
Bogdan Szyber 
PhD Candidate 

Performing arts faculty 
Stockholm University of the Arts 

 

 
FAUXTHENTICATION PART II – an institutionalised critique 
 
The merchandising of artistic research art and ditto theory 
 
 
The artworld is structured as an interdependent network of social-economic actors who cooperate – often 
contentiously or unknowingly – to enact and perpetuate the art world, while at the same time negotiating kinds and 
levels of cooperation in a mutually understood careerist and competitive context.1 
or 
Artistic research within academia is structured as an interdependent network of social-economic actors 
who cooperate – often contentiously or unknowingly – to enact and perpetuate the itself, while at the same time 
negotiating kinds and levels of cooperation in a mutually understood careerist and competitive context. 
 
The area involved in my inquiry is the economy of labour within artistic research, an area of 
academized art practice being elevated and validated within higher and higher hierarchies of the 
“Knowledge Economy” – The Higher Education Industry. 
This economy, or market, inside international networks of that (severely politicized) industry, will 
by necessity produce it’s own line of artistic research art as well as it’s own line of artistic research 
theory.  
I call these two products Edu-art and Edu-theory, Edu being a short form for Education. 
 
INTRO PREVIOUS WORK – experiment in Edu-Theory 
In my 30% seminar I explored the demand and supply of what I perceive as the currency of 
academia – text. I examined the trafficking and trading value of text (as a “controlled” 
commodity) and its digital marketplace of unnamed academic ghost-writers, trading textual 
products to anonymous academic buyers in the marketplace of higher education industry. 
 
I purchased texts of and about this clandestine production process from a number of these digital 
proletariat ghost-writers, all of them women from developing countries. In addition to that, the 
women and I formed a think tank collaborating on an analysis of the forces behind the economy 
of labour inside the academic writing industry.  
 
INTRO TO THE CURRENT WORK – experiment in Edu-Art 
As an inquiry and exploration into this higher education marketplace, for this current phase of 
my work, I’ve bought the intellectual property of Art production. I have found an artist online 
and obtained her services. On the evening of June 7th, - Yvette Hammond, the composer, 
musician and artist from Los Angeles, will perform “Grounding” - a new series of compositions 
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at the Stockholm University of the Arts - in the subterranean concrete room, “Blue 210”.  She 
will perform and I will stage the performance according to her dictates. 
 
 
CONTEXT 
Artistic research both re-creates and constitutes a part of worldwide networks, producing uber-
policies dealing with education, research and ultimately the “art” emerging in their midst. 
Text, as the main product, and art, as an academic research practice, are converted into 
institutional products within knowledge service organizations – The Stockholm University of the 
Arts is one example. 
Higher artistic education’s economy, transactions, distribution, marketing and consumer base are 
different from the one's in the Experience economy ("Upplevelseindustrin") outside academia. 
We are state funded, inside a scholastic paradigm wherein the intellectual properties produced 
are large and by being consumed by other artistic researchers and/or individuals involved in 
education. Nevertheless it mirrors service-oriented processes and structures developed for and by 
economized management architectures from the private sector by generating "content" and 
"knowledge" as its main products and services. 
 
Writing about the history of internet based art, Amy Alexander, a audio-visual artist/researcher 
states: ”…net.art had a movement, at the very least it had coherence, and although it aimed to subvert the art 
world, eventually its own sort of art world formed around it.  
It developed a culture, hype and mystique through lists and texts; it had a center, insiders, outsiders, even nodes.  
This is of course not a failure; this is unavoidable: groups form; even anarchism is an institution.”2 
I maintain that the very same process has happened in and around the institutions of artistic 
research. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
One of my methodological framing tools for this entire PhD process has been to regard it as a 
site-specific project. Nick Kaye categorises site specificity within artistic practice as:  
“…practices which, in one way or another, articulate exchanges between the work of art and the places in which its 
meanings are defined.” 
He writes: 
“If one accepts the proposition that the meanings of utterances, actions and events are affected by their ‘local 
position’, by the situation of which they are a part, then a work of art, too, will be defined in relation to its place 
and position.”3 
 
I simply view both the Edu-art and the Edu-theory commodities as being, in their 
whole totality, defined by their place and position in the site (-s) of higher artistic 
education industry. 
 
