Koki Tanaka
Provisional Studies
(working title)

Join
the
conversation
next
to
you.

In Tanaka’s first solo exhibition in Austria,
the Kunsthaus Graz is showing works that
revolve around collectivity and the possibilities for joint action. For A Piano Played
by Five Pianists at Once (First Attempt),
five musicians were invited to compose
‘a soundtrack for collective commitment’
in front of a running camera, and then to
play it ‘on one piano together’. For this and
other works, there exists a common thread:
in order to complete the task, the participants must manage to exchange with one
another, develop a sense of community and
creativity, and at the same time explore
new rules of negotiation and collaboration.
This also applies to Tanaka’s new film
work for the Kunsthaus Graz, which bears
the title Provisional Studies: Action #8
Rewriting A Song For Zwentendorf. Its
starting-point was the joint protest against
commencing operations at the Zwentendorf
nuclear power station in the late 1970s.
During the first phase, protagonists from
the anti-nuclear movement of the time
worked together with today’s young people
on rewriting the text of the protest song
Der Atomstrom (1977, Agitprop-Gruppe
Graz), once used in the fight for a nuclearfree future. In doing so, they updated its
content and created a bridge between past
and present. In a second phase, participants and others visited the Zwentendorf
nuclear power station, which never became
operational. Here, a new song was played
and sung repeatedly, while a Japanese and
Austrian film team recorded the process.
The writing of the song, the trip to Zwentendorf, the singing of the new protest
song and conversations between the participants were filmed from various different camera angles. In this way, a link was
formed between the Austrian anti-nuclear
protest movement of the 1970s and the
collective actions against nuclear power
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following the major earthquake and disaster in Fukushima in 2011.
Precarious Tasks #7: Try to Keep Conscious
about a Specific Social Issue, in This Case
‘Anti-Nuke’, as Long as Possible while You
are Wearing Yellow Color addresses the
question of how you can integrate social
commitment into everyday life, even if
you do not take part directly in protest
marches. The impetus here came from a
tweet written by the artist Kenjiro Okazaki,
and the action Remarks 5 by post-war artist Jiro Takamatsu in 1974. Okazaki called
for solidarity: ‘Even if you cannot personally support the protest in situ, you can
wear a yellow T-shirt and show—wherever
you happen to be—that you are protesting.’ This is combined with Takamatsu’s
vague instruction to ‘try to repeat the content of a specific consciousness as many
times as possible’. A concrete proposal
and an abstract instruction, present and
past actions initiated by artists, merge to
create a new work: ‘Try to keep conscious
about a specific social issue, in this case
“anti-nuke’’, as long as possible while you
are wearing yellow.’ Panels of yellow fabric—the colour still used symbolically by
the anti-nuclear movement to this day—
were available to the participants, with
the option of cutting these up and wearing
pieces of the material as a sign of solidarity
and socio-political awareness. Ultimately,
people became involved in Precarious
Tasks #7 for different reasons, ranging
from a desire to make a gesture against
nuclear power, to curiosity about the art
action, through to random participation.
The nature and extent of involvement also
varied. Despite this, a collective, highly
physical experience emerged: the participants all sweated together on a very hot
day, the air conditioning and electric light
having been intentionally switched off.

As in Provisional Studies: Action #8
Rewriting A Song For Zwentendorf, we
find a comparable interest in collective
forms of protest, in shared memory and
the identity-building function of historical events branded into the mind, as well
as their updating for the present day, in
Provisional Studies: Action #6 1985 School
Students Strike. This work was created
for the Liverpool Biennial 2016. Here too,
a collective protest forms the startingpoint for the film installation, the ‘School
Students Strike’ of 1985, documented by
photographer Dave Sinclair. Back then,
tens of thousands of school students protested against cheap labour promoted by
the workfare Youth Training Scheme the
government set up at the time. Over 30
years later, this march was repeated with
the same protagonists, their children and
today’s pupils. The film interviews, in which
young people question their parents, reveal
how the perception of the historic event
has altered over the course of time: as
memories return, so too do an enthusiasm
and a belief in the effectiveness of political
protest. At the same time, it becomes clear
that societal framework conditions have
changed enormously since the 1980s.
Alongside the works already mentioned
here, the exhibition also features Daytime
Task, which consists of a total of three
tasks. This recent neon artwork addresses
the visitors directly, with statements such
as: ‘Join the conversation next to you. Think
of a difference between the division of
labour and collaboration. Mix antagonism
and togetherness.’ It is with these propositions that one returns to his or her everyday
life. It turns the far away into the nearby.

The editors
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Project title:

A Piano Played by 5 Pianists at Once (First Attempt)
Year: 2012
Format: Collaboration, video documentation (57 min)
Location: The University Art Galleries, University of California, Irvine
Participants: Adrian Foy, Kelly Moran, Devin Norris, Ben Papendrea, Desmond Sheehan
Curator: Juli Carson
Commissioned by: The University Art Galleries, University of California, Irvine
-

Artist’s Note:
There is documentation of a number of collaborative projects undertaken at different
sites by people from various professions:
five pianists attempt to compose a score
together while playing the piano all at once;
nine hairdressers collaborate on cutting a
model’s hair; five potters attempt to make a
single pot; five poets try to compose a single poem together.
Why did I choose people who make things
to be the participants in these projects? To
do something collaboratively is an ethical
proposition. Suppressing individual ego, one
must try to perform the work in accordance
with others. In this process, the participants must temporarily set aside the ideas,
approaches and practices they have cultivated up to that point, and figure out how
to compromise with others. You could say
the collaborative process is one of negotiation and compromise. The microsociety
that results from collaboration requires
of its participants a certain kind of ethics.
Adhering to the form of that ethics may
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even require one’s own transformation. Such
is collaboration: both self and other must
change in order to achieve consensus.
Perhaps the reason I wanted the participants to be people who make things
is because I thought those with creative
practices would be best suited for addressing that ethical form. Each according to
their own approaches, the participants all
give form to music, hairstyles, clay and
language. The differences in how they handle the materials express the differences
between each person. They also begin to
reflect differences in ethos. In this way, as
they move their hands, the participants give
shape to society itself. What is documented
here is the process of this kind of social
sculpture, and as such it is also a document
of the failure of that process. The process of
having multiple participants giving shape to
society necessarily entails failure. We repeat
a process of trial and error. This is also a
current issue related to how we can continue rethinking democracy. (March 2014)

Project title:

Precarious Tasks #7: Try to Keep Conscious about a
Specific Social Issue, in This Case ‘Anti-Nuke’ as Long as
Possible while You are Wearing Yellow Color.
Date: August 30, 2013
Format: Collective acts, photo documentation
Location: Aoyama | Meguro, Tokyo
Participants: Anonymous respondents to SNS announcement
Created with: Aoyama | Meguro, Tokyo
-
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Artist’s Note:
Since the 2011 Fukushima nuclear disaster,
hundreds of thousands of Japanese have
participated in protests against the use of
nuclear energy. Even though more than two
years have passed, the protests continue
to take place every Friday in front of the
Prime Minister's Residence and National
Diet Building in Tokyo. Of course, even if
we wanted to do so, it would be difficult to
participate in every protest each Friday. We
have our lives, our everyday jobs. But I wonder if there is some way for us to participate
in the protests while maintaining our lives
at the same time.
Since I live in LA, I cannot participate in the
Friday protests in Tokyo. I just feel distant.
However, in 2012, as the anti-nuclear movement was gaining momentum, a leading
artist and thinker based in Tokyo, Kenjiro
Okazaki, tweeted the following proposal. He
wrote, ‘Even if you can't join the protests on
site, in simply wearing a yellow T-shirt, no
matter where you are you can show that you
are protesting.’ (As in Germany, yellow is the
symbolic colour of the anti-nuclear movement in Japan.) This idea could be a key for
continuing to participate in the protests
while still maintaining our lives, no matter where we may be. Keeping conscious of
this idea in our everyday routines is critical
to this proposal. If we are conscious that
we are participating in the protests, then
the everyday itself could become a political
action.
For obtaining this everyday consciousness,
I'd like to introduce a historical artwork.
One of the most influential artists in postwar Japanese art, Jiro Takamatsu (19361998) was interested in how we could keep
fresh eyes in our daily routines. One of his
instruction pieces, Remarks 5 (1974), is a
proposal for liberating body and mind from
daily routine. I will reuse Takamatsu's universal idea in order to update and connect

the political moment of Japan in the 1960s
and 70s to the current political awareness
in Japan.
Friday, August 30, 2013 at 5pm in Nakameguro, Tokyo.
I prepared yellow cloth, scissors, safety pins
and drinks on a table in the gallery space.
In a gesture against electricity dependence/
nuclear power, I also turned off the lighting
and air conditioning, providing candles and
paper fans instead. Printed on a wall was
Takamatsu's instruction piece Remarks 5,
with my own instructions added to it.*
The day was extremely hot, around
97°F/36°C. Participants came and went
throughout the day and night. They cut the
yellow cloth as they liked and wore it. I also
found that some participants didn't touch
the yellow cloth at all, which suggests there
was a number of participants with different interests in this project. Some came to
observe the gesture against nuclear power,
some came to observe a historical artwork
and its reinterpretation, and some came to
observe others' reactions to this project,
while some were just passing by. Some
participants sat and talked with others,
some stayed for a bit and then went out
into the city. However, all the participants
—as well as all the people in Tokyo that
day—sweated a lot. Divided across different positions, we nevertheless experienced
the same bodily responses. The project ran
until midnight, but because of the heat I
had to lay down for an hour's rest. Having
embarked upon a political action and reconsideration of art history, the bodily response
of sweating was what remained ultimately.
(September 2013)
*Jiro TAKAMATSU, REMARKS 5 (1974): Try to repeat the
content of a specific consciousness as many times as possible.
I added the following above Takamatsu's instruction: Try to keep
conscious about a specific social issue, in this case ‘anti-nuke’,
as long as possible while you are wearing yellow color.
7

8

9

Project title:

Provisional Studies: Action #6 1985
School Students Strike

Artist’s Note:
How do we become political? This is what I
have been thinking about over the course of
the project.

Date: June 5, 2016
Format: Collective Act, Documentation of the Action
Location: St George’s Hall to the Pier Head, Liverpool
Reference Images: Dave Sinclair 'Youth Training Scheme Protest, Liverpool, 25 April 1985'
Participants: Amirah Akhtar, Sheryl Anderson, Polly Brannan, Jennifer Chamberlain, Julian
Connor, Jordan David, Charlotte Anne Down, Keiran Dunne, Lewis Evans, John Garry, Lizaveta
German, Rachel Harrison, Aimee Harrison, Tracey Holyhead, Sara Jaspan, Joanne Karcheva,
Ismene King, Bernadette Lynch, Jonathan Mathews, Marije Michel, Elin Michel Grossi,
Raimundas Malasauskas, Natalie Meer, Luke Neal, Emy Onoura, Jane Quinn, Beth Redmond,
Carl Roper, Dave Sinclair, Pamela Sullivan, Sally Tallant, Koki Tanaka, Frederick Taylor, Sevie
Tsampalla, Katie Tysoe, Bram Vanhoutte, Zoë Vanhoutte, Wypkje van den Berg, Elizabeth
Watts, Jennifer Watts, Jamie Wilson, Jess Wilson and more.
Interviewees: Rachel Harrison, Tracey Holyhead, Emy Onoura, Dave Sinclair, Pamela Sullivan
Interviewers: Ben Atherton, Simon Mora, Matthew Mora Hegarty, James Murphy
Commissioned by: Liverpool Biennial 2016
-

I found David Sinclair’s book Liverpool in
the 1980s at the bookshop ‘News From
Nowhere’ on Bold Street. Among the images
inside were those documenting the School
Students’ Strike of 1985, when thousands
of schoolchildren got together and marched
in protest against the Conservative
government’s Youth Training Scheme.
Capturing the emotion, joy and optimism
of the day of the strike, the images have
stayed with me all this time. I was curious
not only to look back at the historical
context of the children’s demonstration
against the exploitation of cheap labour, but
also to see how the now adult participants
think about the current social situation and
the future.
We organised a restaging of the march,
inviting the original participants to join
along with their children, and also inviting
current school students. When we started
to walk, David ran to me and said, ‘Koki,
this is not the direction they marched down
that day!’ ‘No? Rachel told me they went
this way,’ I replied. But it was not the right
direction. So the attempt to restage the
march was a failure from the beginning. But
wait a second: on the day of the original
march the children, too, ignored the plan
to walk the route that demonstrations in
Liverpool had historically followed, starting
from St George’s Hall and ending at the Pier
Head. Running enthusiastically ahead, the
children took a shortcut and arrived at the
Pier Head within about 20 or 30 minutes.
We were following in their spirit. In the
event we were able to march the original
route anyway, since the streets merged
further along.
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I envy those children. They had the energy
to change the world at such a young age.
Now, 31 years later, I found the images
and tried to absorb that feeling through
them as an outsider. I spoke with the
original participants and realised that what
happened that day is not just the past or
history for them. It also relates to their
present, of course. They see the current
social issues from a quite straightforward
viewpoint, and, perhaps because they had a
political perspective from such a young age,
they assert that we can make a difference.
And I can see that their children continue
this spirit, too. I ask myself, ‘How do we
become political?’
Postscript: After the referendum on the
United Kingdom’s membership of the
European Union, 16- and 17-year-old
teenagers who had been denied the right
to vote gathered to protest in front of
Parliament. The majority of young people
wanted to remain in the EU, whereas some
of the main backers of the leave vote were
senior citizens. One protester held up a sign
reading, ‘Where was my vote?’ The future
of the UK will necessarily depend on these
young people, but they were not allowed a
say in their own future. What will they think
as adults, looking back on this moment? Are
they disappointed in their future already?
Where will our current situation lead us?
What will happen next? (June, 2016)
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Project title:

Provisional Studies: Action #8
Rewriting A Song For Zwentendorf
Date: April 21 and 22, 2017
Participants in rewriting the song: Lidia Brandstätter, Harald Huscava, Luzia Johow,
Moritz Kammerlander, Sam Arnold Kreditsch, Lukas Pürmayr, Florentina Rinner,
Sabine Schmölzer, Sigrid Schönfelder, Kurt Winterstein
Participants in in the excursion to Zwentendorf: Susi Anderle, Hannes Augustin, Lidia
Brandstätter, Leopold Buchner, Günter Eisenhut, John Gaisbacher, Michael Grosser, Harald
Huscava, Luzia Johow, Sam Arnold Kreditsch, Isa Mitwally, Lukas Pürmayr, Florentina
Rinner, Markus Scheucher, Sigrid Schönfelder, Roland Schöny, Linda Maria Schwarz, Peter
Weish, Hannes Werthner, Kurt Winterstein, Elisabeth Zuparic
Locations: Joanneumsviertel, Graz; nuclear power plant in Zwentendorf, Austria
-

Artist’s Note:
Each of the protest songs from the past had
an urgent political agenda. Hence, when the
issue was resolved, its active meaning disappeared. If a song is too abstract, it may
not affect the social situation. Most political songs are quite specific.
For the project, I invited the first generation
of protesters from the 1970s anti-nuclear
movement against AKW Zwentendorf. They
wrote a lot of protest songs. This was a
nationwide political action but also, I think,
a cultural movement in Austria. Ultimately,
in 1978 a referendum was held on whether
to activate the nuclear power plant or not. It
was a great achievement that the decision
was made not to activate the plant.
Decades afterwards, I asked them to rewrite
the original protest song about AKW Zwentendorf. However, the song was to be rewrit14

ten not only by them: I also introduced
younger generations so that they could
update the song collectively. Rewriting
the song from the past meant updating its
specificity and translating it into the current social situation, or even applying it to
a broader context. It could also include the
history of nuclear disasters. The process of
changing and translating is crucial in order
to hand the memory down to following generations and to people who do not know the
original context.
This is not about nostalgia. This is about
the present. The future for which the original protesters fought is our present, and our
present is someone else’s future. Over the
course of rewriting the song, visiting AKW
Zwentendorf and revisiting the history of
protest, I hoped past, present and future
would meet. (April 2017)
15
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Protocol

Provisional Studies: Action #8
Rewriting A Song For Zwentendorf
Film shooting, April 21, 2017
Location: Auditorium, Joanneumsviertel, Graz
Written by Barbara Steiner
Welcome; the participants take a seat, the two cameramen, the
two sound recordists (boom operators) test various positions in
space; a third, fixed camera is pulled by an assistant and moved in
a circle; it continuously records what is going on; the artist takes
photographs.
First Rehearsal
The group sings; first all together (multi voices), then solo voices.
Four participants play musical instruments (two guitars, one
accordion, one cajon); fixed camera moves around them, cameras on
tripods change positions now and again, focusing on single people
and the group.
Some participants want to know why they should rewrite the song
text in English and not in German. The artist explains: English has
become a universal language, has a broader reach. He stresses that
the new song does not have to be perfect and that people should
not worry about language. Instead he points to the qualities of
imperfection: it forces us to hand over, encourages other people
to complete, think further. The artist explains why he thinks it is
important that generations share experience with one another.
Camera and sound instructions are given.
Young person mentions that she doesn’t know a lot about
Zwentendorf but has read a few things. She would like to hear
more.
It is difficult for me to follow both the discussions and the film
shooting.
Participants are struggling with translation:
‘“Lausbube”: what is it in English?’
18

‘Laisboys’ (laughter) >> ‘Cheeky lad’
Participants look at a photo album containing a collection of
photos of Zwentendorf.
Film crew discusses with artist; they talk about sound; film crew
and artist are not happy with the setup and the sound quality.
BREAK
1st session
The artist (again) explains the rules. Everyone shall speak English;
if German is used, someone should take responsibility and
translate.
Next steps:
Singing
Talking about the historic protest and sharing knowledge
Rewriting the song ‘Der Atomstrom’
Mics and cameras orbit around the participants.
Daytime Task, basically three instructions by the artist, are
distributed among the participants and shall be considered as
suggestions.
These are:
‘Join the conversation next to you’
‘Think of a difference between division of labour and collaboration’
‘Mix antagonism and togetherness’
The artist asks how to pronounce Der Atomstrom and for a
translation of the original song; one stanza after the other.
After: Singing
Older participants sing louder, younger participants are more
restrained.
The artist takes various roles during the process: author, moderator,
listener, arranger of the setting, observer, photographer.
The Japanese chief camera operator gives instructions; checks the
setting; Austrian film crew struggles with instructions.
Translation: younger participants help older ones; young person
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asks about Seveso; none of the younger participants know where
it is or the story behind it. Older participants explain the big Dioxin
scandal, which hit the Italian town in 1976.

2nd session (after break)
People want to talk German but write in English. The artist reminds
them of the rule that everything must be done in English.

The artist listens to the translations.
‘What is “Gewerkschaft” in English?’
‘Workers’ Union.’
Group talks about protagonists mentioned in the song; some are
totally unknown today, such as Theodor Kery, who was the governor
of Burgenland at that time.
The Japanese chief camera operator directs boom operators and
assistants.
Participants say:
‘We must consider Chernobyl and Fukushima.’
There were so many accidents after the Zwentendorf referendum.
The participants discuss whether they should change only parts,
names or whole sentences of the song.
The artist asks about the referendum.
Older protagonist: ‘We had no chance but took it.’
Only older people speak and only the artist asks questions.

