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How Avtist
Teams Work

BY GLENN ZORPETTE
firtists are teaming up in growing numbers,
“Our best ideas are born from talking," says
flexander Melamid of his collaboration
with Vitaly Komar,“then the spark comes”
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Sonnabend represents Anne and
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Anistic collaboration was not exactly unheard-of before the
current trend. Around 1920, Jean Arp began collaborating with
Max Emst and also Johannes Theodor Baargeld, and later with
his wife, Sophie Tacuber-Arp, for 25 years, George Grosz and
John Heanfield worked woge for years on phoiomontages,
h Grosz claimed the two invented five o'clock one
2™ in 1916. The Russian avant-garde and Socialist

ing the Stenberg brothers and Kukryiniksy (Mikhail Kupr-
anov, Porfiry lov, and Nikolai Sokeolov). Most of these
artists, though, with the exception of some of the Soviets. had

subg solo caree well. What distingy
wave of collaboration is that the
sezm 1o have
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OPPOSATE Collaboration came naturally o Mike end Doug Starn, 33-year-old identical twins, “Genat-
<ally sgacking, wa'ra the same parsan,” Mike says. “Wa've Sean ¢
ABCVE Some Saint's Fingemail, 1990-94, ane of thair photographic sculptures.

doing this since wa were littie ldds.”

At first glance, a show of collaborative works looks like
any other exhibition. After more reflection, however, two
themes seem pervasive. One is research-based art, in which.
for example, ecologic zheological, ar arn
themes are explored, usually through photography.
instal ion of the three. The other is a
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was offered the ship of the University
of California’s San Diego campus in the late "60s,
Helen recalls the prospect as Ix.ing “u totally differ-
ent road than I wanted to follow.” Meanwhile, her
husband, a painter and sculptor, had become con-
vinced that “if [ was going to do anything of worth, it
had better take up the And 1
couldn’t do it alone. In a sense. Helen became an
artist and | became a researcher, in the process of
teaching each other to be the other party,”

They took up their theme by treating the survival
of rivers, native customs and ways of life. and, espe-
cially, ecosystems, Their best-known work to date,
The Lagoon Cyele, was a sprawling, multipart in-
stallation that they worked on from the LJT'\" "T0s
through the mid-"80s, consisting of photographs.
maps. dingrams, and two small artificial ponds, in
which the effects of monsoons were simulated and
Sri Lankan crabs were induced to mate.

Another husband-and-wife duo known for their re-
search-oriented work is Bemd and Hilla Becher. For
ars, lhzv have been devotedly chronicling stark,
a structures, In hundreds of mostly
black-and-w photographs, they have preserved
the work of often unkrown
architects whose silos, grain
levators, blast furnaces,
and water tanks dot the
landscapes of Europe and
North America,

15 & nomadic archi-
tecture,” explains Bernd, “It
lasts 30 or 60 or 70 years,
anel then it goes away.”

“It’s not like the pyra-
mids, for eternity.” adds
Hilla. *So we thought it was
worth documenting.”

They met as students in
the late '50s. He .w
painter and a montagist
whose interest was in indus-
trial buildings. She was a
photographer who shared

cuted during the “70s and 804.

and the fragility of civiliza-
tions. Having been inspired to-
gether. it did not seem odd w0
work together. “It came natu-
rally, because Patrick and | had
not worked a great deal sepa-
rately,” she explains, They also

Bemd’s attraction to indus-
trial structures. “There was a fascination, but we both had to work
v 1o find a shape for it to develop an alphabet of the sub-
1 recalls, What evolved was an almost archival tech-
nigue based on researching the objects and industry they were
documenting. “We figure out a few archetypes in each category
and then we try o cover a certain span of variation,” she says.

