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Abstract

This article takes up the concept of performatiptgvalent in the humanities and applies it
to the design of installation arts in mixed realitypde. Based on the design, development and
public access to two specific works, the concepleted to a form of research by design. We
argue that the concept of performativity may behier usefully employed in investigations
(design and research, artistic and public) into ithfy arts where complex intersections
between concepts, technologies, dramaturgy, meatiaparticipant actions are in flux and
together constitute the emergence and experieneevadrk. Theories of performativity are
related to these two works in an argument thatherrtsuggests there is room in research by
design to also include ‘performative design’. Theicte is the result of a wide-ranging
interdisciplinary collaboration and aims to convegme sense of that in its reporting style,
content and analysis.

Keywords:installation art, performativity, research by dgsipractice-based research, mixed
reality, performative design

Contexts

Art, design, practice & performativity

In one way or another, our daily lives are shapiétdred and filigreed with digital tools and
technologies. These are often lodged in our materactices of information search and
retrieval, and they are connected to a varietyctif/gies in work and learning, commerce and
play. When we think of digital environments we coamty think of desktop interfaces, game
worlds or seamless contact via mobile phones. th ed these domains, as users we have
direct, active relationships to screen based spagthe media within them. Alongside such
spaces, however, are those realised in and asaglecartworks. Digital art pieces often play
with and seek to fissure and deconstruct interfameventions along with our expectations
and comfort as participants in which our embodrgdraction is central. In such artworks, the
aesthetic is often relational. Their poetics istamh on emergence rather than fixity. Self-
reflexive qualities often become part of their mialéy. They entail performative
contributions from visitors as well as ones enatigthe technologies through which they are
mediated.

Such digital artworks implicate us in the interptafytechnologies and the texturing of
communication that is made possible by design fartigpation and through engaged
performativity. Many contemporary installation typpaces use a mix of media, static and
dynamic, linear, nonlinear and generative. They nieey characterized by a type of
participative play that involves us as active amgblicitly collaborative co-actors and not
merely as static, spectatorial audiences. Our erabdaghgagement is also realised in shifting
performativity relations between the immediate eahtand the distributed character of
digitally mediated communication.
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Figures 1 & 2: (Above) Dislocation — on site in the construction of a multi-layered space for audience
engagement. (Below) Unreal Installation — practical work in connecting media and the set's actor
testing the mediated system.

Rarely do we encounter design-oriented analysesrobodied interaction such as is
characteristic of our engagement with the mix ofgatal location and the unfolding of live
and stored digital mediations. It is rare to fimdical accounts of the design considerations in
realizing mixed reality (MR) art works and their nebinatorial practices of creative
construction together with the design based shapipgptential for participant expression and
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affect. These design perspectives may be seerspeceto the concept of the performative.
Broadly, the performative refers to acts of ‘spagkior utterances. These utterances
constitute not just events and actions. They aledado with also effects that are located in
their enactment in and of themselves, materialisgcudsively and affectively (Bolt 2008). In
the context of MR arts, such acts and effects maychst in different and varying
communicative modes, such as movement or visiahnahonly speech.

Designing for performativity refers to shaping éfbedances and potentials for action
by participants within constructed environments MR arts, the results and effects of this
design are realized by participants’ engaged egmes Designing for performativity
therefore has to prepare potential actions, prorongs that motivate engagement and leave
space for participants’ own generation of activifjis is a complex interdisciplinary design
task. It demands a mix of the directed and the @reted, maintaining some measure of
artistic identity while at the same time encourgggallery goers to shift between offered
perspectives and the generation of their own eapdoy processes. It is the sum and
difference of these through which the choreogragitiye live and mediatised, immediate and
remote, current and given may be realized in MRk&.or

Outline

This article is an essayistic ‘disclosure of desigy a mix of artists, designers and
researchers of mixed reality installation arts.rdfers to two distinct works that shape
experimental spaces for designing for performatiaitd embodied engagement. The article is
co-authored by two researchers who were not patteointernal art production process. Such
a disclosure has two interconnected parts. On tfeehl@and, the concept of performativity
helps us understand and account for the designmi¥srend processes in developing MR art
installations. On the other hand, in the practiceslesigning MR installations informs and
moulds our notions of performativity and its apgtion within practice-based research.

We do this with reference to theoretical framingg@ctice-based inquiry and in so
doing connect to design research. To address tksses, we go behind the screens and
surfaces of two mixed reality installation workedsFigures 1 & 2) and engage in a multi-
authored meta-reflection. This is carried out widference to Schon’s notions of both
reflection in action and reflection on action (SeH®83, 1987) in an experimental digital arts
context. Here we heed the advice given by Koski(@009: 16) when he observes that
"Practice needs to be broken down and understoed@erimental work, which typically has
a conceptual basis, yet is ultimately observabteraportable.”

How then might practice-based inquiry expose itgeimprocesses and developmental
character without simply engaging in navel gaziAgZhe same time, how do we recognize
and critically interrogate our various art, desad research perspectives and practices and
relate these to one another to better understamastperimental, conceptual and emergent
character of MR installation arts?

The two works have already been constructed andigxth. Analytically, however,
they remain to be more fully articulated as insésnof conceptual and technological design
and art making. We relate the ‘inside’ of the desapd development process to the core
concept of performativity. We draw together sevéhalories on performativity and extend
these to MR works. We take up the challenge owudlimge Hasseman (2006) and elaborated by
Bolt (2008) to investigate what it means to researca performative paradigm, one that
relates art with design and practice with analythiat is part of a wider collaborative art and
research project.

