	specific	nature	of	ar2s2c
research?	Is	that	in	the	research	object	–	the
uniqueness	of	ar2s2c	prac2ce,	of	the	work	of
art,	of	the	crea2ve	process?	Or	does	it	lie	in	the
research	process	–	in	the	course	it	follows,	the
working	procedures,	the	methods?	Or,	from	a
third	point	of	view,	does	ar2s2c	research	seek	to
reveal	a	special	form	of	knowledge	–	tacit,
prac2cal,	nonconceptual,	non-discursive,
sensory	knowledge,	as	embodied	in	ar2s2c
products	and	processes?	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	79)

ar2s2c	research	as	a	rule	does	not	start	off	with	clearly	defined	research
ques2ons,	topics,	or	hypotheses	whose	relevance	to	the	research	context	or
to	art	prac2ce	has	been	established	beforehand.	Much	such	research	is	not
‘hypothesis-led’,	but	‘discovery-	led’	research	(Rubidge	2005:	8),	in	which	the
ar2st	undertakes	a	search	on	the	basis	of	intui2on	and	trial-and-error,
possibly	stumbling	across	unexpected	outcomes	or	surprising	insights	or
farsights.	Moreover,	because	the	researchers	are	in2mately	intertwined	with
what	they	are	exploring	–	much	ar2s2c	research	actually	serves	their	own
ar2s2c	development	–	they	do	not	have	ample	distance	to	the	research
topic,	a	distance	that	is	supposedly	an	essen2al	condi2on	for	achieving	a
degree	of	objec2vity.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	80)

In	terms	of	method	[…]	ar2s2c	research	also	seems	to	diverge	from	the
prescrip2ons	set	out	in	methodology	manuals.	It	is	the	very	prac2ce	of
unsystema2c	dri;ing	and	searching	–	of	which	serendipity,	chance
inspira2ons,	and	clues	are	an	integral	part	–	that	takes	ar2sts	onto	new,
unbroken	ground.	They	thus	do	not	operate	within	a	well-
circumscribed	discipline	that	spells	out	what	may	and	may	not	be	part
of	the	research	strategy.	In	ar2s2c	research,	both	the	research	topic
and	the	research	ques2ons	and	methods	tend	to	become	clear	only	bit
by	bit	during	the	ar2s2c	search,	which	o;en	transcends	disciplines	as
well.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	80-1)

In	their	bookThe	New	Produc2on	of	Knowledge	from	1994,	Michael	Gibbons	and	his	colleagues
[…]	proposed	amendment	to	this	standard	model.	They	described	how	‘Mode	1	science’	must
now	make	increasing	room	for	‘Mode	2	knowledge	produc2on’.
Mode	1	refers	to	tradi2onal,	discipline-bound	research	that	takes	place	in	academic	contexts
(mostly	universi2es);	it	is		characterised	by	organisa2onal	homogeneity,	uniformity,	and
stability.	The	quality	of	Mode	1	research	–	which	is	primarily	focused	on	the	finding	of	truths	or
the	jus2fica2on	of	beliefs	–	is	assessed	and	controlled	within	each	discipline	by	a	peer	review
system,	in	which	largely	individual	contribu2ons	are	assessed	by	colleagues	who	are	considered
competent	to	judge	quality	by	virtue	of	their	own	previous	individual	contribu2ons.
Mode	2	research,	in	contrast,	is	said	to	take	place	in	the	‘context	of	applica2on’.	It	is
interdisciplinary	or transdisciplinary,	involving	both	academics	and	other	par2es.	Research	is
not	conducted	exclusively	in	homogeneous,	uniformly	structured	universi2es,	but	is	more
localised	in	heterogeneous,	diversified,	o;en	transitory	configura2ons,	made	up	of	universi2es,
governmental	agencies,	industrial	research	centres,	non-governmental	organisa2ons,	and	other
actors	that	assemble	around	a	par2cular	set	of	problems.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	89)
[…]	ar2s2c	research	is	not	primarily	an	academic	(university)	maWer,	but	is	carried	out	in	what
Gibbons	et	al.,	in	their	descrip2on	of	Mode	2,	call	the	‘context	of	applica2on’.	(Borgdorff	2012,
p.	91)

In	the	history	of	epistemology,	the	dis2nc2on	is	made	between
knowing	that	something	is	the	case	–	theore2cal	knowledge,
proposi2onal	knowledge,	explicit	knowledge,	focal	knowledge	–	and
knowing	how	to	do	something,	to	make	something	–	prac2cal
knowledge,	embodied	knowledge,	implicit	knowledge,	tacit	knowledge.
Ar2s2c	research	operates	mainly	in	the	laWer	sphere.	[…]		ar2s2c
research	could	be	described	as	first	and	foremost	an	ar2cula2on	of	the
non-proposi2onal	forms	of	knowledge	and	experience	in	and	through
the	crea2on	of	art.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	122)