In the spring of 2015, during my methodology course, André Lepecki coined the analogy 
between the artistic researcher and an artist from the conceptual art tradition. I focus on one 
fundamental aspect of that analogy: the conceptual artist making the artwork meaningful by the 
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textual or language framing of it (otherwise it not being “conceptual”). The correspondence 
between what was being required and produced within artistic research, or how our field treats 
the language aspect in relation to the art practice, is striking. 
That brought me back to my main argument of distinction between edu-art and art-art – the 
requested ‘discursive framing’; the element of text and/or some usage of language to always be 
present within the expository performance of the displayed ‘piece’.  
 
THE ECONOMY OF LABOUR 
Starting off from the ‘exchange of labour’ as a transaction, I realized that my focus and therefore 
the real issue was the question of the art being produced within academic artistic research 
environments. 
So, what is being produced and for what purposes, inside our artistic research 
milieu? 
 
The labour exchange and transaction between Yvette and myself is no different from any other 
commissioned work between a director and a freelancer. What shifts is how I view and treat the 
artistic practice through which I am supposed to gain and produce knowledge in my 4-5 years of 
working inside Stockholm University of the Arts. 
 My claim is that what is being staged and performed as the edu-art merchandise, is exactly that - 
a product (or service), a token in which aesthetics or artistic content bear no weight - a shell, if 
you will, of what is left of artistic artefact when it is involved in such processes. In the world of 
Academia, this shell is merchandise - so, for this project it serves only as a vehicle that has a 
function as merchandise. 
Because the aesthetic elements and issues of perceptive differences are of no importance in the 
context of my project, Yvette was taken on and accepted as a client, without having previously 
met her or knowing her aesthetic and expressive realm of artistic activity.  
I should also mention that my production and funding of Yvette’s ‘piece’ had in a peculiar mode 
exposed the ‘artistic research art’ as the commodity it was, a commodity steered by the economy, 
supply and demand of art end-products in our field. 
 
As this project evolves, the fundamental shift then comes in the viewing and treatment of the 
artistic practice.  
  
The ideals of this milieu (and here I quote concepts from different lecturing professors during my 
three years here) are: ”Purpose, meaning, pleasure, high ethical standards, imagination and the 
importance of play”. 
At least two simultaneous discourses were being enacted: one being the formalisation and 
consolidation of performative clues or gestures designating how one plays the institutional game 
inside the Knowledge service economy. The other the high and lofty uber-narrative of inherent 
value, quality and significance in the edu-art and/or text we, as knowledge workers, produced. 
 
So, in the market exchange of the artistic research as merchandise, what kind of merchandise are 
the labour of the artist researcher and the edu-institutional artwork itself?  
How do I work, as an artistic academic labourer, and what becomes of the value I create?  
 



Kerstin Stakemeier wrote in Sick Sad Life: On the Artistic Reproduction of Capital4: 
“Commodities, just as the queen of commodity itself, money, are just those points in the process at which production 
materializes for a brief moment, emerging to be exchanged, only to return to the value form as a result of that 
exchange shortly thereafter.” 
 
What in particular distinguishes edu-art from art-art?  
Who sets the standards? 
Which are its characteristics in relation to the economy, the labour, the production processes, the 
audience, it’s dissemination, documentation and archiving? 
 
”Whether artists like it or not, artworks are always ideological tokens, even if they don’t serve identifiable clients by 
name. As tokens of power and symbolic capital they play a political role.” 
Hans Haacke in conversation with Pierre Bourdieu5 
 
If the edu-art products being manufactured within the assembly lines of artistic research became 
“tokens of power”, in that case whose power? 
What symbolic capital was simultaneously being created? 
 
Consequently I had to, within our particular field, produce something the field identified as ‘art’ 
(or, as I identify it, edu-art) and then produce something it identified as ‘discursive framing’, the 
only essential factor I could classify as distinguishing my endeavour within artistic research from 
my practice outside the walls and economy of academia.  
The Knowledge economy within academia as well as it’s minor offshoot artistic research has of 
course it’s own specific paths of conduct in order to so to speak “dance the right choreography” 
of institutional approval. 
 
THE HEGEMONY OF TEXT AND LANGUAGE BASED THEORY 
The game seemed more and more to become one of “It’s all about the theory, stupid”6, whatever 
everyone stated about the embodied, tacit “knowledge production through art practice”. 
 