2010©FORMakademisk 125 Vol.3 Nr.1 2010, 123-144



Andrew Morrison et. al. Designing performativity for mixed reality installations

Two works

Didlocation

Dislocation is a gallery based installation in which visual aauditory displays combined
with audience locational data create the impresthanhrealistic virtual characters inhabit the
same physical space as the audiénce.

Figure 3: Dislocation: Installation view with audience Interaction, F.A.C.T, U.K. 2006

Four screens are inset in the front of a room maag@x4 metres. Centred at the rear of the
room is a camera that transmits a live video feethe room to the screens. Additionally,
eight speakers surround the room to provide spatidio content. When looking into the
screens, the audience members see themselvesHeooamera perspective at the rear (see
Figure 3). Depending on the location of the audiemembers, pre-recorded video avatars are
composited live within the mediated video spaceingi the impression that these characters
are co-inhabiting the physical exhibition spacee MR experience is outlined by Muller
(2005) when she writes:

It takes a moment to realise that what you canisemur own back, and those of your
neighbours peering at the adjacent monitors. Theeadlickers slightly, as if there is a minor
disruption in transmission, and someone else etitergallery, nearer to the camera, talking
on a mobile phone. The sense of their presencatbgtaiu is spine-tinglingly palpable, as is
the illicit feeling that you are eavesdropping bait conversation.

Within this framework, approximately 120 differestenarios are presented ranging from
banal everyday occurrences, such as a gallery4gtiéang on a mobile phone, to extreme
encounters, such as an attack dog being led icsplace. These scenarios are presented
randomly so that audience members can remain inntallation space for an indefinite
period and experience not one but multiple MR enters.
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Spatialised audio complements the visual MR spécea virtual character can be seen
walking across the room behind the audience, foeisteps shift across the room in unison.
The boundaries between physical reality and virtwpdllur further as the installation caters
for multiple audience members simultaneously. Ruthis co-habitation, the real and virtual
begin to flip whereby the audience on occasiorgrafiewing several virtual characters
inhabiting the space, subsequently perceive aawdience member entering the installation
as yet another virtual character in what Timmind &ombard (2005) describe as inverse
presence, that of the illusion of reality appeamnmediated.

Unreality Installation
The motivation behind th&nreality Installationwas to experiment with the notion and
realisation of mimetic desire, inspired by the wofkRené Girard (e.g. 1994), within a MR
work.2 In terms of the performative, the intention wasofter audiences an experience of
sensing and wanting mimesis for themselves witlgsmgle site installation. This would be an
environment that would make the isomorphism of wdrdnd given desire explicit, yet play
with expectations in the manner of their materaien. Designing for performative
engagement involved different competencies and tigeeatalents, spanning areas as
choreography, acting, set and costume design, Afitlemaking and programming.

The process and materiality of the installationagescribed in Andersson et al. (2008)
and on thd?erforming Picturesvebsite as follows:

Prior to the installation, an office was built irmimarby Artport, with a desk, a lamp, a chair
and a computer screen on the desk. In collaboratitinthe choreographer, the actor Simon
Norrthon took over the space with the thought thatoppelganger existed in a completely
identical yet mirrored office on the other sidetloé wall. This act in the office was recorded
in advance.A divided screen was mounted outside the officee Previous recording, now
the mirrored-image film which played in a loop, wsisown on the right-hand side. That
which was taking place in realtime in the real adfspace was shown on the left-hand side.
On opening night Simon Norrthon went into the @fto act opposite his previously recorded
self. These two versions of Simon were projectetherscreen outside the office as well as on
the computer screen inside. Simon’s act in realtirae displayed with a 3-second delay.

Figure 4: Not quite mirror images. Two instances of an actor on the inside of Unreality Installation (one
live, one pre-recorded).

For audiences, this installation offered severdtdd layers for performative engagement. In
exploring the Other ifJnreal Installation relations between the dramatic and performative
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were critical. Unreal Installation belongs to the field of dramatic arts extendedthe
performing arts. The ‘play’ was crafted to creatéad character, a person on the screen with
whom the viewer-performer would sympathise or idgntObservationally, viewing was
possible for both the recorded material and that dive participant on one side of the
mirrored office spaces, and this could be extentethe combined screened videos (see
Figure 4). Participants could also take an actole mside the installation work in making
movements of their own and see these patternednaXiein the combined sequences; such
patternings could also be taken up as materiahdr entries into the space. Audiences could
thus see and generate these relations of immedratyecord, as well as their interplay.

Practice-based inquiry and the creative arts

Changing relations between practice and reflection

Research by design has been addressed in thevereats largely through writings on
practice-based inquiry (e.g. Sullivan 2005). Fdists moving into critical reflections of their
practice, this has been a major development in eanad discourse conventions and
expectations (Biggs 2000, 2006a). This has beeticpiarly the case with respected PhD
programmes that demand critical analysis as welladsproduction (e.g. Scrivener &
Chapman 2004). The issue at heart here has beemohmamvey insights and knowledge that
are located in practices of making art and to prgsepresent and critique them in scholarly
discourse (Biggs 2006B)With the advent of digital technologies, this igemded to modes
of online research mediation (see this issue A&dartinussen 2010).

