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This preliminary research seeks to offer a better understanding of Asia through a personal discourse on public space in relation to a number of on-going public art practices.  It reviews the underlying strategies behind-the-scenes.  This paper does not provide a comprehensive survey of particular works, situations or contexts conducive to the burgeoning of public art in a particular area.  However, it is hoped that all major projects discussed below can be collated and disseminated in a broad and insightful perspective and that they can open up or inspire trajectories for different models of public art.  From these projects, the author tries to hinge on the way-forward in public art and Asia at-large.
A NEWLY EMERGED PUBLIC SPACE IN ASIA 
A civil society makes sense if public space is re-created as a playing-field for public dialogue and public interest.  With art, public space forges a focal point for the city.  Without art, public space becomes a culturally defined, but visually impaired landscape.  The value of public space is its shared, physical social sphere, in which the public celebrates and acts within a common realm for a variety of purpose-built social functions, discussions and practices, with site-specific installations, situational performances, time-based street actions, ephemeral community workshops or other events.  

It is not an exaggeration to state that we have many people, interest groups, and communities, but ‘no public’ in Asian cities.  Art has long been a part of social practices and there has been a long existence of public space.  However, the enduring existence of public space does not necessarily imply the existence of public art in the contemporary sense.  Therefore the question is, what should public art be like in the broadest sense?  The question also goes back to whether there exists a ‘public space’ in Asia?  It will be fine, if the idea of a public can be taken further as the genesis for analysis.
  Apart from art, what should public space constitute- vision? wisdom? dialogue? identity? private space? What will the future of Asian cities look like without public space?  How will the diversity of urban politics and complexity of cultures interact with public art?  What will be the roles of professionals of the built environment in relation to non-professional urban dwellers?  Can the new genre public or community artists act for and with others in reclaiming responsibility for their future public spaces? The discourse on public art would instigate a new paradigm shift of u-turning the aesthetical study of art to the contextual diagnosis of art in the era of post-colonialism/post-integration in the region. 

CROSS-CULTURAL & TRANS-NATIONAL NETWORKS

In Asia, there are some structures of cross-city public art platform or network created: These structures include the Festival Asiatice de Artes Performativas (FAAP; Director: Seiji Shimoda), Asian Water/Art Channel (AWAC; Director: Ichi Ikeda), the Wanakio (Co-Director: Titus Spree, Jun Miyagi & Emiko Kato), the Port (Presenter Bizzart, Shanghai), the Anyang Art Valley Public Art Project (Director: Lee. Young Chul), etc.  All these public art festivals, together with public projects of the Gwangju Biennale, the Busan Biennale, the Guangzhou Biennale, are ‘pro-city’ events, which are not intended for narrating the contemporary life of the 21st century largely with a negative dimension, which is absolutely polemical.  The paper will not go into the details of these curatorial concepts, but will focus more on some specific models/strategies of public art event in the region.

The 21st century will be the most horrible time for Asia!  There is a diversity of public art practices and networks between various individual and institutions in Asia.  Among the many factors contributing to the burgeoning of public art practice or movement in Asia
, the highly competitive urbanization already in place is possibly the most important.  There is witnessed a reckoning desire for ‘space-making’ by landfill-reclamation, clearance of abandoned buildings
, spread of ‘commercialized’ pedestrian zoning, creation of green areas, commercial and community initiatives, etc.  However, it does not follow that public art has recorded a synchronized progression with that of public space.  From Lamphun to Chiang Mai, Ho Chi Minh, Hanoi, Malacca, Kuala Lumpur, Singapore, Hong Kong, Macau, Shanghai, Beijing, Naha, Kobe, Tokyo,… seldom does the public policy for land use or the welfare policy for cultural development incorporate creative thinking in the making of a public space for art.  The past decade also chronicles a timeline of spectacle.  For audience development and cultural investment, art’s natural extension from conventional exhibition space to a non-conventional public sphere is both a social and hybrid phenomenon.  Collection-based museums and commercial galleries are also seen by some as institutions with ‘physical’ and ‘ideated’ confines.  Efforts are being made to free art practice from such structural impediment, and to use art to push the boundary between the public and the non-public sphere, the government and the private sector, but largely in vain.

THE STEREOTYPICAL MODEL: CREATION OF CITY ORNAMENT & GLOBAL PUBLIC

HONG KONG WEST KOWLOON CULTURAL DISTRICT

A mega public project, titled The West Kowloon Cultural District (the District), has been planned by the Hong Kong Government to create new meaning for this economic hub.  In a 40-ha of public space, 4 museums and 4 performing venues are to be built in 10 to 12 years.  Public art and performance would be permitted under a 22 ha large canopy conceived by Fosters and Partners, with an aim to entertain the international audience or the ‘Global Public’.  It is my impression that the ‘Global Public’ would become a passive recipient and not an active beholder in this course of events.  The District is planned to project an exemplary image of Hong Kong with a global spectacle: a crystalized idealisation of political success in its post-integration era, as well as a creative cluster of world contemporary culture par excellence, among other Chinese cities in the Pearl River Delta.  It is also hoped that the District could even further influence the making of other public space projects across the globe.  Despite its atomic size on the world atlas, Hong Kong has taken the District to envisage an articulation of Asia’s "Cultural Hub" in a happy assimilation of eastern and western culture.  In the building process it also aspires to attain one of the world’s most "LOCAL” and most “GLOBAL" positions by keeping the most classical Cantonese opera and the most advanced media art in a compatible situation.  

Nonetheless, antithetical mistrust and resistance have generated much public anguish.  Such a ‘strategy’ to generate public debate by imposing such “a big elephant” project on Hong Kong, on the one hand, would fill the lasting void- the public narration of a local space on a global playing field with a critical mass, and on the other hand, would help to move the public boundary of the global/local.  It is striking in its narrowness in not nurturing a grassroots community in dialogue with the international communities, which should conceptualize this ‘professional’ project with a local experience.  Is it apt to say that public art without community knowledge is mere cultural imperialists’ strategy of cultural assimilation?

CRITIQUE ON POST-PLANNING URBAN SYSTEM OF PUBLIC ART

The 2003 - 2005 project, titled The Fifth System: Public Art In The Age Of "Post-Planning” was co-curated by Hou Hanru & Pi Li, presented by the He Xiangning Art Museum in Shenzhen, China.  Like Shenzhen itself, the Overseas Chinese Town (OCT) has been developed into a new mega-space of modern enterprises and inhabitant communities.  It signifies a fresh city life in China.

The question Hanruraised out of such a context is: “How does contemporary public art face and intervene in such a novel reality?”  More concretely, “How is contemporary art redefined in such an urban environment and served as mediums of observation and critique of reality?”  According to the specific reality of OCT, Hou would like to “provide the public with new ways of perceiving and rediscovering the urban reality….  This ‘fifth system’, situated in-between the various levels of urban structure, is creating a different public space to negotiate with the existing four systems in order to evoke new and more open relationships between the urban mass and the city from both interior and exterior perspectives.  OCT, developed at a much faster pace than the planning, condensing elements of different geo-cultural clichés and various modernities, to incarnate a unique urban typography of high speed and high efficiency.  The city of OCT hence created out of the process transcends the conventional modern urban planning to become a ‘post-planning’ city.  Compared to traditional cities, this town implies much more flexibility and openness.  It signals the coming of a new age of city making.  The project of ‘The Fifth System’ intends to open new spaces of experiments in the field of public art with diversified interactive works such as performance, multi-media and public dialogue produced specifically for this unique cultural context.”

It seems that Hou Hanru took on a reflective examination of China’s ‘urban blight’; the normative planning of economic infrastructure as fundamental, whilst the installation of public art as ornamental to public spaces.  Such ‘urbanization’ without a new genre public art is also analyzed with over-expansion in Asia, which supercedes any constructive thinking of public space beforehand.  The project is viewed as an enduring dialogue with city’s planning system, but not as an art action targeting at a particular group or audience, artist or developer.  This strategy of public art, in this connection, is associated with an objective of societal change.  The question is raised as to whether alternative frameworks, in which the social benefits are primary, will emerge for urban regeneration.

