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Other, Third and Real Spaces in Public
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To swim or not to swim

In the summer of 2003, it almost happened that a utopia was realised in the
Austrian City of Graz. Close to the city centre, on an idle, so far inacces-
sible spot of a trained, hidden brook called Mithlgang, the artists Peter Arlt,
Benni Foerster-Baldenius and Wolfgang Grillitsch installed the infrastructure
of a small river bath: a wooden catwalk, a shower, partition walls to change
clothes, a barbecue grill and a number of floating tires with their typical red
and white stripe patterns.

Peter Arlt, Benni Foerster-Baldenius, Wolfgang Grillitsch: “Club of Non-Swimmers”, in the
frame of “real*utopia”, Graz, 2003. Photo: Judith Laister.
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If you wanted to visit the idyllic little green space between the unimposing
Roesselmuehl Park, the charming building of a historical post garage and the
quietly flowing Miihlgang, you had to become a member of the “Club of Non-
Swimmers”. For that purpose you had to pay a modest membership fee. In
turn you received an identity card and a pin code which granted you access to
the unusual temporary rest area in the heart of Graz — and you had to sign for
the most important rule: Swimming forbidden! Where until the 1960s people
used to swim, today, bathing is considered too dangerous, above all for hy-
gienic reasons. Furthermore, the usually closed-off area is private property
and had to be protected from public access due to insurance issues. Therefore,
a professional locking system was mounted on an iron fence which only club
members were able to unbolt. The artists responded to the various statutory
provisions which came up in the course of the realisation of their initial idea of
establishing a public swimming pool on the Mithlgang in an ironic way: The
“Club of Non-Swimmers”, a sympathetic, well visited and positively reviewed
variation of their original concept, promoted by the slightly nostalgic slogan
“Swimming in the brook, yesterday reality, and today utopia”.

real*utopia

Thanks to the official restrictions, a “utopia” in the proper sense of the term
coined by Sir Thomas More in 1516, was at least realised to some extent:
A quiet, peaceful island, safe, clean, well regulated and protected through
clear-cut territorial borders from the outside world. Although it wasn’t passed
on if swimming was forbidden in Mores ideal state, the organised insularity
of both territories as well as their distinct
allocation of social roles are related with
each other.

The physical boundaries defined by fenc-
es, locks and a water ditch safeguarded
the area from non-members of the “Club
of Non-Swimmers™. And the contempo-
rary art system provided the symbolic
borders by excluding those people auto-
matically who didn’t possess the cultural
capital for playing under the rules of the
contemporary art game. According to
Pierre Bourdieu’s (1998) theory of “place

Utopia, 1516
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effects” which defines the interrelation between the social space and the pl}ys~
ical space, it is hardly surprising that the social structure on both s1d§s of the
fence was relatively homogeneous: On the club premises lingered artists, stu-
dents, young academics and interested visitors of Graz, the European Capital
2003, in the frame of which the project took place. And the stree‘g—sxdgd and
rather unattractive Rosselmiihlpark was populated, as alwiays, primarily by
socially disadvantaged groups of local residen.ts such as migrants, tran?ps:or
elderly people who lived in the immediate neighbourhood, the Graz district
of Gries.

“The Gries — This is where Graz becomes international” is the egphen}lqs}txc
description of the district which was coiped in the frame of “real*‘ptopla L a
temporary contemporary art exhibition in the public space ?‘f Gries which
comprised in total 15 different projects, among others the Club of. Non-
Swimmers”. Financed and supported by “Graz 2003 — Cultqral Capital Qf
Burope” the association for contemporary art <rotor>, at that time Iocgt‘ed in
Gries as well, invited artists from Austria and various European countries to
choose locations in the district Gries and “to create art woﬂcs between .reai-
ity and utopia [...] which deal with certain aspects of the district and 1:15]§ a
view into a possible future on several levels.” (<rotor> 2003). In the o’r'ﬁma‘l
promotion material of “real*utopia” the Gries was described as the most inter-
national and diverse district of Graz which is: “notable for its heterogeneity,
thus differing from other districts: first-class hotels are located almost nexF
to striptease bars; a Muslim praying centre.hes close to the‘slaughterhouse,
in a neighbourhood park, residents of the adjgcent old people’s home n‘wieet u}lac
with youths and people searching for recreation who speak a wide variety o