Some2mes	ar2s2c	research	is	closely	related	to	humani2es	research,	in
par2cular	to	that	in	art	studies	and	cultural	studies.	These	disciplines	may
provide	interpre2ve	frameworks	that	can	also	figure	in	research	in	and
through	ar2s2c	prac2ce,	such	as	hermeneu2cs,	semio2cs,	cri2cal	theory,	or
cultural	analysis.	Some2mes	ar2s2c	research	has	much	in	common	with
technological,	applied	research,	par2cularly	where	the	research	is	aimed	at
improving	materials	and	techniques	or	at	designing	new	instruments	or
applica2ons.	And	some2mes	ar2s2c	research	has	a	strong	affinity	with
social	science	research,	and	more	par2cularly	with	ethnographic	research
or	ac2on	research	–	whereby,	in	both	cases,	the	subject	and	object	of	study
are	intertwined,	and	the	researcher	is	both	a	par2cipant	and	an	observer.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	123)

(1)	Ar2s2c	research	concerns	and	affects	the	founda2ons	of	our	percep2on,
our	understanding,	and	our	rela2onship	to	the	world	and	other	people.	I
would	call	this	the	realism	of	ar2s2c	research.
(2)	Ar2s2c	research	is	‘material	thinking’:	the	ar2cula2on	of	non-
proposi2onal	knowledge	and	experience,	embodied	in	artworks	and	crea2ve
processes.	This	is	the	non-conceptualism	of	ar2s2c	research.
(3)	Ar2s2c	research	is	not	about	theory,	but	about	thought.	It	is	not	primarily
directed	at	‘knowing	that	…’	or	‘knowing	how	…’.	It	is	directed	more	at	a	not-
knowing,	or	a notyet-	knowing.	It	creates	room	for	that	which	isunthought,
that	which	is	unexpected	–	the	idea	that	all	things	could	be	different.	This	is
the	con2ngency	of	ar2s2c	research.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	124)

Ar2s2c	research	also	qualifies	as	such	boundary	work	–
and	in	two	different	direc2ons.	Ar2s2c	research	is	an
ac2vity	undertaken	in	the	borderland	between	the	art
world	and	the	academic	world.	The	topics,	the
ques2ons,	as	well	as	the	results	of	such	research	are
judged,	and	have	meaning,	both	in	the	art	world	and	in
academia.	And	in	this	respect	ar2s2c	research	appears
to	differ	from	more	tradi2onal	academic	research,
whose	relevance	and	validity	is	determined	primarily
within	the	community	of	peers,	within	the	walls	of
academia,	within	the	world	of	the	universi2es.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	132)

Ar2s2c	research	–	as	embedded	in	ar2s2c	and	academic
contexts	–	is	the	ar2cula2on	of	the	unreflec2ve,	non-
conceptual	content	enclosed	in	aesthe2c	experiences,
enacted	in	crea2ve	prac2ces,	and	embodied	in	ar2s2c
products.	The	theme	of	unreflec2ve	ac2on,	non-conceptual
content,	and	embodied	knowledge	is	explored	in
phenomenology,	which,	star2ng	withHusserl	and	con2nuing
via Heidegger	and Merleau-Ponty,	has	focused	aWen2on	on
the	nature	of	percep2on	and	the	cons2tu2on	of
inten2onality	andnorma2vity,	beyond	an	ontology	in	which
the	world	was	thought	to	be	independent	of	our
situatedness.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	168)

Is	it	possible	to	achieve	a	linguis2c-conceptual
ar2cula2on	of	the	embedded,	enacted,	and
embodied	content	of	ar2s2c	research?	The
significance	of	the	current	discussion	at	the
intersec2on	of	phenomenology,	cogni2ve	sciences,
and	philosophy	of	mind	lies	in	the	prospects	it	may
open	for	libera2ng	the	content	of	research	in	and
through	ar2s2c	prac2ces	from	the	explicit,
explanatory,	descrip2ve,	or	interpre2ve	approaches
that	are	so	common	in	other	research	in	the	arts.
(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	170)