Younger man:
‘A mixture is good; this shows both sides. Let us think of problems
in a more positive way. It is important to believe in something; a
mixture would be good.’
Older man:
‘We were against things but it created something good at the very
end. The green movement was formed during/after our victory.’
‘People were telling lies and we were uncovering them.’
‘We told them facts and no lies.’

‘Democracy was in danger and this was the last act of democracy.’

Younger man:
‘I am not sure if one can speak of lies. We can´t know today what is
true and what is not.’

Younger person is impressed that the protest went beyond political
party agendas.

Voice from the off (sounding impatient):
‘They should finally start writing and not just talk.’

‘There is a continuity of protest up to today’s hydro power plant in
Graz.’
‘We stand up and protest—it is part of our culture.’

Younger man proposes to make a concept/mind map where
everyone can see what was said on a big sheet of paper; the final
edit can be done after.

The ‘Blue Danube’ waltz is mentioned, which at first was a protest
song ridiculing the lost war, the bankrupt city and its politicians.
Only later did it become an orchestra waltz.

Proposal one: write down names of all nuclear power plants still
active today; turn it into an international map.

Younger man says it is important to point to problems in/of society;
to show the situation.
The artist and the writer of the old protest song leave the group.
The artist is taking photographs.
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Participants are looking for rhymes and try to put sentences in a
more modern context.
‘The original is all too negative.’
‘We know about the crisis of nuclear power, is not cheap; we should
consider solar and wind energy today.’
‘Fukushima and Chernobyl must go in.’
‘Do we mix what we say and what the protesters said at that time?
Shall we express things positively?’

Proposal two: content shall not depend on any specific time period;
should be applicable also to future events.
Participants work out a map, discuss calmly; younger people are
taking over. It seems they are more skilled at dealing with workshop
scenarios and more structured regarding collaborative processes.
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The first rhyme is produced:
‘Just use this old school tool but if you die from cancer you will be
a fool.’
Growing mutual understanding between older and younger
participants; they all start singing again together.
‘Don´t forget about the positive side …’ (laughter)
‘Save energy—maybe one does not need so much …’
Second rhyme:
‘A little bit of oil, some gas and coal, use it with care to save our
soil.’
Younger men:
‘Let us move forward to the future.’
Debate about asking questions but not having one answer (rather,
there are many answers)
Third rhyme:
‘They have the plant, we have the power; together we are strong
and should send them a flower.’
Debate whether ‘flower’ sounds ridiculous in this context—some
want to have it because of the rhyme, various suggestions;
solution: add ‘against toxic shower’.
One older participant is singing while others are still discussing; he
says ‘shit’ and folds his arms, concluding:
‘Solar power is the only true power.’
Speaks only German and holds monologues.
Reply of a younger man seeking to find a compromise:
‘All forms of energy consume resources but solar power is maybe
better.’
Older man grumbles and says:
‘Vergiss es!’ [Forget it!]
Young man:
‘Please speak English.’
Older person angrily leaves the group.
Some seem to feel uncomfortable with the workshop-like situation
they are in. Younger participants are more committed to the process
of discussing and passing sheets around for everyone.
22
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Chief camera operator gives instructions to boom operators and
other camera operators, basically, he directs the entire mise-enscène. The artist is repeatedly taking photographs.
‘Radioactivity is not good for you and me, for me and you, I think
this true.’
Participants increasingly forget about being filmed.
Film crew reminds me of a ‘ballet of technique’.
April 22, 2017
Location: in front of Kunsthaus Graz, on the bus, at the
Zwentendorf power plant (outside and inside)
Waiting outside: older protagonists know one another; younger
ones are shy. A new fellow traveller introduces himself by
mentioning how radical he and other protesters were in the good
old days.

20 minutes before our arrival in Zwentendorf the participants are
asked to sing the new song together again.
Older participants are singing in a more extroverted way; they are
obviously more practised.
Discussions among participants of how to pronounce ‘eternity’.
‘Es wäre schön, wenn wir es besser machen würden.’ [It would be
great if we did it better.]
They also practise the pronunciation of names such as Hiroshima,
Fukushima and Chernobyl.
Discussion about the refrain: if it is holladrio, or holladiri – ‘everyone
sings this differently’, says one woman.
Position of camera changes afterwards, now facing the road and
villages that the bus is passing through.

Film shooting of group and bus from the distance; the artist wants the
participants to get closer to one another, to approach one another.

For me, it is touching to see how the group is slowly growing
together.

Getting on the bus; lunch bags are offered for everyone. The bags
contain a copy of the Daytime Task. The three lines are meant to
serve as a reminder for the participants.

Bus stops and film crew gets off the bus, takes a car in order to
arrive earlier and film the arrival at the power plant. Participants
are waiting…

As the observer, I am sitting at the front; cameras are next to me;
shooting of the bus ride.

Arrival of bus on site.
New participants from Vienna are already there, waiting to join the
group.

Chief camera operator takes the lead; he directs the entire film
crew.
Participants start talking to one another; the artist introduces the
schedule of the day.
The new song text is distributed; someone discovers a mistake:
‘Wackersfeld’ should be ‘Wackersdorf’. Young person who typed the
text did not know the history.
Artist’s advice: ‘Please sing and don’t look into the camera.’
First rehearsal: singing
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Break

