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Introduction

This chapter examines artistic research as a fétmawvledge production. It will conclude,
however, by saying that artistic research seeksmatuch to make explicit the knowledge
that art is said to produce, but rather to proadpecific articulation of the pre-reflective,
non-conceptual content of art. It thereby invie&nfinished thinking’. Hence, it is not
formal knowledge that is the subject matter ofstitiresearch, but thinking in, through and
with art.

The expressioartistic researcltonnects two domains: art and academia. Obviobsly t
term can also be used in a general sense. Evésyduoes research as she works, as she tries
to find the right material, the right subject, &g $ooks for information and techniques to use
in her studio or atelier, or when she encountensetbing, changes something or begins anew
in the course of her workArtistic research in the emphatic sense — andsed in this article
— unites the artistic and the academic in an engerphat impacts on both domains. Art
thereby transcends its former limits, aiming thiotige research to contribute to thinking and
understanding; academia, for its part, opens upoitsdaries to forms of thinking and
understanding that are interwoven with artisticpicgs. These specific ‘border violations’
can spark a good deal of tension. The relationseipreen art and academia is uneasy, but
challenging. That is one reason why the issue ofadleation between the artistic and the
academic has been one of the most widely discuspéts in the debate on artistic research

in the past fifteen yeafs.

! Christopher Frayling (1993) examined the distmetbetween research (‘r) and Research (‘R’) mdosay in
his widely debated article ‘Research in Art andibe's

% The demarcations and dichotomies employed in trapier should not be interpreted too absolutelyrdther
taken as imperfect dialectical tools to put theectomatter into perspective. See Borgdorff 2006afo



A related issue of demarcation is at play in #atronship between academia and
‘artistic development’ and ‘artistic practice’. some quarters, one prefers to speak not of
artistic research, but of ‘artistic developmetithe word ‘research’ stays reserved for
activities in traditional universities or industriasearch centres. Indeed there is something to
be said for preferring the term ‘artistic developmeArtistic research certainly contributes to
the development of the arts, just as all otheranesetries to contribute to the discipline in
guestion. Research and development are intimatdlyieed, and it may sometimes make
sense to highlight the developmental aspect, eglhewrhen one is inclined to question the
importance of research for art practice. One isisakcontinuously resurfaces in the debate
involves where, precisely, the distinction liesviietnart practice in itsellandart practice as
research Although | will not address this question explicibere, it will be present in the
background. The intertwinement of artistic reseavtth art practice and with artistic
development is so close that a conceptual distinaiften appears contrivéd.

In discussing artistic research as a form of kieolge production, | begin by tentatively
describing this type of research — in terms of ecthjmethod, context and outcome — as
research in and through art practicEmbedded in artistic and academic contexts, @rtist
research seeks to convey and communicate contgnstbnclosed in aesthetic experiences,
enacted in creative practices and embodied irtiarpsoducts.

In the second section, | explore similarities diffbrences between artistic research and
other spheres of academic research, in the doroamsmanities, aesthetics and social
sciences and in fields of natural science and t@olgy. Artistic research, so | will claim,
distinguishes itself in specific respects from eatthese research traditions, whereby neither
the natural science model, the humanities modeth®esocial science model can serve as a
benchmark for artistic research.

Section 3 addresses the issue of whether antesteaarch can be considered academic
research. By virtue of its distinctive context,stadio-based research practice, the specific

discussion of this problem of demarcation, and Gar&D00 and Borgdorff 2008 for insights into theeasy
relationship between art and academia. The reldtiprisetween the seemingly undisciplined artistid tre
ultimately disciplinary academic makes the projcartistic research into an endeavour in which tha
relationship is a constant focus. Is this staterafasiness and reflexivity something to be overcames it
intrinsic to the place of artistic research in aath?

% In the Netherlands, a government advisory committes advised using the teomtwerp en ontwikkeling
(design and development) to denote research aesivit non-university professional schools. Norwags the
termkunstnerisk utviklingsarbeighrtistic development work), Austria ugestwicklung und ErschlieBung der
Kinste(development and promotion of the arts), and speaple in Denmark and Germany also tend to avoid
words for ‘research’ such dsrskningor Forschung.

* Such distinctions are usually made by people viisbdreate a caricature of the one activity, htig they are
protecting the other activity by doing so.



types of knowledge and understanding it deals waitig, its unconventional forms of
documentation and dissemination, artistic reseacchipies its own place in the realm of
academic research.

| conclude the chapter with a series of obsermatmn the epistemology and metaphysics
of artistic research. The current programme of phamnologically inspired cognitive science
offers tools for examining the issue of the nonaaptual contentenclosed in artworks and
art practices. Clearly research in and througlstaztpractices is partly concerned with our
perception, our understanding, our relationshifhéoworld and to other people. Art thereby
invites to reflection, yet it eludes any definimptight regarding its content. Artistic research
is the acceptance of that paradoxical invitatibfurthermore enhances our awareness of the
pre-reflective nearness of things as well as oistemological distance to them. This makes
artistic research an open undertaking, seekingé¢hberate articulation of unfinished
thinking in and through art.

A preliminary account of artistic research as resech in and through art

practice — subject, method, context, outcome

Despite all the differences of opinion that exighin the ascendant programme of artistic
research, there seems to be general agreementaimtliing: thgracticeof the arts is
central to artistic research. On the surface, suchssumption seems a commonplace. After
all, doesn't all research that engages with the @hcentrate on ‘the practice of the arts’?
Even disciplines like historical or sociologicatearch on the arts focus on that.

In the case of artistic research, however, attim@ plays a different role — and in terms
of science theory a more fundamental one. Chaistiteof artistic research is that art
practice (the works of art, the artistic actiom® treative processes) is not just the motivating
factor and the subject matter of research, buttthsiartistic practice — the practice of

creating and performing in the atelier or stddias central to the research process itself.

® The reflexivity of art — its quality of both quemsting itself and giving food for thought, and ofishalso
showing a ‘conceptual’ dimension — must not be torsl inoppositionto the (in a philosophical sense) non-
conceptual and pre- or unreflective content theet éinclosed in it. For an anthology on this subpss Gunther
2003.

® | use an expanded notion of ‘studio’, referringattistic experimental practice in which the studiatelier
might be an element, but does not always need bayMontemporary artists are not physically locatettie
studio, or even oppose such an isolated, non-siyadsition and condition.



Methodologically speaking, the creative procesm®the pathway (or part of it) through
which new insights, understandings and productseciomo being.

Another distinguishing feature is that contempypit practice constitutes the relevant
context for the research, alongside the academicrfoThe research derives its significance
not only from the new insights it contributes te ttiscourse on art, but also from the
outcomes in the form of new products and experemdach are meaningful in the world of
art” In part, then, the outcomes of artistic researetaaworks, installations, performances
and other artistic practices, and this is anotlatity that differentiates it from humanities or
social science research — where art practice malyebebject of the research, but not the
outcome. This means that art practice is paramasitiie subject matter, the method, the
context and the outcome of artistic research. Ehahat is meant by expressions like
‘practice-based’ or ‘studio-based’ research.