Biggs and Bichler (2007) have argued that rigomeisded in practice-based research
in order for it to be able to move above and beytthadlevel of description and presentation
to one of well-honed reasoning and analysis thatmcates the ways that knowledge is
gleaned from practice and in turn may inform the(@ge also Scrivener 2009, Rust 2007).
Davenport and Mazalek (2004: 30) provide an impurtaetaview of the relationships of
different modes and processes of practice-basediringn the techno-arts, the cycle of
imagination, implementation, narrative building aamhlysis that sometimes produces art as
well as insight.

In addition to specific practice-oriented doctgpabgrammes in art, architecture and
design and related debates on relations betweatia@groduction and analytical research
reflection, a number of key academic publicatiomsenalso been initiated to make more
apparent relations between theory and practicéouaforms of knowledge, and the rhetoric
of research publication (e.g. Morrison et al. 2010Brawing on a number of projects and
works, in consultation with their makers as resears, Rust (2007: online) notes that:

Those who wish to be regarded as researchers elh@svbeing artists or photographers or
designers - must ‘own’ their research in severgldrtant ways. They must declare the subject
of their inquiry and their motivation for investiiygg it. They must demonstrate that they have
a good understanding of the context for the wordk what has gone before. They must have
both methods and methodology and they must sé¢hedke things out in ways that the rest of
us can recognise and understand, although we radubrprescriptive about the actual means
of doing that.

Given these developments in a more critical andecdnally framed intersection between art
making and reflection on it, and the background gperformative turn’ in poststructuralist
inquiry, Haseman (2006) has gone so far as to atbat we need to conceptualise a
performative paradigm suited to creative arts nesearhis is distinct from qualitative and
quantitative paradigms that predominate in resedi discuss this argument and responses
to it further below, but first it is to the mixedality status of much installation arts today that
we now turn.
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Complex relationsin MR installations

Many contemporary installation art pieces are attarsgsed by the mix of digital and physical
materials. This mixed reality character is furttgiven form through the activities of
participants, once static audiences, now movinguiin the works themselves. The complex
of materiality, media and movement, the perforneat@mactment of a work may occur by way
of motivated action and random generation. It iecpely this interplay that may be
understood with the concept of performativity.

From earlier static sculptural qualities (Bishop02p installation artworks have
increasingly moved towards deconstructing their omgans of mediation and temporal and
spatial arrangement, such as experimenting with mewerials (Suderburg 2000, De Oliviera
2004, Coulter-Smith 2006, Rowe & Morrison 2009).eQsf the major ontological shifts in
these works has been a move from control and aathmywer invested in the work by its
creators to the dispersal and divestment of comindl authorship to the audience participant
as agent.

Expanded notions of design

This perspective is in part a complement to critikzsign as applied to arts inspired creation.
Critical design is often technologically framed (e & Raby 2005) specifically to
interrogate and expose our assumptions in bothngakind encountering the techno-arts. It
challenges our engagement and action, conceptaatlynediationally, where ambiguity and
openness also are important in forging a fit betwikeemans and technology. Incorporating
such criticality is important in the design of MRtsawith its mix of the ‘real’ and the
‘virtual'.

MR works often ask participants in both the degigomcess and ‘exhibition’ to engage
in a reflexive mode of speculation themsel¥&uch speculation, stretching both theory and
practice in the context of MR arts such needs $0 ahcorporate designing for enactment.
This is not merely a matter of referring to exigtepproaches to participatory design with its
important focus on user centred involvement, nat t® argue for an uncritical immersive
affect in embodied interaction (Hansen 2004). Affiecimportant: we see, feel, and shift in
many MR works and they force and invite us to erthete states and senses through our
bodies and not only through a visual or scopicasise. Yet affect may also be understood as
more than plain sensation in works that are to db \making’ MR art.

Rather than talk of embodied interaction in whikh split between mind and body is
banished (Dourish 2001), we prefer to speak of gedanteraction. This is interaction in
which participants in digital events and environtsesre motivated by their communicative
purposes and possibilities. These too are an iaterpetween the given and emerging
qualities of the artefacts themselves. A varietys@fsorial and perceptual modes of making
meaning are entailed in engaged interaction. Tsaach acknowledges the swing towards
experience design (McCarthy & Wright 2004) whilglet same time acknowledging research
in tangible computing. It is also very much a matié our own exploratory, playful and
reflective engagement with what is given and emgetgeugh our participation.

This has extended to our own practice-based reséagairy in the mode framed by
Davenport and Mazalek abovéiowever, in the design-based projects, designing fo
performative enactment was central. Performativsigie we argue, incorporates the
conceptualisation and implementation of resourde®lq, senses, signs, environments,
experiences) that are geared towards visitorsvagiarticipation in realising ‘utterances’ that
are offered, prompted or posed for their uptakenmetion or alteration. As is mentioned
below, this refers the notion of the performatigeam act of doing (Austin 1962), but it also
needs to be extended to encompass other views réorrpance and performativity. In the
same way that performative language actions ciedteemselves, performative software use
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creates the content of Web 2.0 applications in velnatcalled social software environments.
We suggest that the MR installations we descrikeagoerformative system that creates itself
in a form of ‘social hardware’.

From performanceto performativity

On performativity, discourse as social action

The concept of performativity has yet to be widafpplied in design research. However, it
already has a considerable history in the humanitre linguistics, cultural studies, literary
analysis and performance studies. For exampleldaner (1982) performativity is connected
to changing modes of understanding human behawiodrits patternings in anthropological
and ethnographic inquiry (see also Morrison e2@l.0c).

