


But then you should do it in a more inventive, 
creative manner and not through graffitti prob-
ably.
WO: Mooi! Mooi toetje. (Beautiful! Beautiful 
dessert.)
EU: Funny thing is that everything we say 
about food is in Dutch.
WO: Yeah
[Laughter]
WO: But what do you think you can do, to an-
swer her question, as an individual?
FWK: I think you have to set a goal. You have 
to define what you’re going towards. A lot of the 
people I know do not, really, set goals. And do I 
my self? No mistake, I kind of reject the Ameri-
can way of saying: “Okay, you set a goal, you 
work towards it and then you’re successful.” 
I mean that’s not the point. My point is you 
have to decide. That’s the political moment. 
Not in the sense of what you want to work for, 
but whose side you want to choose.
EU: And how you want to live.
FWK: Right. So that’s why I said that the read-
ing of the city is ... or any reading is essentially 
... essentially political, in the sense that you 
have to choose with whom or with what or 
against what am I going to read this environ-
ment.
WO: Yeah.
FWK: I cannot read the city objectively, I have 
to decide from which angle I’m going to read 
it. So, for instance, if I read it from the side of 
plants and weeds, then the city is one big de-
struction machine. It’s nothing else. It’s just a 
destruction machine, it has to destroy every-
thing. It wants to establish itself, and therefore 
it doesn’t want stuff like weeds or rats or what-
ever. 

WO: In order to create this mono-culture ...
FWK: Right. Hence, if I decide to read the city 
from that point of view, its space opens up in 

entirely different ways and then the question 
probably is how this relates to my goal. The 
humble position that I now take is that I’m just 
going to try to talk to people in presenting them 
ways to read in a more complex way. That’s all. 
But then I have to have lots of skills, I have to 
choose where I want to appear, how I want to 
appear ...
WO: For whom, yeah.
FWK: Anyway, that’s the goal I’m working 
towards. So everything I do from this moment 
onwards is orchestrated by that goal. I want to 
enlarge my own sensibilities, and the sensibili-
ties of people ... of their abilities to read.
WO: Yeah, the environment ...
FWK: Texts even. If I’m able to teach people 
how to read texts more sensibly, better, includ-
ing more histories, more perspectives, then I’m 
already doing something.
WO: Then you’re already doing something po-
litical? Or ...
FWK: Yes, I think so.
WO: But there are a lot of different levels in 
which you can be political. Like the idea that to 
be an artist is already a political step.
FWK: Right. You might have to consider it as a 
political step, but then you would have to safe-
guard it.
WO: But then what you do would increase the 
political value in your work. When you start to 
do something and make decisions that’s just a 
first step. The decision to become an artist is 
a political choice so you have a certain level of 
politics within that. As soon as you start mak-
ing other decisions it can have an increase in 
this political value, it can be more. That’s what 
I mean. So it’s not only like: “Okay I’m politi-
cal.” It’s just trying to be engaged on many dif-
ferent levels, right?
FWK: If you’ve decided this, which or what is 
the political decision? Because only if you’ve 
answered this question, can you safeguard your 
endeavour. So, for instance, if I look at my field 
of work, I’m threatened more and more by all 
kinds of institutions that want me to produce. 
If I say it’s very important that I take two hours 
to teach students how to read a text as sensi-
tively as possible, then the pressure of course is 
“why do you need two hours?” Or “why would 
we need that?” Therefore, one of the things 
I’m going to do is to cooperate with others, for 
free. I don’t charge anything. And then I want 
to, like, go into a neighbourhood in Rotterdam 
working with people and teaching them how to 