As with the Bechers’, the work of Anne and Patrick Poirier
hus architectural elements and research underpinnings. But the
Poiriers” fascination with archeology has led to works with
conspicuous dreamlike and fantastical overtones. The couple’s
highly detailed models of ruins and archeological sites, which
can be more than |0 vards on a side, call to mind long-lost civi-
lizations and mythologies. They may be based on real ruins, on
the Poiriers” imagination, or they may be inspired by places of
powerful significance like Hiroshima or Beriin.

Anne. frequently prompted by Patrick, traces the origins of
their p'u'men\hip and art to travels they ook in the "60s. After
touring in prewar Cambodia and setling down near Rome, the
Poiriers became captivated by both countries” magnificent niins
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took their cue from “people in
in mck and roll. We thought it
are somethin

music working together—like
would be richer 1o s

Today, Anne says, “when we are at a site, we are touched
exactly by the same things.” During the day, she explains, the
two often go their separate ways 10 examine ruins, tuke pic-
tures, or make notes, When they meet at night 1o talk over the
d w's work, -hn. says. “always, we have had the same impres-

» but h

Itis pr{:lb lbly a safe bet that any two people who have
worked together for a quarter of a century are Xindred spirits.
but the Poiriers seem to have taken the idea to new hei
The playful duo, who resemble one another and heighten l]k_
likeness Dby dressing similarly. have been known to have a lit-
tle fun with their reputation. Andrew Ginzel and Kristin Jones.
another husband-and-wife team, met the Poiriers in Tuscany
some years ago. “They told this story, about how they me
the Louvre,” Ginzel recalls. "One of them was sitting on a
bench in front of a painting and the other one came over and
struck up a conversation, and it tumed out they both loved this




Asked about the story. Pa laughs and admits it i
vate joke he and his wife play from time to time on people the
meet and even on biographers secking material. He insists the
pant about meeting in front of a painting
Arcadia Ego by Nicolas Pou

Few if any of these teams
ners. Jones and Ginzel. fi
ephemeral installations in puhl;‘ \pmu “met in 1981 on the
g dock of the Hir»l-.hurv where they were helping
for a show. Both
omantic involvemer
lnboration. “We worked, not knowing we were a team. but
the consciousness that together we could produce certain k
of things we could not produce on our own.” Jones says,

Simple enough? Not in the art world of the mid-"80s. Deal
and collectors were nonplussed. “Questions that would never
d toduy were asked then.” Ginzel says. “Like, *If | buy this
d lhn:v stopped working together, whose
piece would [ have?"" says Jones, with a peal
laughter. ~It’s almost as if working .G‘I:CJ‘.C.' is
recognition of the fact thar we’re mortals and that
2 identity of the individual who cres
15 impostant as what the work does for you.
A lot of works held as precious. or revered.
were made by people whose egos are fong gone,”
Ginzel adds. “But the work is still as relevan
oration. -of course. s to muke
igni n could be

n—is true.
'.l”} set out (o be

aske

i

-..L point of L(T'l

.ul::c\cu 01h1..-\\ ise. T'hn.
10 dispute. But the way it @
ve. Although most col
¢s together. the real
comes in the more conceptual stages of the anistic
process: inspirution, criticism, and refinement of
ideas. For this, Jones and Gi who are repre-
ed by Damon Brandt in New York, speak of
the necessity of maimaining balance: the relation-
ship must be comfortable enough that ther: is o
sort of kinship. or at least o reservo
views, while there has to be enougt
keep the edge sharp,

“You want one and one to add up to two, if not more,”
plains Ginzel., danger is that one and one could add up 10
one and a half, You den’t want too comfortable a situs

ity. in a collaborative situation, for some tension,
which can create an incredibly creative dynamic.

*“You're never quite let off the hook,” he continues. "You
can never regress into your own world, because someone else
15 listening.” He pauses before adding. “Sometimes
when we're working late, there’s a subtle competitiveness at
play, At the same time, there"
Jomentum,” Jones supplies.

It's easier to take certain risks, because you're not 100 percent
responsible,” says Ginzel, T can suggest something to Kristin that
might be a little crazy, but to which 1 think theres some v fidity.”