The performative has origins in the philosophy afiguage that accounts for how
words are used to enact specific events and situaieanings. Austin (1962) advanced a
theory of speech acts through which discourse atised. A performative utterance occurs
when saying something is doing that thing. Classgamples include making a promise, but
may also perhaps be extended to include speculdfthng social and cultural context of such
an act is important for its satisfactory realisatid@wo other important concepts are the
illocutionary force, being the intended meaning agfflects of an utterance, and the
perlocuationary effect, which is the actual effeican utterance.

In textual domains and analysis, post-structurapgiroaches to performativity were
addressed by Derrida as being iterative in natbdeeh enactment is an iteration or a new
instance or ‘text’. Most often the work of Butlet903) is associated with performativity.
Butler placed critical focus on the body as a sifeperformative discourse. From the
humanities, she drew attention to gendered perfiwitya and discursive performativity
where citation and iteration are aspects of enautni@nce again it is the act of uttering, the
realisation of an enactment, that constitutes perdtive discourse. In a similar way, every
visitor to a MR space creates a new enactmenteopigrce.

The concept of performativity has been widely takgn in performance studies
(Parker & Kosofsky Sedgwick 1995, Broadhurst 198&cher-Lichte 2008) as well as in
informatics (Jacucci et al. 2002). In the latteerfprmativity is shaped through the
intersections of the digital and computational watrticipants’ actions. Fictional, imaginative
and creative elements are central to the studyitoéted activities especially in terms of
design (Boykett 2006).

Utterance as a performative act has been taken applied linguistics, in discourse
analysis and pragmatics and, most recently, magelea to be part of a move towards the
study of discourse in and as action (e.g. Norri3ofies 2005). This move, however, does not
substantially include installation arts that inwlgigital technologies or various media, nor
does it focus on the computational in the realisatf mixed reality pieces that are a mix of
the spatial and temporal. Moving to a more mixedienof uttering, that includes for example
kinesis and visual media, the conceptrafltimodal performativitjhas been advanced in the
contexts of MR arts (Morrison et al. 2010a). In domtext of performative productions, Bolt
(2008) argues that we need to look more deeplyhote to assess their effects in relation to
the concept of perlocutionary force. We argue timat initial way to do so is to look into their
design and the potential for articulation.

Recent manifestos & directions

Jacucci et al. (2005) have developed a manifestopérformativity that has import for
designers. It is the mode of performance that esatiesigners to develop suitable designs,
ones that are realised via the interplay betweenatis of participants at interpretative and
expressive levelBBased on his own experience in theatre, Hasemabbj20otivates for a
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performative paradigm for creative research. Atléwel of utterance, what is said, pictured,
enacted and generated constitutes the work aneixparience and engagement with it.

However, as Bolt (2008) notes, it is all too easy fny act to be labelled
performative. In the context of creative arts-basepliry, she observes that performance is
not to do with a simple correspondence theory betvweord and world. It is very much about
doing things in the world. Following Austin, an eince also has performative effect; its
materialisation is its constativity. For Bolt (20@hline, original italics):

The aim of a performative paradigm is not to fimdrespondences but rather to recognize and
'map' the ruptures and movements that are crestedeltive productions. Here the work of
art is not just the artwork/performance [sic] oeey but is also the effect of the work in the
material, affective and discursive domains. Thebjmm for the creative arts researcher is
recognizing and mapping the transformations thatehaccurred. Sometimes the
transformations may seem to be so inchoate thatifihpossible to recognize them, let alone
map their effects. At other times the impact of wwrk of art may take time to 'show itself’,
or else the researcher may be too much in the gsamed hence finds it impossible to assess
just what has been done.

Performativity is centre stage in much humanisuing(Loxley 2007). One of the distinct-
ions perpetuated in discussions of Austin’s eartylms between serious and more trivial
aspects of the performative. Much weight has béaceg on perlocutionary acts and force as
connected to the non-trivial from a speech act viewperformance studies, in contrast,
pastiche, play and irony have predominated. Thegpeoaches have highlighted a different
notion of performative acts where, as is oftendage with mixed reality works, working out
and playing by and with the rules of a system asdaiffordances is key. However, referring
back to the original work of Austin (1962), Loxl€®007: 164) reminds us that, “The
difficulty, though, is that an understanding of thies of the game cannot simply take the
place of an accompanying understanding of the semess of what is being witnessed.”

Performativity, in and across these various framirtas bearing on how we design
for and engage audiences in participative discauasel the production of these discourses in
the practices of social mediation. Bolt (2008: pe})istresses that what we are still faced with
is “... how we assess the illocutionary force andqmettionary effect of the performative
production. If we are to [be] employing such corisepm creative research, we need to
establish some way of mapping the degree and ealdfrthese dynamics in creative
productions.”

Little research has tackled this from a design vewl less still from a research by
design perspective. The text below attempts sustoee and to dig deeper into the design
considerations in making two distinct installatiamsrks. As has been argued (Morrison et al.
2010) this is very much a matter of designing farfgrmative action on the part of
participants, priming certain action and leavingnofor self-directed activity. Each of these
is needed for meaningful performativity to be readi on the part of audiences.

From On Thelnside Out

Two works & performativity

As a group of authors to this article - artistssigeers, teachers and researchers - we have
considerable experience in making digital imagesew and mixed media installation works,
documenting and mediating them electronically, rliin presentations, via video, etc. We
mention these not simply to profess a collectivenaoopia of mixed media, mediations and
methods. Our experience is located in practice tantl through critical analysis. Creative
production and theoretical, interpretative reflectiare intertwined and are now linked in a
research reflection as part of a wider practiceetlasts project. The works were documented
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in exhibition with respect to audience participati¥Vebsites were developed to contextualise
processes of art making and public sites of usesdptations and research papers were
developed. In the section below we draw on thesmws modes of making and reflecting,
and include material from our shared discussiomsexchanges.