Logo of the public art project “real*utopia”, <rotor>, Graz, 2003.
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foreign languages; violin études emanating from the music conservatory are
over tuned by Balkan turbo-folk music coming from bars and restaurants — a
district full of contrasts indeed.” (<rotor> 2003a)

This multicultural image becomes also apparent in the framework programme
which was characterized by folkloristic events with an emphasis on cuisine,
music and fashion. The staging of cultural diversity ranged from Bulgarian
cheese pie to Chinese rice dishes, from African drumming to Styrian jazz,
from hair plaiting to henna tattoos. These various events celebrating multicul-
turalism at low-threshold level do not only contrast the image of contempo-
rary art as distinctive and hardly comprehensible but also the dominant image
of the Gries district on the right bank of the river Mur. In stark contrast to the
prestigious middle-class districts on the left bank of the river Mur, Gries has
been seen as the “other side” of Graz up to now, which has been less valued
because of its industrial history, a higher percentage of working-class and
migrant inhabitants and a certain disregard for spatial considerations. This
contrasty, dynamic social and spatial reality of Gries, or rather its image as
contrasty, dynamic and socially and spatially in permanent transition, lays the
foundations for the idea of creating “utopias for real places”. In homogenous
urban districts with stable social conditions, thus little space for visionary
projections concerning the physical environment (Bourdieu 1998), a project
like “real*utopia” would never have happened.

Acting in heterotopia

The word combination “real*utopia” is a smartly composed, seductive para-
dox which worked well as a distinctive title for an art project in the frame of
Graz 2003 and drafted a friendly, marketable alternative to the negative im-
age of Gries. But strictly speaking: By definition a utopia can never be real,
The Greek-rooted term “utopia”, which was coined by Thomas More as the
name of his ideal Renaissance state, is composed of the syllables “00” and
“topos” which mean as much as “non” / “good” and “place”. Thus a “utopia”
in the proper meaning of the word is a non-place and at the same time a good
place. It derives from strong discontent with contemporary social conditions

and expresses the desire for a different world which is governed by human-

istic principles and social justice. According to Michel Foucault, “utopias

are fundamentally unreal spaces”. Although they have “a general relation

of direct or inverted analogy with the real space of Society [...], they present

society itself in a perfected form, or else society turned upside down.” (Fou-

cault 1967) In contrast to “utopia” as a site with no real place, Foucault cre-

ates and defines the term “heterotopia” as physically existing “other space”

which is simultaneously unreal and thus a location both real and utopian:
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“There are also, probably in every culture,' in every civilizat'ion, real places
— places that do exist and that are formed in the very fqundmg of society —
which are something like counter-sites, a .lgnd of effectively enacte@ L.xtophxa
in which the real sites, all the other real sites that can b.e found within t e}:c
culture, are simultaneously represented, contegted, and mve?"ted. P}ac;s I
this kind are outside of all places, even though it may be pos&b}e to. md}?ate
their location in reality. Because these places are absolutely different 1011}
all the sites that they reflect and speak about, I shall call them, by way o
contrast to utopias, heterotopias.” (Foucault 1967)

As “other spaces” the French philosopher instances a variety of_ .dlfferent
locations such as cemeteries, rest homes, psychiatric hogpﬁals, Pusonls, bre—
tirement homes, museums, hotels or gardens — ax}d the shlp, aswillbee 21 o~
rated later on. They all represent real places outside of ordinary plgczg, c;ar—
acterized by strong borders, extraordinary processes angi mostfly in t1;1:&1 mgt
social margins and areas of conflict. In'thls sense, the 1deg of a public ?r
exhibition in the Graz district Gries whxph strives for creating “utopias for
real places” can be called a heterotopian idea. Anq fopndamon gnc} actwm?s
of the “Club of Non-Swimmers” turns out to l?e asi gnificant art37st1c example
of what the title of this essay refers to as “acting in heterotopia™.

