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“Manam darbam nav nekada sakara ar piesavinasanos, jauna vés-
tures centra izvirzisanu, makslas navi vai negativo originalitates
apsaubiSanu. Drizak gluZzi pretéji - tas ir saistits ar originalitates
varu un autonomiju, ka ari makslas spéku un visuresamibu.”!

Sobrid 86 gadus veca maksliniece Eleina Stértevena (Elaine Sturte-
vant) ir vismaz vienu soli prieksa citiem. Stértevena autoribas tabu
lauza jau 20. gs. 60. gadu sakuma, vairakus gadus, pat gadu desmitus,
pirms ta saukta attélu paaudze (Serija Levina (Sherrie Levine), Sin-
dija Sérmena, Ri¢ards Prinss, Luize Loulera (Louise Lawler)) pro-
blematizéja “originala” un “kopijas” tému maksla. Amerikanu maksli-
niece apSaubija svétas “originalitates” jeb “autentiskuma” relikvijas
maksla un bezkaunigi saka imitét kolégu virieSu makslas darbus.
Stértevena sava darbiba jau bija paredzéjusi digitalo eru vél ilgu
laiku pirms tam, kad internets kluva piederigs masu kultiirai un
sakas kiborgu un internautu virtualie celojumi kibertelpa. Vinas
maksla, kas virspuséji varétu likties esam vienkarsi kopija un
neratna provokacija (vajadzétu lasit tiesi pretéji, proti - ka dzili
godbijigu paklanisanos makslai un tas spéjai izraisit domasanas
procesu), dazus vinas paaudzes maksliniekus satracinaja tik spé-
cigi, ka Stértevenai no 1974. lidz 1986. gadam bija japartrauc ra-
dosa darbiba.

“My work has nothing to do with appropriation, the refocusing of
history, or the death of art, or the negative questioning or original-
ity. Rather just the opposite, as it involves the power and autonomy
of originality and the force and pervasiveness of art.”!

The now 86 years old Elaine Sturtevantis atleast one step ahead of
everybody else. Already at the beginning of the 1960s the Ameri-
can artist was breaking the taboo of authorship, decades before
The Pictures Generation (Sherrie Levine, Cindy Sherman, Richard
Prince or Louise Lawler) problematized the topics of “original” and
“copy” in the field of art, Elaine questioned the holy relic of “origi-
nality” or “authenticity” in the arts and started to imitate, shame-
lessly, artworks of her male colleagues. Quite a long time before the
realization of virtual trips by cyborgs and internauts in the cyber-
space, before internet became mass culture, Sturtevant had antici-
pated the digital era through her activity. What superficially could
appear as a simple copy and a naughty provocation had infuriated
some artists of her generation to the extent that Sturtevant had
been obliged to stop her art production from 1974 to 1986 - should
be read, in despite, as deeply respectful reverence to art and it’s
ability to cause thought process.
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Vesture ir paradijusi, ka vinai bija taisniba. Ar postmoderna dis-
kursa ienaksanu 80. gados un citata kanonizésanu Stértevena tiku-
sireabilitéta un atzita par talredzo3u un pravietisku makslinieci.
2011. gada Venécijas biennales “Zelta lauva” vinai pieskirta par
miza ieguldijumu, jo maksliniece mégina atklat telpu aiz makslas
darbiem un raisit kritisku diskusiju par kontekstu, autoribu un
makslas kluso spéku.