Didlocation

Figure 5: Dislocation: inset screen showing composite of audience member and virtual character.

Dislocation was developed independently by Alex Davies bufoltows many shared
approaches to working with digital tools and instién arts that has led to and grown from
his ongoing collaboration witdime's Up Concerning MR and performativity, the core
concern atTime's Uphas never been to design for the perception okmepces of an
audience, regardless of the importance of and merdst in these issues. Rather a principal
design criterion has always been to anticipate ntfamy and multifarious ways in which
participants can and could act, perform, and behaseuch, again and again we have run up
against a plethora of barriers and problems, bldekaand bottlenecks, as we attempt to
imagine and pre-empt the possible actions of aovisir a group of them. Our aim has been to
ensure that no action is wrong, that frustratiotiéslast emotion that a participant fels.

All actions must make sense, all actions must b@ed and accelerated by the
system, amplified out into the mixed reality spabat the participants are co-creating
performatively. It is imperative that immediatedback is perceived - all actions must lead to
a reaction. If the visitor is ignored in their acts, they will soon tire of their behaviour. After
the scenario of immediate feedback, we aim to emgmuparticipation and involvement by
creating, allowing and encouraging larger scaldesyof involvement and feedback. This can
be seen iDislocationas the immediate scenes of playful interactiomben the participants,
slapstick silliness and perceptual play, taperaofl the system begins to offer longer scale
and deeper levels of action. In the piece, ‘automashparticipants and non-player characters,
such as the guard dog or bag snatcher, appeae iscéne and interact with one another, or
simply act out scenarios that only superficiallsgeto the behaviour of the visitors.
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However, the design of these interactions - withirtimescales of action and strategies for
reacting to inopportune visitor actions - is aidifft process. It is perhaps such problems that
form the core of what we understand as the araBesifyn for performativity. We encourage
visitors to act, we do not wish to inveigle theroigertain behaviour or prescribe or proscribe
actions with well-placed explanatory notices andcdetive diagrams. All of their actions
must be allowed and not be invalid in the world ebhis built for them. Note, however, the
depth of meaning might be more developed in ceftaims of action - we do not attempt to
make all possible actions maximally interesting.

Time's Uphas long aimed to build ‘worlds’, and these wotlalsee maximal advantage
of the inbuilt interactions of the physically a@iand present world, adding layers and levels
through mixed reality systems &sslocation embodies. An interest in such worlds is not
evoked through undue complexity, rather througbranfof simplicity and most importantly,
of openness to any and all forms of action. Heusibn often plays an important role.

Figure 6: Dislocation and the participant as performative agent.

Dislocationis centred around this experience of illusion.f&emative design is essential in
the construction of this illusion, and without tite work would not succeed. What is meant
here by performative design is the process by wthehnecessity of audience enactment is
taken into consideration. Key to this is the audés initial introduction to the MR space and
their subsequent response to their mediated videme. From the moment the audience
member enters the artwork, it is their own actidmnol establishes the relationship between
the physical space and the live mediated imageticBerly through body language, the
audience becomes part of the mediated environmkite wiso occupying the physical space,
thus generating an augmentation of the realitythla way, the audience itself activates the
illusion by becoming part of the physical spactoch the onscreen representation refers.
This performative action must occur in order fag #udience to accept the subsequent
MR content (the virtual characters) and believeillngion. Several features of the work are
part of this design. The overall environment isigiesd to create a sense of naturalness, the
installation room is generally unassuming, there mo complex interfaces inherent in the
work and the actions of the virtual characters plausible within the context of the
environment. These factors enable audiences tdyfiateract with their environment in
intuitive and natural ways, unencumbered by theedgihg technologies. Because of this
freedom, audience members are more likely to ihitengage with the MR displays and the
subsequent virtual entities present in the spattbput having to learn complex interfaces.
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The success dbislocation lies in its openness for audience interpretatibthe narrative
fragments presented. After the initial illusionstitves, the installation provides the audience
with a loose framework to playfully interact withet virtual characters and other audience
members present. The presence of the virtual ctesaadditionally acts as an 'ice breaker
between disparate groups of strangers interactiitly the work due to the fact they all
participants are equally thrust into the same tiaaapace together and share this common
ground. These factors encourage audience membersgage and interact when they would
not conventionally do so in these circumstances.

Several modes of performative interaction are d#drto the audience as their
experience of the work shifts. The first is centeedund the individual audience member
reacting to their own video image, mediated throubk visual display. The unusual
perspective presented by the camera, provides radédion that shifts the audience's bodily
perception and encourages action with their mediaelf image. The second layer of
interaction is founded on the same principals as finst however involves multiple
individuals engaging with each other via the mestiaimage. The third layer concerns the
interplay between audience members and the vicheacters that co-inhabit the space.

Dislocation creates for the audience, firstly a performatieatext, and secondly, a
structure to perform in, providing both physicaldawirtual counterparts to be included in
these performances. The relationship between theepd of performativity and the
opportunity for audience performance drives thegiesf this artwork as their combination is
how the robustness of the illusion is maintained.