read.
WO: But you just ring the door?
FWK: No, I’m cooperating with people who 
know what they want and who have their con-
nections. Then I say: “Okay that’s a critical 
choice, one that will make something possible.”
WO: So you need to collaborate in a sense.
FWK: Right. But the time that this takes can-
not be spent on the production of articles, let’s 
say. So that’s where I will have to start to make 
a political choice, which is related to the goal. If 
I have a clarity of goal, I know how to orches-
trate my activities towards that goal.
EV: What do you do then when you go into the 
area? How does it work, practically?
FWK: I think in the end this is where aesthet-
ics comes in, again. It’s not just the decision to 
do this because that decision doesn’t mean a 
thing, since if I, kind of, botch up, or do a bad 
job then I will have been moving away from 
what I wanted to achieve. So I have to think 
through what will be the formula that will 
make it work. I have to do something that is 
effective, attractive.
EV: Like walking around with a house in the 
city. And what do you do?
FWK: For one, I’m spending more attention 
to the way in which I teach. I want to become a 
better teacher.
EV: How do you do that? Are you not satisfied 
with how it is now?
FWK: I wasn’t dissatisfied. But I’m thinking 
more about the aesthetics of teaching. Which 
has to do with a whole range of things. Wel-
coming people, finding them. Are you willing 
to learn something with me, through me, why?
WO: The clothes you wear, your performance. 
[Laughs]
EU: Aren’t the aesthetics of teaching very con-
text specific? Within every context another aes-
thetics is more appreciated.
WO: I like the idea of aesthetic teaching. 
You can think in terms of your performance 
with smoke and lights and you’re coming in. 
That would be a surprise, like: “Ooh.” Like an 
LSD trip.
[Laughter]
FWK: As I’m interested in the movement of 
artist going towards sociology, I am interested 
in wanting to move outside the academy. I’m 
going into this neighbourhood. I’ve found part-
ners who said: “We will gather a group of 20 
people who are interested and you come and 
help us and do your trick...”

WO: How do you know when people are inter-
ested in that? What opens up ...
FWK: No, no, that’s my hidden... That’s your 
hidden agenda as well.
WO: But when I make a work I’m not making 
it for everyone. I’m choosing a specific audi-
ence who I want to engage into the work.
FWK: I’m cooperating with an organisation, 
Kosmopolis Rotterdam, which is interested in 
getting people from different groups, ethnic 
and social groups, to talk to one another. So 
they’re specialised in getting people together... 
And they say to me “Okay, this is the area we’re 
going to. We’re going to, for instance, Rotter-
dam South. These are the people that we know. 
We think we can get this group of people to-
gether. And then you come in and do something 
with that group.” So I’ll probably get a group 
of people, who are not academics but they are 
interested in some sense, although their mo-
tivations may be very different. And then I’ll 
do something with them in order to generate 
something more. It’s a long term agenda. It’s 
not just doing your trick at that moment, it’s 
also working towards something that will grow 
from that moment onwards.
EV: Are you meeting these people again after-
wards?
FWK: It’s a cooperation with OT, a theatre 
group. I’ll be working before and together with 
them and then they will bring in some actors 
and do scenes and the people will be invited - 
which will probably be facilitated because they 
don’t have any money – to go to the theatre. 
We, kind of, work our way, together, towards 
something. And this going to the theatre will 
be a kind of an end point, but also a beginning. 
Because we hope of course to have done some-
thing. They wouldn’t have gone there them-
selves. In a sense its an old social democratic 
agenda of getting people to go to the theatre. 
But it’s far more complicated than that. Be-
cause I’m going to meet people that I don’t 
know, I’m not sure what’s going to happen. 
So, I stick my neck out, they stick their neck 
out, and we’re going to talk and then some-
thing will come out of that. Great. In a sense 
it’s very humble. What is it? It’s nothing, in a 
sense. How can you sell this? “I’m going to talk 
to people. Give me money.” [Laughter] That’s 
why I say: “It’s going to be free of any charge.”
WO: So they’re not forced to go to the theatre?
FWK: No.
WO: You should force them. [Laughs] 
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They will never go. No, I’m kidding. They will.
FWK: That’s my job. In a sense that is the job 
of the artist as well; to open up a new possibil-
ity.
WO: That’s an interesting thing that we have 
to deal with in our work as well. Like in the last 
two projects that we talked about now...
EV: Heb je zin in koffie? (Would you like cof-
fee?)
EU: Oh, ik niet maar misschien hij. (Oh, not 
for me, but maybe for him.)
WO: Oh, ik wel. (Oh, I do.)
FWK: Wat zeg je? (What did you say?)
EV: Heb je zin in koffie? (Would you like cof-
fee?)
FWK: Ja, lekker. (Yes, please.)
EU: Ik hou het bij thee. (I’ll stick to tea.)
WO: But sometimes the participants who are 
involved within the projects that we do, think 
we do it specially for them. For their benefit. I 
like this idea, that they think we do it for them 
and in the meantime we also say something 
about them. I’m still an artist. I try to make a 
documentary about their life. So there is also 
an interest socially seen in their lives, their 
situation and how they deal with their environ-
ment. But in your work you only give some-
thing away, but what do you get back? What 
things are you interested in receiving back? 
Probably you do get things back. What is it? Is 
there something that you put in articles or in 
books that you can sell. 
FWK: I think the same holds for artists. That 
you do something that you already know. Nev-
ertheless, just today I had a course with MA 
students in which I developed something that 
I’m still thinking about. I haven’t thought it 
through yet, I’m just thinking about it. I say to 
them: “I’m thinking about this. I’m presenting 
it to you and at this moment I’m not teaching 
you anything. I’m trying to find out for myself 
what this is and you can help me with that. So 
please ... I’ll bring it in now, and I’ll think about 
it in the coming week. Perhaps you’ll think 
about it and we will come back to it next week.” 
Accordingly, yes, in a part it’s just giving, which 
is actually the aspect that can make you tired. 
If you get tired of teaching, it’s because you’ve 
been giving. But then again, that’s your job.
WO: But that could be enough.
FWK: There’s nothing wrong with that. And 
the fact that you’re getting tired, I mean, that’s 
the work. You get tired of working.
[Silence] 