Kunsthalle Ziirich (tur notika amerikanu makslinieces darbu
retrospektiva izstade sadarbiba ar Stokholmas Moderna Museet) di-
rektore Beatriksa Rufa (Beatrix Ruf) uz jautdjumu, kas, vinasprat,
padara Stértevenu par vienu no misdienu nozimigakajam mak-
sliniecém, atbild $adi: “Es domaju, tas, ka vina jau 60. gados pirms
visiem paréjiem analizéja kibernétikas un digitalas realitates nozimi
un sekas, ka arl intensivi nodarbojas ar saistitajiem filozofiskajiem
jautajumiem. Tas, ko vina domaja par digitalo pasauli, nosaka mi-
su Sisdienas realitati. Kad jus tieSam tik nopietni uztverat digitalo
pasauli, kopijas vairs neeksist€, jo, apzinoties digitalas realitates
nozIimi, kopijas vai “piesavinasanas” koncepti klast par kaut ko
citu. Es domaju, Sis makslinieces paredzéjums ir parsteidzoss un
neticams, izdarits vél pirms tam, kad Delézs formuléja notikuma
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History demonstrates that she was right. With the postmodern
discourse in the 80s which canonizes quotation, Sturtevant has
been rehabilitated and recognized as a visionary and prophetic
artist. Sturtevant was awarder of the Golden Lion for Lifetime
Achievement at the Venice Biennale 2011 because she “...tries to
open the space behind the art-pieces and to provoke a critical dis-
cussion on surface, copyright and the silent power of art.”

Beatrix Ruf, director of Kunsthalle Zurich, where a huge ret-
rospective of the American artist is currently taking place - in col-
laboration with the Moderna Museet Stockholm - elaborates on the
question of what makes, in her opinion, Sturtevant one of the most
important artists of the present: “I think that she was talking about
cybernetics long before all the others, and when she dealt inten-
sively with philosophical questions. What she was thinking about
the digital world was to become, in the future, extremely mean-
ingful, and determines our reality today. When you really take the
digital world seriously, then any copy doesn’t exist anymore, be-
cause the concept of “copy” or “appropriation” becomes something
else if you are conscious about the meaning of digital reality. I think
that this is astonishing and incredibly farsighted of her, even before

filozofiju. Maksliniece pati saka: “Domajot par kibernétiku, ierastie
originala un kopijas koncepti vairs neeksisté, bet tam, ko més no
makslas sagaidam, proti, ka ta virzis miisu domas, ir jabut iespé-
jamam ari tad, ja es atkartoju jau eksistéjoSu makslas darbu un ja
$im atkartojumam pieskiru nozimi.””

Stértevenas empatiskos darbus var skatit ka Marsela DiSana
redimeidu idejas evoliiciju, jo 1pasi, protams, “L.H.0.0.Q.", kas tiesi
cité Leonardo da Vinci gleznu “Mona Liza". Stértevenas darbus
var uzskatit ari par turpinajumu Endija Vorhola pétijumiem: vins
ieviesa popularus elementus, izstradaja tos drukatu attélu sérija
un, to darot, jau izmantoja industriala atkartojuma ideju, kas tiesi
apSauba makslas darba unikalitati. Disans un Vorhols loti ilgu laiku
bija vienigie makslinieki, kas saprata Stértevenas mekléjumus. Vini
ne tikai deva atlauju makslinieces centieniem, bet pat palidzéja un
atbalstija tos. Vorhols, pieméram, pieskira vinai savus sietspiedes
sietus, lai vina varétu nodrukat “Ziedu” (Flowers) sériju, ko nakama-
ja gada ar Stértevenas parakstu izstadija Bianchini galerija Nujorka,
divus kvartalus no Vorhola darbnicas “Fabrika” (The Factory).

Stértevena atsakas saukt savus darbus par “piesavinasanos”
vai kopijam, ta vieta vina tos definé ka atkartosanu. Atkartosanas jé-
dziens atsauc atmina mimézes ideju, ta ir imitacija - jédziens, kas
ticis negativi asociéts ar makslu kops antikajiem laikiem. Vai Stérte-
venas darbi tik dzili sasaucas ar attéla raksturu, ka, pieméram, ai-
navu mes uztvertu ka “Kasparu Davidu Fridrihu” vai ka “Térneru”?
lespéjams, So pareju raksturo sérijveida instalacija Duchamp Fresh
Widow? Esot telpa ar astoniem Duchamp Fresh Widow objektiem,
kas veidoti péc Disana darba, skiet, ka s1 instalacija pauz: neviens
makslas darbs nekad nevar bt originals jeb viss ir reprodukcija vai
ari viss ir ietekmeéjies no kaut ka agrak eksistéjosa. Interesanti, ka
Duchamp Fresh Widow tiek uzskatits par “nepareizu” redimeidu, jo
tas izveidots mazaka varianta neka istais logs un to darijis Nujorkas
galdnieks péc Disana pasiitijuma, tadéjadi tas noteikti nav sérijveida
industrials raZzojums, kas pardefinéts ka makslas darbs.