Unreal Installation

Design-wise,Unreal Installationdeals with extended techniques for a parallel egatof
clips played side-by-side, spatial issues suchraatiog panoramic views or a dollhouse
perspective out of several shots and other syrgbésioherencies within a single room or
view. It is also concerned with the furthering asual language in relation to responsiveness
and agency. The film-like dimension is easily netgd in new media due to a focus on
functionality and subjectivity - ‘first-person-viei are highly saturated with the visual
markers of the individual perception - that areeoftexpressed by a wide-angle shot of
scenery.

In Unreal Installation the world inhabited by the Other is presentedugh what is
like a magnifying glass that shows a condensedores the world; this is what happens to
our attention when we walk into a cinema-settinge Effect is the apparent creation of a
space where there is intimacy as well as the neethfegrity. This is a small space where
distance is expressed through each centimetreyhaace minimal action counts.

Unreal Installationaspired to be an artistic interpretation of cinemexperience as a
cognitive surface with which to engage. The inatadh handled mimetic desire as well as
spatial awareness, accompanied by alienation traes out of disorientation in time-space.
Additionally, the aim was to establish a platforor kite-specific narratives as part of the
wider art practice oPerforming PicturesIn terms of designing and constructing an MR
installation space, we projected the inner workinfighe room onto the outer wall. The
inside-outside manoeuvre was initiated by the nabOther (the actor Simon) performing
against himself in a quirky set-up called ‘Simon @ mon’. This performance within the
ongoing performance apparently lifted the lid ofbshinhibitions; visitor-performers related
to actions by the original Other as well as theepotBther.
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Figure 7: Unreal Installation with audience and actor copresent

Rather than creating an interactive narrative basednd choice and multi-linear plots, the
Unreal Installation addresses issues of non-timing and the boundafediim and
performance. The rules of dramatic effects applynasaditional film and theatre: distances
between characters, timing of response and actiod, dramatic irony. The viewer moves
back and forth within the same narrative contexgvigating or simply injecting
himself/herself into the loop by his/her presenidas adds a tactile dimension to the activity
of viewing moving images; a bridging of the cerébpaocess of interpreting visual
information with the corporal sensation of ‘toucmd participation occurs. At the core of the
work there is dramatic interpretation via differemaditional sub-genres such as mime,
comedy and tragedy. Elasticity in timing and rejati as well as the tactile dimension are the
additional ingredients in the construction of aig@ing story that can be ‘played through.’

In this space, the pre-recorded Other forms anievdisk between opposing points-
of-view in a coherent setting where time as wellspace were diverging. The viewer
becomes an active participant while unfolding tpatisl and time-based shift of perspectives.
Connections were to be made either beforehandy @irbply testing what the Other would
do, when he would reappear and when he would ldesvecene. At a micro level, gestures
and quirks are major elements of involvement inrgday life. The connectivity of user input
and mediated response may allow for intricate dsasesimple and crude build-ups of basic
cornerstones of human inter-reaction: gesturedeastudied through the magnifying glass of
responsive media, iterated and skipped, as wellesbeing sifted through.
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Figure 8: Unreal Installation and the flat panel effect of the work with audience participation

One design issue withinreal Installationwas to experimentally employ a relation-image
whose function is the presentation of an interagticomparable to what Deleuze said of
cinema: cinema is not an image to which we might atbvement, but rather directly a
movement-image, while the time-image - throughrareited subordinate relationship - is a
direct presentation of timéJnreal Installationdirectly addresses this point by short-cutting
representational values and mimetic dimensionsgrekewing both time and space.

Another element significant in designing for penf@ative enactment is the role of the
camera in the depiction of moving imagery (Deled885). In Unreal Installation the
camera lends itself to the role of a god-like namravhose location ‘at the scene’ cannot be
questioned. It is omnipresent and ubiquitous: gslaot have to explain itself; it is simply
present. What is established is a ‘language’ thmowgich the camera plays a very serious
game: it will show us ‘how things are.’ This is ookthe points from which the very power of
cinematic imagery stems. The camera is clearly ddvparticipant in the ongoing
performance-drama. However, there are additionavestions attached to this. From the
subjective point-of-view - mimicking the gaze otlharacter or even the viewer by a set of
aesthetic choices such as the positioning of tineeca and the way it moves (if it moves at
all) — it is only in the subjective point-of-viewhdt the camera will abdicate from an
omnipresent, god-like perspectivgnreal Installationplays with the notion that the camera is
fixed and that the point of it being there is natulThe camera can be seen in relation to the
viewer; this becomes like a dance to which | ase®©#m invited. It is of course not enough to
identify oneself with the camera: there is no tfiperson view’ since the camera does not
move along a defined line. In fact, what | am mgvie myself in front of a very fixed dance
partner.

Unreal Installationsuggests a certain flatness. It connects the fagiewing to the
viewer as a panel, such as the viewer on a diggtiadera or camcorder where a 3-dimensional
world is cornered and framed into a small panek Téduction gives a clear significance to
what is inside and what is outside the picture. drtamtly, Unreal Installationdeals with
picturing, rather than representation or simulgtiand involves participants in its
performative re/production/isual narration may be re-shaped akin to the nalisiariations
of late 19th century composers. The ‘story’ becoraesmatrix of possible gestures to be
explored by the viewer-interpretor.
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Reflections

Modes of cognition and enactment

Designing for engaged performativity in MR arts t@xts confronts us with issues of
composition and cognition. In writing on the groumr@aking installation workistening Post
by Mark Hansen and Ben Rubin, Raley (2009: 32) shtitat:

... It quite distinctly offers us an ‘ ear to the gnal,” or window looking out onto the crowd
through which we can see, hear, and encounter dfegh and unfamiliar. It is, finally,
paradigmatic for how | understand the work of tligitdl humanities for its text analysis; its
mobilisation of life content; its emphasis on muskinsorial engagement, of which semantic
processing would be one component; and its gestuvards polyattentiveness, a mode of
cognition that is and yet is not available to us.