The construc1vist	perspec2ve	holds	that	objects	and	events	actually	become
cons2tuted	in	and	through	artworks	and	ar2s2c	ac2ons.	Only	in	and	through	art	do
we	see	what	landscapes, soundworlds,	histories,	emo2ons,	rela2ons,	interests,	or
movements	really	are	or	could	be.	Here	lies	theperforma2ve	and	cri2cal	power	of
art.	It	does	not	represent	things;	it	presents	them,	thereby	making	the	world	into
what	it	is	or	could	be.	The hermeneu1c	perspec2ve	assumes	that	ar2s2c	prac2ces
and	artworks	disclose	the	world	to	us.	The	world-revealing	power	of	art	lies	in	its
ability	to	offer	us	those	new	vistas,	experiences,	and	insights	that	affect	our
rela2onship	with	the	world	and	with	ourselves.	Ar2s2c	research	addresses	this
world-cons2tu2ng	and	world-revealing	power	of	art	–	the	ways	in	which	we
cons2tute	and	understand	the	world	in	and	through	art.	(Borgdorff	2012,	p.	171-2)

With	regard	to	the	rela2onship
between	philosophy	and	art,	this
implies	that	ar2s2c	prac2ce	is	more
than	just	an	applica2on	of	theory
and	that	theory	is	more	than	a	mere
reflec2on	on	prac2ce. Deleuze
perceives	this	unique	rela2onship
as	“a	system	of	relays	within	a
larger	sphere,	within	a	mul2plicity
of	parts	that	are	both	theore2cal
and	prac2cal.”Art	and	theory,	in
effect,	are	nothing	more	than	two
different	forms	of	prac2ce
interrelated	through	a	system	of
interac2on	and	transferences.	In
this	constella2on,	philosophy
neither	brings	the	arts	to	the	point
nor	does	art sensualize
philosophical	truths;	philosophy
serves	a	knowledge-based	ar2s2c
prac2ce	as	a	point	of	reference,
similar,	conversely,	to	how	art
might	affect	theore2cal	prac2ce.
(Bush	2009,	p.	1)

[…]	art	that	understands	itself	as	research,	in	that	scien2fic	processes	or
conclusions	become	the	instrument	of	art	and	are	used	in	the	artworks.
This	refers	to	a	par2cular	phenomenon	in	contemporary	art,	in	par2cular
in	ins2tu2onal-cri2que,	whereby	research	is	considered	a	part	of	the
ar2s2c	process	and	is	carried	out	by	the	ar2st	herself.	In	this	case,	art	is	in
fact	a	form	of	knowledge.	It	becomes	the	site	of	knowledge	produc2on
and	does	not	restrict	itself	to	integra2ng	previously	known	concepts.	[…]
theory	is	now	interpreted	as	a	cons2tu2ve	element	of	the	ar2s2c	prac2ce
itself,	and	scien2fic	methods	of	research	and	knowledge	genera2on	enter
into	the	ar2s2c	process.	(Bush	2009,	p.	3)

Qualita2ve	research	and	ar2s2c
research	are	much	closer	to	each
other	than	qualita2ve	research	and
quan2ta2ve	research.	Both	have
rejected	the	possibility	and	desire
for	finding	universal	truths	and	have
no	interest	in	grand	narra2ves.	Both
are	interested	in	local	and	par2cular
knowledge,	tacit	and	embodied
knowing	and	respect	intui2on	and
imagina2on	in	the	research	process.
The	epistemological	and	ontological
premises	of	qualita2ve	and	ar2s2c
research	are	manifold,	but	the
departure	from	posi2vist	paradigm
is	clear	and	cut.	(An2lla	2010,	p.	86)

Drawing	on	the	phenomenology	of	DanZahavi, first-person	modality	can	be	described	as	the	first-
personal givenness	of	or	accessibility	to	experien2al	phenomena.	All	experiences	come	with	a	quality
ofmineness	and	a	sense	of	self-awareness.	The	self-consciousness	that	is	present	the	moment	I
consciously	experience	something	does	not	necessarily	entail	some	kind	of	reflec2on,	introspec2on	or
higher-order	monitoring.	AsMerleau-Ponty	has	argued,	it	is	an	intrinsic	feature	of	experience	already
on	a	pre-reflec2ve	level,	as	an	immediate	and	non-cogni2ve	reflexivity.	(Zahavi	2005,	12,	16,	21;
Merleau-Ponty	1995/1962,	100.)	The	first-person	perspec2ve	can	be	considered	to	include	a	weak	and
strong	aWribute.	The	strong	aWribute	of	first-person	perspec2ve	denotes	the	reflec2ve	and	more	focal
grasp	we	can	have	on	our	self-experiences.	The	weak	aWribute	relates	to	the	immediate	and	non-
objec2fying	sense	of	self	involved	in	conscious	experience.	This	experience	belongs	to	what	in
phenomenology	is	most	o;en	referred	to	as	theprereflec2ve	dimension	of	consciousness.	Generally
speaking,	first-persongivenness	makes	experiences	subjec2ve	and	entails	a	built-in	self-reference.
(Zahavi	2005,	12,	16;Merleau-Ponty	1995/1962,	100,	371–372.)	(Ravn Rouhiainen	2010,	p.	96)