”What in the end makes the difference between a Brillo box and a work of art consisting of a Brillo box is a 
certain theory of art. It is theory that takes it up into the world of art, and keeps it from collapsing into the real 
object which it is. It is the role of artistic theories, these days as always, to make the artworld, and art, possible.”7 
 
If this value system premiered theory as the end merchandise within it’s economy of production, 
could this mean I could do just about anything as edu-art, as long as I framed it in a way the 
institution held as appropriate?  
 
And what about the (symbolic) value I was creating? Exceptionally few of my peers from the art-
art field seemed to attend the edu-art pieces being staged inside our system of school buildings, 
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5 Hans Haacke, Working Conditions: The Writings of Hans Haacke, page 182, MIT Press, 2016 
6 Ref  ”It’s all about the economy, stupid”, key slogan from Bill Clinton’s presidential campaign 1992 
7 Arthur Danto, "The Artworld", Journal of Philosophy LXI, 1964, page 571 
 



conferences, summer academies and research journals. Did that mean that the value being 
created was ‘monetized’ largely by the institutions of education in their performance and 
gesturing for and with each other in the attraction and glamour of the Higher education market…?  
 
Because of the current economy of labour in the academic world of art production, in many 
cases we will be left with two alternatives: either to reflect on our artistic practice (a wide spread 
notion of what artistic research consists of) or to act with a statement that one’s theory (read 
‘one’s writing of text’) is one’s artistic practice. 
 
While working with the performing arts I witness time after another a choreographer, actress, 
circus artist or director producing live work and then, in end, being affected by visible and 
invisible institutionalised codes of conduct within our field to produce text-based materiality for 
the documentation prerequisite of university purposes. Perhaps this phenomenon answers the 
query of what gets produced according to what economical rules of the game. 
 
”That Howard Hawks made so many good movies without actually having a theory of moviemaking was a strong 
sign that he must really have a fantastic theory of the movies, if he would only tell you.”  
Adam Gopnik, The New Yorker, January 12, 2015  
 
My experiment with Yvette Hammond becomes then a full live staging of someone else’s artistic 
labour, in order to witness the consequences (or lack thereof) of not caring about the quality 
aspect of the practice-through-art at all, but solely using my discursive framing of it for the 
investigation of the game rules inside our particular market segment of Academia.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Here some key conclusions and concerns that emerged in my attempts to narrowing down what 
distinguishes the academic research market from other intellectual property marketplaces: 

 
 • The economy of our labour as artists within artistic-research-
market determines what kind of practices that emerge and are regarded as value-
formulating, i.e. the market of edu-art articulates contextually/site-
specifically/institutionally the artefacts being created within it’s domains.  
 
 • The audience receiving the fruits of that labour are simultaneously 
also the labourers producing those very same merchandise (edu-art and edu-text; all like a 
snake swallowing it’s own tail). Here I also infer a real threat to what our edu-art genre 
can mean projected into the future, becoming self-referential and codified, coagulating 
into a new ‘-ism’ for the initiated, simultaneously as it aligns itself as a product line within 
the market economy of academic artistic-research. 
Sven-Olov Wallenstein phrases the dilemma so fittingly: “If conceptual art thought it was 
possible to break with the commodity form of art, then we can in retrospect see that what it really achieved 
was something entirely different: the limitless expansion of the commodity logic in a transformed way – 
everything can be art, ”non-artistic” objects (an instruction, a description of a process, an event) can be 
packaged and sold.”8 
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 • The quality of the edu-art commodities is not being addressed due to 
difficulties of discriminating of what that actually means at the same time that the edu-
text commodity is being addressed, evaluated, published and archived time after another. 
 
 • The total absence of any risk-taking at all within one’s practice. 
In my case being an institutionalised critique within an edu-cultural institution whose 
power is never threatened by what any of the artist-researcher’s edu-art artefacts, so long 
as it’s done within the authorised, “research through art” paradigm. Fundamentally 
differing from the traditional research methodologies, every artistic research project 
creates, is validated by and therefore manufactures it’s own brand of exploratory 
procedures, as even those research methodologies we abide by are personalised. The only 
common denominator I discern between all of the different artistic research projects I’ve 
come in contact with is, again, the textual-theoretical “text-bikini”9 the edu-art bride is 
being attired in. 
This text-bikini of course also being the very lines I’m writing right now, adding to the 
circular incapacity of challenging the (in-)visible norms of the institution even more. 
 

 
 
 
Stockholm, May 2017 
	

																																																																																																																																																																																			
 
9 Daniel Birnbaum, “Behöver konsten en textbikini?”, Dagens Nyheter Kultur, July 10th 1999 
 