WO: But I mean there could also be an interest 
in you for those people in Rotterdam Zuid, that 
you’ll meet in terms of you understanding their 
culture better.

FWK: Yes! I’m very interested in this. That’s 
why I would like to move out of the academy. 
That’s why I refuse to give lectures any more in 
the Netherlands. I know the circles, here. 
I know how it works. I’m more interested in 
really meeting people on an equal level. Talk-
ing to people will lead tomy getting back some-
thing that I didn’t know beforehand. This is the 
essence of metaphor as well. You can combine 
two different words and something else comes 
out of it that you cannot define exactly. But it’s 
the new thing that you’ve produced.
WO: Yeah.
FWK: What’s the new work that you are work-
ing on?
WO: For now a lot of preparations. We’re or-
ganising production periods.
EU: We were actually asked to read the city of 
Leeuwarden.
WO: Quite literally.
FWK: Why? By whom?
WO: The why question we don’t know.
EU: By ‘Voorheen de Gemeente’, that’s an art 
initiative. They asked us to make a project that 
will infiltrate the public domain. And it must be 
about text within the city.
WO: Quite literally. They’re interested in 
methods that are not directly recognisable as 
art, but try to be something else. But we still 
have to figure out what they want exactly.
FWK: Do you have any sense why they asked 
you? What’s the use?
WO: It’s the same thing; trying to make people 
more sensible to their environment. It’s the 
main reason why people want to have artistic 
activity within a public sphere.

The diner table setting. 