the	second-person	perspec1ve	is	concerned	with	sharing
experiences	of	other	persons	through	an	inaccessible	gap.	We
can	experience,	for	example,	the	anger	of	another	through	her
or	his	verbal	and	physical	expression.	This	experience	usually
comes	as	an	immediate	recogni2on	that	our	being	is	witnessing
the	anger	of	another	person.	This	means	that	self-awareness	is
not	solipsis2c.	Integral	to	it	is	experien2al	interac2on	with	the
world.	Self-awareness	is	always	theselfawareness	of	a	world-
immersed	self.	(Ravn Rouhiainen	2010,	p.	96)

the third-person	viewpoint	is	concerned	with	aweperspec2ve
that	considers	a	common, intersubjec2vely	shared	world.
However,	this	social	dimension	is	accessible	only	through	the	first-
person	perspec2ve,	which	is	mediated	by	thesecondperson
perspec2ve.	(Zahavi	2005,	123,	151,	154,	155.)	AsZahavi	(2005,
123)	states,	in	this	sense	“there	is	no	pure	third-person
perspec2ve,	just	as	there	is	no	view	from	nowhere”.	It	is	a	view
that	we	adopt	arising	out	of	at	least	two	first-person	perspec2ves;
that	is,	it	involves intersubjec2vity.	(Ravn Rouhiainen	2010,	p.	96)

Ar2cula2ng	thefirst-person	perspec1ve	relates	to	an	autobiographical	and
narra2ve	self,	which	introduces	to	selzood,	among	others,	the	problems	of	the
temporal	dimension,	memory,	reflec2on	and	linguis2c	communi2es.	The	social
cons2tu2on	of	this	dimension	of	self	is	quite	graspable.	Our	life-stories	evolve	in
interac2on	with	others.	They	are	interwoven	in	their	stories	and	embedded	in
larger	historical	and	communal	meaning-giving	structures.	Our	life-stories	are	then
only	par2ally	determined	by	our	own	choices	and	decisions.	(Gallagher	&Zahavi
2008,	201.)	This	means	that	the	concepts	I	use	to	express	the	salient	features	of
the	person	I	take	myself	to	be	are	concepts	derived	from	tradi2on	and	theory	that
will	vary	widely	from	one	historical	period	to	the	next	and	across	social	class	and
culture	(Zahavi	2005,	108).	(RavnRouhiainen	2010,	p.	102)

Since	ar2s2c	research	has	been	accepted	and	established	as
credible	research	within	art	educa2on	and	art	ins2tu2ons,	we
have	to	keep	its	possibili2es	open	and	move	towards	a	vision
of	ar2s2c	research	which	is	self-cri2cal	and	self-reflexive.	Put
differently,	we	must	have	the	courage	to	be	anarchis2c	and
experimental.	(Hannula	2011	p.	70 cité	par	Frisk	2013,	p.	41)

[…]	if	we	want	to	hang	on	to	the	unorganized
possibili2es	of	ar2s2c	prac2ce	«	we	should
avoid	defining	ar2s2c	research	simply	along
ins2tu2onal	academic	lines.	This	means	focus
on	the	singularity	of	how	art	prac2ce-theory-
history	and	other	‘disciplines’	intersect	and
coalesce	in	individual	projects.	As	we	cannot
quite	know	beforehand	what	form	this	will
take	[...]	we	have	to	be	wary	about	aWempts
to	regulate	ar2s2c	research,	to	knock	it	into
shape	of	the	academicdisciplines	».	(Maharaj
2011,	p.	39 cité	par	Frisk	2013,	p.	42)

[…]	rather	than	being	a	non-
academic	and	independent
research	discipline,	ar2s2c
research	is	situated	in	a
mul2layered	and	mul2dimensional
space	principally	defined	by	four
non-conformal	fields	of
gravita2on:	the	subjec2ve,	the
academic,	the	experimental,	and
the	field	of	the	art	world.(Frisk
2013,	p.	42)