“QOther spaces” in theory and public art

Foucault’s text “Other spaces, Heterotopia™ is based on a lecture .glv?% in
March 1967. It was not published until Qctober 1984, under the title “D te(s
espace autres” in the French journal Architecture / Mouvement / Cor;nn;lhee.
Although not reviewed for publication by the author al?d thus no’g3 §>.a1d 0 he
official corpus of his work, the manuscript was releasgd into the public o?ga
for an exhibition in Berlin shortly before his de%th in June 1925‘4_ Since en,
but primarily since the 1990s, Miche{ Foucault s concept of .other.spaceze
has deeply influenced artistic and architectural dxspours;s deallgg1 Wldl S]C)E.l] )
and spatial practice under changed orders of ma.gmtudf: in a globa IIS? WO{) i1;
Against the background of new techpologles 1mpact1,ng on people’s mot "
ity, communication and public survell_lal.lce, Foucault’s dynamic c.oggtqp °
“other spaces” has served as an associative base for challengmgbna i 1]or;cd,
statically-oriented notions of space. Many parts of the text haveheen qtr oin
extensively and sound like philosophical guiding principles for the emerging

digital age:

“We are in the epoch of simultaneity: we are in the epogh of juxtaposit‘lonE
the epoch of the near and far, of the side-by-side, of the dlspersed..We rEufsla
a moment. [...] Our epoch is one in which space takes for us the form of rela-
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tions among sites. [...] We do not live in a homogeneous and empty space,
but on the contrary in a space thoroughly imbued with quantities and perhaps
thoroughly phantasmatic as well. I believe, when our experience of the world
is less that of a long life developing through time than that of a network that
connects points and intersects with its own skein (Foucault 1967)

Within the history of science, a concept like “heterotopia”is a typical paradigm
of the poststructuralist preference of space to time. By deconstructing histori-
cal linearity and “the order of things” elements are Jjuxtaposed and restruc-
tured which have not been thought in relation yet. At the same time, Foucault’s
“other spaces™ are just one out of many related postmodern spatial concepts
which often refer directly to Foucault’s theories. To take a few examples: Mi-
chel de Certeau’s “Practice of Everyday Life” (1988), first published in 1980,
is strongly inspired by Foucault and other poststructuralist theorists who were
rethinking space, such as Gilles Deleuze, Jean Baudrillard or Jacques Der-
rida. Although he does not use the term “heterotopia” itself, the tactics and
strategies of acting in space in a non linear way which he demonstrates clearly
derive from the idea of “other spaces”, which can be shown by his interest in
ships and prisons, borders and bridges, in-between and non-spaces. When the
French ethnologist Marc Augé thought about “Non-Places” (1994) as the new
leading concept for an anthropological thinking of space in “supermodern”
times, he refers directly to de Certeau’s “Practice of Everyday Life”. And Ina-
Maria Greverus’ (2005) concept of “aesthetic places”, also inspired by de Cer-
teau’s idea of an in-between space, traces ways and means of sensual, creative

encounters in the field, and not least between art and anthropology. Finally,
postcolonial ideas such as “thirdspace” (Homi K. Bhabha, 1990: Edward W.

Soja, 1996) and “contact zone” (Mary Pratt, 1992; James Clifford, 1996) are
also linked to a rejection of territorial concepts by advocating a thinking of
space in relations, simultaneity, heterogeneity and plurality.