“When we think about public art, we should also consider architecture as a public art form…. The public design process can be democratic or autocratic.  We are all for the democratic model… My favorite city is not Paris. My favorite is a city of no obvious unity, perhaps of chaos-Tokyo.  A process to introduce democratic review into the public design process has developed in America over the last thirty years.  It connects with the idea of citizen participation in urban planning.”
  I think Robert Venturi’s democratic approach gives a clear answer to our problem.
Hou Hanru is not a discourse curator and his project leaves room for artist to negotiate with the community.  Its strategy was not to involve the OCT community in the process.  In one sense, Hou Hanru exercised ‘dialogical’ communication with the urban public, with the public space of OCT as a laboratory, with which the long-term urban growth is integrated.  His public art project was not co-opted as a different city development process, instead, it was manipulated with the politics of inclusiveness in a city’s one-off exercise of planning.  

TOP-DOWN POLICY: THE TAIWAN & KOREAN MODEL OF PERCENTAGE FOR ART SCHEME

Differing from that of the curator-originated approach, there are several top-down public art policies most of which are legally framed, institution-derived, and administration-led approaches in support of art in public place. 
 
Instead of responding merely to western conditions, there have been a variety of forums and practices of public art held in Taiwan, South Korea, Singapore and Japan, addressing the local issues.  What concerns the author most is the key, contributing factor, which helps to spearhead the new situation, i.e. the public art policy behind-the-scenes, rather than the final products of such concerted efforts in rewriting the spatial history of Asia.  Unlike Singapore
 and Japan which so far have no public art policy, Taiwan and South Korea made ground-breaking experiments in the late 1990s.  

In Taiwan, the flourishing of public art
 was legally provided for according to Clause No. 9 of the regulation “Awards and Assistance on Art & Culture” gazetted in 1992.
  The award is an economic incentive to global business for localizing its investment in an area, which is now tax-free.  The assistance is a means for patronizing art experiments and education in a sphere which is in public reach.

Since 1999, The Cultural Affairs Bureau of the Taipei City Government (CABOT) was a mandate to the planning of public art projects.  Division 4 provides the legal framework of community and public art in Taiwan, where NGOs can exercise 10% of the budgets of public art scheme.  To identify the most objective direction, public art research is conducted by such non-government agencies as the Open Space Foundation.

Of all the positive dimensions of the % art policy, the partnership of big business and community sectors to invest in pubic art is the most crucial.  On the other hand, the negative dimension of the scheme is possibly the waste of public resources in over-producing art in public spaces.  The obsession of public art in the public sphere has been recently affected by a revision of the law in Taiwan, which now allows for the use of public funds for community-based art projects instead of just making socially detached ‘monuments’.  It cannot be concluded that the flood of public art is intimidating in Taiwan or South Korea; it is more or less an integral part of a public culture, and it looks rather different to what can be observed in Hong Kong where public art is created with the mere purpose of “doing something outdoors”, which has nothing to do with education in the public space. 

Whether a community needs an incremental process to receive public art before the launching of a scheme is questionable.  The potency of art is sometimes very ‘educational’ and public interaction is not necessarily the objective.  However, the process of public intervention / negotiation is not a one-off event and it must invite skilful artists who understand the meaning of art in a community to participate for mutual-advancement.  Very often, site-specific installation requires the participants to ‘complete’ the work of dialogue.  It, however, does not denote that the art communities in Asia need more community/public art for diagnosis than their aesthetically-aware western counterparts. 
THE GRASSROOTS MODEL: CRITICAL ART PRACTICE (CAP) & SOCIAL INSTALLATION FESTIVAL- TRANSLATION, DISPLACEMENT, ACTUALISATION
Singapore artist Jay Koh exercises his Critical Art Practice (CAP) or Littoral Art Practice
 as a theoretical framework inspired by the Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School and the French Post-Structural Theory, which examines cross-cultural public art activities.

According to Jay Koh, “‘art activism’ is an art initiative with the objective and desire to produce and/or influence change within society, and/or to project messages advocating social change. In cultures where freedom of expression is limited the mere attempt to create a (public) space that can offer possibilities of expression can be considered as ‘art activism.’” There is now a growing mass of artists and public art events dealing with social critique, without a critical reflection on the various processes involved in the production of the work, on practices of appropriation and misappropriation and on the ethics for negotiating the unequal positions of the diverse parties involved.  This body of works on social critique, works which specifically seek to engage the viewer in concrete, meaningful ways beyond just ‘I-make-you-look’ has been termed Critical Art Practice (CAP) or Engaged Public Art (EPA).  CAP arises from dissatisfaction with the present system of art practices in the mainstream, the margins and the in-betweens, which have reduced public art events to more or less object-oriented or speculative art events, producing elitist systems for the ‘banking’ of public art objects to be withdrawn for consumption by audiences.  Practitioners of EPA seek to find new strategies to meet and be involved within the society.”

“CAP uses various strategies to assess the process of art making…There are roughly 2 levels of investigations, one being on the ethical aspects of the public art as reflected by the intention and execution of the work.  These would be assessed using the principles of transparency, accountability and responsibility perhaps similar to some of the important criteria in the dynamic process of upholding democracy in society. The second level is on the artistic translation and application of the work.”

I think CAP is a curator/artist-oriented practice, in which their perception of the environment can help the community to identify potential for improvement.  CAP takes a new critical framework and a new aesthetic paradigm.  The a priori principle of this theoretical model is that ‘the production of art is based on the possibility of a dialogical relationship that breaks down the conventional distinction between artist, art work and audience—a relationship that allows the viewer to act as the crucial part of artistic production, which as a result turns out a public object of ‘post-retinal insignificance’.
 

There are also complex issues involving CAP or Littoral Art, namely the working relationship of curator and artist, the enduring production process and the means of delivery of the products and services of public art.  One would also interrogate the postulation that the conceptual elaboration of CAP rests on a process of unintended interaction which takes its discursive aesthetic sometimes beyond the thematic control of artist and curator. 

In 1992, there was a pioneer public art project in Thailand, titled Chiang Mai Social Installation Art & Culture Festival, which was a public art event organized by Chiang Mai based artists and cultural workers (including Navin Rawanchaikul and later generations of cultural activists), with a view to integrating contemporary art in unconventional spaces around the greater Chiang Mai area.
 However, we are not sure whether the repercussions of these projects left on Chiang Mai have been as permeating as we could imagine after the years.  The question arises as to whether some visually strong ‘objects’ must be produced for permanent display and recollection.  Nevertheless, the Chiang Mai Social Installation Festival still has strongly influenced the recent public art movements in the region including the Land and the Fly with Me to Another World, which will be discussed later.

LU JIE: THE LONG MARCH –A WALKING CIRCUS of VISUAL DISPLAY AND THE INTEGRATION OF BOTTOM-UP & TOP-DOWN MODELS

The essence of this practice was embodied in the latest Long March project “The Great Survey of Paper-cuttings in Yanchuan County.”  Using the method of survey as a performance, the project intervened practically with the local cultural heritage and history, helping raise local consciousness and concern about this art form, thus helping the county to develop its own cultural policy.  While I am not sure whether the cultural policy can be reshaped or not, the project was inventive, by using the method of visual display to examine the Long March’s own practice, and the politics of representation that infused the motivations and performances by both sides.

Since the Long March followed the former ‘shifting’ route of revolution, the greatest contribution of the Long March could be “the shift” developed throughout the journey.  Shifting context could be one of the strategies of art to displace the norm with a new input.  A great many of the local communities or the project ‘references’ on the route, which are growing, evolving and mutating, and communicating with each other, were ‘shifted’ to new or experimental frontiers.  Meeting the difference of regions and complexity of cultural systems, the display politics of the Long March opened up complex and diverse spaces, with a ‘mutating knowledge.’  An alternative system to ‘shift’ community problems to a new context was also created.  

More interesting, one can note that this curatorial community project is being re-interpreted and subsumed into a contemporary biennale system as a discursive aesthetic of a group work.  “Techniques of the Visible is a space where the contemporary visual arts intersect, meet and challenge the way technology is used and experimented today.  There is a series of works that expand in the public space, generating a broad discourse in which the public is understood as a negotiation of meanings and uses between the works and passers-by.”, says Sebastian Lopez in the Shanghai Biennale 2004.
  Another co-curator Zheng Shengtian writes, “Techniques of the Visible is concerned with image-making with various throughout the ages, the contemporary presence of historical images, as well as the relationship between image and human existence.”
  Zheng has considered the contemporary Yanchuan context as well as the human condition this project is working within and his curatorial choice is about “contemporary presence of historical images.”  Against this background, the Long March Project was selected, though misplaced in the Film Studio section of the Biennale.  Gao Shiming, assistant curator of the Biennale, cares about the author issue.  He states, “The project is remarkable for its grand scale and participatory nature...Displayed in a contemporary art institution, the project on folk art poses many intriguing questions…The project moves beyond the museum wall and unfolds a vast space where an astonishingly large group of invisible art makers live and work.”
 