Beatriksa Rufa skaidro: “Darbs Duchamp Fresh Widow $aja ver-
sija tika 1pasi radits Stokholmas un Cirihes izstadém, jo ieprieks
eksistéja tikai viens “Logs”. Jis jau minéjat, ka Stértevena darbo-
jas ar DiSanu un Vorholu ka ar makslinieciskam un ikoniskam per-
sonibam, ka ari ar vinu intelektualo un filozofisko attieksmi. Saja
Duchamp Fresh Widow pavairo$ana vina, protams, vélreiz isteno
Vorhola un Di$ana galvenas idejas un attista tas talak. Es uzskatu,
ka Sis darbs izstade ir loti nozimigs, jo ticis ievietots taja pasa telpa
kur Stértevenas “vorholi”. Loti svarigs jautdjums vinas izstades ir
attiecibas starp darbiem. Makslas darbu izvietojums rada papil-
du energeétisku ladinu, un tas savukart paplasina interpretacijas
lauku - Saja gadijuma ta noteikti biitu serialitate, ka ari razoSanas
mehanisms un jautajumi par poparta un minimalisma saikni.”

Domajot par Bodrijara teikto, ka realitate ir kaut kas, kam més
varam izgudrot atbilstoSu reprodukciju, tadéjadi pietuvinot re-
produkciju redlajam, rodas jautajums, vai Stértevena, apsverot pa-
tiesuma un nepatiesuma problematiku, ari reflekté par patiesibas
konceptu ka daudzveidibas pretstatu. Beatriksa Rufa: “Ja, varbut -
ka par noteiktu makslas darbu nozimi jégas radiSana. Stértevenas
radosas darbibasizskirosa dala patiesiba slépjas taja, ka vina salauz
konceptus, kas paradas pirms pasa darba uztveres, pieméram, au-
tora autentiskumu un ikoniskumu, un ar saviem atkartojumiem
salauz arl komfortablo pieeju darbam, lai izraisitu intelektualus
procesus. Papildus Vorhola un Disana makslas analizei vinas lielais

Deleuze formulated his philosophy of repetition. She says: “... when I
take cybernetics as being serious, then those concepts of “original”
and “copy” don’t exist anymore, but what we expect from art - that
it moves our thoughts - mustbe even possible if | repeatan artwork
that already exists and if I give meaning to this repetition.””

Elaine Sturtevant’s empathized pieces can be seen as an evo-
lution of Marcel Duchamp’s idea of readymades and especially, of
course, of L.H.0.0.Q., which directly quotes and questions Leonardo
da Vinci’s painting Mona Lisa. On the other hand, Sturtevant’s work
can be considered as a continuation of the investigations by Andy
Warhol, who brought in popular elements and elaborated them in
series of printed pictures, and in doing so, already worked with the
idea of (industrial) repetition which directly questions the unique-
ness of the artwork. For a very long period Duchamp and Warhol
were the only artists who understood Sturtevant’s research. They
not only sanctioned her actions, but even helped and sustained the
artist in her intentions. Warhol, for instance, gave her his silkscreen
frames in the Factory, in order to permit her to print the Flowers se-
ries which she then exhibited the following year, signed as Sturte-
vants, two blocks further in the Bianchini Gallery in New York.

Sturtevant refuses to call her works “appropriations” or “cop-
ies”, instead she defines them as repetition. The term of repetition
calls to mind the idea of mimesis, imitation, a term negatively asso-
ciated with art since antiquity. Is Sturtevant’s work also engaging
profoundly with culture in its expression as a picture, in its charac-
ter as a paradigm when, for instance, we perceive a landscape as a
Caspar David Friedrich or as a Turner? Maybe this reversal will be
enforced by the serial installation of the works in space? If you get
into the space with the eight Duchamp Fresh Widow’s reconstructed
from Duchamp’s work, then it seems to express: no artwork ever
can be an original, or everything is a reproduction, or shows the in-
fluence of something that has already existed. Itis very interesting
that Fresh Widow could be considered a “wrong” readymade, be-
cause it was built by a New York carpenter, on Duchamp’s order, in
a smaller version than a real window and it is definitely not a serial
industrial product redefined as an art-piece.