Similarly	to	how	anthropologists	and	ethnologists	par2cipate	in
the	contexts	that	they	study,	the	ar2st	engages	in	a	systema2c
study	of	his	or	her	own	ar2s2c	processes.	However,	the
interrela2on	between	an	ar2st,	the	cultural	tools	(material	and
psychological	ones)	and	the	ar2s2c	output	is	in	itself	complex,
and	the	interac2on	between	ar2sts	is	accordingly	a	complex
maWer	of	embodied	processes	and	the	resonance	between	the
self,	the	other	and	material	objects	(Coessens	2011;	Nancy	2007;
Östersjö	2008,	2013).	(Frisk	2013,	p.	44)

L'ar1ste	/
The	ar1st

The	research	process	has	the	poten2al	not	only	to
open	the	field	of	ar2s2c	knowledge	produc2on	to
other	disciplines	and	to	other	fields	of	interest,	but
also	to	open	up	the	ar2s2c	prac2ce	under	scru2ny	to
new	and	unexpected	areas	which	will	guide	the
development	of	the	ar2s2c	work.	(Frisk	2013,	p.	45)

At	least	two	dimensions	of	public	value	seem	applicable	in	the
case	of	ar2s2c	research:	those	values	arising	from	the	work
itself,	which	are	‘contained’	within	the	work,	and	which	may
be	appreciated	by	apublic	;	and	those	values	arising	from	an
ins2tu2onal	se�ng	associated	with	art	and	ar2s2c	research,
[…]	A	third	intermediate	form	of	value,	located	somewhere	in
between	these	two,	is	embodied	in	the	public	func2on	of
intellectual	commentary	by	ar2s2c	research	prac22oners.
(Hellström	2010,	p.	310)

the	value	of	ar2s2c	products	and	processes
is	located	—	whether	value	is	conceived	as	a
quality	inhering	primarily	in	the	ar2fact/
text/play,	etc.,	or	in	certain	outcomes	or
epiphenomenal	effects	brought	about	by
the	ac2vity	(Hellström	2010,	p.	310)

several	‘tensions’	related	to	the	evalua2on
of	ar2s2c	research	were	iden2fied,	namely
those	between	science	and	art,	private	and
public	value	dimensions,	and	quali2es	of
an	intrinsic	and	extrinsic	nature.	(Hellström
2010,	p.	314)

there	is	a	need	for	an	extended	stakeholder	set	in	ar2s2c	research	evalua2on.
With	regard	to	peer	review,	exper2se	may	not	be	readily	available,	but	rather
will	have	to	be	approximated	or	created.	Experts	from	related	fields,	including
prac22oners	and	other	users,	will	have	to	nego2ate	and	calibrate	their
understanding	of	quality,	between	each	other,	as	well	as	between	themselves
as	a	group	and	the	evaluated	party.	[…]	Tradi2onal	intrinsic	indicators	would
amount	to,	for	example,	fit	between	framework	and	data,	aesthe2c	quali2es
of	theories,	explanatory	reach;	that	is,	epistemic	indicators.	But	ar2s2c
research,	due	to	its	cross-sector	quality,	and	its	o;en	rather	prac2cal	research
goals,	suggests	that	such	intrinsic	values	are	closely	connected	to	the
transforma2ve	effect	of	new	knowledge	on	an	extended	stakeholder	set.	In
this	sense	the	stakeholder	set	and	the	intrinsic	quality	indicators	are	closely
2ed	together.	(Hellström	2010,	p.	315)

-	Higher	levels	of	acceptable	serendipity	in
ar2s2c	research	implies	less	reliance	on
methodological	explica2on	and	planned
outcomes.
-	Communica2on	should	not	be	reified	to	mean
publica2on	and	conference	aWendance,	but
should	also	recognize	the	need	to	form
ins2tu2onal	pla�orms	for	inquiry	where	such	did
not	previously	exist.
-	It	is	important	to	assess	correctly	the	level	of
maturity	of	a	field	since	this	dictates	what	kind
of	outputs	can	be	expected.
-	Due	to	the cross-sectoral	character	of	ar2s2c
research,	extra	aWen2on	must	be	given	to
iden2fying	the	extended	stakeholder	set	of
relevance	for	valida2on	and	use	of	knowledge
generated.	(Hellström	2010,	p.	315)

[…]	a	characteris2c	of	art	-	and	perhaps	of	ar2s2c	research	-	is
the	sense	in	which	it	is	necessarilyopenended.	The	uses	to
which	art	is	put	and	how	it	operates	are	many	and	various	and	I
would	assert	that	“provisionality”	is	an	important	aspect	of
what	art	can	contribute	to	other	disciplines?	it	is	fundamentally
incomplete	and	requires	a	spectator’s	input	in	order	to	exist	or
func2on.	In	this	sense,spectatorship	is	a	process	of	construc2ng
a	meaning,	a	world	or	a	story	from	a	fragment	and	is	an	ac2vity
that	is	essen2ally	private.	(O’Riley	2011,	p.	1)