Is community art linked to a particular folk art?  Is public art pre-determined by the site condition?  I am not sure.  Here, public art is conceived in a wide spectrum of sites or the moving / shifting communities the artists encountered.  The author is not intending to question the curatorial integrity on this point, but public art can be generalized as a heterogeneous subject.  In the Taipei Biennale 2004, museum director Huang Tsai-lang seems to re-contextualize the project with the general audience. “Whether they be group works, performance art, paper cuttings, sculptures,…the artists present the theme of the exhibition in concrete forms, which gives viewers a new experience and forces them to understand and reflect upon the complexity and variety of the world’s different realities”
 says Huang.  In this sense, the parameters set for art expression becomes unimportant?
It is also interesting to note that the Long March demonstrates how public art has a potential to negotiate with the ‘fleeting’ time and space available, or ‘shifting’ localities and ‘moving’ communities, and how public art can exercise instrumental effects on curatorial advancement without compromise.  The Long March differentiates the strategies below-listed, which are either community-based or situation-derived.

PUBLIC ART IN(TER)VENTION IN LAMPHUN

The Long March took a long time to operate in different locales, whereas The Fly with Me to Another World (Fly with Me) was a community-based, tale-like, generation-bridging project.  It connected the legends of three generations-Prof. Silpa Bhirasri, Inson Wongsam, Navin Rawanchaikul. The Fly with Me project provides “a new model of how a local community can be part of the development, implementation and creation of contemporary art.”
  If a city biennale forces artist-audience to confront urbanism, the Fly with Me project forces artist-collaborator to face community, the root of urbanism.   

It is not my concern to explore whether this ‘nationalistic’ project fulfilled its objective to make an alternative or positive impact on a local community in Thailand.  However, I am particularly moved by Navin Rawanchaikul, the director’s vision to bring public art back to its roots and heritage.  I am not sure whether the project title using the word “in(ter)vention” is more appropriate than “engagement.”  However, the awareness approach, to raise community consciousness by conserving local heritage and identity through art, is very close to what MOST has been doing in a Hong Kong heritage site, Kat Hing Wai Walled Village.  More interesting was the event addressing the community, rather than thinking of it superficially with an artist view.  It located community problems in a real setting of communication and problem-solving!
I am not sure whether the living bridge between generations, cultures, communities, academics, art and non-art spaces can be sustained in the future without Navin’s influence; and whether the project can contribute to a new conceptualization of contemporary art, or a new aesthetic being ‘Thai’, by “building collaboration among local, national and international organizations, as well as co-operation among schools, temples, museums, city and district offices, NGOs, non-profit art and community centers with art.”  It is more interesting to see whether the Fly with Me project is able to fulfill its ambitious objectives, namely, visual and experiential expressions of identity, social struggles, the environment, and living heritage.  Nonetheless, this model is quite different from Hong Kong’s single-minded public art project which is basically a government initiative to select work for a particular location.  The sophisticated process of the Fly with Me project is more ‘multi-layered.’
A session of the Public Art In(ter)vention Symposium, in which I participated, studied how such creative means as public art could be applied to social issues through inter-disciplinary collaboration.  Navin emphasizes the idea of “art as a tool for social activism and change while unearthing solutions towards positive change, and as a tool for bridging identities and differences in society.”  The Symposium addressed “art as a tool for social consciousness and environmental sustainability.”
  I think this is all fine, if the participants of the Fly project feel comfortable with everything.  However, it is amazing to observe that public art seems to take up a social bearing or responsibility in some developing regions of Asia much heavier than their counterparts in the free Western world!  I think deeper theoretical research and analysis should be formed if the basic function of art goes beyond a theoretical level of imagination to a practical level of social transformation.  Asia is just emerging from the tradition of art, which is in close service with society or political reality.  Should we refine Asian’s modernity with a newer interpretation of art and community?  Are we expanding the boundary of art/art world, or we are just over-burdening the subject with old social functions?  I think Navin is quite conscious of this, how about other artists?

If a form of self-governance is designed to monitor the process, the Lamphun model which takes to the local solution, can be transferred and applied to other situation.  Its strategy is to involve the place (Lamphun) and the people (Inson Wongsam).  This approach differs from the practice in Yangon, which was initiated by an outsider, imposed on a community, with the prophetic director not involved in depth.

I think it is fine to bring art romantically back to the public and the one-year long Lamphun’s public art model furnishes us a good view of art, which is to both the cultural setting and the individual an enhancing one.
   It will be interesting to observe whether the community discourse in Lamphun will be remembered after 10 years, or any artwork of the community celebrated forever?  Can the works of Inson Wongsam be studied carefully in the community with new collaboration and exciting experiments?  It seems that art history is part of our social history, where visual product is not of prime importance.  Can art’s spatial dimension of sociability be recognized in our public space?  How should we position public art, or art in general?  

Thai artists Rirkrit Tiravanija and Kamin Lertchaiprasert are working on a site-specific project, entitled The Land (1998 - ), which has left a strong visual remembrance in the author, the construction of unique, experimental living structures around a rice field as a social space for engagement.  Surrounding the spaces of the rice fields, we find primitive communal spaces, kitchens, toilets, bathrooms and central halls.  There are different structures being built for spiritual meditation and physical satisfaction. According to the curatorial statement, “The land and its topographical environment was cultivated through the philosophy and agricultural technique of a Thai farmer by the name of Chaloui Kaewkong an on going relationship (I just quoted from web-materials) to the initial rice field itself and a lose group of students from the University of Chiang Mai and the local village.”  Unlike the Up-ricing project curated by MOST, rice has been really grown and taken as an experimental media and its harvest are shared by all participants and some families in the village that are infected with the AIDS.  In the ‘rice’ site, where basic amenities are insufficient, a simple solution is to do with a traditional technique to attain ‘survival.’  The Land thus serves as a lab for residency within self-sustainable environment as well as carrying out ideas for architectural design. The Land is among projects in the same city which looked quite different from that of the Fly with Me project, which took to the street for community empowerment, with the potential to confront uncertainty in public space.  Geared to a primitive and earthen aesthetic, The Land is more Thai, which is rather unique in Asia today in the perpetuation of an alternative living style rooted in the agricultural vision for individual and collective sustainability.

'THE QUIET IN THE LAND' IN LUANG PRABANG 

The Quiet in the Land: Art, Spirituality, and Everyday Life was launched by international curator France Morin in Luang Prabang, Laos in 2004 as a series of collaborations with artists and a wide range of people from Buddhist communities and students.  The conviction of the project is that "the practice of art broadly defined offers both individuals and communities, including the disenfranchised, the opportunity to define for themselves the dignity of activities of everyday life.”
  
Like the Fly with Me project, The Quiet in the Land is rooted in local communities and grew slowly over time.  Of note is that The Quiet in the Land is designed to question critical issues of art, craft, heritage, politics, religion and sustainable development in a region that has experienced drastic changes.  Faced with challenges of tourism and drug use, the site was also an important training site for the 508 novices and monks who attended the Buddhist teaching and retreat for 2 weeks living in the forest. Like other projects mentioned above, it is also geared to an international perspective with a number of international artists working with local artisans.  The question is what did the artisans get from this ‘contemporary’ art project?  Can the modern language of public art in the western sense be assimilated in a local context?  
In Chiang Mai, there is also a project called Empty Space Chiang Mai (EPS), another art initiate that focuses on community-based performance, founded by a German artist, Manuel.
 
To the international audience, it is not important, whether the community approach of residency is an immediate success or not.  To a local participant, it is important to part-take in a discourse-based activity, which could bring fruitful community-wide transformation.  In my experience, it is most difficult to have a local strategy to assimilate local art professionals, who usually take a ‘universal’ view on a local experiment rooted in a community, in which these local experts, most often, have no interest.

TAKE TO THE STREET: THE MODEL OF CEMETI ART HOUSE: "COUNTER ATTRACT: CHOOSE YOUR OWN PUBLIC

Organized by the long-established alternative space Cemeti Art House in Indonesia, the Counter Attract was another collaborative public art endeavor, organized in the spirit of street art, using specific public sites in Yogyakarta to create temporary spaces for art.  Because of the difficult political situation in Indonesia, the poster project was a strategy for artists to deal with censorship and street culture.