Lunch together. Materials are shown and examined; a temporary
exhibition, Kein Kernkraftwerk in Zwentendorf! is installed.
It is a greatly improvised exhibition setting, made quickly and very
economic in the use of means. Younger participants are curious and
impressed by the older generation’s skill in improvisation.
‘We had nothing at that time and did it.’
They did not say ‘you have everything and don´t do anything’ but I
felt this was the subtext.
After lunch there is a filming outside the plant: Participants take
the bus. It is not raining (the artist and chief camera operator had
hoped it would rain because this would have created better light).
Meanwhile—while the others ate lunch—the film crew and some
assistants had prepared the technical set-up: a dolly, which moves
slowly to the left and right.
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The shoot attracts attention: a woman from the neighbourhood
walking her dog asks what is going on.
The group—5 young people and 16 older—starts singing. After the
first round, the artist regroups the participants. The chief camera
operator advises him.
A farmer on his tractor disturbs the recording with his noise. One
woman from the organisational team sprints across the field and
asks him to stop, which he does.
The film crew acts steadily; the atmosphere is very focused but
relaxed. Not at all hectic.
More rounds of singing. Participants respond to one another. One
woman holds the sheet of music for the guitar player. Everyone is
serious.
Regrouping once again: cameras and mics are placed amidst the
group; individuals are filmed. Shooting is finished.
Older people walk back to the power plant (apart from one man who
has a movement disability); younger participants all go by bus.
Shooting in the building; it is freezing cold. Two groups are formed;
film crew separates as well.
The two groups visit the building, walk into the vessel, up to the
upper level.
There: again singing. The artist groups people again.
Film crew positions itself at a distance from the group (in between
is the reactor core); later cameras and mics are placed amidst the
group; individuals are filmed. Shooting is finished.
One can see the professionalism of the crew; the Austrian
assistants seem to be less well trained but benefit from working
together.
During the day, the group grows together. The Graz participants get
on the bus; Viennese participants take their cars. Film crew stays
because they are shooting in the building the next day.
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ATOMSTROM SONG
(nowhere from now to eternity)
(Chorus)
NO NUCLEAR POWERPLANT HOOLARIDIIIII
NOWHERE FROM NOW TO ETERNITY
CHEAP NUCLEAR ENERGY IS OFFERED FOR SALE
MAY COME THE GLOBAL FLOOD OR MAY COME THE HELL
WHERE SHOULD WE STORE THE NUCLEAR WASTE
BUT PLANTS WILL BE BUILT - COPY AND PASTE
NO WORRIES TO USE THIS OLDFASHIONED TOOL
BUT IF YOU DIE ON CANCER - YOU ARE THE FOOL
WE WERE NOT ASKED, WE WERE NOT TOLD
MAYBE THEYʼLL TELL US WHEN WEʼLL BE COLD
(Bridge)
ZWENTENDORF, WACKERSDORF, ASSE, SELLAFIELD
TSCHERNOBYL, FUKUSHIMA, NAGASAKI, HIROSHIMA
A LITTLE BIT OF COAL, SOME GAS AND SOME OIL
BUT USE IT WITH CARE TO SAVE OUR SOIL
THEY HAVE THE PLANT BUT WE HAVE THE POWER
TOGETHER WE STAND AGAINST TOXIC SHOWERS
RADIOACTIVITY IS NOT GOOD FOR YOU AND ME
FOR ME AND YOU I THINK THAT IS TRUE
ADOPT TO THE POWER OF WIND WATER AND SUN
THE NEXT GENERATIONS MAY HAVE MORE FUN

Koko Tanaka about protest movements, working
as an artist outside Japan, locality, participatory
and group dynamic-based projects, long-term
social commitment, expectations, results and
insecurity
Elisabeth Schlögl, assistant curator, Magdalena Reininger, registrar, both at the Kunsthaus
Graz, Julia Gaisbacher, artist, and Doris Pollet-Kammerlander, journalist and activist, ask
Koki Tanaka about his art projects, working methods, and how he views political action. The
three interviewers have all been involved in preparing Koki Tanaka´s new project on the
nuclear movement in Austria and the protest against the operation of the Zwentendorf
nuclear power plant. The work consists of two parts: collectively rewriting a protest song
by the Agitprop-Gruppe Graz, and travelling together to the power plant in Zwentendorf to
perform the new song on site. (Ed. by Barbara Steiner)
Julia Gaisbacher: Is it easy for you to deal
artistically with protest movements outside
of Japan? What difficulties arise?
Koki Tanaka: Not at all, I actually have more
difficulty working on something in which I
am personally involved. As an outsider, I can
approach issues in distant places openly.
Maybe because as an outsider you are less
mixed up in it, and this allows for a more
diverse and open approach to the issues. I
think people who are personally affected
have a complex understanding of issues.
Such complexity can become an obstacle to
dealing with the issues directly. However, we
can look at subjects from multiple viewpoints—as an outsider and as someone who
is involved, and try to understand what is
going on collectively.
I also don’t think Japanese artists should
only deal with subjects related to Japan,
even if, to me, all universal issues are rooted
in local contexts. We can find similarities
within different events, problems and conflicts. We can try to use the same method
and apply it to similar or distinct appear28

ances. Again, with such attempts we can
understand the similarity in different issues.
Elisabeth Schlögl: Have you ever participated in a street demonstration? If yes,
why? And if not, why not?
KT: Yes, I’ve participated in two demonstrations: one against nuclear power plants, and
the other against legislation for the new
national security bill. This was aimed at
allowing the country’s self-defence force to
participate in foreign conflicts under socalled ‘collective self defence’, overturning
its previous policy of fighting only in self
defence. It was quite natural to participate
in these demonstrations. I should mention
here that when the earthquake, tsunami,
and nuclear disaster happened in 2011, I was
not in Japan. At that time, I lived in LA.
When the huge demonstrations about
nuclear power plants occurred in 2012 I was
still in LA, as well as during the legitimation
period of the national security bill in 2015. I
knew what was going on in Japan from the
news and the Internet, but I wanted to know

what was really happening on the streets.
So I participated in demonstrations several
times when I was back in Japan.
At the same time, I contemplated the idea of
actual participation and non-participation in
a political action. Of course, it’s important to
go out onto the streets in order to physically
share one space with other protesters, but
we cannot participate in protests every time.
I think the mobilisation of political action is
just one aspect. To me, an even more important aspect is how we can keep thinking
about, and how we can be conscious of, an
issue. It is not only about getting enthusiastic and attending festival-like protest
events, but also staying calm and thinking
on a long-term basis.
Doris Pollet-Kammerlander: Following your
artistic work, you tried to bring people
together in a joint exercise; however, the
exercise (playing the piano or cutting hair)
was only one aspect of your work. As I
understand it, the objective of these
actions was to facilitate a sense of community, creativity and common understanding.
What lessons were learned? Do you know
how much the people involved got out of it
personally, in terms of a longer-term benefit
to social commitment?
KT: One could look at my recent practice as
a kind of metaphor of our community/society. However, what we try to do in the project may be slightly detached from the
actual community/society and their realities.
In other words: In my project, participants
are taking a detour to reach reality. In this
sense, I cannot indicate explicitly what is
learned there. And I don’t really know if participants could draw some personal benefit
towards social commitment or not. Basically
what is really happening on site is the sharing of uncertainty with other people there.