".-\m] T might say, that’s absurd, but how about
Jones 1y it's impossible 10 say whose idea a proj
was. [t becomes o fabric nrmn\n_matlun

This kind of dialogue and built-in criticism is one of collabo-
ration’s most important advantages, by all accounts. Mike and
Doug Stam, 33-year-old identical twins, have been working to-
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Anne and Patrick Poirier, who are marnried but B to
e ot birth, in front of e of their highly detged

gether for
intemal dinlogue. But we get the chance to have :m'nml dliai-
logue. too.” Represented by Leo Castelli, they speci in con-
ceplual photography. often with toning and elements of w“%!gt'-
Iat i naturally to the Stams
speaking, we're the same person.” Mike notes.
doing this since we were little kids.”
“We've done wor

st work has al-

", works on the
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“Being as close as we are, the ideas are
nd, even before they have a chance to be
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couples who do research. it is usually the women who can be

i

velding to be done, it is the male who holds the torch. Take Ed-
ward and Nancy Reddin Kienholz, who have been working to-
gether for more than 20 years. "1 nail. she paints,” Edward says.

Like any relationship. 2 collabo ires work. “Some-
time: }-ou are in a good mood for working, and the other is
Sometimes collzboration is ve v help-
ful, hul somelimes it is heavy. Sometimes you fight like hell.
Doug Starn concurs: “Sometimes there's a lot of tension. We
try not to work 18-hour days, That's when it gets bad.”

Prime examples of the power of opposition are Vitaly Komar
and Alexander Melamid, veterans of the Soviet dissident art
movement of the "60s who have been extremely successful in the
United States. “It's unbelievable luck that we found each other.”
Melamid says, “because we're very, very different. That's why it
works, The work is more exciting because we have different per-
spectives on a project. Our best ideas are bomn from talking—
then the spark comes.” Whose idea was it to poll 100! Ameri-
cans about what they like and don't like in art. and then actuaily
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the officially
The idea,” says Melamid, “was t
come part of the soc
tion, that art was no d

list conception of produc
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ABOVE Andrew Ginzel and Kristin Jones make large-scale public works,
BELOW Their Atoll, 1990, a steel-and-fiberglass installation in a lagoon that is
part of the campus of the University of California ot Santa Barbara.
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gurd are the Kienholzes, Edward  gopw'of Komar, “because we're very, very different.”
enholz was alr \l\- an estab-

lished artist in the early "70s when he met Nancy, who ©

volvement in the art world. Before lon

in her husband's work. By 1979, that role had

extent thut Edward formally declared her his collabor

on his works then in progress but

ce meeting. The natre of the col

» years, 1o the point where [ beg
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“We both saw it d
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was 100 good to pass u
The episode is a pnime example of what R

1. they agreed it

sert Hobbs sees

as the essence of collabo
without collabe
“Now we're seeing it more
Thinking about
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name on the work as much as | di
't in a number cent works hi
s, who presented by L.A, Louver
as one example their Merry-Go-World or
Chance and the Wonder Horse T
(1992), a round room divided into eight seg|
with lights and music to
wheel of fortune. The
| and is thereby. dom fashion, assig
a persona: & barber in India, a wealthy Pari
Behind the piece 15
pends on where, when
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|1..l one’s station i
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The Kienholzes trace the origins of the work.
which is on view through September 21 at the
Sonje Museum in ‘n,nln. 10 an experience N
had in Mexico while traveling wi nI‘ Edward, “All
these kids were ; 1 was giv-
i em mon \|‘d I notic really old
1 dirty white dress, and she had
and the other was holdin

ncy

cloth to her mouth,
giving money to the kids., but not to this we

i} bing realiza ition came he g
ition of an idea,” she explains, For several
ars, she and Edward discussed the experience

1 what it meant to them. Out of these discus-

The Kienholzes with their 1992 piece Morry-Go-World or
Baget by Chance and the Wonder Horse Trigger, bormn
from an experience Nancy had in Mexico.