[…]	the	movement	between	thought,	image,	and	text	is	brought	into
relief	by	new	representa2onal	forms	and	by	extension,	so	are	the
prac2ces	of	research	and	art.	The	physical	context	that	provides	the
ground	for	an	image,	for	example,	can	become	part	of	the	work.	The
intellectual	or	emo2onal	context	provided	by	the	viewer	can	equally
be	absorbed	or	conversely	determine	a	work’s	impact.	Movement
between	these	realms	mirrors	the	movement	between,	for	example,
an	intellectual	context	provided	by	research	and	the	lateral	spaces	of
the	image	or	artwork	that	resist	being	pinned	down	to	an	argument.
(O’Riley	2011,	p.	4)

While	the	methods	of	science
try	to	establish	agreement
and	determine	the	accuracy
of	process,	art	can	offer
provisionality	as	a	virtue.	It
does	not	necessarily	aWempt
to	determine	a	thing	by
descrip2on	through	theory
and	experiment	but	can
propose	ways	of	seeing.
(O’Riley	2011,	p.	5)

Making,	thinking,	or	doing	could	be	regarded	as	cogni2ve	acts.
If	textual	and	visual	research	shares	a	common	subject	(the
thinking	individual	engaged	in	the	research)	perhaps	these
ac2vi2es	can	be	seen	as	manifesta2ons	of	an	underlying
process.	At	root,	they	refer	to	a	binding	ac2vity.	They	may	be
different	manifesta2ons	or	ways	of	expressing	an	underlying
process	but	they	share	a	common	source:	for	example,	to	make
a	thing	involves	constant	thinking	that	is	some2mes	overt	but
frequently	tacit.	No	convincing	prac2ce	can	exist	without	a
degree	of	cri2cality	of	both	itself	and	the	context	in	which	it
operates.	Likewise,	thinking	is	rooted	in	prac2cal	experience.	I
would	assert	that	the	rela2onship	between	these	ac2vi2es,
between	research	and	prac2ce	or imagemaking	and
textmaking,	is	fundamentally	intertwined:	they	are	rela2onal
objects	of	thought	(Macleod	& Holdridge,	2005?	O’Riley,	2005).
(O’Riley	2011,	p.	6)

A	different	view	could	posit	a	more
enmeshed	rela2onship	between
research	and	prac2ce,	where	the
former	is	an	intrinsic	part	of	the
laWer	and	vice	versa.	That	is,
prac2ce	is	imbued	with	the	rigor,
cri2cality,	knowledge	of	context,
and	ques2oning	associated	with
research?	and	research	is	in	a
sense	determined	by	the	drive
afforded	by	prac2cal	thinking,
experience,	enactment,	and
embodiment.	(O’Riley	2011,	p.	6)

[…]	academic	wri2ng	[…]	is	the	labour	of	crea2ng	aesthe2c	ideas	and	of	transforming	into	their	public
and	discursive	form	that	can	be	understood	and	evaluated	by	a	group	of	appropriate	peers	in	order	to
judge	their	relevance	for	research	and	society.	The	tradi2onal	model	for	academic	wri2ng	is
proposi2onal	text,	while	for	the	debates	around	ar2s2c	research	the	use	of	other	media	such	as	image
or	sound	is	of	importance	for	a	piece	of	wri2ng.	To	employ	mul2media	in	the	context	of	academic
wri2ng	is	not	unheard	of,	but	it	is	their	rela2onship	to	the	text	that	is	of	concern	if	it	is	thought	of	as
representa2onal.	If	an	image,	for	instance,	appears	to	illustrate	a	text,	we	do	have	the	sense	that	what
is	to	be	said	resides	in	the	text,	while	the	image	has	a	mere	communica2ve	func2on;	conversely,	if	a
text	explains	an	image,	we	think	that	the	image	holds	the	meaning	while	the	text	merely	elaborates	on
that	meaning.	Both	cases	use	different	voices,	but	it	is	the	importance	of	representa2on	(that	text	is
represented	through	an	image	or	vice	versa)	that	makes	it	so	difficult	for	ar2sts,	because	contemporary
art	is	defined	aesthe2cally	rather	than	representa2onally,	at	least	if	we	are	to	follow	Jacques
Rancière's	assessment	of	the	situa2on,	when	he	claims	that	the	representa2onal	regime	of	the	arts	has
been	replaced	by	the	aesthe2c	regime.	(Rancière	2004b)	(Schwab	2012,	p.	3)

the	goal	is	an	expanded	no2on
of	academic	wri2ng	that
includes	a	mul2plicity	of	voices,
diverse	forms	of	presenta2on
and	an	ar2s2c	re-nego2a2on	of
what	it	means	to	add	to
knowledge	and	understanding.
(Schwab	2012,	p.	5)