Beatrix Ruf explains: “The Duchamp Fresh Widow’s in this ver-
sion have been produced specially for the exhibition in Stockholm
and Zurich, because before that there existed only one “window”. In
the beginning you had mentioned that Sturtevant deals with Duch-
amp and Warhol as artistic and iconographic figures, but also with
their intellectual and philosophical attitude. With this multiplica-
tion of the Duchamp Fresh Widow she realizes, of course, central
issues from Warhol'’s as well as from Duchamp’s ideas once again
and develops them further on. I think this work is very important
in this show, just because it’s placed in the same room as the Sturte-
vant-Warhols: because in Sturtevant’s exhibitions, the relation be-
tween the pieces is a very important issue, able to create a further
mutual energetic charge which enlarges the intellectual topic of the
works - in this case surely the seriality, but also the mechanisms
of production and questions on the relationship between Pop Art
and Minimal Art.”

When Baudrillard says that reality is something from which we
can figure out an adequate reproduction and approximates repro-
duction to the real, the question arises whether Sturtevant, consid-
ering the problematics of true and false, also reflects on the con-
cept of “truth” by opposing it to multiplicity.
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nopelns ir tas, ka vina reflekté ar1 par konceptualas makslas galve-
najiem formuléjumiem un pieejam (te minama, pieméram, Lorensa
Veinera (Lawrence Weiner) vai DZona Baldesari, ka arl Dzozefa KoSu-
ta pieeja) daudz atSkirigak neka pasi makslinieki 60. gados. Runajot
par “makslas darba stavokli” un makslas darba fiziskas istenoSanas
nozimigumu, proti, to, ka funkcioné idejas parversana par objektu,
ja vieniga butiska lieta ir makslas darbu definéjosais lingvistiskais
formul€jums un makslas darbs ka tads vairs nav nepiecieSams, Stér-
tevena noliedz apliecinajumu, ka makslai ir nepiecieSams rokraksts
un ka istenoSana materiala ir nozimiga un izskirosa tikai ta iemesla
del, ka ideja tikusi parvérsta mateérija. Par izskirosu ir uzskatams tas,
ka Stértevena atkarto Sos atkartotos darbus art fiziski.”

Kas Stértevenu motivé atkartot noteiktu makslas darbu, nevis
kadu citu un gan jutekliski, gan intelektuali iedzilinaties taja? Vai
tie ir makslas darbi, ko vina iemilojusi, jo Ipasi, runajot par ieprieks
minéto energétisko ladinu? Vai vina sevis izvélétos darbus uz-
skata par kulttras ikonam un ka tadi tie butu pelnijusi ienemt re-
prezentativu statusu? Vai més varétu teikt, ka maksliniece darbojas
ka filtrs izcilu makslas darbu atklaSana? Stértevena ir veidojusi vai-
raku pilniba nezinamu makslinieku darbu atkartojumus, un vélak
vini kluva par makslas tirgus zvaigzném. Vai varéetu bit, ka Stérte-
vena vienlaicigi péta ari makslinieka lomu?