All these different, but interrelating concepts can be subsumed under the theo-
retical bracket of “third spaces”, which are characterised by breaking with one
of the main modern principles of a binary separation of a first space contain-
ing the empirical, physical, measurable world of objects, from a second space
referring to the world of imagination, signs and representations. The rise of
third space concepts since the late 1960s and especially since the 1990s — both
in scientific and in artistic and architectural contexts — is based on the impact
of new communication technologies, changed possibilities for the production
and dissemination of images, an increasing mobility, large-scale monitoring
systems of public spaces and therefore a fundamental change of scales in our
everyday life. According to Marc Augé (1994), just to take a popular example
from the discipline of anthropology, the actual world “has not the precise mea-
sures of the one we think we inhabit. We live in a world which we have not yet
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learned to see. We have to learn again how to think oui1 spa.ce,"t (Augj It}‘?]?s,
i 1gé wrote in “Non Places: Introduction to an Anthro-
46) Our world society, Augé wrote in ‘ n Anthio-
ity”. i ltered understanding of the relatio
ology of Supermodernity”, requires an a : :
getw%e)e/m spafe time and identity. People are confronted with change;i 'mlggd
nitudes on a global level, an accelerated sequence ‘of eventi and.mu]np ‘1611
coercions (or opportunities) to construct their 1de1;t1ty. T{lg anthtlé)ﬁ; i?)i‘sccis
” i i istory and relationship cons
lace” as a stable home for 1dent1ty, his 0 t :
Eonfronted with a growing expansion of 'non.-places . The 10gal IZ pfa}fxr}ea;::lg
with imaginations, the emergence of which is nolt) grc()iunded mety :d ‘:1:11 reough
“in istant, remembered or conv
now but rather in places that are distant, bered rough
i i i t, loss of identity and the experien
the media. Transience and dlsplaceme}l . .
of difference, illusionism and complexity characterxzi the no,n~p19a:ei§)§1)t also
“the possibility of something that resembles freedom™. (Augé 1994,

This aspect of the possibility of active vchange ina newlydscale?azg?xlilgcai]n;
also the fear to lose it through the dominance of ad\(ance rengl 63'/ mecha
nisms — is the focus of the American urban anc%‘en'\flronme’?t.p ?lnn dljscursive
Soja (1996), who coined the mental figure of th.lrdsp‘at?e‘ ‘mt-‘]:lectical A
field of postcolonial studies. In r?ferelic':e ? 2;2:5 i{iﬁ% ;111]«3 Siml;;gined s
ure of the “production of spaf:e“ rom lived, r resent magied sf ané
with “thirdspace” Soja specifically rejects ter1$%§1alezcg;c:g s of home and
space that reproduce uneven power re!atlons, is (s to demands Tor 2
“re- ing” of Eurocentric constructions of space with thei

pleiigi;prl; d%chotomies, Itis when.imagin'ary spaces, whlch are; en:.); \zzlr(l:(}ed on
any maps, are made visible that hierarchies and hegemonies a -

A further often discussed third space concgpt is that of Fhe “.con‘cacbtt1 zilcl)ntie,
which was developed in 1992 by the linguist Mary toulse Pf‘att ?:ct]zone”
i 3 ial studies. Pratt uses the term “con
theoretical frame of postcolonial s . 4
“soci i te cultures meet, clash, and grapp
to refer to “social spaces where disparal ' : X ind grapple
i in hi trical relations of domination
th each other, often in highly asymme : .
‘s)\::bordinaticn — like colonialism, slavery, or their af.tem;aths as they]e;ri il;;/;;i
” (Pr 992, 7) Despite these apparer -
ut across the globe today.” (Pratt 1992, : : j
ghies Pratt doegs not focus on powerlessness and dommalzce, oxdoxf tlgz ggzs
, ; f assimilation and acculturation. Instead she
way nature of processes 0 e ' tead she defines
interaction, mutual nfluen
contact zones as transcultural spaces o : n n A
exchanges between different groups. By using ;he ‘g;rnl cc;ztva;gtll sf}ljes :}1}1;1153 teg
i i nce of subjects p :
invoke the spatial and temporal coprese pr u ted
i istori isj d whose trajectories now in
eographic and historical d]SJm']ctures, and ‘ :
Sgctg Agcoi‘ljtact perspective emphasizes how subjects are constituted in and by
their relations to each other.” (Pratt 1992: 7)