In the literature on artistic research, we redylsee a distinction made between research
on the arts, research for the arts and reseairttieiarts. This differentiation, which derives
from, but also deviates from, categories proposeGHristopher Frayling (1993; cf.
Borgdorff 2006 and the introduction to this volumejpresses different perspectives on the
status of art practice. The interpretative perspec¢tresearch on the arts’) is common to the
research traditions of the humanities and sociehses, which observe a certain theoretical
distance when they make art practice their objestumly. The instrumental perspective
(‘research for the arts’) is characteristic of there applied, often technical research done in
service of art practice; this research deliverst agre, the tools and the material knowledge
that can then be applied in practice, in the &t@iocess and in the artistic product itself. In
this case, art practice is not the object of sty its objective. And as we see, the place of
artistic practice becomes more central to the rebdzere.

We can justifiably speak of artistic researchgéa&rch in the arts’) when that artistic
practice is not only the result of the research atgo its methodological vehicle, when the
research unfolds and throughthe acts of creating and performing. This is &misliishing
feature of this research type within the whole addemic research.

This is not to say that viewpoints in art critroissocial and political theory or
technology play no part in artistic research. Asla they do play a part. The discourses about

" Cf. what Biggs and Biichler argue in this volumegtzonnectivity and selectivity criteria: ‘Meanfd
research in Cl [creative industry] has to haveatenmproperties in order to be recognized as rekdarthe
academic community, hence connectivity, and it sgedaddress certain values in order that the mgde
significant to the Cl community, hence selectivity.
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art, social context and the materiality of the mediare in fact partially constitutive of artistic
practices and products. The distinctiveness aftartiesearch, nevertheless, derives from the
paramount place that artistic practice occupigb@subject, context, method and outcome of
the research. Methodological pluralism — the vikat tvarious approaches deriving from the
humanities, social sciences, or science and teagypohay play a part in artistic research —
should be regarded as complementary to the pradhglt the research takes place in and
through the creation of art.

Behind the four specified dimensions of artisésearch — subject, method, context and
outcome — are a range of problems that require ohetaled analysis.

(1) The content of what artistic research inveséigaeems to elude direct access. It has an
experiential component that cannot be efficientgressed linguisticall§ The subject of the
research is partly tHe ne sais quodf artistic, aesthetic experiericas a matter of principle,
it refuses every explanatory gaze. What ontologitatus does this research object have?
What sort of content lies enclosed in artistic eigee? And how can one articulate that
content?

(2) The focus, in the research process, on thdipeaaf creating and performing is in line
with what has been called the ‘practice turn inteorporary theory’ (Schatzki 2001).
Knowledge and experiences are constituted only¢htarough practices, actions and
interactions. In the context of discovery, pregefive artistic actions embody knowledge in a
form that is not directly accessible for justificat. What is the methodological import of this
‘enacted approach’ in artistic research? Is theaher trying to reveal something of the
secrets of the creative process, of artistic pra@tor is the methodological deployment of the
artistic creative process best suited becauskastan unmediated route to investigate from
inside what is at work in art?

(3) Works of art and artistic practices are ndftsentained; they are situated and embedded.
The meaning of art is generated in interactions watevant surroundings. As noted above,
the context in which artistic research takes pladermed both by the art world and by
academic discourse; the relevance of the subjadishe validity of the outcomes are
weighed in the light of both those contexts. Yet situatedness of artworks and art practices
also raises the question of the situatedness ofipeabased research done within them. Does

that research always aim to shed light on the Wwaydrtworks and practices affect our

8 Cf. Biggs 2004.

® No distinction is made in this context betweendHtéstic, aesthetic experience of the artist dytre
production process and the experience the audlease receiving the artwork. Both the productiod ¢he
reception of art have an experiential componeritéliades the conceptual grip
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relationship to the world and to other people? &r that research also confine itself to
articulations that do not go beyond the domairhefartistic and the aesthetic?
(4) The experiences and insights that artisticaxededelivers are embodied in the resulting
art practices and products. In part, these mateutlomes are non-conceptual and non-
discursive, and their persuasive quality lies m plerformative power through which they
broaden our aesthetic experience, invite us todomahtally unfinished thinking, and prompt
us towards a critical perspective on what ther®isat is the epistemological status of these
embodied forms of experience, knowledge and csitiél And what relation does the
material-performative have to the rational-disotesand the engaged-critical in the research?
In the debate on artistic research, these ontd@gnethodological, contextual and
epistemological issues are still the subject oéesive discussion. In anticipation of a more
elaborate account, the following preliminary chégeasation can already be given: Artistic
research — embedded in artistic and academic asntag the articulation of the unreflective,
non-conceptual content enclosed in aesthetic expes, enacted in creative practices and

embodied in artistic products.

Affinities and differences to other academic resea&h traditions

Artistic research has both historical and systecratinities to a range of philosophical and
scientific research traditions. A historiographyadtistic research (which remains to be
undertaken) might show that, from the Renaissam&atihaus, there has always been
research conducted in and through artistic prati€bee fact that such research in retrospect
often does not qualify as ‘academic research’ nagylass about the research itself than about
what we currently understand by ‘acadenifc’.

The domain of art has long been interlaced witt ti academia, from the practice of the
artesin the late medieval monastery schools right uptlay’s postmodern farewell to the
separation between the life domains of art, knogdeaind morality that has characterised
modernity since the 18th century. In the currestdurse on art, the realm of the aesthetic has

reconnected with the epistemic and the ethical.@rhergence of artistic research is

19 Historiography needs to show modesty in two dioest The normative structure of today’s academiaish
be neither a measure for evaluating the past poedictor to judge how intellectual and artistitoefs will be
valued in the future. Current developments withiademia, such as those involving commercialisadfon
academic research or the advent of hybrid tranigdiisary research programmes, show that the eddfce
science is under constant reconstruction.



consistent with this movement to no longer subatdinthe faculties of the human mind to
one another, either theoretically or institutiopall

On the contemporary research agenda at the ioéeofaphenomenology, cognitive
sciences and philosophy of the mind, we now en@umtheme that is also central to artistic
research: non-conceptual knowledge and experieneenbodied in practices and products. |
will come back to this in my final section. | shabw make a series of comparisons between
artistic research and research in the humanitigdtufal and arts studies in particular),
philosophical aesthetics, qualitative social sosergsearch, and technology and natural

science research.