Beatriksa Rufa: “Kad redzat Vorhola darbu, ko atkartojusi Stér-
tevena, tas ir Stértevenas darbs. IzSkirosais jautajums te ir, vai
atkartotais makslas darbs vél joprojam ir tik nozimigs, ka ta gars
izpauzas pat otraja versija. Pirmaja, mentalaja makslas darba pro-
cesa, ka to redz Stértevena, jautdjumiem par lémumu un izveéli ir
noteicosa loma un fundamentals vél aizvien ir rokraksta jauta-
jums. Kad més runajam par izvélésanas tému, es domaju ari pas-
reizéjo interneta paaudzi, kam izvéle ir Joti svariga, lai nebeidzamas
informacijas pliisma atsijatu tas derigo dalu. Izvéle vienmeér ir bijusi
makslinieciskas ricibas centra.” Ka teicis DiSans, tieSi makslinieks,
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Beatrix Ruf: “Yes, maybe in the sense of the relevance of spe-
cific art works for the production of meaning. The decisive part
in Sturtevant’s work is really that she breaks concepts that come
before the reception of the work itself, as authenticity, iconicity of
the author and that she breaks with her repetitions comfortable
approaches to the work in order to provoke an intellectual process.
Additional to her great analyses of Warhol and Duchamp, her big
merit is that she reflects also central formulations and attitudes
of conceptual art in a very different way, as the conceptual artists
themselves in the 1960s. To the topic of the “state of an artwork”
and the relevance of its physical realisation - like for instance the
attitude of Lawrence Weiner or John Baldessari, but Joseph Kosuth
as well -, which means how the materialization of a thought into an
object functions, if the only thing that matters is the linguistic for-
mulation that defines the artwork and if the realized artwork itself
is not necessary anymore - she opposes the very clear affirmation
that art needs a handwriting and that the material realisation is
absolutely relevant and crucial, just because the thought has been
realised through materia. It is to consider decisive that Sturtevant
repeats those repeated works also physically.”

What motivates Sturtevant to reconstruct this particular art-
work rather than another one, and to traverse it sensually and in-
tellectually? Are they artworks she loves, especially in the sense of
an energetic charge, as related above? Does she consider the chosen
pieces as icons of our culture so that they earn the status of being
representative? Could we say that the artist acts as a filter, discov-
ering excellent artworks? Sturtevant has indeed made repetitions
of several artists at a time when they were completely unknown,
but later they became megastars in the art market. Could it be that
Sturtevant is questioning at the same time the role of the artist?

Beatrix Ruf: “When you see a Warhol which has been repeated
by Sturtevant then it’s a Sturtevant, and the decisive question is

nevis kritikis vai kurators ar savu izvéli nosaka, kas ir un kas nav
maksla... Péc Beatriksas Rufas domam, mums vajadzétu bt loti
uzmanigiem, izmantojot So Marsela DiSana citatu tapat ka gadijuma
ar Boisa uzskatu, ka ikviens ir makslinieks, jo “ne katrs ir maksli-
nieks un ne viss ir makslas darbs, ko makslinieks par tadu pasludi-
na, tacu izskiross, protams, ir tas, ko vins$ saka un izvélas un ka tas
ir istenots makslas darba”.

Kadu statusu atkartotajiem darbiem pieskir pati Stértevena?
Beatriksa Rufa: “Manuprat, vina darbojas ka filtrs, jo, ka jau jus
teicat, vina ir uztverusi un atkartojusi citus maksliniekus - diemzeél
tikai virieSus atbilstoSi $is paaudzes makslinieku laikmetam un
ikoniskumam - tados vinu karjeras posmos, kad vinu darbiem
un personibam vél nebija pielikta etikete. Vinas makslinieciskaja
stratégija logiski ieklaujas makslas darbu atkartosana bridi, kad to
ietekme uz makslas vésturi ir tik tikko nojauSama, tacu vienlaikus
vina atkarto ar1 publiku, jo nepartraukti analizé un doma par ta-
gadni. Caur atziSanu vai zinasanu vina parada spéju lasit mentalo
kustibu, ko makslas darbi sp€j izraisit. Tas ir saistits ar uztveri, bet,
no otras puses, ari ar makslas darba realitati paSu par sevi.”