agenda. It’s just art for art’s sake. 
FWK: Because the money is there.
EU: With art initiatives, yes. When you’re 
asked by another organisation then there is of-
ten a political agenda.
FWK: Again it is very interesting how this 
works in the Netherlands. There is such a lot of 
money going round.
WO: But also to science.
FWK: Of course.
WO: Do you as a scientist also have to, over 
and over again, legitimize the funding that goes 
into scientific research? Because we as artists 
are constantly being engaged by the public, we 
are sort of the face of the funding. We need to 
explain a lot of times why we need money and 
why we’re doing it. And maybe scientists are 
more hidden away. They don’t need their pub-
lic so much.
FWK: Yes, it’s more direct. But even then ...
WO: Would that be good?
FWK: I think so. I mean, it’s very complicat-
ed. At the moment, what you can sense is the 
flow of money. We all have the task to teach 
and to do research, but there is a huge differ-
ence between the field of the humanities and 
the field of the sciences. In the field of the sci-
ences there’s much more money coming from 
industries and so on. But apart from that, the 
distribution of money is in the hand of one or-
ganisation at the moment, NWO [The Dutch 
Organisation for Scientific Research] which is 
a semi-government organisation. What you see 
happening is that they give money to what’s 
useful, of course. They’re not going to give 
money to what is not useful or to what they 
don’t understand. In a sense NWO is a guide, 
what can be translated as ‘the one who won’t 
waste your money, or the one who uses your 
money wisely’.
WO: So they make the decision in the same 
way as the FBKVB makes the decision.
FWK: Right. Just today I applied for ...
WO: But should they give the explanation to 
the people in the street? Or should we, or both?
FWK: NWO is deciding who is going to get the 
money and who’s not. Their responsibility is to 
explain why they’re giving the money. I mean 
there’re hundreds of people applying. So why 
did they give the money to these few? I would 
be very interested in the audience asking NWO: 
“Why did you give the money to this project?”
WO: But nobody is ever asking.
FWK: Nobody.

FWK: That’s more complicated.
WO: Probably the whole meaning of art.
FWK: Because you could also use art as just a 
veil or something that makes Leeuwarden more 
attractive. “This is were it happens, folks.” And 
then they’ll come from all over the Netherlands 
to quickly co-read the city with you, right?
WO: I hope we’re not part of a hidden agenda.
FWK: The broadened sensibility that relates 
to reading is actually something rather com-
plicated. It takes a lot of time to get people to 
really do that, to read, and to incorporate what 
they do. That’s why I was wondering: Who is 
asking you this? Or what kind of organisation 
is it?
WO: Well, I think this questions also come 
from somebody who follows our work and is 
interested in the steps that we are undertaking 
and tries to give this offer in order to ...
EU: ... get us started thinking about some-
thing.
WO: Yeah, but also in trying to elaborate a bit 
further on our last step. Because we had a talk 
about the things that we did and he likes this 
work within that context. But we have to think 
about whether it’s possible, if it’s suitable. But 
a lot of times we are asked without any specific 
question. The project in Cairo came without 
any specific question.
EU: Often without any question.
WO: So far there is never been an exhibition or 
an project where we’ve been specifically asked 
to do something. We’ve always been given the 
card blanche. And that can be annoying. 
[Laughter]
WO: Like, ‘why us?’ But I think that’s the 
difference also with science, because you are 
probably asked for a certain reason.
FWK: Yeah.
EU: Where we always have to guess. 
And then they ask: “Give us a proposal!”. And 
then they want to have it as fast as possible 
while we don’t have any reference. So you need 
to create your own reference first, which takes 
a lot of time.
WO: And be critical at the same time really 
from the beginning. To see where the money is 
coming from, why they’re asking us. They oper-
ate with a certain agenda as well. Sometimes it 
is totally fine with me when I ignore the things 
within their organisation and their own ideas 
and politics. But I think it is important to know.
FWK: Right.
WO: But a lot of times there is no real hidden 
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WO: But probably because they don’t know.
[The sound of a biscuit tin opening.]
FWK: I think this is one of the political prob-
lems that we have: The distribution of respon-
sibilities. We live in a society were more and 
more responsibilities are made diffuse. So we 
don’t know who is responsible for what. You 
move to a certain level and then they say: “No, 
no, no it was decided by that person. 
No, no, it was in cooperation with...”
WO: So that’s also an interesting, important 
task, to make life more transparent.
FWK: Very difficult.
WO: By trying to peel all the layers off the 
onion. In the Cairo maquette we peeled off 
a lot of different layers in trying to copy the 
work, but we also presented a whole timeline 
with archive material that we found in pri-
vate archives, in studios of photographers and 
through interviews that we did. We created a 
sort of transparency of the street.
FWK: You must have collected lots of different 
information. How do you make that transpar-
ent again?
WO: We just presented it as a formal presenta-
tion on the wall.