Humanities
There is a self-evident kinship between artistsesrch and the research in musicology, art
history, theatre and dance studies, comparatieetiire, architectural theory, and moving
image and new media studies, as well as the réseaotiltural studies or sociology of the
arts. In all such academic disciplines or prograsyraet (the art world, art practice, artworks)
is the subject of systematic or historical resea#ctvide array of conceptual frameworks,
theoretical perspectives and research strateggesnaployed, which one might summarise
with the umbrella term ‘grand theories of our ctetuamong them hermeneutics,
structuralism, semiotics, deconstruction, pragmatiitical theory, cultural analysis. To
study its research objects, each such approacitshasn specific instruments available —
iconography, musical analysis, source studies catl@thodology, actor-network theory.
Important for a comparison with artistic researcthat those frameworks, perspectives
and strategies generally approach the arts withrtaio theoretical distance. That is even true
of fields like hermeneutics, which acknowledge tinat horizons of the interpreter and the
interpreted may temporarily merge, or cultural gsisl where theory may be seen as a
discourse that ‘that can be brought to bear omlject at the same time as the object can be
brought to bear oit’ (Bal 2002: 61; italics in original). Obviouslyeéhdividing lines cannot
always be clearly drawn, and any delimitations aiiays be partly artificial. In the research
agendas just mentioned, however, the interpretiedally discursive approach appears to
prevail above research strategies that are mootiggambued. And precisely here lies a
characteristic feature of artistic research: theeeixnental practice of creating and performing
pervades the research at every turn. In this réspeistic research has more in common with
technical design research or with participatoryosctesearch than with research in the

humanities.



The kinship with the humanities is often reflectednstitutional proximity. Research
centres, research groups and individual researtih@rengage in practice-based research in
the arts are often accommodated in arts and hui@suféiculties and departments. Funding for
their research often also comes from humanitiesares councils and funding agencies (and
this partly explains the impassioned nature ofddamarcation debate between art scholars and
artist-researchers). Outside the traditional ursitiess, at professional schools of the arts,
artistic research can develop more freely, althchgyie, too, it may be accommodated in a
separate department for art theory and/or culsitalies. The importance of interpretation,
theory and reflection in artists’ training cannetdmphasised too strongly, just as technical
knowledge of artistry is alsosane qua nonBut the prime focus in artistic research is on
concrete creative practice. The research aims ke maubstantial, preferably cutting-edge
contribution to the development of that practice practice that is just as much saturated with
histories, beliefs and theories as it is basedkdfulkexpert action and tacit understanding.

Aesthetics
A rich source for the artistic research programsnghilosophical aesthetics, which has
studied the non-conceptual knowledge embodiedtisiace the 18th century. | will highlight
three moments from this tradition: the liberatidrsensory knowledge in Baumgarten, the
cultural value of the aesthetic idea in Kant, amlepistemic character of art in Adorfidhe
purpose of my brief review here is to show thatiiseie of the non-conceptual content in art
has not appeared out of the blue, but has beeglihthrough in many ways in centuries past.

Alexander Baumgarten calledaibalogon rationisthe ability of the human mind,
analogous to reason, to obtain clear, but purelg@y, knowledge about reality. Great art is
pre-eminently capable of manifesting that perfectsery knowledge. In our context, the
significance of Baumgarten’s views lies in his attoation of the sensory, experiential
knowledge component in artistic research (cf. Kpg2006). In post-Baumgarten art research
and aesthetics, the links to epistemology and pémebecame less prominent. The theme of
sensory, non-discursive knowledge has regaine@mcyrin our times in research taking an
embedded, enacted and embodied approach to mingesoeptior?

Immanuel Kant's critical investigation of what tydis called the non-conceptual content

of aesthetic experience culminated in his legendaigulation of the aesthetic idea as a

™ A more extensive reconstruction of philosophiethetics in its relation to artistic research wiaddaw on
topics from Hegel, Heidegger, Lyotard and others.

2 For an overview of this cognitive science agesée, Kiverstein & Clark (2009) in a special edit@frTopoi
dedicated to the subject.



‘representation of the imagination which inducessmthought, yet without the possibility of
any definite thought whatever, i.e., concept, beidgquate to it, and which language,
consequently, can never get quite on level terntis @i render completely intelligible’ (Kant
[1790/93] 1978: § 49). Kant assigned greater caltsignificance to this non-conceptual
realm of the artistic, which in Baumgarten had rerad limited to sensory knowledge.
Characteristic for artistic products, processesexetriences is that — in and through the
materiality of the medium — something is presentbich transcends materiality. (Kant
identifies here one of the links connecting theld®of imagination and pure reason to the
‘intelligible world’ — a transcendence later elea@by Hegel into the ‘sensory manifestation
of the Idea’. After the linguistic and pragmaticrtsi in philosophy, what now matters is a
naturalised understanding of this transcendenedl; depends, of course, on what we mean
by ‘naturalised’.) Artistic research focuses bothtloe materiality of art — to the extent that
this makes the immaterial possible — and on theatanality of the art — to the extent that
this is embedded in the art world, enacted in cregirocesses and embodied in the artistic
material.

The significance of Kant's analysis lies in parthe distinction he drew in hi@ritique
of Judgmenbetween judgment of art and judgment of tasteteljasigment (as analysed in
‘Analytic of the Beautiful’) focuses on the formadpects of beauty, including
disinterestedness and purposiveness without purposgidgment surpasses taste or
aesthetic judgment, because it focuses on therabitalue of artworks as well as on their
beauty. That cultural value lies in their capatityleave [something] over for reflection’ and
to ‘dispose ... the spirit to Ideg&ant [1790/93] 1978: § 53, 52). This is the qualfirough
which art gives food for thought and distinguishtsslf from a mere aesthetic gratification of
the senses. The content of the aesthetic expernigmbentified more specifically here as that
which brings thinking into motion, as it were, arthat which invites to reflection. Artistic
practices are therefore performative practicefensense that artworks and creative
processes do something to us, set us in motiaT, @ltr understanding and view of the world,
also in a moral sense. We encounter this perfommatspect of art in artistic research to the
extent that it involves the concrete articulatidnvbat moves and engages us.

The ability of art, as articulated in artistic@asch, to speak to us is compellingly present
in the work of Theodor W. Adorno. Here, the cultwralue of art lies in its ‘epistemic
character(Erkenntnischarakterthrough which art reveals the concealed truth abmutark
reality of society. Whereas in Baumgarten the nomeeptual content of art liberates itself
from explicit rational knowledge, and whereas imK#ne non-conceptual aesthetic content



invites us to reflection, Adorno assigns this cahtn even more potent and critical valence
as the only thing that is capable — because itithetical to societal reality — of keeping alive
the utopian perspective of a better world, andeofiling the original (albeit broken) promise
of happiness. As no one after him, Adorno thoubrdgugh art’'s engagement with the world
and with our lives. Even if we distance ourselvest his dialectics and his philosophy of
history, all engagement that lies enclosed in goptwary art and art criticism must take
account of his legacy.

Art's epistemic character resides in its abilyoffer the very reflection on who we are,
on where we stand, that is obscured from sighhbydiscursive and conceptual procedures of
scientistic rationality. Noteworthy in Adorno isatithoughts and concepts are still always
needed — thoughts and concepts which, as it wesengble themselves around a work of art,
in such a way that the art object itself beginsgeak under the lingering gaze of the thought.
Herein may lie a key to exploring the relationshgiween the discursive and the artistic in
artistic researcf?’