[zstades apmekléjuma laika mani nepamet sajita, ka Stérte-
vena darbojas metalimeni un runa ari par muzeja, institiiciju lomu
vai kultiiras lomu kopuma. Par muzeju ka kultiiras “Noasa $kirsta”
paveidu. Beatriksa Rufa: “Stértevena noteikti tic domas kustibai,
ko spéjigi raisit makslas darbi. Vinai galvenais temats ir makslas
priekSmetu pieredze, tadéjadi muzejs tiek skatits ka vieta, kur
§1s attiecibas tiek ari raditas. Neraugoties uz to, esmu sev jautajusi,
vai vinas makslas priekSmetu izvéle nebiitu uzskatama ari par
kuratores ricibu. Vienlaikus ir jadoma par to, ka visi labi makslinieki
atsaucas uz citu makslinieku makslu. Maksla vienmér atsaucas uz
sevi un turpina rakstit savu vésturi.” Skatitajus, kas nezina Ster-
tevenu un nav lasijusi nekadus paskaidrojumus, viegli varétu
parliecinat, ka vini atrodas jebkuru 20. gs. otras puses makslinieku

whether the artwork she has repeated is still as relevant, that even
in the second version the spirit of the artwork continues to come
through. In the first, mental process of an artwork, as Sturtevant
sees it, the questions of decision and choice have a decisive part
and again the question of handwriting is still a fundamental issue.
When we talk about the topic of the selection, then I also think on
the actual internet-generation, for whom “selection” is an important
competence in order to valorise and choose the useful part within
the infinite flow of information. Selection has always played a central
role in the artisticact.”

As Duchamp says, it's the artist who defines through their choice
what is art and what is not, and not the critic or the curator...

In Beatrix Ruf’s opinion, we should be very careful with this
Marcel Duchamp quotation, as with the Beuys belief that everybody
is an artist, thus: “...not everybody is an artist and not everything is
an artwork, if the artist exclaims it, but it’s decisive of course, what
he says and what he chooses and how that is realised in the oeuvre.”

What status do the repeated pieces have for Elaine Sturtevant?
Beatrix Ruf: “Definitely the third option - that she acts as a filter, |
think, because as you said, she has perceived and repeated other
artists - unfortunately only men, corresponding to the period and
the iconicity of the artists from this generation - at a moment of
their career when there hasn’t been any “label” on their works and
their persons yet. In her artistic strategy it is logical that she re-
peats artworks in a very early moment of their effect on Art His-
tory, but she also repeats the public, because she permanently anal-
yses and thinks about the present. Through recognizing or knowing,
she shows her ability to read the mental movement artworks can
spark. Thisis related to reception, but on the other hand also to the
reality of an artwork itself.”

When visiting the show, you can’t get rid of the feeling that
Sturtevant moves on a meta-level and is also discussing the role of
the museum, or institutions, or of culture in general. The museum
as a sort of “Noah’s Ark” of culture.

Beatrix Ruf: “Sturtevant believes definitely in the movement of
thought that artworks are able to provoke. For her, the experience
of art pieces is a main topic and therefore the museum as a space
where this relationship is produced, as well. Nevertheless, I have
asked myself whether it’s to be considered also as a curatorial act
she executes through the choice of the pieces. At the same time,
one has to consider as well, that all good artists refer to the art of
other artists. Art is always self-referential and continues to write its
own history.”