According to Nindityo Adipurnomo, co-director of Cemeti Art House, this project was meant to be “a tactic towards the authority of publication materials in public space that was claimed by some people and companies for their own interest.”
  Public space was used to put up banners and posters with information of events, announcements, commercial advertisements and moral messages of the government and the artists. This project, added new visual images on top of regular posters, co-opting the existing materials with their artworks in posters, stickers, stencils and photocopies, which avoided disseminating messages or information, although formally they did not look much different from the official ones.  Some of them were really playing with the messages of those advertisements, making them more slippery, funny, and even changing the content of the messages!  The installation of the posters at many different locations by visual artists, was realized on the 29th of June 2005 all over the city of Yogyakarta!  The interesting part of this event, experienced by the artists, was the fight for transitional public space and the overtly political power of public space emerged.  What happened was that in less than one hour, all artworks were quickly covered by new advertisement posters.  The old generation of media was rapidly replaced by a new generation of media.  In information age, the dialogical space in connecting each advertising message faces inevitably a ‘short-circuit without a bridge!’  

The result of this project was that the local city government has made the regulations of public spaces for commercial and non-commercial public advertisements more restrictive!  A positive aspect was that some big cigarette industries started to use artists to produce more advertisements in a graffiti style!  Some even sponsored another public art project in the city, using the same artists of the former project.  The process of production and execution of the project on the street was shown in a documentation exhibition at Cemeti Art House from the 7th till the 31st of July 2005.  Besides the documentation, posters and stencil works were exhibited.  
Lilly van Ginneken describes the nature of such transitional art practice, “Public space is a jungle with an exotic pattern of norms and values for the arts, (the artist) must deal with a practically uncompromising system in which art is absolutely not the priority.”
  I think public art is not ‘public’ just because it is ‘out of doors.’  It is about whether the activity is involving the ‘public’ or not.   This ‘art in public place’ project was not directed towards public participation, but the public space which is not for public use at all.  Public art is so short-lived that it cannot interact with the people in the city.  The definition of public art and public space should be re-defined in Asia! 
In June 2005, there was a collaborative project called Playground, which founded its idea on creating ‘responsible’ public spaces in Jakarta.  This urban project was rather ‘ideological’ and public space was made to be socially accountable.  Three artists Popok Tri Wahyudi, Hedi Hariyanto, Ali Umar, and two architects Joko Purwanto and Eko Prawoto, worked together with the villagers of Rogocolo, Desa Tirtonirmolo, Kasihan, and Bantul for a new synergy.  The concept of this project “was based on the concern of the minimal availability of public space for children.” 
 The artists and architects, supported by villagers, local companies, NGOs and individual sponsors, created a playground for children.  The Playground was quite indigenous and it was built from natural and local materials.  The ‘local’ design thus challenged the motoric development, as well as encouraging the creativity and fantasy of children.  It opened up a discussion on the necessity and responsibility of public spaces for different groups in the society. 

It seems that our public space is getting more and more commercialized; it is either measured in money value or ‘purchased’ and ‘occupied’ by a few.  Can art be compatible with commerce, or politics?  Can public space be legitimated as an open channel of public expression and social actualization?  Such temporal models of public art practice in Indonesia are still experimental and when and who can determine its final shape?  In confrontation with mass culture, will art take a strategy to submerge itself into a popular course, or a popular community, in order to sustain for a longer time?  How can the intrinsic value of art be preserved in the process of cultural acculturation?  Will this strategy hinge on a new synergy of creative space in Asia? 
 “WANAKIO” @ OKINAWA: THE PAN-ASIAN MODEL OF CROSS-CULTURAL PLATFORM
The concept and strategy of Wanakio starts from the location.  The title "WA_NA_KIO" results from reading the Japanese "Hiragana" syllabary of "O_ki_na_wa" reversed and gives a hint to the wanakio’s redefinition of existing qualities.  

The WANAKIO Organizing Committee, in collaboration with the alternative space Maejima Art Center and the University of the Ryukyus, organized a biennale ‘WANAKIO’ in Naha, Okinawa in November since its inception in 2001.  Close to the approach taken by Hou Hanru in The Fifth System, the festival is a trans-disciplinary and trans-national project, which deals with the topic of transformation of society and the urban environment triggered by globalization and the ubiquitous process of modernization.

To conceptualize the WANAKIO, the topic of the public, especially in terms of a spatio-physical sphere for human interaction, is a central subject in co-director Titus Spree’s urban projects.  Titus Spree, “I realized that public, in connection with a democracy, also includes its spatio-physical meaning and it is a key point in Japan, and I believe also in Asia…. Even in the era of virtual communication channels and the dominance of the internet, the sensorial interaction between humans is what creates the base for any democratic process.  It is the ability to form our posture towards society with the inclusion of all our senses and in a sphere that doesn't allow for a complete domination by whatever interest groups, be it commercial, political or cultural, that makes up the core of any democratic process.  History shows it very clearly, the fight for democracy always includes the fight for (and in) spatio-physycal spheres for free interaction between humans.”

Wanakio was not a pure public art or art project, but rather it focuses on an educational platform, which includes city walks, workshops, symposia and site specific research.  “The so-called ‘trans-academy’ / ‘trans-disciplinary’ concept was conceived as creating a public space for interaction between the artists and the inhabitants, between the institution academics and the independent researchers.  It opened up the making-of process of the exhibition and the artworks to audience.  Projects from non-artists were also welcomed as long as they dealt with the location and the thematic topic in a creative way.”
  
The Wanakio was made as an attraction for the public as its opening party was launched in the public space of Kokusai Street, the main avenue of Naha.  International and local artists created their site-specific projects in direct interaction with the urban context, with works developed and exhibited in the central/urban/neighborhoods of Naha.  If public art is a collaborative act to communicate idea, a ‘local’ aspect of the Wanakio project is that some video artists, architects, photographers took a collaborative approach and created their ‘art booths’ like meeting places or workshops in the Norwen Vegetable Market, and other down-town areas by developing and showing up their ‘urban exhibitions.’ According to my experience, all the public art worked together like antennae, transferring and translating developments in contemporary life to the whole city of Naha.
  Aspects associated with the City were exploited by visiting artists, who took their 1-month or short-term residency in Okinawa to develop their identities within the City.  
With the presentation of cultural policy and issue of heritage by Emiko Kato, co-director in the Symposium, it seems that the Wanakio not only nurtured a trans-national strategy, but also a ‘trans-Japan’ climate with a view to reviewing an American feel, oceanic identity specific to Naha.  In the 2003 International Symposium, entitled “From Okinawa/To Okinawa”, a discourse on alternative space and cultural policy attempted to create an international dimension for this event.  The author raised the controversial issue of Diaoyutai and questioned the cultural attitude of Japanese artists if it is part of China’s sovereignty.  What happens to cross-cultural collaboration when confronted with a ‘nationalistic’ boundary mentality?  Is cultural exchange looking for similarity, or settling the difference?  What can be criticized is again that the international forum, like many others, was still beyond the reach of the general public.

The Festival has become a fabric of the City event and it was warmly received.  The potential of art and public space is open for all possibilities, which can be re-created by the public as well.  Since the event is periodical and the audience has built up a habit of tolerance and acceptance of art no matter what it turns out to be, the boundary of public space has been much testified.  Okinawa's district indigenous environment and ‘trans-Japanese’ peripheral conditions form the basis of Wanakio.  The making-of process in the curatorial concept was something of an evolutional process, which explains each Wanakio’s peculiar changing character.  For each Wanakio, the conceptual act to select and negotiate with the particular public space or the 'genius loci' is an integral part of forming the civil concept of Wanakio.  Unlike any public art project in Hong Kong, each process of the event is discussion-based, open and rich in public involvement/action.  Each public space is thus conceived with a particular public.  
In my understanding, the art auction organized to motivate the public to own a locality-based object created was well-received.  Every two years, the Wanakio public art project helps the residents of Naha to live with the reality of art.  
One of the questions for public art is definitely how to make an assessment. Since most Wanakio quality projects were created in a direct interaction process within the public realm, each project can be viewed as an indicator of the level of interaction.  The success or failure of the project was a direct result of that interaction process.  Since the main initiative derived from Wanakio was the re-vitalization of the art scene, it is understood that the networking part of Wanakio had a clearly visible effect in the Okinawan art world. With Wanakio, many Okinawan artists had the chance to meet and collaborate with artists from various parts of the world.  Besides, there has been a change of consciousness on certain local topics and locations.  The mere fact that people from 'far away' were dealing with certain areas and locations made people think about them in a different way.  The change of consciousness is central to the Wanakio activity.  