Social science

In the discourse about knowledge in artistic redgaome observers emphasise the types of
knowledge acquisition and production that deriwerfrmodels of natural science explanation,
guantitative analysis and empirical logical deduttiwhich are encountered in the exact
sciences, as well as in types of social sciendegalaw natural science methods. Contrasting
with this tradition of explanation and deductionthe academic tradition which, especially
since the rise of interpretigerstehendedociology, seeks to ‘understand’ social and caltur
phenomena. In the past hundred years, a qualitasearch paradigm, inspired by
hermeneutics, has developed which in many wayssglirection to social science research
being done at present. It regaxdsstehendaterpretation and practical participation as more
relevant than logical explanation and theoreticstiaghce.

Artistic research shows a certain kinship to softhese research traditions. In
ethnographic and action research in particulaatesies have been developed that can be
useful to artists in their practice-based resedtwse include participant observation,
performance ethnography, field study, autobiogregdmarrative, thick description, reflection

13 Adorno 1966: 36, and cf. Borgdorff 1998: 300ff.eTtiebate on the relationship between the discussidethe
artistic, between the verbal and the demonstralfien centres on whether the research processdheul
documented in writing and whether a verbal intagifen can be given of the research results. Atbption is
perhaps more interesting: a discursive approatietoesearch which does not take the place ofrtistia
‘reasoning’, but instead ‘imitates’, suggests dudgs to what is being ventured in the artistieagsh. See also
the subsection ‘Documentation, Dissemination’ ia third section of this chapter.
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in action and collaborative inquiry. The oftenical and engaged ethnographic research
strategy acknowledges the mutual interpenetratidtheosubjects and objects of field
research. It might serve as a model for some tgpessearch in the arts, given that the
artist's own practice is the ‘field’ of investigat.

Action research aims at transforming and enhangiagtice, and as such it also has
affinities with artistic research, as the lattezksenot only to increase knowledge and
understanding, but also to further develop artistaxctice and enrich the artistic universe with
new products and practices. Artistic researchgsparably linked to artistic development. In
the intimacy of experimental studio practice, wa oacognise the cycle of learning in action
research, where research findings give immediaisecéor changes and improvements. This
is also recognisable in the engaged outreach apadnof the research — artistic research
delivers new experiences and insights that bed@in@art world and on how we understand
and relate to the world and ourselves. Artistieaesh is therefore not just embedded in
artistic and academic contexts, and it focusegusbton what is enacted in creative processes
and embodied in art products, but it also engagéswho we are and where we stand.

The ‘practice turn’ in the humanities and soc@ésces not only sheds light on the
constitutive role of practices, actions and inteoas. Sometimes it even represents a shift
from text-centred research to performance-cengedarch, whereby practices and products
themselves become the material-symbolic forms pfession, as opposed to the numerical
and verbal forms used by quantitative and qualigatesearch. Artistic research also fits into
this framework, since artistic practices form tloeecof the research in the methodological
sense, as well as part of the material outcombeofésearch. This broadening of qualitative
social science research to include research irtlandgh art practice has led some observers
to argue for a new distinguishing paradigm (Hase&@06)

The methodological and epistemological issuestddta research are also addressed in
the key writings relating to arts-based researdhértradition of the Eisner school (Eisner
2003; Knowles & Cole 2007). In studying the roleaof in educational practice and human
development, these social scientists use insighis €ognitive psychology to argue the
importance of artistic-cognitive development of g&df, in particular in primary and
secondary education.

14 Whether artistic research constitutes a new pgnad not something that can be decided here awd Biggs
and Bichler rightly point out that the demandsaafdemic connectivity must be met whether research i
conducted under a new or an existing paradigmnt¢weowith Kjgrup (see elsewhere in this volume} tha
characteristic of artistic research is ‘a speqificspective on already existing activities’ — anrgerspective
[which] in the longer run [will] have consequendesthe direction of the development of art.” Anidagademia,
| would like to add.
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Science and technology

Art practices are technically mediated practicebeter this involves the acoustical
characteristics of musical instruments, the phygioaperties of art materials, the structure of
a building or the digital architecture of a virtuastallation, art practices and artworks are
materially anchored. Artistic practices are techljcmediated at a more abstract level of
materiality as well. Consider the knowledge of degpoint in music, of colour in painting, of
editing in filmmaking, or of bodily techniques iamkce. Technical and material knowledge
are therefore indispensable components in the ggmieal training and practice of artists.

Research that focuses on this technical and rahtade of art in order to improve
applications, develop innovative procedures or @ephew artistic possibilities can rightly be
called applied research. The knowledge obtainexjroratory technological and scientific
research is put into practice in artistic procedumed products. This is research done in the
service of artistic practice.

In artistic research, by comparison, art pradsasot only the test of the research, but it
also plays a critical role methodologically. In etlwords, as well as generating new or
innovative art, the research is conducted in aroutyh the making of art. The boundary
between applied research in the arts and artissiearch is thin and rather artificial, just as the
dividing line between artistic research and perfamoe studies or ethnography may also seem
contrived. In the practice of artists, or evenhait training, such a distinction is not always
useful; the reality is more like a continuum thed\pdes leeway for a variety of research
strategies. But as argued above, methodologicehlgm is merely complementary to the
principle that artistic research takes place intndugh the creation of art. For conceptual
clarity, I would argue in this case that what sames does not hold true in practice may still
be useful in theory.

Especially in the world of design and architecttine methodological framework of
applied research seems suitable. Many of the trgipifogrammes in these fields have strong
ties to technical universities, or are even pathefn. At first sight, it would seem that one
must choose: either an orientation to art or tersm, engineering or technology. In practice,
though, most design academies and architecturekschaspire to a fruitful combination.
‘Research by design’ is the peer of artistic redeathere, too, the debate is still underway

about the methodological and epistemological fotinda of the research.

15 See, for example, the discussions about resegrdedign on the PhD-Design mailing list,
https://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A0=pHdsign.
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An artistic experiment in a studio or atelier cansimply be equated with a controlled
experiment in a laboratory. Nonetheless, in matigtar research studies we can discern an
affinity with fields like engineering and technojothat use methods and techniques with
origins in scientific research. In that case, thipeical cycle of observation, theory and
hypothesis development, prediction and testing,thadnodel of the controlled experiment
serve as an ideal type in the often haphazard xpoteartistic discovery (just as such
principles are often applied in empirical sociaésce research as well). Values inherent in
scientific justification — including reliability, alidity, replicability and falsifiability — are ads
relevant in artistic research when it is inspirgdhe science model.