The two installations presented here offer somensméa a similar engagement on the part of
engaged participants. They also challenge us tiectebn the types of descriptions and
analyses we construct in not only examining theiatsgd and participative public outcomes
of important works such dsstening Post

The MR art installation has multiple origins, frothe splices of the dadaists to
generative algorithms; it is now a prominent feataf contemporary art. These installations
are nonetheless cast, communicated and consungechatde of mixed reality. It is this blend,
selection and ‘tweening’ of potential and freshi@td and participant experiences that is also
a matter for design research where earlier notafnateraction were more functionalist and
less expressively located. That our bodies and sniperceptions and memories, anticipation
and avoidance might all be in flux, and be recwisivand iteratively in play and at play,
challenge us to conceive of such works as desigddg way of research by design.

A medley of practice and theory in performativity

These two works provide some means to understamutiactice and theory relations and a
number of core properties in designing for perfdimiy in MR installation arts. This is in
part an attempt to satisfy the call by Bolt for g and moulding the dynamics in creative
productions.

1. In different ways the works accentuate that paréinois meet design
deconstructions of conventions, expectations amaf@a. The mixing of recorded
and live is partly masked so that this is unde$toothe playful processes of
engagement by participants. Location matters ia thvelatory enactment when
we see the oscillation between gallery spaceslavgkt'projected’ within, but just
beyond, their physical walls.

2. Designing for performativity encompasses a relatiatesign aesthetics suited to
MR installation arts: the public space of the gglles coterminous with and
proximal to the wider reality in which the partiaits watch, move and think.
Sound and image are co-produced through what sngin by the pre-mediated
and by way of unfolding, live action. The proximitf styled performer and
emergent audience actor are then looped back & pHrticipants. Together these
may be co-present yet also divergently realised.

3. In designing MR installations, such as these twojsi possible to see the
‘materialisation’ of a design poetics that is basademergence rather than fixity.
What emerges varies and does not have to be basadligitally generated logic;
Dislocation uses multiple recordings to enable this emergenice,that includes
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single and multiple participants’ own presence, ihsUnreal Installationuses a
live actor together with primary recording).

4. Participants encounter and fulfil the design oél-seflexive experience. Through
various, mixed participation modes, the ‘audienie’reconfigured in a self-
reflexive performativity. Their own membership isade apparent and through
which their own ‘utterances’ contribute to the sgaand enactment of the work.
This is a disclosure of the design of engaged, eeldgerformative interaction.

Figures 9 & 10: Mixed modes of participation and performativity. (Top) In Unreal Installation a large
audience observes participants inside the work. (Bottom) In Dislocation one participant watches others
enagaged with the MR work, this as part of her own overall involvement.
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These principles show that MR installations are glem design tasks in and of their own
construction; few artists in development teams ewvr#bout the processes, challenges,
solutions and work-arounds that are in effect pad wider iterative, recursive and reflexive
design process. Designing for engaged interactieolves more than random generations and
iterative poetics. It involves dramaturgy, from tegel of both the displayed and performed
content and spacial compositidonfeal Installatior) to the level of system logic, that is from
immediate feedback to levels of action that arggésrand deeper. This suggests too a move
from performative actions to performance, from undiial experiences to multiple individuals
engaging with each othebislocation). This dramaturgy is however at play with the pipal
openness that rejects prescribed actions and rdasghaviours which make designing for
performativity an act of balancing, generating &adhing variations.

As Koskinen argued, as do Barrett and Bolt (200ifh veference to a variety of arts-
based projects, attention is needed to the expetahstatus of practice-based inquiry. On the
basis of our practice-based inquiry - one thatreddebeyond the two works presented here
and into various other domains of art and desigre suggest that there is also gain to be had
in further developing the notion performative design.

Towards performative design
Bolt (2007) reminds us that we also need to pagndtin to the effect of works of art in
material, affective and discursive domains andjust that they are exhibited or performed.
Here work remains to be done to link these domtonthe perlocutionary force of what is
realised; this in itself is a complex, transforroatil process. Such change can also be
understood at the level of conceptual design, ssthadcs and cross media selections and
arrangements, the mechanisms and spaces thatfalloxarious types and statuses of affect,
and the overall aesthetic and poetic discoursedimgrges iteratively and within the time of
‘attendance’. Not all of this is either designedb® harmonious in terms of perlocutionary
effect nor is it often straightforwardly tracealeMR arts. Research is also needed into the
shifts and turns, gaps and challenges that sucksnaegmand we engage with and challenge
us as analysts to follow and situate in a wider pdRformative mode of creative expression.
One of the potentials of practice-based researdhresearch by design is that it can
question or motivate new concepts and theorieBiggs and Bucher (2001) argue. Artists
and researchers may also reconfigure and reorntc&ncepts. This also demands that we
write analytically about what we design. On ageany the performative, Nolan (2009: 215)
writes that:

Finding the means to express interoceptive awaser(@s writing, but images and
choreographies as well) is intimately bound up vatitessing the ‘host material’ that is the
corporeal substrate of writing. Testing our powefsarticulation against the limits of
articulation is the way we contribute to historgt fjust the history of our singular bodies as
expressive and operational but also the histowyl@dt is given to humans to make into marks.