It would be dangerous for one to assess or conceive a public art event as a tool for social revolution.  Like Wanakio, it is not about urban re-generation, but more about the re-discovery of inherent and energetic qualities emerging from a creative process or impetus in a public sphere.  That is also another process of empowerment, or another quality of public art. It should be noted that the concept of WANAKIO is founded upon the Mukojima Networks Urban Exhibition an archetypical project also directed by Titus Spree.
 
TRIENNIAL IN A FARMING VILLAGE: THE DE-URBANIZED 'ECHIGO-TSUMARI ART TRIENNIAL'

This is a large-scale community-based project that takes place for 50 days in the Echigo-Tsumari Region of Nigata, Japan.  This project is initiated and currently directed by Fram Kitagawa. An interesting issue about this Triennial is its approach, which constituted a challenging counterpoint to the overly institutionalized and franchised Triennial event in Asia during the past decade, by quitting the museum wall and stepping out from the institutional frame.
  The Triennial is not ‘city-based’ in the traditional sense and it has strong roots in places.   It takes public spaces in farming villages of Nigata, a depopulated area, inhabited by the elderly and children, known for heavy snowfall.  If the 20th century was said to be the age of urbanization, the 20th century art was based in cities.  But this is not the case for the Triennial, which hinges on the 21st century.  The Triennial tries to defeat the logical connection of art and urbanization:  “As urbanization declines, art declines, and the possibility for art diminishes”, says the Director.   The Triennial escapes from city per se into rural setting, which is seen as backward and insignificant.  No artificially designed space for exhibition was available for the 2000 Triennial. Though some buildings were constructed in 2003 to conceive international participation, the Triennial forces the artists to produce public works that respond to the unknown and the uncertainty. 
Like the WANAKIO, the core idea is all about local 'revitalization.'  The Triennial aims at rejuvenating the territorial reality by exhibiting a wide spread of art in various spots in the town.  It aspires to humanity and identification with the local ecology, the global environment and the people.  According to the official record, more than 160,000 people visited the Triennial in 2000.  There are several interesting issues in this public art project - one obvious point is the collaboration among different generations.  It crossovers with the local and country-wide contexts and it concerns with interdisciplinary interests, including professional, environment and social issues.  Another distinct aspect is its notion of 'public’ and 'public art.'  According to Fram Kitagawa, the word ‘public’ means ‘belonging to the citizenry’ with the ideas of nature and energy of local communities embedded in public spaces.  It seems that there is also a difference between art communities and local communities. Since the project has been developed for some years and there are already more than 100 permanent art works in the region, it would be interesting to learn how the local residents ‘maintain’ or deal with those 'public art' works in their everyday life environments, and how the their local identities are shaped.  The project developed an on-going communication and education platform in regard to the maintenance of permanent works, and a relationship formed between the locals, artists, and volunteers.  Pointed criticism is not uncommon: “the works were scattered over a huge area, transportation was not convenient, signs were inadequate, and it was hot and muggy.”
  The Triennial also suffers from a lack of local participation and its art is still alien to people there.  Many works in 2003 spoke to the generic issue of globalization, rather than a local issue. 
This paradigm-breaking Triennial looks like a combined activity of the urban-based Wanakio and the rural-based Quiet In The Land.  It looks like a Munster Sculpture Project taking place in a de-populated space of Asia.  
THE INTEGRATIVE APPROACH

Amy Cheng, co-curator of the Taipei Biennale 2004, restructures the conceptual framework of her project by stating that: “The project introduced contemporary art to the Chinese public “from the bottom-up” while also attempting to gain a fresh understanding of China’s contemporary culture “from the top down.”  The project “embarks from China’s traditional aesthetic symbols and the everyday life of its people, rediscovering the power of people in relation to tradition and modernity, heritage and innovation.”
 It seems that Amy Cheng acknowledges the integrative nature of the ‘TRANS-TRADITIONAL-CONTEMPORARY’ approach, the intensity of the ‘TRANS-LOCAL-GLOBAL’ strategy and the social power of transformation and empowerment of her project.  Her model of public / community art will be instrumental to other conceptual practices in Asia.

OUR WAY-FORWARD

‘Public space’ is used as a term which demarcates the ‘space of our everyday life’.  In the conceptual sense, public space is defined everywhere and so is public art in a city.  In practical reality, evolution of public space and public art is not necessarily organic.   When theorizing about the question of what in the future will be considered as the public space and public art of our age, one would say that there will not be any more art in public space without a public dialogue or public empowerment in the process!  Public space is not just a physical space, it is, however, the ‘spatialization” of public thinking.  Art in public space will help the Asian people to find their common values along with the impact of popular culture.  It will not only engage our audience in the knowledge of contemporary art, but with the well-being and the visual and spiritual poverty of our cities as well.  Public art and artists, as shown in the Lamphun or Chiang Mai Model, will create a productive space of inter/cross-community advancement.  
The presence and reception of public art is determined by its city culture and public education.  In general, there is no hostility or critical culture towards the majority of public art in Asia.
  The ‘romantic’ reception of public art in Asia largely reflects the impotence of the general public to resist such phenomenal situation.  Provided with the Critical Public Art Approach (CAP) as Jay Koh and other activists proposed in the process of art-making and reception, the critical mass would be empowered and nurtured to withstand strong government, big business, impaired art institution, or unethical cultural enforcement.  A genuine discourse in public sphere will be put in place.  Censorship in public space is still endemic in Asia. To nurture the critical mass by public education is essential. 
 Alternative channels of communication in an autonomous or transitional public sphere will be essential for open, creative and consequential dialogue.  Asia needs more equitable spaces of democracy!

In the past, there were only art-related social projects initiated by NGOs, but now a number of artist-run art projects which are socially conscious are gaining influence in Asia.  We can also attribute such initiates to the funding opportunities available and to the economic expansion of this region as well.  Some are created by local professionals but the most noted projects are formed by outside activists.  Public art belongs to the public.  The first and foremost concern with the development of public art should rest with the initiatives of a particular community, in the sense that art as expression of people is inherent in the dynamics of the community.  Public art also expresses the core values of community development policy. The core values are participation, involvement, co-ownership and community building.  
If we have a little vision, public art should help to awaken the public consciousness of individual value, history, environment and finally overall city planning, as we can observe in The Fifth System.  Public art would constitute an integral component of a civil society and the nurturing of a critical citizenry, who are fundamental to such communal and participatory advancement.  There will not be good public art practice, if the commuters are not empowered enough to exercise the meaning of art in their immediate environments.  It can be envisioned that the more art in public spaces, the more common values to be shared in public domains, and that the more international networks of public art, the less cultural misunderstandings among Asian people will exist in the ‘One World Culture!’  As a new community-evolved public space is coming of age, the situation in Asia will be totally reverted!

A respect for community implies a respect for a community’s heritage and identity.  From the fine examples of the Long March, Fly with Me to Another World, The Land, etc., the trendy public art in Asia ties in a frame of local reference: heritage, people, history, event and environment.  Unlike many urbanization-inspired biennales, city-reading triennials, public art starts from the very power of the site and enacts the city with people.  It is geared to a retrospective vision, which is unique, situation-based and loaded with regional culture and infra-structural connectivity.  If the future of community enrichment depends on the potential of art in the community, we can anticipate that community art will be co-opted as an integral part of any community-urbanization strategy.  

The budget of public art in Asia cannot be compared with that of a biennale.
  From the experience of the Echigo-Tsumari Triennial, a community art project can be up-scaled to a state of global significance.  Will the future urban-based, museum-based bi/triennial in Asia be re-defined and became street or community-interested?  Will Tsumari, Naha, Chiang Mai or another Asian city be the birthplace of 21st century art?   Will community art in Asia be conceived in terms of spectacle?  How can the global and local tension in a public space be really assimilated? 