Mostly, there is a clear purpose to holding
seminars or workshops. And people move
towards this purpose. However, my approach
is to set up uncertain goals or even no goal,
and ask people to get lost with me. Therefore, spectators of the show could learn
something from the process and its documentation. It comprises mistakes and failures. In our daily life such things are not
recorded and/or analysed. In my documentation, spectators can observe, analyse or
compare with their everyday activities.
ES: Can we learn from history? In my personal experience, I make mistakes, I am
totally aware of my mistakes and I know my
parents made some of the same mistakes.
Taking a wider view—people in Hiroshima
and Nagasaki were the first and only victims of A-bombs in 1946. Before the
nuclear disaster in Fukushima in 2012, there
were more than 50 nuclear power plants in
Japan. Since 2015, Japan has been reactivating older nuclear power plants. Seen
against the backdrop of negative experiences during WW II and Fukushima, I am
wondering why?
KT: My focus is not placed on learning from
the past. I think history is always present.
Through objects, texts, images and places, it
exists in the here and now. It seems invisible
because we usually don’t care that much
about it.
However, I think we can still learn from history, even if we do repeat our mistakes over
and again. Even if we cannot achieve something better, as long as we have noticed our
repeated mistakes, there is still hope. If we
give up because we are tired of repeating
mistakes, I think our society would drift into
some very difficult situations.
By the way, we cannot compare Hiroshima/
Nagasaki with Fukushima. Fukushima was
caused by a natural disaster, and the
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A-bomb was dropped by the US army. I
guess it’s oversimplifying to put the two
things together just because both have
something to do with nuclear energy. Having
said that, when you look at history, the US’s
original policy was to try to build the first
nuclear power plant in Hiroshima together
with Japan. Seen against this background,
there is a connection between civil power
plants and nuclear bombs in the middle of
the 20th century.
Japan still doesn’t have its own army,
although we have a self-defence force, and
because of this Japan has not had a war
since WW2. This was one of the lessons
from Hiroshima/Nagasaki, and this means
these lessons are alive. However, as I mentioned earlier, the policy of fighting only in
self defence is under debate.
One could certainly ask why there are still so
many nuclear power plants in Europe after
the fallout of Chernobyl in 1986? Germany
and Italy have decided not to use nuclear
energy any longer, but Fukushima had to
happen before they came to this decision.
France and the UK are still pro nuclear
energy. I think we should ask: What is the
issue we share in this regard? And what are
we missing? How do we recognise that some
issues are related to us even if they happened elsewhere? Fukushima is far away
from Tokyo. Kyoto, where I live now, is even
further away. Even in Japan, people have
different opinions about Fukushima, maybe
also because of similar distances. What if
something happens in Paris, would people in
Graz think it has something to do with
them? How can we share experience across
distance?
JG: I read in one of your interviews that you
called yourself an ‘objective observer’ while
producing your earlier works. How do you
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see yourself/your role in your more recent
series of the participatory and group
dynamic-based projects?
KT: My role could be called that of an organiser. I organise meetings, events, and film
shootings. I also coordinate situations. Usually the coordinator’s role is to try not to
have too much of an effect on the situations
that one is coordinating. The coordinator
needs to be invisible and not have too great
a presence. However, in my case, I make a
framework in which situations happen, and I
embed my conceptual thinking into the process of creating a framework. In this sense I
am a framer, but it is more a frame in which
unclear things can happen. So my frame is
quite abstract.
JG: What expectations do you have of the
results of your participatory art projects?
Since you very often give the participants
the power to define the result, is there an
aesthetic limit for you?
KT: My practice has two layers: There is the
actual project/event, and its (film) documentation. I realised that I could accept whatever
happens in the process of the project as long
as it is documented as a film. Spectators will
see the documentation in an exhibition as a
reconstructed reality of the actual project/
event. So I can feed any conceptual, aesthetic or even curatorial idea into the exhibition practice. For me, a show is the afterlife
of the project/event. This allows me to play
with the materials of the afterlife. Therefore,
I can hand over most of the decisions to the
participants when I do a project/event.
DP: Regarding your new project for Graz:
Besides the exercise of rewriting a protest
song including the process of collaboration,
and the trip to the Zwentendorf nuclear
power plant, which never opened, do you

expect or anticipate any specific outcome?
KT: I try not to have pre-fixed expectations
or a final image of the result in mind. If this
was a painting, I would not do a draft drawing. I assume that if I have pre-fixed expectations about participants and the event I
might be tempted to manipulate the situations. And this would reduce the rich experiences that might happen in the process and
on the site of the project/event. My practice
has multiple directions. I want to enjoy the
dynamic of a project, even if it goes somewhere I had not thought about.
ES: What can people expect from your exhibition in Graz? Why should they come and
see an exhibition by a Japanese artist who
many of them do not know? (This sounds
provocative, but I don’t mean it in a provocative way.)
KT: I like provocative questions. Provocations stimulate us to think further. However,
your question bounces back to all of the
staff members at the Kunsthaus. Of course,
they were not all involved in the processes
that led to my invitation. But still, I always
like to know what the staff think about my
project. Although the staff are involved in
my projects by chance, it is they who take
care of the processes.
Additionally, I’m actually curious to know the
intention of your question: ‘Why should people come and see an exhibition by a Japanese artist who many of them do not know?’
What if we rewrite it: ‘Why should people
come and see an exhibition by a local artist
who many of them know a lot about
already?’ I think this type of question has a
certain intention that goes beyond local
versus outsider. Let’s imagine both artists
do a new project about local issues. Of
course, a local artist would see how complicated the issues could be. An outsider might

only see the very surface of an issue. In both
cases, the reason to see those shows is the
same: to find out how these artists deal
with a local problem. It may be interesting to
see how a local artist and a foreign artist
understand and treat local issues from a
fresh point of view. I think in the latter
case—my case—spectators would feel freer
to criticise and comment on the project.
Because I am not a local and they won’t see
me on the street regularly. In this way, they
could see things directly without a prepared
and pre-fixed opinion in mind. I guess it can
be an enjoyable experience if people don’t
have much preliminary knowledge about the
artist. It is like watching a movie without
knowing anything about it beforehand.
Magdalena Reininger: What made you
become an artist?
KT: A long time ago, I wanted to be a
painter. I enjoy seeing paintings. Paintings
give me a wider perspective and allow me to
see the world differently. I wanted to have
such a vision. But at some point, I gave up. I
gave up on wanting the ability to give people new visions like modern painters.
Instead, I want to understand people’s
visions.
MR: What would you be doing now, if you
hadn't become an artist?
KT: If ‘art’ is the field where a particular
practice can survive, this practice doesn’t fit
well in any other field. I would probably be
doing what I do now anyway. And if people
define an ‘artist’ as a person who pursues
such a practice, then anything I do—even if
it is in different fields—would be labelled
‘artist’. I think, what I do is to rethink and
redefine existing premises—what an artist
does is one of these.
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Observations
on Group
Dynamic
Processes

have to take and execute a particular task
together, it is nevertheless more important
to the artist to allow the process initiated
to run its course. In addition to this, during
the editing of the film the artist determines
how the work will be recorded permanently
in the temporality required by him. And so it
is not only worth assessing the pieces exhibited in terms of their unfolding processes,
but also examining their work concept.