Visitors who don’t know Sturtevant and haven’t read any ex-
plications could easily be convinced that they find themselves in
a group show of any artists from the second half of the 20th cen-
tury: Sturtevant produces quite a big confusion in the unsuspect-
ing recipient. Exactly through the mis-en-scéne of this strong am-
biguity the show seems to reproduce or to problematize the mu-
seum as such, as a container and archive. Even though in reality it
is a single show by Elaine Sturtevant, who has produced all the piec-
es on her own. At that point, a suspicion arises that it all may be the
same threats of appropriation, however not, as it first seemed, of
single artworks, but rather the appropriation and mirroring of the
mechanism of power in the art world. Could it eventually be think-
able that Sturtevant appropriates the role of the curator, but
through artistic techniques?
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grupas izstadé. Stértevena nepieredzéjusa skatitaja rada visai
lielu apjukumu. Tiesi $aja neskaidriba izstade skiet reproducéjam
vai problematizéjam muzeju ka tadu, proti, ka konteineru vai ar-
hivu. Pat ja patiesiba ta ir vienas makslinieces, Stértevenas, izsta-
de un vina pati ir radijusi visus $os darbus. Saja bridi rodas aiz-
domas, ka tas viss var izradities esam tie pasi piesavinasanas
draudi, tomér ne ta, ka likas sakuma: nevis atsevisku makslas
darbu piesavinasanas, bet drizak makslas pasaules varas meha-
nismu piesavinasanas un atspogulosana. Vai galu gala varétu
domat, ka Stértevena piesavinas kuratora lomu, darot to ar mak-
slinieka izteiksmes lidzeklu starpniecibu? Beatriksa Rufa: “Bez
Saubam, tiek apSaubits ar1 institucionalais konteksts. AtgrieZoties
pie idejas par grupas izstadi, es uzskatu, ka lielaka nozime ir ko-
lektivajai raditspéjai, kas norada ar1 uz digitalo realitati. Izskirosais
$1s izstades punkts, protams, ir Stértevenas videodarbs, un tas ir
ielikts vinas senako atkartojuma darbu konteksta. Videodarbi ir
kibernétikas pétniecibas turpinajums, kas ved uz vinas pasas
originalajiem makslas darbiem. Izstadé, kombinéjot dazadus dar-
bus, ar digitalo mediju palidzibu tiek talak pavirziti tadi jautajumi
ka makslas darbu vértiba realitaté un institucionala situacija. Stér-
tevena, par izejmaterialu izmantojot digitalo realitati un digitala
materiala pieejamibu atkartosSanai, ar saviem videodarbiem rada
loti personisku attélu universu. Videodarbos papildus makslinieces
pasas attéliem vina lieto arl interneta vai attélu datubazeés pie-
ejamos materialus. Bet noteicosais ir tas, ka vina veido autoribu no
kolektivas apzinas limena. Es domaju, ir loti interesanti to redzét Saja
izstade blakus Stértevenai - Vorholam, Stértevenai - Heringam un
Stértevenai - Dzesperam DZonsam.”

Skiet, ka Stértevena nesenakajos darbos, kas raditi péc 2000. ga-
da, atkal pietuvojas popartam, jo vina neatkarto makslas limeni, bet
gan izvélas un attista popularas kultiiras elementus. Tas redzams
ne tikai videodarbos, bet ari instalacija ar pornolellem, kur vina
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Beatrix Ruf: “Of course, the institutional context is question-
ed as well. Going back to the topic of the group show, I believe, it
matters more about the collective creativity which again indicates
digital reality. A decisive point in this show is, of course, that Stur-
tevant’s video oeuvre is given to see in its totality and that it's put
in relation to her older repetition pieces. The video-works are the
continuation of her questioning of Cybernetics, which have led to
her original artworks. In a consequent way, through the combina-
tion of the different works in the show, questions like the value
of artworks in reality or in an institutional situation are pushed
further on, through the digital realisation. Sturtevant creates with
her video-works a very personal universe of pictures out of digi-
tal reality and the availability of digital material to repeat. In the
video-works, we may talk about appropriation, because beside her
own pictures, she also uses material from the internet or picture
databases. But, the decisive part is, that she produces authorship
out of the collective level. I think this is extremely interesting to
see beside the Sturtevant-Warhol, the Sturtevant-Haring and the
Sturtevant-Jasper-Johns in the show.”

It seems that Sturtevant, in these newer pieces from 2000, ap-
proaches again Pop Art, because she doesn’t repeat the art level,
but she picks up and develops elements from popular culture. Not
only in the video works, but in the installation with porno dolls as
well, where she confronts visitors with stereotypical pictures of a
society in search of easy pleasure, where everything is replaceable
and sellable. Sturtevant produces here a short circuit: what does
she want to say? Does she invite us to read low- and high-culture as
being on the same level, or is she talking about hierarchies? What
are those recent works talking about?