EU: No, we didn’t find a lot of information. 
That made it a lot easier. Like the archives are 
not organised and you’re often not allowed to 
visit the archives, because you need permission 
and getting it takes ages. So the information we 
got was very limited and someone was working 
on it full time for two months. The information 
she got was enourmous for over there but it 
was very limited compared to what it would be 
here. Because of its limitation it was also a very 
coherent story.

The timeline of ‘Model Citizens’. 

[Esmé brings the dessert wine to the table and 
pours four glasses.]

WO: But what was striking to see is how pro-
viding information to the people – informa-
tion that in the West we would definitely know 
about when it concerns our own neighbour-
hood, but there they didn’t – was an empower-
ing act. This simple form of education which is 
presented on the wall stimulates a lot of indi-
vidual thinking.
FWK: Could they have found it themselves?
EU: We found out that a lot of the news is only 
published in English, not in Arabic. So you have 
to know English. Like for example the palace 
that stood in the neighbourhood was bought by 
a private owner through corruption. This man 
has a history of being involved in drug scan-
dals. This news is published in the New York 
Times or in Daily Egypt in English or French. 
But it’s not accessible in Arabic. We translated 
everything into Arabic. So the timeline we pre-
sented was in both languages. It made a lot of 
facts more accessible for them that they never 
knew about.
WO: So in order to make them more sensible 
to their environment we only had to, in this 
case, present them with this information. So it 
really depends on the context and the country 
in which you are, what to do in trying to engage 
with the citizens, or in trying to engage ...
EU: In this case we were making this maquette 
but then the people started to ask us about the 
history, and “What’s gong to happen with the 
palace?” and “What was it in history?” and we 
didn’t know the facts and we started to ask the 
people in the neighbourhood and they all told 
us completely different stories. So we started to 
collect these stories as well, the myths, and we 
started to collect at the same time the facts that 
we got from the archive. And then we made the 
sound piece with all the stories ...
WO: The collective memory.
EU: The collective memory of the neighbour-
hood, told by the people living and working in 
the neighbourhood. We got the historical facts 
from the archive and we had these both in our 
exhibition. There are things that are related 
to each other and also are contradicting each 
other. And we don’t know what the truth is.

WO: We tried to create some sort of tight com-
munity with the maquette. It became a defined 
area in space and time. These people were part 
of the project and they became more clearly a 
community and I think that’s the importance 
of the work, or at least interesting to see how 
you can do that. Within a year you can create 
a community which is more aware of itself. Of 
course it already was a community but not so 
clearly defined. They now know more about 
their own place in history. They now know 
more about all the other myths. About the 
palace in the street and about the dreams and 
hopes of all their friends. 

EU: I could write a book about it, almost.
WO: Yeah, it creates a stronger relation be-
tween the people with their own environment. 
And therefore it makes them more political, it 
makes them more aware of changes, it makes 
them stronger in fighting against certain prob-
lems they may face in the future.
FWK: Is that your aim then?
WO: Yeah, I think so. Creating social plat-
forms in order to empower citizens. Yeah.
FWK: Is empowerment the issue then?
WO: Yeah, and they can decide for themselves 
if they do it better or worse, that’s not up to us. 
So in the example of creating a Kentucky Fried 
Chicken, it’s not up to us to say what they need 
to do. But it’s just providing them the tools.
FWK: Or the energy.
EU: The energy. I think it’s more about that. 
You’re empowering them by putting energy in 
something, a tool with which they can partici-
pate fully. They can get involved and they can’t 
hurt themselves by getting involved directly. 

V
Dessert Wine with Apricot and Nut Biscotti’s.