The nature of strategies discussed above varies from project to project and person to person, but common to all is a necessity to communicate ideas.   If art is a collaboration, ‘Dialogical Aesthetic’ or ‘Mass Aesthetic’ will be more important than ‘Personal Aesthetic.’ 
  Public art projects are not social welfare and not all art professionals are art therapists, ecology activists, or practicing social workers.  They start serving a collective, communities of people, who are neither used to looking at contemporary culture, nor their immediate, global environments.  

An aspect of future public art in Asia is to forge a theoretical framework of communication for a more solid, richer and sustainable discussion from which the complexity of local public art practice can address its international counterparts.  The public and the academics should envision to study the way public space in Asia is undergoing transformation.  The government, artist or average citizen should take an equitable role to spearhead public art and community events.  The initiative of the Korean or Taiwan Governments to launch the ‘percentage-for-art’ program and other top-down public art strategies, as demonstrated by the Hong Kong West Kowloon Cultural District Scheme, should be adjusted by the initiative of the third or public sector.  The approach of business partnership will be superceded by an objective of cross-city, cross-government, cross-community, cross-sector or cross-subject collaboration.  There exists no conflict between a bottom-up and top-down operation of public intervention.  The two approaches are not mutually exclusive and they can be put into parallel practice.  A new genesis of public art and public space in Asia could arise from the cross-outcome between all the different strategies. 
A civil society should embrace public order and public space.  Public order is easily maintained by public education, social cohesion, surveillance and law-enforcing means.   Public space is a shared realm and it is not a top-down gift bestowed by the ruling power. In Asia’s under-developed areas, we see owning and riding a bicycle in public space as the basic right of the average citizen.  In developed cities where cycling is prohibited, we also see owning and riding of a small car in public road as a ‘basic’ of citizen life.  Polarization of wealth in Asia, however, causes inequality, single citizenship and it deprives the poor to own and operate a private space in public domain.  At a time when there is homogeneous use of public space by a few privileged, and when public participation in public space diminishes, the story of public space will disappear.  When public space withers, the co-option / inclusion of art to community becomes alternative and marginalized.  In this social reality public participation in public space becomes an action of priority.
 To begin with the empowerment which enables the average citizen to use art to dialogue on equal basis with the privileged would be one of first steps of social advancement to reach equitability within a democracy.
5/1/2006
(Andrew Lam is the Curatorial Director of Museum of Site, Chairman of the Cattle Depot Artist Village; Second Spokesperson on Culture, The Democratic Party, Hong Kong and Member of Museums Advisory Group, Consultative Committee on Core Facilities of the Western Kowloon Cultural District. i-forum: artopia_net@yahoo.com) 
Notes

1. German Philosopher Juergen Habermas in his Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit had already begun a good discussion on the concept of ‘public’ and ‘public sphere’ in the 18th century, when urban spatial and cultural boundaries became clear.  In a public art forum held at Shenzhen Art Museum in 2004, Dr. Yan Shangxi also discoursed on the notion of ‘public’ and ‘public Space’.  See Yan Shangxi “The ‘Public’ and ‘Public Art’”, in Lu Hung. Public Art in China.  Hong Kong: Xin Yuan Publisher, 2004. pp. 58-59.  The forum is the first of its kind to debate on public art (instead of public sculpture) in China.

2. There has been a variety of public art projects in Asia.  The Sogetsu Ikebana Installations in Tokyo (2004) by Hanna Kite are good examples of such professional practice.  These works are outcomes of sporadic efforts and yet succeeded in constituting a long-term effect on community.  The word ‘movement’ can be coined here as such practices in Okinawa and Echigo-Tsumari are becoming institutional events, which nurture sustainable repercussions and effects in social transformation- the warm reception of art in public spaces.  Apart from the Chiang Mai’s Fly With Me to Another World and Public Art In(ter)vention Symposium in 2005, there was also an International Symposium on Public Engaged Art, presented by The Substation in 2002.  More and more networks will be formed. 

3. Throughout Asia and Euramerica, there is a public place to commemorate a monument, a heritage or a historical site of significance, but not a living or a contemporary condition.

4. Please refer to curatorial statement.

5. Interview: Denise Scott Brown and Robert Venturi. Art in Architecture, in Tom Finkelpearl. Dialogues in Public Art. Cambridge: MIT Press, pp. 165-166.
6. As early as in 1959, Philadelphia was the first city to adopt a Percentage for Art Policy and similar practices are currently under operation by no less than 90 cities and states in the USA.  In 1978, the underground transit system (MBTA) in Boston was the first system which allocated 1.5% of the construction cost for the purchase of art works.  The Arts Councils in the United Kingdom formally promoted the % Policy in the late 1990s, through which around 1 percent of the budget for a building scheme is set aside for the commissioning of art or craft works.
7. Singapore’s MITA published a Renaissance City Report in 2000 with no discussion on public art policy.

8. The Public art makes its appearance in Taiwan’s billboards, squares, plazas, parks, underground pedestrians and stations, railway stations, art venues, hospitals, education centers, public buildings and shopping malls.  Alternative spaces like Margaret Shiu’s Bamboo Curtain Studio are active in collaborating with the public sector/institute in organizing international forums and exhibitions such as River: New Asian Art-A Dialogue in Taipei curated by Shih Jui-jen (1997).  In 2002, Bamboo Curtain Studio also organized a major international conference on public space, entitled Art Intervention in Community • Humanistic Landscape in Public Space.

9. The regulation stipulates: 1) All owners of public buildings should establish public art to beautify the building and the environment, the cost of which should not be less than 1% of the building construction cost. This percentage can be adjusted for projects costing over US$500 million. 2) The owners, managers or users of buildings accessible to the public should be rewarded by the government, if their buildings have public art established to beautify the building and the environment at a cost higher than 1% of the building construction cost. 3) Important government projects should establish artwork to beautify the environment. 4) There is a tax deductible system as a rewarding scheme. 5) A penalty from US$100,000 to US$500,000 will be charged for legislative violation.

10. Please refer to the comprehensive study Public Art Research conducted by Dr. Desmond Hui of The University of Hong Kong, which can be found in the Hong Kong Arts Development Council, the commissioner’s official web-site: http://www.hkadc.com/rs/file.

11. The term ‘Littoral Art’ is also used by American scholar Dr. Grant Kester, which represents the same thought of art practice.

12. Andrew Lam. EAP-Engaged Art Theory & Practice.  Hong Kong: Museum of Site, 2005. pp. 38-39.

13. Ken Johnson, "A post-retinal Documenta," Art in America, vol. 85, no.10 (October 1997), pp. 80-88. 

14. For the first Festival in 1992, 4 temples and 4 cemeteries as public sites were used for installation, talks and performances.  The project in 1993 was developed with more than 20 public sites as well as with private families in Chiang Mai, including Chiang Mai Art and Culture Museum, Chiang Mai University Art Museum, Umong Sibbhadhamma, The Land, AMCAD (Alternative Media Center for Alternative Development) and the SuperEukabuek TV.  The project reached its zenith in 1995 as the 3rd Chiang Mai Social Installation which included almost 100 Thai and international artists and collaborators from different fields.  Jay Koh’s project was described as ‘Time-response Art”.  Artworks of international artist were exchanged with objects brought in by the people of Chiang Mai on a 1:1 basis.  This was a ‘people to people’ co-operation/exchange which was cross-community, cross-culture and cross-profession on a basis of respect and equality, and spectators became participants. See Jay Koh’ interpretation on E.T. (Exchanging Though), Chiang Mai Real Momentum – Wertzeichen, Catalogue of a work of artist in the Chiang Mai Social Installation Art & Culture Festival initiated by Navin Rawanchaikul and others, Chiang Mai, 1998.
15. Jay Koh’s art practice in Chiang Mai can be compared with his current project in Yangon, which also deals with a local situation and facilitates exchange between international and Myanmar arts and cultural practitioners. His new project tries to tackle the specific local political tension and government. It is also important to see that some local artists enjoyed his project and the intimate way they worked together, despite some local members resigning from the communication structures and platforms such as the CNRM (Collaboration, Networking, and Resource-Sharing) and the NICA (Networking and Initiatives for Culture and the Arts). He has been involved in Myanmar since 2002 however because of his insensitivity to local politics and cultural complexities, together with the restless issues of communication and the problems of cultural assimilation, his community project was met with much criticism.  The question as to whether Jay Koh and his local partners can advance together and achieve visionary community-building inter and cross-culturally, and whether they can deal with those grassroots situations other than their personal expression, remains dubious!