Beatrix Ruf: “You could say that all of Sturtevant’s work is
“Pop”, in the sense that it treats collective meaning. I think that
there are different levels playing a role. On the one hand, of course,

Stértevena
. DZonsa “Merkis ar gipsa
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: 1. RS- = S| Sturtevant

apmekletajus konfronte ar stereotipiskiem sabiedribas attéliem,
mekléjot baudu tur, kur viss ir aizstajams un pardodams. Stérte-
vena te veido issavienojumu: ko vina ar to grib pateikt? Vai vina
mis aicina skatit augsto un zemo kultiru ka viena limena para-
dibas vai ari runa par hierarhijam? Par ko stasta Sie nesenie darbi?
Beatriksa Rufa: “Varétu teikt, ka visi Stértevenas darbi ir “pops”
tada nozimeé, ka tie attiecas uz kolektivo apzinu. Es domaju, ka Seit
nozimigi ir dazadie limeni. No vienas puses, protams, ta ir digitalas
pasaules analize, ko veicis cilvéks, kur$ nodzivojis gandriz gad-
simtu, kurs nav dzimis 1980. gada un nav uzaudzis kopa ar inter-
netu un televiziju. No otras puses, Seit redzama Joti konsekventa
atkartosSanas sériju turpinasana, lai tuvak vérotu, kada ir $1s digi-
talas realitates specifika. Videodarba “Elastigais tango” forma rada
asociacijas ar Nam Dzun Paika, ka ari ar Boisa vai Ditera Rota dar-
biem, kur temats ir vienlaicigums un attélu konstanta pliisma pa-
saulé: tas ir atrasta un pasas radita materiala remikss.”

Piecdesmit gadus Stértevena konfronté sevi ar tagadni un tas
kultaras, tehnologisko un filozofisko evoliciju, un vina gluzi ka
gaiSrege pazist jaunas paradibas to pasos pirmsakumos un par-
tulko $1s zinasanas savos makslas darbos.

Beatriksa Rufa, kas pazist Stértevenu jau loti ilgu laiku, apstip-
rina: “Darbs ar Stértevenu ka cilvéku, manuprat, ir Joti draudzigs,
taCu vienlaikus tas ariloti daudz prasa, jo Stértevena pagér pasau-
les objektu un cilvécisku batnu domasanu un domas plismu.”

No anglu valodas tulkojusi Maija Veide

1 Cit. péc: Drathen, Doris von. Der Dialog mit dem Gleichen: Enteignen der
Appropriation. Kunstforum, 1991, Bd. 111, Januar/ Februar, S. 180.

ale—y —-—— -
il N i
singn {i ‘|

¥ ‘I'r"-" ':;:' ;;": " Johns Target with Plaster Casts
| f o — Encaustic and collage on canvas
- g——

131.4x112 cm. 1999

Stértevena

Gumijas tango
Videoinstalacija, skana /
Sturtevant

Elastic Tango

Video installation, sound
12°.2010

Stértevena
Gonsalesa-Torresa

“Bez nosaukuma (Amerika)”
Instalacija /

Sturtevant

Gonzalez-Torres Untitled
(America). Installation

2004

Foto no publicitates materidliem /
Publicity photos
Pateiciba maksliniecei / Courtesy of the artist

itis an analysis of the digital world coming from a person who has
lived for almost a century, who wasn’t born in the 1980s and hasn’t
grown up with internet and television. On the other hand, it is a
very consistent continuation of her repetition series, to observe
closely what are the specifics of this digital reality. In the video
tower Elastic Tango, which creates a relation not only to Nam June
Paik but also to Beuys or Dieter Roth, where the topic is the simul-
taneity and the constant flow of the pictures in the world: it's a mix-
ture of found and self-produced material. But here, too, we should
find a new concept for the notion of ‘appropriation’.”

For fifty years, Elaine Sturtevant confronts herself with the
presentand its cultural, technological and philosophical evolution,
and is able to recognize, as a seer, new phenomena at the root of
their very first beginning and to translate this knowledge in her
artwork.

Beatrix Ruf, who has known Sturtevant for a very long time,
affirms: “The work with Sturtevant as a person and as an artist
is extremely friendly, but extremely exigent as well - Sturtevant
insists on thinking and the movement of thought of human beings
and objects in the world”

1 Elaine Sturtevant quoted in the text written by Doris von Drathen: “Der Dialog
mit dem Gleichen. Enteignen der Appropriation”, Kunstforum 111, 1991, S. 180.
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