The	most	important	features	of	academic	wri2ng	may	be	iden2fied	as:	complexity,	formality,
precision,	objec2vity,	explicitness,	accuracy,	hedging	and	responsibility.	(GilleW	2010)	AdmiWedly,
not	all	no2ons	on	this	list	lends	themselves	to	an	easy	transposi2on	into	the	field	of	ar2s2c
research,	although	once	one	operates	in	material,	visual	or	acous2c	cultures	most	of	these	term	will
make	sense	outside	of	a	limited	proposi2onal,	textual	use.	[…]	into	the	field	of	ar2s2c	research,
although	once	one	operates	in	material,	visual	or	acous2c	cultures	[…]complexity 	means	that	a
work	also	speaks	of	its	reflec2ve	implica2ons	and	its	posi2on	within	a	context	of	prac2ce,	making
'easy'	solu2ons	o;en	impossible	[…]explicitness	need,	however,	not	be	literal,	for	a	work’s
proposi2on	may	very	o;en	lie	in	what	it	does	not	explicitly	say.Accuracy	in	the	context	of	ar2s2c
research	may	refer	to	the	use	of	tools,	devices	or	materials,	not,	however	as	a	demonstra2on	of
skill,	but	rather	as	the	crea2on	of	an	accurate	rela2onship	between	any	of	these	elements	and	the
work's	meaning.	Accuracy	may	be	understood	like	a	tuning	or	calibra2on	process,	in	which	a	single
experience	is	shaped	from	accurately	interrela2ng	diverse	elements.Precision	may	be	required,
because	even	if	a	work	does	not	look	precise,	this	very	character	ofnotlooking-	precise	may	be	a
precise	way	of	entering	the	material,	adding,	for	instance,	jus2fica2on	to	a	transforma2ve
appropria2on	[…].Hedging,	on	the	other	hand,	is	not	o;en	openly	discussed	in	the	arts,	but	most
people	are	very	aware	of	the	limits	that	a	work	accepts	in	order	to	remain	comprehensible,	i.e.	art.
If	everything	was	to	be	mobilized	in	an	extreme	ar2s2c	effort,	the	work	may	have	a	claim,	but	this
claim	may	be	herme2cally	sealed	off.	(Schwab	2012,	p.	4)

The	basic	idea	here	is	to	see	ar2s2c	research	as	a	prac2ce.	An
engaged	prac2ce,	which	in	each	context	is	imbued	with	the
necessary	quali2es	and	substance	to	make	it	what	it	is,	and	also
to	apply	its	own	internal	logic	to	deciding	between	what	makes
sense	and	what	is	invalid.	A	prac2ce	with	a	defined	direc2on,
but	with	an	open-	ended,	undetermined	procedural	trajectory.
A	prac2ce	that	is	par2cular,	content-	driven,	self-	cri2cal,	self-
reflec2ve	and contextualized.	(Hannula	2008:	112 cité	par
Sullivan	2011,	p.	117)

implica2ons	related	to	ar2s2ccogni2on	:
•	First,	it	is	acknowledged	that	the	thinking	ar2st	is	a	prac22oner-	researcher	who	uses	many	visual
cogni2ve	strategies	that	dislodge	discipline	boundaries,	override	media	conven2ons,	and	disrupt
poli2cal	interests	as	they	take	on	roles	as	creators,	cri2cs	and	theorists.
•	Second,	seeing,	experiencing	and	thinking	in	ar2s2c	contexts	ac2vates	cogni2ve	processes	that	are
both	mental	and	physical.	Whether	ar2sts	are	‘thinking’	in	media,	languages	or	contexts,	the	modes	of
crea2ve	and	cri2cal	ac2ons	are	distributed	and	connected	throughout	the	neural	architecture	of	the
visual	brain,	and	the	various	situa2ons	and	se�ngs	that	shape	the	way	images	are	made	and	what
they	might	mean.	As	such,	ar2s2c	cogni2on	is	a	form	of	human	knowing	that	is	embodied	within
ar2s2c	prac2ce	and	incorporates	crea2ve	and	cri2cal	processes	as	mind	and	maWer	converge	in	the
many	contexts	within	which	art	prac2ce	takes	place.
•	Third,	the	image	ins2nct	that	gives	rise	to	a	crea2ve	impulse	is	a	con2nuously	changing,	dynamic
process	that	makes	use	of	the	connec2ve	capacity	of	concepts,	forms,	and	contexts,	and	s2mulates	a
mindful	search	that	takes	place	within	and	beyond	the	parameters	of	exis2ng	knowledge	systems	and
structures.	In	this	sense,ar1s1c	research	is	a	‘	post-discipline’	prac1ce.	(Sullivan	2011,	p.	118)