16. Exhibition Catalogue of The Shanghai Biennale: Techniques of the Visible, Shanghai: Shanghai Fine Art Publishers, 2004. p. 22.

17. Ibid. p.  28. In that sense, different media which includes the traditional media of paper-cutting were taken as communication tool in the Biennale.
18. Ibid. p. 132.

19. Preface of the exhibition catalogue, “Do You Believe in Reality?”. See catalogue of The 2004 Taipei Biennial. Taipei: Taipei Fine Art Museum, p. 17.

20. Please refer to Exhibition Note in the Fly With Me project brochure.

21. Presenters of diverse background participated in this session of the Symposium are Hou Hanru, Lu Jie, Paul Sein Pwa (Director of Karen Environmental and Social Action Network), Tran Luong (Curator, Hanoi), Andrew Lam is the commentator.  Quotations can also be found in the big Fly with Me Project Brochure, p. 27. 

22. See the Fly with Me Project Brochure. P. 27.

23. For curatorial statement, please refer to http://www.thequietintheland.org
24. Like the Green Project of MOST and the Fly with Me project, it also organized some film programs in public spaces and they collaborated with art education organizations from Bangkok to train children to make video documentation about their own environment and to learn about the changes and problems in their community.  Some political films are documentaries about the life of the Karen people under the pressure of the militant Burmese Government.  Because of censorship and political control, they are hard to screen in the public spaces of Burma and Thailand.

25. Quotation is based on e-mail discussion. 

26. Lilly van Ginneken, Stoom / Projects Public Art ’90-’98. Amsterdam: Stoom, 1998. Preface.

27. This is the first project of public art in Asia recorded the names of all lay participants with respect.  Quotation is based on the e-mailed curatorial statement.

28. Quotation based on an e-mail communication.
29. Please refer to the curatorial statements of the Festival.  The writer was invited to present the situation of Hong Kong’s alternative space in the International Symposium. 

30. One group of young artists transformed a space into a public place by teaching children graffiti-like painting, entertaining their parents and passers-by, who found art in an abandoned playground without rationality or motive.  Another group of artists projected ‘documentary’ or ‘civic’ videos and exhibited photos of the sex trade in some exotic locations in memory of the good relationship between the American soldiers and sex workers.

31. The operation of each Wanakio is different.  The Wanakio 2003 took place in clearly defined neighborhoods and the curators/organizers, in most of the cases, decided the artists and exhibition locations, such as vacant shops or lofts.  In 2005 the idea was slightly different and it gave artists more freedom to select their locations.  Limitations became more organizational and less conceptual.  Regarding the selection of artists, the 2003 Wanakio had a very open selection system, whereas in 2005 there was a clearly defined deadline and many Okinawan artists had to submit proposals for vetting.  After all, the educational program was developed on a different schedule.  Will the 2006 event be a new synergy?  The concept of public space is accumulating and it seems to incorporate new and on-going, processing and evolving ideas.  The concept of Wanakio and public space can be further assessed.

32. Mukojima and Kyojima, both part of Tokyo's traditional ‘lower town, are faceless districts where depopulated public space is becoming an anonymous ‘No-Mans-Land’.  The 2000 Mukojima Networks focused on the problems created by the contemporary transformation process of cities, creating an open forum for discussions on the future of the neighborhoods, and a model project for how to introduce new ideas into the process of urban renewal.  The tool of intervention was an experimental, trans-disciplinary event, which included town planning, architecture, and art.  Events in open spaces form a neighborhood exhibition network for inhabitants and visitors.  The project attracted some 1,000 visitors and it connected people and places, where a direct sensual interaction with our contemporary urban reality was created.   It managed to influence the neighborhood with a more direct and clear visible impact then WANAKIO did up to now.  Titus Spree also attempted a Micro Moving Office project, which was his personal art/architecture work. The 2001 project dealt with the topic of individual intervention in the urban space of Tokyo in order to create new forms of public interaction.  It was a tool to rediscover the urban reality. With this small urban structure, the Tokyo, often an elusive object, became the environment and front yard of the architect. This project concept also formed basis for the WANAKIO.

33. The official site of 'Echigo-Tsumari Art Triennale' is http://www.echigo-tsumari.jp/. 

34. Newspaper information cited by Fram Kitagawa in “Next, Let’s Set the Spirit Alight” in the Triennial Brochure. P. 21. 


35. Ibid. p. 131.

36. The experience of public opposition to Maya Ying Lin’s Vietnam War Memorial in Washington, D. C., Richard Sera’s Tilted Arc in New York, John Buckley’s The Shark in Oxford, or Antony Gormley’s Angel in Gateshead was not common in Asia.

37. Public art is provided as a part of public education in some American cities.  Beijing sculptor Zhang Yonghao mentions, “The (Chinese) governments are still commissioning heroic monuments and glorifying its achievements.  That happens everywhere, even in America.  All governments do the same kind of monuments-independent monuments….I don’t think that all art must serve politics, but art restricted from dealing with politics is not right either….Now is the most exciting time in Chinese history for public art”.  Please see John T. Young. Contemporary Public Art in China: A Photographic Tour. Seattle and London: University of Washington Press, 1999. p. 58 & p. 130.

38. The budget for the 2000 Echigo-Tsumari Triennial was just US$520,000, compared to US$15,580,000 of the 2005 Guangzhou Triennial.

39. Without strong aesthetic value, community art would be usually ‘marginalized’ by museum and institution of art investment.  Malcolm Miles. Art Space and the City: Public Art and Urban Futures. London & New York: Routledge, p. 85.

40. According to the UNESCO’s standard, the national poverty line is 3.5%.  Hong Kong is around 4.5% as at 2005.  Many Asian cities are below the basic line.  The co-option of public art to a community becomes meaningless as it only serves for some insignificant purposes.

� 	German Philosopher Juergen Habermas in his Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit had already begun a good discussion on the concept of ‘public’ and ‘public sphere’ in the 18th century, when urban spatial and cultural boundaries became clear.  In a public art forum held at Shenzhen Art Museum in 2004, Dr. Yan Shangxi also discoursed on the notion of ‘public’ and ‘public Space’.  See Yan Shangxi “The ‘Public’ and ‘Public Art’”, in Lu Hung. Public Art in China.  Hong Kong: Xin Yuan Publisher, 2004. pp. 58-59.  The forum is the first of its kind to debate on public art (instead of public sculpture) in China.





� 	There has been a variety of public art projects in Asia.  The Sogetsu Ikebana Installations in Tokyo (2004) by � HYPERLINK "mailto:mail@timeasia.com?subject=Subject" �Hanna Kite� are good examples of such professional practice.  These works are outcomes of sporadic efforts and yet succeeded in constituting a long-term effect on community.  The word ‘movement’ can be coined here as such practices in Okinawa and Echigo-Tsumari are becoming institutional events, which nurture sustainable repercussions and effects in social transformation- the warm reception of art in public spaces.  Apart from the Chiang Mai’s Fly With Me to Another World and Public Art In(ter)vention Symposium in 2005, there was also an International Symposium on Public Engaged Art, presented by The Substation in 2002.  More and more networks will be formed. 
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�  	The Public art makes its appearance in Taiwan’s billboards, squares, plazas, parks, underground pedestrians and stations, railway stations, art venues, hospitals, education centers, public buildings and shopping malls.  Alternative spaces like Margaret Shiu’s Bamboo Curtain Studio are active in collaborating with the public sector/institute in organizing international forums and exhibitions such as River: New Asian Art-A Dialogue in Taipei curated by Shih Jui-jen (1997).  In 2002, Bamboo Curtain Studio also organized a major international conference on public space, entitled Art Intervention in Community • Humanistic Landscape in Public Space.





� 	The regulation stipulates: 1) All owners of public buildings should establish public art to beautify the building and the environment, the cost of which should not be less than 1% of the building construction cost. This percentage can be adjusted for projects costing over US$500 million. 2) The owners, managers or users of buildings accessible to the public should be rewarded by the government, if their buildings have public art established to beautify the building and the environment at a cost higher than 1% of the building construction cost. 3) Important government projects should establish artwork to beautify the environment. 4) There is a tax deductible system as a rewarding scheme. 5) A penalty from US$100,000 to US$500,000 will be charged for legislative violation.





� 	Please refer to the comprehensive study Public Art Research conducted by Dr. Desmond Hui of The University of Hong Kong, which can be found in the Hong Kong Arts Development Council, the commissioner’s official web-site: http://� HYPERLINK "http://www.hkadc.com" ��www.hkadc.com�/rs/file.