Monika Holzer-Kernbichler

The film A Haircut by 9 Hairdressers at
Once (First Attempt) shows a model waiting
calmly at the centre of the action, while
nine very different hairdressers talk about
their joint project. Their task is to jointly
give the young woman a new haircut. They
outline their ideas, but it is still impossible
to work out how far they differ from one
another. Then they begin to cut. Although
tasks tend to be divided up quite clearly at
a hairdresser’s, this is done according to a
hierarchy of activities such as consulting,
cutting or styling; usually only one person
is ever involved in cutting. In the film, however, it is precisely the professional task of
cutting that is split. The hairdressers have
to arrange themselves, sharing out the work
and so also the responsibility. They spend
a long time coordinating themselves and
hesitate before each snip, which is always
closely observed by the others. Some occasionally separate themselves, but then
everyone focuses again on the woman’s
head, which they are treating with great
care. To what extent can an individual withdraw during this kind of process? There are
discussions and negotiations. The haircut
mutates into a lengthy bargaining process.
Some retreat from the group, tending to
keep quiet, while others make their opinion
very clear. The task of styling is also divided
up, and ultimately the haircut seems to
have been successful. Nothing is said about
whether the individual participants are

In his work, the Japanese artist Koki Tanaka
creates processes supported by people from
very different backgrounds. Specific events,
selected participants and a fixed timescale
form the basis of his work. Participants take
part voluntarily. Defining the frame, he suggests a work that is based on collectivity.
The outcome remains open for Koki Tanaka,
especially because the possibility of failure
and disharmony slips in, again and again.
It is important to Tanaka to keep the scope
for action amongst the participants, hence
every development in the project remains
valid.
At first glance, this process has something
very experimental about it. When one looks
again, however, one realises that there are
certain rules, which also make it perfectly
possible for the artist to plan the events
unfolding in front of the camera. As with
the formulated objective, the frameworks
he provides are, on closer examination, only
partially open-ended. While the group does
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satisfied, nor whether the model is happy
with it. Who has gained from the process?
It is not chiefly about the individual protagonists deriving a direct personal benefit.
Rather, the point here is the realisation that
for collective work each individual must
adapt, and that compromises are necessary
in order to reach a temporary consensus.
If the objective is mutual agreement, then
what role does the ‘product’ play? More
even it questions what the ‘product’ is/could
be: the final video work, the haircut or the
collective experience?
Generally speaking, in groups that come
together in order to pursue a joint project,
certain recurring mechanisms can be observed. People who feel like they belong to
a group, who accept certain norms, who
consciously or unconsciously share roles
and can communicate with one another,
repeatedly develop into dynamic systems in
a similar way. The group is assembled, the
protagonists are initially involved according
to particular considerations. There are preliminary talks, general information, the group
is found. After an initial phase of getting
to know each other and also the artist, the
participants start their collaborative project.
While the beginning of the process is
marked by politeness and distance, the next
stage sees the emergence of underlying
conflicts. The hairdressers do not always
agree, but refrain from stating their own
expectations and wants in order not to jeopardise the haircut. While a group is strongly influenced by individuals at the beginning, group activities are coordinated by the
goal that needs to be accomplished collectively in the end. Thus the group get themselves to a position where they can jointly
tackle the challenges ahead. The result is
cohesion, mutual support, open exchange
of information and trust. As if guided by

unwritten rules, a group identity gradually
grows; ultimately also evoking a feeling of
‘we’, of solidarity. The ‘team’ of hairdressers
has accomplished the haircut and applauds
itself at the end (with relief).
The intricate phases of group-dynamic processes, group formation (forming), conflict
(storming), agreement (norming) and work
(performing) appear in Koki Tanaka’s work.
As is often the case in the development of
groups, there are also repeated modifications and readjustments in Koki Tanaka’s
‘working groups’. A key factor, however,
is that the artist allows the protagonists
to find their own roles over this course of
development, and occasionally intervenes
himself. He modestly defines himself as
an organiser, but, in my opinion, his role is
just as strong as that of a director. Without
having to give exact instructions, he can
nonetheless make a certain action necessary for a particular objective. In the dynamics of forces that become virulent within
a group, certain sequences emerge almost
unavoidably. The group could put up a resistance—but why should it?
In his actions Tanaka investigates how
groups behave, how people negotiate with
one another, how they fail and then come
together again. These initially open-ended
encounters are the focus of his work. Community and the equivalent collaborative
cooperation are aspects that Tanaka invites
us to think about. In this respect, we can
also understand the exhibition as a mixture
of installation, laboratory and storeroom
where pictures and sounds are combined
and completed by the visitors themselves,
subjectively and fragmentally through the
open gaps. In Koki Tanaka’s process art, it
is always the action and the development
process that are paramount, allowing us an
altered view of everyday life.
35

POSTSCRIPT
_
Why I invited
Koki Tanaka to
the Kunsthaus,
and why I
find his work
important
Barbara Steiner