At the opening of ‘Model Citizens’ in Cairo. 
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And this creates a certain energy that’s purely 
empowering but it’s not striving for the better 
because then you have get the question: “Power 
to which people?” Because they all have differ-
ent ideas and different interests. The thing is 
by creating this tool, the ideas that come up 
aren’t only positive, it’s like a monster as well. 
Also the problems and the clashes between 
people become more visible, and its more easy 
to have a conflict within the community. So it’s 
not only defining the community as a commu-
nity, it’s defining also the conflicts within the 
community.
WO: Because sometimes it’s better to let things 
cover it, not reveal the truth. For example with 
the corruption scandal and with the owner of 
the palace. A lot of people get upset when they 
find out about it, but there’s nothing they can 
do about it. We still present them the fact, we 
present the newspaper and translate it. So it’s 
not so much for the better. At the same time it’s 
like a social experiment almost. That’s kind of 
a dangerous term.
FWK: Why?
WO: Social experiment? [Laughs] It sounds 
scary! You make use of people, in a certain 
sense. But I believe you can make social experi-
ments in a careful manner. We constantly had 
to find ways not to make arguments. But that’s 
with every work, it’s not only in Cairo. It’s not 
because of the different culture, the different 
setting and the different countries. In every 
work you have to be respectful with the people 
you work with. It’s the same for you 
[Addressing Esmé], you have to make the food 
in a certain way. You could also make some-
thing completely different, like horrible food, 
and then it’d be totally different. There’s always 
a need for a certain respect. That’s the aesthet-
ics of your work, the really good food which 
makes something possible.
FWK: I wouldn’t have anything against the 
term social experiment. The question is to what 
kind of experiment do you confess yourself.
WO: What do you mean? Has what you are do-
ing in Rotterdam south become a social experi-
ment as well?
FWK: Just next week I’m going to give a lec-
ture in Köln about the Seventeenth century 
form of experimenting. It connects to the tele-
scope. At the time, the beauty of the telescope 
was that, if you moved your eye in front of this 
glass, you would be in a different world, but 
also in a different texture. And if you take a 

look at the experiments that were done at the 
time – most of the time by one or two people 
trying to find out something, very attentively, 
very concentrated – what happened was that 
they found themselves in another texture. They 
were trying to find out: “Where am I? What am 
I doing and what’s happening here?” And that’s 
what I define in this lecture as a basic form of 
theatricality: “What’s happening? Who’s doing 
something? What am I? Am I the actor or the 
audience?” It concerns a heightened form of 
awareness, which is completely incomparable 
with the general way experiments are being 
done in the sciences nowadays.
WO: Was the telescope changing the perspec-
tive they saw?
FWK: If I call it theatricality it means that 
you’re implicated in the experiment that you’re 
doing. So you’re not entirely sure whether you 
are the director, the actor or the audience.It’s 
a bit dream-like, and this instability is I think 
what art can be about. If you call it a social ex-
periment, it would be that.
WO: Yeah, part of it.
FWK: You, as well, are thrown into some 
kind of situation – “Ok, where am I?” – which 
is completely different from the way in which 
the sciences in our moment in time generally 
operate.
EU: I think also that if you call it a social ex-
periment this counts for both parties. It’s for 
the participants and for the artists as well. So 
you’re not using them, but you’re using your-
self as well, and the situation in which you are 
totally innocent, integral.
WO: In that sense it’s a performance. You give 
something away which is part of your culture 
but also your identity and your role as an artist. 
That’s an important part of the mutual agree-
ment you seem to make, in this case in Cairo.
EU: In Cairo it was very obvious. If we had a 
day off, or didn’t feel so well, we walked to our 
studio like this like [Elke mimics walking slow-
ly while looking down to the ground.] And then 
as soon as we entered the street we had to say 
hello to everyone, we needed to laugh with ev-
eryone, have daily conversations with your tea 
or coffee, and make the same jokes everyday, 
and that was part of the ... the Truman show.
FWK: And all the time you had translators at 
your side or what?
EU: No. We could do the ritual things. It’s an 
easy culture in a sense, people look in your eyes 
and make a lot of gestures. So even though you 