When artistic research has technological or sifiesttributes, collaboration between
artists and scientists seems only natural, sintgsgras a rule, have not trained for doing
those types of research. Bringing together expgefitam these two worlds can lead to
innovative findings and inspiring insights. Collaation between artists and other researchers
does not, however, confine itself to areas likéab@bogy, engineering and product design.
Research in other fields may also serve art pmactidorm productive ties with art. Consider
the cooperation between artists and philosophatkr@pologists or psychologists, as well as
economists and legal theorists; projects invohargsts are also conducted in areas such as
the life sciences, artificial intelligence and infation technology®

Roughly speaking, multidisciplinary cooperatioviceen artists and scientists can take
two different forms: either the scientific reseasghves or illuminates the art; or the art serves
or illuminates what is going on in the science.r€ntly there is great interest in the latter
mode in particular. The assumption is that theaittdoe able to elucidate, in their own
unique ways, the procedures, results and implioatad scientific research. BioArt can
exemplify this; this art form, whereby artists malge of biotechnological procedures like
tissue and genetic engineering, leans heavily mmsfic research, while often training a
critical light on the ethical and social implicat®of research in the life sciences.

In the debate on research in the arts, these thied kinds of art-and-science
collaboration are often wrongly classed togetheh artistic research as explored in this
chapter. Although the term ‘art-and-science’ maplintonvergence at first glance, if
anything it represents a reinstalment of the pantibetween the domain of art and the domain
of science, between the artistic and the acaddrateyeen what artists do and what scientists

do. There is nothing wrong with that, of coursesat only be applauded that these oft-

18 For a detailed review, see Wilson 2002.
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segregated spheres and cultures are now meetihg#ear in projects where people learn
from one another and where critical confrontatioas take place. Yet multidisciplinary
research projects like these must still be undedsts collaboration between different
disciplines around a particular topic, wherebyttieoretical premises and working methods
of the separate disciplines remain intact. Thersisedoes her thing, and the artist does hers.
Even if the artist borrows right and left from thaentist, the aesthetic evaluation of the
material, the artistic decisions made in creatimegdrtwork, and the manner in which the
results are presented and documented are stdlyae, discipline-specific. Only very rarely
does such multidisciplinary research result in @a} hybridisation of domains.

Whilst artistic research is not entirely at oddthwhese types of art-science
collaboration, it should still be regarded as aadaenic research form of its own. The science
model cannot be a benchmark here, any more thastiaresearch could conform to the
standards of the humanities.

Artistic research as academic research, and its pta in the wider world of

research and development

Even if one accepts that artworks somehow emboegd@f knowledge or criticism, and that
such knowledge and criticism is enacted in artjstactices and creative processes, and also
that the knowledge and criticism is embedded inttier context of the art world and
academia, then that still does not mean that wiiatsado may be construed as ‘research’ in
the emphatic sense. ‘Research’ is ‘owned’ by s@gerttés performed by people who have
mastered ‘the scientific method’, in institutioredicated to the systematic accumulation of
knowledge and its application, such as universitretustrial and governmental research
centres.

It is indeed the case that ‘what artists do’ carmuwomatically be called research. In the
debate about artistic research, the discussiores @iitn on the distinction between art
practice in itself and art practice as researchBofgdorff 2006. 2009). Few would contend
that each work of art or every artistic practicamsoutcome of research in the emphatic sense
of the word. | shall confine myself here to the sjien of which criteria must be satisfied if
artistic research is to qualify as academic reseamwill show that artistic research, in the

words of Biggs and Blichler, ‘retain[s] the practicenmunity values ... and ... produce[s]
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the necessary academic connectivity’. Its interestsrporate both the interests of practice
and those of academia.

Artistic research as academic research

In the world of academia, there is broad agreeragnd what should be understood by
research. Briefly it amounts to the following. Rasd takes place when a person intends to
carry out an original study to enhance knowledgkwarderstanding. It begins with questions
or issues that are relevant in the research cqraegtit employs methods that are appropriate
to the research and which ensure the validity ehdhility of the research findings. An
additional requirement is that the research proaedshe research findings be documented
and disseminated in appropriate ways.

This description of academic research leaves roora great diversity of research
programmes and strategies, whether deriving frannelogy and natural science, social
sciences or the humanities, and whether aimingoase understanding of what is studied or
a more practical application of the knowledge oidi Artistic research also falls within this
characterisation of academic research. Let us fomre closely on the various components

of this descriptiort®

Intent. The research is undertakiem the purpose dbroadening and deepening our
knowledge and understanding of the discipline scigiines in question. Artistic practices
contribute first of all to the art world, the atitsuniverse. The production of images,
installations, compositions and performances ak suoot intended primarily for enhancing
our knowledge (although forms of reflection area® entwined with art). This points to an
important distinction between art practice in itseld artistic research. Artistic research seeks

in and through the production of art to contribaté just to the artistic universe, but to what

7See pp. XX and YY in the present volume. Biggs Biidhler argue for a balance between academic
connectivity and artistic selectivity. To stronglynglify the matter, | would suggest that acadenunreectivity
has dominated in the British discourse thus faiilsivbn the European continent the emphasis hasvaie on
artistic selectivity. In their analysis of the tweuirements — selectivity and connectivity — ilatien to the two
communities — practice and academia — Biggs andhlBiiappear to hold ‘artistic practice’ and ‘acaitem
research’ constant, whereas in fact our notiongtaft both artistic practice and academic reseaehecome
enriched under the emerging ‘paradigm’ of artistigearch.

18 An ontological, epistemological and methodologiegbloration of artistic research in Borgdorff (B)0
culminated in the following definition: ‘Art practe qualifies as research if its purpose is to etpmam
knowledge and understanding by conducting an aldivestigation in and through art objects anditive
processes. Art research begins by addressing qugsliat are pertinent in the research contexiratite art
world. Researchers employ experimental and herntierreethods that reveal and articulate the taciviedge
that is situated and embodied in specific artwankg artistic processes. Research processes armhmgare
documented and disseminated in an appropriate mémtige research community and the wider public.’
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we ‘know’ and ‘understand’. In so doing, it goeydbed the artistic universe in two ways.
First, the results of the research extend furthan the personal artistic development of the
artist in question. In cases where the impact edaech remains confined to the artist's own
oeuvre and has no significance for the wider reseeontext, one can justifiably ask whether
this qualifies as research in the true sense oivthre. Second, the research is expressly
intended to shift the frontiers of the disciplidest as the contribution made by other
academic research consists in uncovering new aictdationships, or shedding new light on
existing facts or relationships, artistic resediodwise helps expand the frontiers of the
discipline by developing cutting-edge artistic gireees, products and insights. In a material
sense, then, the research impacts on the develominart practice, and in a cognitive sense

on our understanding of what that art practice is.