� 	The term ‘Littoral Art’ is used by American scholar Dr. Grant Kester, which represents the same thought of art practice.





�  	Andrew Lam. EAP-Engaged Art Theory & Practice.  Hong Kong: Museum of Site, 2005. pp. 38-39.





� 	Ken Johnson, "A post-retinal Documenta," Art in America, vol. 85, no.10 (October 1997), pp. 80-88. 





� 	For the first Festival in 1992, 4 temples and 4 cemeteries as public sites were used for installation, talks and performances.  The project in 1993 was developed with more than 20 public sites as well as with private families in Chiang Mai, including Chiang Mai Art and Culture Museum, Chiang Mai University Art Museum, Umong Sibbhadhamma, The Land, AMCAD (Alternative Media Center for Alternative Development) and the SuperEukabuek TV.  The project reached its zenith in 1995 as the 3rd Chiang Mai Social Installation which included almost 100 Thai and international artists and collaborators from different fields.  Jay Koh’s project was described as ‘Time-response Art”.  Artworks of international artist were exchanged with objects brought in by the people of Chiang Mai on a 1:1 basis.  This was a ‘people to people’ co-operation/exchange which was cross-community, cross-culture and cross-profession on a basis of respect and equality, and spectators became participants. See Jay Koh’ interpretation on E.T. (Exchanging Though), Chiang Mai Real Momentum – Wertzeichen, Catalogue of a work of artist in the Chiang Mai Social Installation Art & Culture Festival initiated by Navin Rawanchaikul and others, Chiang Mai, 1998.





� 	Jay Koh’s art practice in Chiang Mai can be compared with his current project in Yangon, which also deals with a local situation and facilitates exchange between international and Myanmar arts and cultural practitioners. His new project tries to tackle the specific local political tension and government. It is also important to see that some local artists enjoyed his project and the intimate way they worked together, despite some local members resigning from the communication structures and platforms such as the CNRM (Collaboration, Networking, and Resource-Sharing) and the NICA (Networking and Initiatives for Culture and the Arts). He has been involved in Myanmar since 2002 however because of his insensitivity to local politics and cultural complexities, together with the restless issues of communication and the problems of cultural assimilation, his community project was met with much criticism.  The question as to whether Jay Koh and his local partners can advance together and achieve visionary community-building inter and cross-culturally, and whether they can deal with those grassroots situations other than their personal expression, remains dubious!





� 	Exhibition Catalogue of The Shanghai Biennale: Techniques of the Visible, Shanghai: Shanghai Fine Art Publishers, 2004. p. 22.





� 	Ibid. p.  28. In that sense, different media which includes the traditional media of paper-cutting were taken as communication tool in the Biennale.





� 	Ibid. p. 132.





� 	Preface of the exhibition catalogue, “Do You Believe in Reality?”. See catalogue of The 2004 Taipei Biennial. Taipei: Taipei Fine Art Museum, p. 17.





� 	Please refer to Exhibition Note in the Fly With Me project brochure.





� 	Presenters of diverse background participated in this session of the Symposium are Hou Hanru, Lu Jie, Paul Sein Pwa (Director of Karen Environmental and Social Action Network), Tran Luong (Curator, Hanoi), Andrew Lam is the commentator.  Quotations can also be found in the big Fly with Me Project Brochure, p. 27. 





� 	See the Fly with Me Project Brochure. P. 27.


� 	For curatorial statement, please refer to http://www.thequietintheland.org


� 	Like the Green Project of MOST and the Fly with Me project, it also organized some film programs in public spaces and they collaborated with art education organizations from Bangkok to train children to make video documentation about their own environment and to learn about the changes and problems in their community.  Some political films are documentaries about the life of the Karen people under the pressure of the militant Burmese Government.  Because of censorship and political control, they are hard to screen in the public spaces of Burma and Thailand.





� 	Quotation is based on e-mail discussion. 





� 	Lilly van Ginneken, Stoom / Projects Public Art ’90-’98. Amsterdam: Stroom, 1998. Preface.





� 	This is the first project of public art in Asia recorded the names of all lay participants with respect.  Quotation is based on the e-mailed curatorial statement.





� 	Quotation based on an e-mail communication.





� 	Please refer to the curatorial statements of the Festival.  The writer was invited to present the situation of Hong Kong’s alternative space in the International Symposium. 





� 	One group of young artists transformed a space into a public place by teaching children graffiti-like painting, entertaining their parents and passers-by, who found art in an abandoned playground without rationality or motive.  Another group of artists projected ‘documentary’ or ‘civic’ videos and exhibited photos of the sex trade in some exotic locations in memory of the good relationship between the American soldiers and sex workers.





� 	The operation of each Wanakio is different.  The Wanakio 2003 took place in clearly defined neighborhoods and the curators/organizers, in most of the cases, decided the artists and exhibition locations, such as vacant shops or lofts.  In 2005 the idea was slightly different and it gave artists more freedom to select their locations.  Limitations became more organizational and less conceptual.  Regarding the selection of artists, the 2003 Wanakio had a very open selection system, whereas in 2005 there was a clearly defined deadline and many Okinawan artists had to submit proposals for vetting.  After all, the educational program was developed on a different schedule.  Will the 2006 event be a new synergy?  The concept of public space is accumulating and it seems to incorporate new and on-going, processing and evolving ideas.  The concept of Wanakio and public space can be further assessed.





� 	Mukojima and Kyojima, both part of Tokyo's traditional ‘lower town, are faceless districts where depopulated public space is becoming an anonymous ‘No-Mans-Land’.  The 2000 Mukojima Networks focused on the problems created by the contemporary transformation process of cities, creating an open forum for discussions on the future of the neighborhoods, and a model project for how to introduce new ideas into the process of urban renewal.  The tool of intervention was an experimental, trans-disciplinary event, which included town planning, architecture, and art.  Events in open spaces form a neighborhood exhibition network for inhabitants and visitors.  The project attracted some 1,000 visitors and it connected people and places, where a direct sensual interaction with our contemporary urban reality was created.   It managed to influence the neighborhood with a more direct and clear visible impact then WANAKIO did up to now.  Titus Spree also attempted a Micro Moving Office project, which was his personal art/architecture work. The 2001 project dealt with the topic of individual intervention in the urban space of Tokyo in order to create new forms of public interaction.  It was a tool to rediscover the urban reality. With this small urban structure, the Tokyo, often an elusive object, became the environment and front yard of the architect. This project concept also formed basis for the WANAKIO.





� 	The official site of 'Echigo-Tsumari Art Triennale' is � HYPERLINK "http://www.echigo-tsumari.jp/" \t "_blank" �http://www.echigo-tsumari.jp/�. 





� 	Newspaper information cited by Fram Kitagawa in “Next, Let’s Set the Spirit Alight” in the Triennial Brochure. P. 21. 	





� 	Ibid. p. 131.





� 	The experience of public opposition to Maya Ying Lin’s Vietnam War Memorial in Washington, D. C., Richard Sera’s Tilted Arc in New York, John Buckley’s The Shark in Oxford, or Antony Gormley’s Angel in Gateshead was not common in Asia.





� 	Public art is provided as a part of public education in some American cities.  Beijing sculptor Zhang Yonghao mentions, “The (Chinese) governments are still commissioning heroic monuments and glorifying its achievements.  That happens everywhere, even in America.  All governments do the same kind of monuments-independent monuments….I don’t think that all art must serve politics, but art restricted from dealing with politics is not right either….Now is the most exciting time in Chinese history for public art”.  Please see John T. Young. Contemporary Public Art in China: A Photographic Tour. Seattle and London: University of Washington Press, 1999. p. 58 & p. 130.





� 	The budget for the 2000 Echigo-Tsumari Triennial was just US$520,000, compared to US$15,580,000 of the 2005 Guangzhou Triennial.





� 	Without strong aesthetic value, community art would be usually ‘marginalized’ by museum and institution of art investment.  Malcolm Miles. Art Space and the City: Public Art and Urban Futures. London & New York: Routledge, p. 85.





� 	According to the UNESCO’s standard, the national poverty line is 3.5%.  Hong Kong is around 4.5% as at 2005.  Many Asian cities are below the basic line.  The co-option of public art to a community becomes meaningless as it only serves for some insignificant purposes.
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