I have been director of the Kunsthaus since
July 2016. It seemed to me essential to
approach planned changes carefully, and to
build on what already existed, whether this
was programme sections that had already
been devised, the building, the institution’s
everyday routines or, last but not least,
the visual identity of the Universalmuseum
Joanneum, to which the Kunsthaus Graz
belongs. My interest lies, through additions,
duplications, parallel processes, commentaries and revisions, in initiating a collective process of institutional ‘reflecting and
rethinking’ that respects the past, that is
open to change, and in which others can
also take part. My decision to invite Koki
Tanaka is also linked to these considerations. His show—and also Haegue Yang’s
solo exhibition, which will open simultaneously—complement and expand the existing
Erwin Wurm exhibit. Alongside an interest
in process, in everyday experiences and
also the breaking down of daily routines,
all three positions in their own way produce
collectivity—whether this is through shared
experience, or participation in a collective
creative process. In this respect, Tanaka
combines sustained socio-political commitment with aesthetic agendas.
In all of Tanaka’s works, there deliberately
exists great scope for the participants.
Within the context of his Precarious Tasks,
the artist himself even speaks of an ‘improvised chain reaction’ that is set off by his
tasks. The direction in which the joint process will take the participants is not fixed in
advance. The framework specified by Tanaka
in which the collective ventures take place
is therefore loose, quite likely resulting in
some cases in uneasiness or even incomprehension. During the preparation for
Provisional Studies: Action #8 Rewriting
A Song For Zwentendorf, I was repeatedly
asked what exactly the purpose of this
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joint action was. Doubts were raised about
the point of a venture which could not, it
seemed, specifically guarantee any benefit.
Time and again, there came the suggestion
that Koki Tanaka’s new work for Graz should
be connected to the current protest against
the Mur power plant—a controversial hydroelectric station in the south of the city—so
as to give it a concrete application.
Immediately the question was about the
social relevance of art in space and also the
difference between politically and artistically motivated protest. In various conversations with me, Tanaka himself continually
referred to the time factor and stressed that
in art one moves relatively slowly, whereas
political actions have to react quickly to
particular circumstances. He added that
there are different modes of social participation, which each have their strengths and
weaknesses. The longer time horizon also
applies to the field of activism in art, understood in terms of an active engagement.
Symbolic acts may not be capable of immediately changing and influencing situations,
yet they do become relevant if they can be
transferred to different situations, social
contexts and periods, beyond current dayto-day politics. When Tanaka calls for us to
‘mix antagonism and togetherness’, then
this is also an instruction to look for potential togetherness despite all the antagonism. For me this shows great topicality
in an age when public debate places what
separates us above what connects us.
It goes without saying that this is no mean
task: The process that shapes togetherness remains precarious and provisional.
And this is also reflected in Tanaka’s works.
The artist is interested in what happens
when, in the midst of their everyday lives,
people encounter a state of emergency—an
observation that he also drew from the
events around Fukushima—when they can-

not rely on any standardised solutions, and
finding joint solutions becomes a question
of survival. Within these collaborative processes Tanaka does not, however, assume
the position of an artist on the outside; on
the contrary, as he works he continually
shifts roles, from director, to observer, to
participant—both involved and disengaged
at the same time. The framework he creates also applies to the artist himself. He
intentionally places himself within situations in which he has only partial, and not
complete, control. In Provisional Studies:
Action #8 Rewriting A Song For Zwentendorf I observed that it is a matter of fine
balance between control and letting go.
Scenes were repeated, stage directions were
issued and, as one person became too dominant within the group-dynamic process,
the artist changed the course of action.
Nonetheless, Tanaka was open to the participants’ ideas and views. This meant that
at times he selectively relinquished control
and the power to define the process, putting himself in a precarious position. This
applied not only to his relationship with
the participants, but also with the camera
team headed by Hikaru Fujii. Fujii assumed
a leading role in the shooting of the film,
actively devising and managing procedures.
This kind of approach ultimately demands
that all of the participants—including the
artist—are willing to be subject to a process
of negotiation and to accept the consequences for one’s own work that result from
a joint action. In this way, he not only ends
up in a situation similar to that of the participants themselves, but also renounces
the notion of a completely self-defined artist and author without essentially giving
up his authorship. In fact, this is instead
extended, and so redefined.1
1

In the editorial process of cutting the film, it is chiefly Tanaka
who makes the decisions. And yet here too, he is also open to
suggestions-from Fujii for example, or other participants.
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This act of jeopardising oneself to some
extent, of making oneself open and receptive/
susceptible, marks a significant difference
from procedures for experiments such as we
find in sociology or psychology, where project
leaders use predefined criteria in order to
place the test subjects within a specially constructed situation in which they are observed
and filmed, while they themselves retreat into
the background. Beyond this, Tanaka does not
create conditions suitable for scientific studies;
he does not collect data, nor does he evaluate his observations—even if the consecutive
numbering of his experimental set-ups might
at first suggest this. Rather, the numbers indicate a sustained artistic interest in the precarious and provisional, as also expressed in the
original exhibition title Provisional Studies
(ongoing) and now modified title: Provisional
Studies (working title). Tanaka’s works are not
finished; they result from a process and stimulate further processes.
The aesthetic level remains, and is probably the
most critical difference from scientific studies:
filming from various different camera angles
shows different ways of approaching the protagonists and the places of action. The cameras
move around the protagonists, they focus on
the group, individual persons, contexts and so
also continuously shift our view of what is happening. This shift in perspectives is reflected
both in the editorial process and in the presentation of the film installations: spread across
several monitors, gaps and breaks emerge that
also take into account the possibilities and
limits of the documentary itself.
Ultimately, it is an interest in the precarious and provisional that I share with Tanaka.
For this reason, it is no coincidence that his
original exhibition title—Provisional Studies
(ongoing)—also serves as a key principle at
the Kunsthaus. The provisional, in the sense of
preliminary, liberates one from the pressure of
perfection, allowing scope for further thinking
and the participation of others.
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Koki Tanaka

Born in 1975; lives and works in Kyoto, Japan.
Tanaka encourages people to exchange
mutual goals, to develop a sense of
community and creativity, while at the same
time new rules of collaboration have to be
tried out and negotiated.
He has shown widely:
the Hammer Museum (Los Angeles),
Van Abbemuseum (Eindhoven), the ICA
(London), Skulptur Projekte Münster 2017,
Venice Biennale 2017, Taipei Biennial 2006,
the Gwangju Biennial 2008, the Liverpool
Biennial 2016 (Liverpool), Japan pavilion,
the 55th Venice Biennale 2013.
He received a special mention for national
participation at the 55th Venice Biennale,
2013, and the Deutsche Bank Artist of the
Year 2015 award.
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Lackner, Anton Lederer, Hans Lederer, Anke Leitner,
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23.06., 8pm
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Artistic protest, political protest? Films and
discussions
With: Koki Tanaka, Heidrun Primas,
Oliver Hangl, moderated by Barbara Steiner
Sequences from films by The Riahi Brothers,
Oliver Hangl and Oliver Ressler

Koki Tanaka, ‘Ocula Conversation’, in: Ocula,
2016, pp. 228-237.

30.06., 2.15pm
meeting point Kunsthaus Graz
Club Kunsthaus excursion to Zwentendorf
Become a member of Club Kunsthaus and
join us in Zwentendorf
25.06. and 16.07., 3.30pm
Kunsthaus Graz
Exhibition talks about Koki Tanaka
with Christof Elpons and Viktoria Wind

Koki Tanaka, ‘Social Medium: artists writing,
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Monument, Brooklyn New York 2016, pp.
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