Originality. Artistic research entailsriginal contributions — that is, the work should not have
previously been carried out by others, and it sthawold new knowledge or understandings to
the existing corpus. Here, too, we must distingbistween an original contribution to art
practice and an original contribution to what wekrand understand — between artistic and
academic originality?® Yet artistic and academic originality are closediated. As a rule, an
original contribution in artistic research will tésin an original work of art, as the relevance
of the artistic outcome is one test of the adequdidlie research. The reverse is not true,
however; an original artwork is not necessarilyoatcome of research in the emphatic
sensé’ In the concrete practice of artistic research, mnst determine case by case in what
way and in what measure the research has resultiginal artistic and academic
outcomes” In any research study that pretends to make erdifte, it is important to realise
that it is hard to determine at the outset wheith&ill ultimately result in an original
contribution. It is an inherent quality of reseatcht ‘one does not know exactly what one
does not know’. Consequently, guiding intuitionsl @hance inspirations are just as important

for the motivation and dynamism of research as oulogical prescriptions and discursive

¥ This is mainly a theoretical distinction to helprifly the principle of originality. As with otheregiharcations
and dichotomies, it needs to be interpreted fraethie light of the diversity of practice. It is partant to avoid
any overly close association with the early Rontaatiginality principle as held by the 18th-centagsthetics
of genius, which still haunts in the minds of masya sort of implicit paradigm.

2% |n the words of Scrivener in this volume, p ZZ: ttsformational works may be achieved in the absehce
any account of how understanding of art has chatigréby.”

%1 See Pakes 2003 for a more detailed critical aisabfshe originality principle in artistic resefrc
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justifications. Contributing new knowledge to wiadteady exists is characteristic of the

open-ended nature of every research stady.

Knowledge and understandingIf artistic research is an ‘original investigationdertaken in
order to gain knowledge and understandifighen the question arises as to what kinds of
knowledge and understanding this involves. Traddlly, the central focus of epistemology is
on propositionalknowledge — knowledge of facts, knowledge aboetvwbrid, knowing that
such and such is the case. This can be distinglifsbe knowledge askill — knowing how

to make, how to act, how to perform. A third forirkaowledge may be described as
acquaintanceshiptamiliarity and receptiveness with respect to pess conditions or
situations — ‘I know this person’, ‘I know thatusition’. In the history of epistemology, these
types of knowledge have been thematised in a yasfetvays, ranging from Aristotle’s
distinction between theoretical knowledge, pratkeewledge and wisdom to Polanyi’s
(1962) contrast between focal and tacit knowle@gterent notions exist as to the
relationships between the three types of knowledgetions which are also identifiable in the
debate about artistic research. Sometimes the eigaies on propositional knowledge,
sometimes on knowledge as skill, and sometimesinderstanding’ as a form of knowledge
in which theoretical knowledge, practical knowledgel acquaintanceship may intersect.

In the case of artistic research, we can addedtiowledge and understanding duo the
synonyms ‘insight’ and ‘comprehension’, in ordeetophasise that a perceptive, receptive
andverstehendengagement with the subject matter is often mopoitant to the research
than getting an ‘explanatory grip’. Such an invgsstion also seeks to enhance our experience,
in the rich sense of the word ‘experience’: thewdsalge and skills accumulated through
action and practice, plus apprehension througisehees. In the debate on the status of the
experiential component of artistic research, disagrent exists as to whether this component
is non-conceptual, and therefore non-discursiveyhather it is a cognitive component that
definitely resides in the ‘space of reasdtfsThe dispute between epistemological
foundationalism and coherentism, which mainly consgropositional knowledge, does not

figure at all in the debate about artistic reseaktdiny observers, though, do not view

%2 Rheinberger 2007. The full quote is: ‘Das Grunditem besteht darin, dass man nicht genau weissmaas
nicht weiss. Damit ist das Wesen der Forschung, kalrer biindig ausgesprochen.’ (The basic probldtrais
one does not know exactly what one does not knowvsiccinctly, that is the essence of research [my
translation] ). Cf. also Dallow 2003: 49, 56.

% This is the wording used by the Research Assessxantise in the UK; for the full RAE definition of
research, see http://www.rae.ac.uk/pubs/2005/0Z3GEpdf.

24 Cf. Biggs 2004.
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knowledge primarily as ‘justified true belief’ awvarranted assertibility’, but as a form of
world disclosure (a hermeneutic perspective) ofavoonstitution (a constructivist

perspective). | shall return to these epistemokdgicestions in the final section below.

Questions, issues, problem3.he requirement that a research study shouldugetith well
defined questions, topics or problems is oftendalisovith the actual course of events in
artistic research. Formulating a question implielnaiting the space in which a possible
answer may be found. Yet research (and not onilstiartesearch) often resembles an
uncertain quest in which the questions or topidg oraterialise during the journey, and may
often change as well. Besides not knowing exactigtvone does not know, one also does not
know how to delimit the space where potential amsvagee located. As a rule, artistic research
Is not hypothesis-led, but discovery-led (Rubid§é2 8), whereby the artist undertakes a
search on the basis of intuition, guesses and lasnemd possibly stumbles across some
unexpected issues or surprising questions on tye wa

In the light of the actual dynamics of currentageraic research, the prevailing format for
research design (such as that required in fundipgications) is basically inadequate.
Especially in artistic research — and entirelyime lwith the creative process — the artist’s tacit
understandings and her accumulated experiencertmsepand sensitivity in exploring
uncharted territory are more crucial in identifyicigallenges and solutions than an ability to
delimit the study and put research questions irdd# at an early stage. The latter can be
more a burden than a boon.

As we have seen, research studies done in anggthiart may be oriented to science and
technology or more to interpretation and socidlasim, and they may avail themselves of a
diversity of methodological instruments. By the saiwken, the topics and questions
addressed by the research can vary from thoseifacparely on the artistic material or the
creative process to those that touch on othedbf@ains or even have their locus and their
telos there. The subject matter of the researehdtosed, as it were, in the artistic material, or
in the creative process, or in the transdisciplirsgrace that connects the artistic practices to
meaningful contexts. The research, then, seeksalore the often non-conceptual content
that is embodied in art, enacted in the creatioegss or embedded in the transdisciplinary

context.

Context. Contexts are constitutive factors in both art pcacand artistic research. Artistic
practices do not stand on their own; they are advgdiyiated and embedded. Artworks and
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artistic actions acquire their meaning in intera@with relevant environments. Research in
the arts will remain naive unless it acknowledges eonfronts this embeddedness and
situatedness in history, in culture (society, ecopoeveryday life) as well as in the discourse
on art; herein lies the merit of relational aestseand of all constructivist approaches in
artistic research.

Contexts figure in artistic research in anothey vam. The relevance and urgency of the
research questions and topics is determined innptmin the research context, where the
intersubjective forum of peers defines the stathefart. This formally invested, or abstractly
internalised, normative forum assesses what paferantribution the research will make to
the current body of knowledge and understandind ianvhat relationship the research
stands to other research in the area. Every artissiearch study must justify its own
importance to the academic forum, which, like thestc forum, looks over the researcher’'s

shoulder, as it were.