James Clifford adopted the concept of the contact zone from Mary Louise
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Pratt’s “Imperial Eyes” i [
yes” in 1997. He uses the term in hi
: rial i1
and Translation in the Late 20th Century”, espec?ahls o
seums as Contact Zones”, According to Clifford

of cultur -
Contactu ; 2L§Sei52f,§a“§ebappéal' not as centres or destinations but rather as
hope, an argument fiﬁ- y things and people. This is both a description and a
museums’” (Clifford 19115(7).% dlvgrse participation in a proliferating *world of
of cultural contact b : 8) Clifford advocates an extension of those places
ganised tribal muse ecause, he argues, contact zones — whether as self-or-
for a public neaotian et AOMA in Manhattan — are spaces of possibili
negotiation of different cultural values and interests Tllljisssé;];t;t;}g

C()l[lpllses the p()telltlal to Su[) port pl()CeS €S O Tmation —
lv S f lntelactlve t]alleO 1.

. "‘Routes, Travel
i lly in his chapter “Mu-
museums and other sites

The low ;

which arzsél g;)e%r?g;; t(;(eiriommator of these different third space concepts
Since the 19005, is thapy e emergence of the discourse of postmodernity
regulated field o7f B eir t hx}esholq character. They do not represent a Well}-/
tween where “sometlir'ls n ich strive for stability, rather they form spaces be-
tial and the temptin g not yet flaSSIﬁed can develop. This creative poten-
interface betwo gn %;ipenéle‘ss of “other space” ideas constitutes the decisive
deal specifically W}zth sr}r)l:tizll Zéﬁ:?igfls nsduill.lt Espel(j:]iglly artistic fields which
cial archi ; p ons, as public art and - -
Comsgﬁgle;t\gE;LPfaCthe.S, have utilized theoretical third Spaczocl:)lfg;;?;e;;
Certeau, Auge or CHITord el o o CHe0Tists such as Foucaut,de
porting ;nutual exah‘] ford are Well-kn.own both in art and science, thus sup-
Spice in-betweon th:I;g'eS bfzftiween artists and theorists and making,for a thifd
present antholoey b ?61-1!;1. c and the art field. Against this background, the
thropology” alsiyjnd'e] tOI ming Life — Performed Lives. Aesthetics and An-
rather, relating to In I?\i es the lasting actuality of “acting in heterotopia”, or
thropology”, Ele lasteill-lg :gaaigtrii‘f 1r°(L)11S ,af 905) ;W?YS fowards an aesthetic an-
ing the modern scientific distinction be‘[vvei:en’S traifé?qzﬁ?;eangl—c?:;:\;ig; e

Real and other spaces: (Hi)Stories on Site

In recent year - ¢ ;
matily be>i/ng iz;;%sjn;}c;dgm approaches were increasingly criticised for pri-
Coutsas ittt actjn]e privileged fields of academic and artistic dis-
coomo conditionps o g cilj —orat least copsidering — social hierarchies
seriously, & revisar g political power relations. If you take this criticism
their tisy i hnon Of he poststruc'tura]lst concepts of “other spaces” and
Sion i of spaoia] int;‘a ?qd aesthetic contexts is essential too. This revi-
roalutoi ot .res. m'the case of'analysing artistic projects such

p12” which aim for mtervening in public spaces and social rea]itiZi
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by simultaneously referring to heterotopian concepts. With regard to an in-
creasing number of public art projects aiming for social and spatial impact
on site beyond primarily aesthetic or formal interventions, often by means
of participatory strategies, a lot of artists are no longer acting within the
traditional artistic spaces of studios, galleries and museums to express their
concepts in an autonomously claimed art sphere but rather amidst everyday
life, where the power of the social space, the actor’s possession of economic,
social and cultural capital, becomes a crucial part of the work of art. To bring
art closer to everyday life and social areas of conflict, artists are increasingly
collaborating with local residents of concrete urban districts when they or-
ganise activities such as workshops to improve the local urban environment,
discuss problems concerning discrimination, assert open spaces, run com-
munication centres, arrange open-air cinemas or raise monuments from the

bottom-up.