Nolan reminds us that acts of realising, reflectomgand analysing the matter of embodied
expression, as is central to much MR arts, alstlesige us to face matters of articulation. In
this article we have taken up such a challengeobkihg into the multiple origins of the
concept of performativity and how through co-pudion it may be applied to mixed reality
installation arts.

We further argue that deep understanding of MR, atsl indeed arts-oriented
research by design, lies in the medley of theod/@nactice. Concepts, theories, critiques and
analyses are also taken up in different design dwmrend activities and this also applies to
MR related activities. This take up is a part ohagptualising such works in emerging
practices, and importantly when new materials dradr tcombinations are being explored.
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Nitsche (2004: 56) writes that:

Even when (and if) research draws level with préidnc and a consistent theoretical
framework is established — as it has been, for gl@rin film studies — practice-based
research will remain necessary, to push developfuethier, evaluate theories, and ensure that
both the research field and the productions achiesie full potential.

This emergent aspect in the developmental procedsgssigning MR art works is also part
of MR's reaching for sufficient, satisfying and satsive participation by audiences. Here an
emergent, quality of the practice-based inquiry anchode of research through design has
potential to contribute to reflexive redesigning.

To open out to such combinatorial discourses is &dsanalyse what it means to
experiment in a mixed reality type of inquiry. Wegae that what is needed is
conceptualisation and practices of co-designingp@formativity, but that this performativity
is also co-performative in character. We suggeat thhat is now needed & mode of
performative designThis is one that entails other approaches taydesisearch (e.g. critical,
discursive, participatory) in conducting researghdiesign. However, a more extended view
on performative design research centred on practymared towards active participative
engagement — affectively, expressively and comnativiely — may be co-partnered with the
emergent, tentative and even ludic actions on #neqd participants for whom the design for
performativity becomes material for their own méelilameaning making. In performative
design terms, on the part of participants in mixedlity installations, this may entail the
experience and reflection on being ‘the Other’ anatesses of negotiating ‘dislocation’ and
the effects of engagement in realising designpéoformativity.
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Notes

! The text is co-authored by researchers and desigmerdialogical mode of reflection in and on actiThis
dialogue is the outcome of a funded research projex mixed reality arts called gRIG (Guild for &ty
Integrators and Generators) with partners fromedéfiit European countries and art and research cmnde
this case three partners from gRIG have convergealshared problematic but with a variety of ingése
experience and perspectives. The three collabar&ddhis article are: an interdisciplinary resbazentre,
InterMedia, where practice based research into asmication design includes experimentation with $ool
media and expression; a practice oriented reseaine, a practice-based project and related dgmain
Performing Picturest the Interactive Institute in Sweden, within idev and multi-level research institution;
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and a digital arts collectivEime’s Upfrom Linz, Austria, that works in the boundariesween physical
computing and art with artistic and research owput

2 For additional images please see[Dislocation(Retrieved 15 November, 2009):
http://www.flickr.com/search/?g=dislocation&w=23516%40N00

% Onunreal Installation(Retrieved 15 November, 2009itp://www.performingpictures.se/index.php?id=230

% In the UK this has been taken up through the fupdiechanisms of the Arts Council as well as through
procedures connected to the research assessmegiseX®AE) (Biggs 2006a). Innovative doctoral
programmes, such as those at RMIT, follow a trad#l academic thesis mode, a 50-50 split betwesorytand
practice, and an exhibition or production proceih supporting documentation. In part, this reffiethe
inheritance form a crafts and polytechnic traditfRust et al. 2007). However, the knowledge amkeise of
the many actors involved in the construction oftdigart installation works along with the varioto®ls and
digital technologies that are involved, mean thatrelationship between theory and practice magvMea more
intricately composed (e.g. Edmonds et al. 2006).

® Based at the University of Hertfordshire in Englafud five years a series of onlivgorking Papers in Art
and Desigrhave discussed many of the main issues in pralotised inquiry. Similar issues have been
addressed in Australia resulting in a new tranptiiry and online peer reviewed journal call&eative
Approaches to Researcihis journal based at RMIT in Melbourne, pubdistin multiple media formats as a
means to widening the representations, voicestegpaogies and means of reporting but also analysin
research. Publication includes experimental pibgedoctoral students. Also in the Australian coharrett
and Holt (2006) present a range of practice-bassearch, some of it from wider research projectesofit
from specific doctoral programmes of study. Sinylapractice based research and research basetitpraave
been discussed over the years in the work of CUMISambridge University, seen for example in a isppec
issue ofDigital Creativity edited by Maureen Thomas (2004).

® Drucker (2009) is one of few interdisciplinary rasehers who faces such challenges head on by als&img
mergers and distinctions between technologicalamgarticipative design and engagement challeagee
conceptualisations of the digital humanities. Sfyzi@s that what is needed in response to earligymsoof
digital textuality and by extension ‘new’ mediaais alternative knowledge framing that takes us &nimore
speculative mode of inquiry and reflection. Thigréaned within what she called ‘speculative compati
referring to a body of applied and theorised redeariginating in projects based at the SPECLABat
University of Virginia.

’ Audience implies a listening recipient, spectatpaasive viewer.

% Retrieved 15 November, 2008ttp://schizophonia.com/
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