Methods. | have commented above on the distinctive nattiggtstic research in terms of
methodology. This is characterised by the use,imwite research process, of art practice,
artistic actions, creation and performance. Expenital art practice is integral to the research,
just as the active involvement of the artist issasential component of the research strategy.
Here lies the similarity of artistic research tdtbtaboratory-based technical research and
ethnographic field study. The erratic nature ohtike discovery — of which unsystematic
drifting, serendipity, chance inspirations and slé@mm an integral part — is such that a
methodological justification is not easy to codidyst as in many other academic research
studies, it involves doing unpredictable thingg] #mis implies intuition and some measure of
randomness. Research is more like exploration ltkerfollowing a firm patH>

Much artistic research does not limit itself toiavestigation into material aspects of art
or an exploration of the creative process, butgmes to reach further in the transdisciplinary
context. Experimental and interpretive researditegiies thus transect one another here in an
undertaking whose purpose is to articulate the ectauness of art to who we are and where
we stand. Much of today’s visual and performingisdritically engaged with other life
domains, such as gender, globalisation, identityirenment or activism; philosophical or
psychological issues might be addressed in artistiearch projects as well. The difference

between artistic research and social or politicadrece, critical theory or cultural analysis lies

%% Theoretical physicist Robbert Dijkgraaf in an inew (Balkema & Slager 2007: 31).
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in the central place whicdrt practiceoccupies in both the research process and tharoése
outcome. This makes research in the arts distinot that in other academic disciplines
engaging with the same issues. In assessing tharods it is important to keep in mind that
the specific contribution it makes to our knowledgederstanding, insight and experience
lies in the ways these issues are articulated esspd and communicatéadough art.

Documentation, disseminationThe academic requirement that the research pracesthe
research findings be documented and disseminatagiiropriate ways raises a number of
guestions when it comes to artistic research. \Wbes ‘appropriate’ mean here? What kinds
of documentation would do justice to research ithgtided by an intuitive creative process
and by tacit understandings? What value does @nadtreconstruction have if it is far
removed from the actual, often erratic course tdkethe research? What are the best ways to
report non-conceptual artistic findings? And wisathie relationship between the artistic and
the discursive, between what is presented andayisgdland what is described? What
audience does the research want to target, andimpatt does it hope to achieve? And
which communication channels are best suited fttinguthe research results into the
limelight? Questions like these have been the stibjeongoing discussion for the past 15
years in the debate on practice-based researble icréative and performing arts and design —
not least in the context of academic degree prograsrand funding schemes, which demand
clear answers in their admission and assessmetcgqguees.

Because artistic research addresses itself batietacademic forum and to the forum of
the arts, the research documentation, as welleagrigsentation and dissemination of the
findings, needs to conform to the prevailing staddan both forums. Usually, though, a
double-blind reviewed academic journal will notthe most appropriate publication medium;
the material and discursive outcomes of the rebeailtbe directed first of all to the art
world and the art discourse, one that extends lbgoademia. But a discursive justification
of the research will be necessary with the académaourse in mind, while the artistic
findings will have to convince the art world as Wwe&lven so, the discursive space of reasons
need not remain confined to that of traditionaladaHy writings. The artist can also use other,
perhaps innovative forms of discursivity that stataber to the artistic work than a written
text, such as an artistic portfolio that maps the bf artistic reasoning, or argumentations
coded in scores, scripts, videos or diagrams. Wizdters most is the cogency of the
documentation with respect to both intersubjedirems. For all that, language does remain
a highly functional complementary medium to helpagross to others what is at issue in the
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research — provided one keeps in mind that thelfalwiays be a gap between what is
displayed and what is put into words. Or more @@yt Given that the meaning of words
often remains limited to their use in the languageertain modesty is due here in view of the
performative power of the material outcoriés.

The written, verbal or discursive component tla@oanpanies the material research
outcome may go in three directiofisviany people place emphasis on a rational
reconstruction of the research process, clariffiogy the results were achieved. Others use
language to provide interpretive access to tharigg] the material products and the practices
generated by the research. A third possibilitpisxtpress something in and with language
which can be understood as a ‘verbalisation’ ontaptual mimesis’ of the artistic outcome.
The concepts, thoughts and utterances ‘assembiteséhees’ around the artwork, so that the
artwork begins to spedR.n contrast to an interpretation of the artistiorkvor a
reconstruction of the artistic process, the lagfgron involves an emulation or imitation of, or
an allusion to, the non-conceptual content emboiti¢e art.

Some remarks on the epistemology and metaphysicsatistic research —

non-conceptualism, realism, contingency

Non-conceptualism

To begin this final section of the chapter, | ratto the provisional description of artistic
research | proposed at the beginning. Artisticaede— as embedded in artistic and academic
contexts — is the articulation of the unreflectimen-conceptual content enclosed in aesthetic
experiences, enacted in creative practices and @isdbo artistic products. The theme of
unreflective action, non-conceptual content andaidn knowledge is explored in
phenomenology, which, starting with Husserl andtiooing via Heidegger and Merleau-
Ponty, has focused attention on the nature of péoseand the constitution of intentionality
and normativity, beyond an ontology in which therddavas thought to be independent of our

situatedness.

%6 Language-based creative practice (poetry, prosepisllenge in this respect. Here the performatiweer of
the art is intermingled with and indissolubly cooteel to the play with the meaning of the words
27| decline to discuss here any numerical ratichefwterbal to the material. Any general prescriptibthe
number of words to be required for an artistic Rlu@s no justice to the subject. An adequate andtdei
ggelationship between the two needs to be deternsepdrately for each artistic research project.

Cf. note 6.
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In the work of Maurice Merleau-Ponty, embodied Wiexlge is also concretely ‘bodily
knowledge’. Thea priori of the body assumes the place ofdheriori of intellectual
knowledge, making the pre-reflective bodily intingarith the world around us into the
foundation of our thinking and acting. By virtueair bodily constitution and our bodily
situatedness in the world, we are capable of ygt@i grip on reality’ as we observe, learn and
act, and of ‘acting in flow’ prior to any reflecticand without following rule&’ Conversely,
pre-reflective knowledge and understanding alrdedgnclosed in how we understand and
engage with reality’ That is why the world is familiar to us, even befae gain access to it
via concepts and language.

Part of the significance and singularity of artisesearch seems to lie in its appraisal and
articulation of this pre-reflective knowledge asheried in art practices and products. Some
argue that artistic research targets these noneptnal forms of knowledge and
understanding, which emerge in and through thetioreaf art, without wanting or being able
to explicate them further. Others feel that it seekgive explicit discursive (that is, verbal)
expression to the knowledge that is embodied aadted in works and practices of art.