Cogni1on	/
Cogni1on

To	see	ar2s2c	research	as	‘embodied’
knowledge	is	to	differen2ate	it	from
conceptual-specula2ve-computa2onal	circuits
that	tend	to	be	seen	asselfenclosed	and
detached	from	motor-sensory-soma2c
processes.	(FranciscoVarela	et	al.	The
Embodied	Mind.	2000).	(Maharaj	2004,	p.	9)

The	insistence	on	the	obliga2on	to	produce	a	wriWen
supplement	[…]	appears	to	demonstrate	a	lack	of	confidence,
either	in	the	capacity	of	the	arts	to	speak	in	a	meaningful,
complex,	and	cri2cal	way	in	a	medium	of	their	choosing,	or	in
their	own	capacity	to	make	sound	judgements	on	the
meaning,	complexity	and	cri2cality	of	ar2s2c	output	as	such.
(Lesage	2013,	p.	144)

As	a	criterion	for	the	validity	of	research,	following
models	from	qualita2ve	research,	they	stress	the
convincingness	of	its	rhetoric	and	point	out	as	the
main	requirement	that	the	research	be
intersubjec2ve	so	that	future	readers	can	assess	its
validity.	They	name	five	points	that	are	of	prime
importance	for	ar2s2c	research:
(1)	presen2ng	the	research	context	and	delinea2ng
the	problems,
(2)	credibility	and	explana2ons,
(3)	the	internal	coherence	and	persuasiveness	of
the	research,
(4)	the	usability,	transferability	and	novelty	value	of
the	results	and
(5)	the	meaning	and	importance	of	the	research
results	to	the	ar2s2c	and	research	communi2es.
How	these	five	points	are	understood	in	prac2ce
depends	on	the	ar2s2c	domain	in	ques2on	and	to
what	extent	ordinary	ar2s2c	prac2ce	in	that
domain	is	research-	based.	(Arlander	2013,	p.	156)

Thus	ar2s2c	research	differs	from	empirical
research,	which	tries	to	find	general	laws.
Nevanlinnna	suggests,	in	line	withSören
Kjorup’s	argument,	that	«	Perhaps	only
ar2s2c	research	will	realise	the	program	of
‘aesthe2c	research’	proposed	by	the
inventor	of	the	term	AlexanderBaumgarten
in	the	18th	century:	it	produces	knowledge
of	the	singular.	This	kind	of	knowledge
concerns	the	singular	and	the	unique	and
cannot	be	generalised	into	laws,	but	it	is
nevertheless knowledge.	»	(Arlander	2013,
p.	157)

Esa Kirkkopelto	[…]	proposed	[…]	that:	(1)	an	ar2st	changes	her	ar2s2c	medium	into
a	medium	of	research	and	(2)	as	a	process	of	ar2s2c	research	carries	out	and
displays	a	certain	change,	it	ar2culates	itself	as	a	medium	of	inven2on.	He	stressed
the	shared	and	ins2tu2onal	aspect	of	ar2s2c	research:
«	The	inven2veness	of	an	inven2on	is	in	itself	a	maWer	of	evalua2on	(is	it	something
really	new	and	different	in	rela2on	to	previous	devices	and	modes	of	prac2ce;	does	it
have	an	impact	on	these?).	But	mere	originality,	or	even	ingenuity,	does	not	suffice
to	make	an	inven2on	research	in	any	ins2tu2onal	or	academic	sense,	to	dis2nguish	it
from	art-	making	and	experimental	art	[…]	Ar2s2c	research	done	by	an	ar2st	outside
ins2tu2ons	is	worthy	of	its	name	only	if	it	has	ins2tu2onal	consequences	and	if	it	can
ar2culate	itself	in	rela2on	to	ins2tu2ons,	was	it	only	in	order	to	resist	them	[…]	As	a
consequence,	the	criteria	for	evalua2on	would	consist	of	considering	to	what	extent
an	ar2st-	researcher	is	able	to	present	their	inven2on	as	an	ins2tu2on.	If	they
manage	to	do	that,	their	research	has	significance	to	everyone,	it	produces
knowledge.	»	(Arlander	2013,	p.	157)
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