don’t speak the language you can easily com-
municate.
WO: What’s the time?
FWK: Ten past ten.
WO: Because I also have to drive back.
FWK: We’ve been talking for three hours.
EU: Intensively. Nice!
WO: We’ve been in a lot of different places, 
different topics.
FWK: So the idea that I’m working on is that 
what you would call theatricality in the seven-
teenth century has now changed into a differ-
ent, dominant model, which is the model of 
the game. We have to decide: “Okay, where are 
we? What’s the game? What are the rules? I’ll 
have to stick to the rules and then I’ll do that.” 
If this is the case you, kind of, have to break the 
rules. People are living here and they have their 
rules, and then somebody enters and you’re 
not sure, anymore, what the rules are. Which 
might get us back to the model of theatricality. 
We have to sense what’s happening: “Who are 
these people? Where did they come from? Are 
they here to act?” And that’s far more close to 
the political moment than the game model. It’s 
very hard in terms of the game model to get the 
the political moment. Because the question will 
always be: “What are the rules?” When you say 
you want to change the rules, then you have to 
change the game.
WO: Do you mean like you have to rewrite the 
software, in the example of a computer game.
FWK: Right. “Stick to the rules! You entered 
it ...”
WO: But in real life we are able to break the 
rules, far more easily than in a computer game. 
I can set fire to a tree, and then run away.
[Laughter]
FWK: But that’s immediately what will annoy 
people in our society.
WO: That there are all these people breaking 
rules. Therefore new rules are put in place. So 
you get a tighter and tigher society because 
people break rules, that’s the big paradox of 
the law society.
FWK: Which means that in the end you will 
get to an apolitical society because we only 
need ...
WO: Yeah, you don’t have to make decisions 
anymore and decisions are made for you. 
How to engage people in the decision making 
processes? That’s the question in these very 
over-regulated times. That’s probably the con-
clusion. Did we find answers? Setting fire to a 

tree?
FWK: In a sense, yes we did find answers. I 
think a major force in trying to find answers is 
a renewed focus on aesthetics. Suddenly people 
have to think “Wait a minute! I’m somewhere 
else now, I’m somebody else now. How did that 
happen?”
WO: And then being aware that all other me-
dia uses the same tactics as the arts to catch the 
awareness of consumers.
FWK: There’s the aesthetics of advertisement 
of course.
WO: Which is a pain in the arse for artists!
[Laughter]
FWK: I think that could be a major reason 
why the arts moved towards intervention, an-
thropology, sociology ...
WO: But advertisement came along with gue-
rilla advertising and...
EU: So you should study that as well.
WO: You can be aware, of course there’s a big 
big difference.
FWK: I think also for scholars you have to be 
a flexible scholar. You can’t say: “I’m just doing 
this.” in humanities anymore. So you have to 
be able to move and to think: “If this is the situ-
ation that I’m in now, then I’ll choose that.” So 
advertisement in itself is not despicable. You 
have to see what it’s doing in relation to what. 
You can use it at times.
WO: Or copy it. It becomes a tool as well. So 
that was the conclusion?
FWK: Yeah. Wij gaan gewoon stoppen. Wij 
gaan over op Nederlands tanden. Wij zijn moe 
aan het worden dus ... (Yeah. We’re just go-
ing to stop. We’re using Dutch. We’re getting 
tired.)
All: Ja! (Yes!)
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Zicht op Zalmhaven is a single-table restaurant to which guests are 
invited for a three course meal and an interdisciplinary conversation. 
The invitees are working in the fields of art, philosophy, social sci-
ence, cultural theory and history. 

I invite the guests on the basis of their work and research. The 
subjects of the conversations have come forth from questions I deal 
with in my own artistic practice. ‘Autonomy, Agency and Free Will’, 
‘Gesture, Display and Body Language’, ‘Self-Organizing Structures’ 
and ‘Reading the City’ are amongst the topics that will be discussed. 
The idea for the project developed from a personal desire for con-
ducting research that is driven by curiosity and sharing. The guests 
share their research, interests, and questions through conversation 
and I share by preparing a dedicated meal and its setting. 

I think that conversation creates a space where new ideas can emerge 
through the exchange of thoughts and in the unexpected reply the 
other can give. With the meetings in Zicht op Zalmhaven I hope that 
new perspectives on a given subject can come to exist that feed back 
into the reasearch of the participants and other interested parties.

Esmé Valk