To allege another example of artistic acting in heterotopia, striving for “real”
spatial and social impact on site by partly employing participatory strate-
gies, I would like to analyze the Viennese project “(Hi)Stories on Site. An
Exhibition in Public Space around Volkertplatz®. The exhibition in the pub-
lic space took place in the summer of 2006. For six weeks in June and July,
a series of art projects aimed at “representing life” in the quarter around
Volkertplatz, a market place in Vienna’s 2nd district, Leopoldstadt. Accord-
ing to the press releases, “(Hi)Stories on Site” was intended to “establish
contacts and relationships with life on the spot”. By involving local residents
specifically, “(Hi)Stories on Site” addressed both individual, bottom-view
stories and the official history of the district (for example the displacement
of the Jewish Community during World War Il and the different stages of
immigration during the past 100 years). The Volkertplatz is located in Vien-
na’s second district, relatively close to the city centre, about five minutes by
underground to Stephansplatz, and only five minutes’ walk to the Northern
Railway station of the City, called Praterstern, which has been regenerated
over the last couple of years. Due to its location near the Praterstern traffic
junction, which was until World War I the arrival point for thousands of im-
migrants from the eastern parts of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the area

around Volkertplatz has been a popular area for migrants since the 19th cen-

tury. Numerically this means that about 40% of the inhabitants are migrants
mostly from former Yugoslavia and Turkey, which is a figure which doubles
the overall percentage in Vienna. The Volkertviertel is a very densely built
up urban zone where 40% of the flats are categorised as “substandard” (in
comparison: in the whole of Vienna the rate is 20%).

These and many other statistical data concerning the measurable first space
of Volkertviertel, can easily be found on the professional interactive web
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and exchange — one could say a “contact zone” by connecting social actors
who would normally not encounter each other.

One example of a total of ten realised art projects is the work of Kristi-

na Leko (1966, lives and works in Zagreb and Cologne) which was titled

“Monuments for the good people of Volkertviertel” and which the artist her-

self describes as a “communication project”. Like her previous participatory

projects she thought carefully about questions of representation, hierarchies,

migration, democracy, racism and social exclusion. Together with a group of
about twenty twelve to seventeen year old schoolchildren she conceived and
conducted biographic, semi-structured interviews with different residents
of the district: older and younger people, newcomers and long-established
Viennese locals, men and women, After this the working group transformed
the recorded data into a written biographic narrative in recognition of the
anonymous heroes of everyday life in the neighbourhood. Four of the five
biographic stories of actual individuals from the district, presented in large
sized handwritten letters giving the impression of an exercise-book, are still
visible to everyone on publicly accessible walls in the Volkertviertel. Like
the “Club of Non-Swimmers” the process of the project and its remaining
unusual public messages can be seen as actual kinds of acting in heteroto-

pia.

Conclusion

The title “Acting in Heterotopia™ was created as a heuristic lens to view
on the tendentially paradox situation of public art projects striving for the
creation of “other spaces” on real places. In an ontological sense, there is
no such thing as “heterotopia” but it is rather a theoretical concept which
has influenced and legitimized artistic interventions in public spaces until
today. The limits of an effective acting in third spaces, beyond its concep-
tual and visionary character, becomes obvious as soon as one considers the
social, economic and political context of “(Hi)Stories on Site” as well as
“real*utopia”. The iron fence separating the premises of the “Club of Non-
Swimmers” from the Rosselmithlpark can be seen as a striking symbol: Tt
sharply selected the mobile cultural tourists visiting the Gries district as
location of one of the most popular projects of Graz 2003, Cultural Capital of
Europe (habitus: by tendency highly educated with an advanced understand-
ing of contemporary art or simply curious about a nice project on an appeal-
ing temporarily accessible place) from those living and acting in the prox-
imity day-to-day, who do not possess the social and cultural capital to gain
access to the art field. This also goes for the Viennese example; the limited
scope of heterotopian artistic activities becomes visible when one confronts
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them with questions about the position of the different actors in the social
space. Although the project has been in general successfully evaluated dye
to positive reports in influential Austrian media and also in art magazines,
the “(Hi)Stories on Site” were little-known to the local residents beyond the
directly involved actors, mostly scholars, subtly disciplined by their teachers
to take part in the art project. Furthermore, the financial basis for realising
friendly and sensational projects like “real*utopia” or “(Hi)Stories on Site”
is a direct result of the political intent to upgrade the image — and thus the
economic value — of the disreputable urban districts Gries and Volkertviertel
by (ab)using art as a stimulus for gentrifying areas close to the city centre,
And, finally, both projects can only be understood against the backdrop of
a euphemistic comprehension of multi-culturality, which celebrates cultural
diversity in a folklorist sense without clearly pointing out social injustice,
racism and the influences of neoliberal processes on marginalized urban
districts and the precarious situation of their inhabitants,