If the artistic research programme were to confiself solely to explicating this non-
propositional knowledge, it would, as a consequeridts epistemological gaze, risk losing
the research object along the way. It would rigkndting the programme into a sort of
decoding exercise, rendering it doubtful whetherréssearch would even be useful at all to
art practice and our understanding of it. After tle dynamic of art practice seems to be
inseparably bound to its categorigahe sais quoisecrets have a constitutive function both
in the creative process and in the artistic outcdroe this reason, many observers argue for
not making these secrets explicit at all, but fvicalating and communicating them solely in
and through the production of art. Clearly the dpanint we adopt here will partly determine
which demands we put on the content and form ofldementation in contexts such as
doctoral research in the arts.

The implicit, pre-reflective knowledge and undargting embodied and enacted in art
practice is also at issue in that particular strainolost-Heideggerian cognitive science that

distances itself from the predominant physicali8mecent dialogue between Hubert Dreyfus

%9 In the current debate, key Merleau-Pontian notasisnaximum grip’, ‘intentional arc’ or ‘motor
intentionality’ play an important part. Merleau-Rgn insights have had strong influence in theatusglies
(particularly dance studies; see e.g. Parviain@@2® But the voices of post-structuralist and Meoxist
critiques of phenomenology can also be heard imé@ate on artistic research. The pre-reflectigagament
with the world is a theme often encountered inwhiéings of philosophers influenced by Wittgensteitmule-
following considerations’.

%0 Charles Taylor (2005: 34), in discussing the imgioce of the phenomenological heritage for contearyor
philosophy of mind, speaks in this connection eé-pnderstanding’.
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(2005, 2007a, 2007b) and John McDowell (2007a, BpA@s compellingly highlighted the
core issue here: Does the phenomenological acobunir embodied coping skills and our
immediate expert intuitive understanding (which @s® pre-eminent issues in art practice)
point to an essentially non-conceptual, and heocediscursive, content in research? Or is a
smooth transition conceivable between pre-reflectorms of knowledge and experience and
their linguistic-conceptual translation or conversivithin the space of reasofis?

The same question re-emerges here which has hestalgo the debate on artistic
research from the very outset. Is it possible toea@ a linguistic-conceptual articulation of
the embedded, enacted and embodied content dfcarésearch? The significance of the
current discussion at the intersection of phenonogyo cognitive sciences and philosophy of
mind lies in the prospects it may open for libergtihe content of research in and through
artistic practices from the explicit, explanatagscriptive or interpretive approaches that are
so common in other research on the arts. Artissearch might just prove to be an ideal
sphere for testing the scope and fecundity ofdbrgemporary phenomenological research
agenda. And conversely, artistic research mighefieinom the insights that the

phenomenological agenda has to offer.

Realism

A distinctive characteristic of artistic researshhat it articulates both our familiarity with the
world and our distance from it. It owes this alilib a special quality of art practice, which at
once elicits and evades our epistemic stance.Kdm$ian theme links the programme of
artistic research to the current broader interet@ories of knowledge and strategies of
research which leave room for our implicit, tanibn-conceptual, non-discursive relations
with the world and with ourselves. Artistic resdaecticulates the fact that our natural
relationship with things we encounter is more irtienthan what we can know. At the same
time, it also familiarises us with the fact thabslk things are in some way foreign to us. In art,
we sense something of our pre-reflective intimad whe world, while realising
simultaneously that we will never explicitly undensd what lies there in such plain view.
When we listen to music, look at images or identifth body movements, we are brought
into touch with a reality that precedes any re-pnéstion in the space of the conceptual. That
is the abstractness of all art, even after the fargwell to the aesthetics of early

Romanticism. In a certain sense, this reality iseweal, and nearer to us, than the reality we

31 See Rietveld 2008. Cf. also the debate betweetldyuR003 and Saatela 2005 on aesthetic experiemzbs
non-conceptual content.
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try to approach with our epistemological projedtsis is the concreteness of all art, even in
its most abstract forms and contents. In the aflibnd aesthetic distance to the world of
representations that arises in the unfinished gooématerial thinking in and through art, art
invites us to think, ‘without the possibility of aalefinite thought whatever, i.e., concept,
being adequate to it'.

Artistic research is the acceptance of that patiadbinvitation. The artistic, pre-
reflective, non-conceptual content enclosed intestist experiences, embodied in art works
and enacted in artistic practices is articulategpldied, contextualised and thought through
in the research. That content encompasses morgusiathe tacit knowledge embodied in the
skilfulness of artistic work. This ‘more’ is theibty of art — deliberately articulated in artistic
research — to impart and evoke fundamental idediparspectives that disclose the world for
us and, at the same time, render that world intatuwths or can be. If some form of mimesis
does exist in art, it is here: in the force — at@performative and perspectivist — by which art
offers us new experiences, outlooks and insiglashbar on our relationship to the world and
to ourselves. Artistic research concerns and affinet foundations of our perception, our
understanding, our relationship to the world andtteer people, as well as our perspective on
what is or should be. This articulation of the wlonle live in is what we may call the realism

of artistic research.

Contingency

The non-conceptual content that is addressedistiamtesearch is by nature undefined.
Although it is materially anchored (in a broad seotthe word ‘material’), it simultaneously
transcends the materiality of the medium. Heren@sonly thge ne sais quoof the aesthetic
experience, but also a call to reflection. Artisgésearch provides room for a
multidimensional unfolding of this undefined cortterin and through creating and
performing, in and through discursive approachegelations or paraphrasings, in and
through criticism encountered in the artistic anddemic research environment.

At least two perspectives can be adopted on wtiatia research has to offer: a
constructivist and a hermeneutic perspective. Tmstructivist perspective holds that objects
and events actually become constituted in and gir@utworks and artistic actions. Only in
and through art do we see what landscapes, soulthybrstories, emotions, relations,
interests or movements really are or could be. Hesehe performative and critical power of
art. It does not represent things; it presents thieareby making the world into what it is or
could be. The hermeneutic perspective assumeattistic practices and artworks disclose
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the world to us. The world-revealing power of @&slin its ability to offer us those new
vistas, experiences and insights that affect datiomship with the world and with ourselves.
Artistic research addresses this world-constituind world-revealing power of art — the
ways in which we constitute and understand thedvioreind through art.

The fundamentally non-conceptual nature of thisodconstitution and revelation —
which comes before any theoretical reflection altbetworld — is what enables art to set our
thinking into motion, inviting us to unfinished ketion. Artistic research is the deliberate
articulation of such unfinished thinking. It reiné@s the contingent perspectives and world
disclosures which art imparts. Artistic researciréfiore does not really involve theory
building or knowledge production in the usual seoisihose terms. Its primary importance
lies not in explicating the implicit or non-impltdinowledge enclosed in art. It is more
directed at a not-knowing, or a not-yet-knowingcrigates room for that which is unthought,
that which is unexpected — the idea that all themsd be different. Especially pertinent to
artistic research is the realisation that we doyedknowwhatwe don’t know. Art invites us
and allows us to linger at the frontier of whatrthis, and it gives us an outlook on what

might be. Artistic research is the deliberate attition of these contingent perspectives.
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