Pierre Bourdieu, if he had had the opportunity to visit Graz in 2003 and Vi-
enna in 2006, would have pointed out these interrelations between marginal-
ized physical spaces, the privileged aesthetic space, the limited acting space
and the powerful social Space, affecting projects like “real*utopia” and “(Hi)
Stories on site”. He would have also been concerned about the independence
ofartin view of the close affiliation between art, politics and economy which
characterized both the project in Vienna and the one in Graz.

And Foucault? Maybe he would have been an enthusiastic member of the
“Club of Non-Swimmers”, or rather, in line with his preference for break-
ing rules; he would have been a bad member and would have jumped into
the Miihlgang for a swim. Then he would have been laying on the wooden
catwalk to bath in the sun and musing about “heterotopia” as one of the most
important anthropological constants by suggesting that there is “probably
not a single culture in the world that fails to constitute heterotopias” (Fou-
cault 1967). In view of the running water, Foucault would have remembered
his most popular example of heterotopia, what he defines as heterotopia par
excellence: the ship, a general metaphor for the concept of heterotopia. In
one of the most poetic parts of his essay on “other spaces” the French phi-
losopher wrote: “The boat is a floating piece of space, a place without a
place, that exists by itself, that is closed in on itself and at the same time is
given over to the infinity of the sea and that, from port to port, from tack
to tack, from brothel to brothel, it goes as far as the colonies in search of
the most precious treasures they conceal in their gardens (...) The ship is
the heterotopia par excellence. In civilizations without boats, dreams dry
up, espionage takes the place of adventure, and the police take the place of
pirates.” (Foucault 1967)
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Me on Myself: Who looks?

An anthropologist in the fi i i
eld (Judith Laiste - 1
Pankratz, Austria, in the course of the Forl;flt apoaiey scrvice o

an st 5€ O m Stadtpark project * -
fj ;l[g-zsslé%[; ]/3 icttﬁl;-ejilieac;iid‘v‘:m g 08/2006) meets an arti]sjt iIJl the ge?gr(\ﬁ;f

; X interviewi i i i .
projeet “Meras Trﬁth p ViSion”'ewmg different people for his multimedia

(http://www.kultur. at/van/howl/junction/ kont03/set/memory. htm)
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Martin Krusche comments the reaction of the participant observant who is
hiding her eyes when being pictured as follows:

“Laister! Die als Kulturanthropologin zu beobachten gewohnt ist. Wenn sie
aber selbst sich, wie unlingst bei einem Kunstprojekt, einer Kamera, also der
Beobachtung, aussetzen soll, verbirgt sie ihr Gesicht und 148t sich nicht in die
Augen sehen. Was bedeutet das? Hat man die stirkere Position, wenn man
blickt als wenn man sich anblicken 1aBt? (http://www.kultur.at/van/next/
note/transit/set01/zone04.htm)

“L aister! As a cultural anthropologist she is used to keeping an eye on things.
Yet, when she has to expose herself to a camera, hence observation, like in a
recent art project, she conceals her face and doesn’t let us look her in the eye.
What does that mean? Does looking at something imply a stronger position
than being looked at?”
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