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Latvijas latkmetigas makslas globalais ,agents’ —
letekmigakais speks institucionalg, finansiala un art makslas
procesu virzisanas nozime, kas lokalo makslu tuvinaja
starptautiskal makslas apritei bija Sorosa Musdienu
makslas centrs-Riga. '1a darbiba sakas un art beidzas
devindesmitajos, simboliski un art faktiski iezimejot so
desmitgadi ka savienojuma posmu starp makslas lokalu
noslegtibu un teklausanos globalaja makslas pasaule

T'he global agent” of Latvian contemporary art — the most
nfluential power In the Institutional and financial sense and
in steering the processes within art, one that brought local
art nearer to the international art world was the Soros
Centre for Contemporary Art-Riga. It began and ceased
operating in the nineties, thus marking both symbolically and
in fact the role of this decade as a linking segment between
a local seclusion of the arts and their incorporation in the
global art scene,
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IEVA ASTAHOVSKA: - Kads bija sakums Sorosa Misdienu
makslas centra - Riga (SMMC-Riga) darbibai?

IVETA BOIKO: - Riga laikmetigas makslas aktivitates
devindesmito sakuma, protams, notika jau pirms SMMC-Riga
izveidosanas. Bija izstade “Kalenis” 1990. gada, Francu —
latviesu un Francijas — Baltijas videofestivali. Bija ari idejas
organizét citus festivalus, tas ka jau parasti gaisa lidinajas. Bet
90. gadu sdkuma naudas makslai nevienam nebija.

1992. gada paradijas zina, ka ir nodibinats Sorosa fonds, un
likas, ka tas varétu bat finansu avots ari kultdras un makslas
projektiem. Izradijas, ka makslai bds atseviska programma.

Jurim Boiko radas ideja organizét Baltijas videoinstalaciju
festivalu (iespéjams, inspiracija naca no Multimediju centra).
Kad uzzinajam, ka ir nodibinats Sorosa fonds — Latvija,

kas varétu dot finanséjumu, es gaju runat ar Sorosa fonda
izpilddirektori Vitu Matisu, bet péc paris ménesiem mani
uzaicinaja stradat tikko nodibinataja makslas centra. lepazinos
ar Sorosa fonda un makslas centra pamatnostadném —
piedalities demokratisko parmainu veicinasana valstis, kas
atbrivojusas no okupacijas.

Makslas centra darbiba, darbinieku un valdes, kas bija ideju
generatori un |éméji, pienakumi, datu bazes veidosana,
ikgadéjo izstazu organizésana un ta talak bija diezgan stingri
reglamentéta. Instrukcijas bija precizas, bet nekada diktata,
protams, nebija. lesakuma gan bija ari parpratumi. Pirmajai
gadskartéjai izstadei noléemam rikot izstadi “Abstrakcija —
Abstrakcionisms — Abstraktais” Bija aktivas diskusijas par to, par
pétijumu, ka abstrakcionisms attistijies un atbalsojies Latvija.
Makslas centra atklasanas diena makslas centru tikla galvenajai

Dzordza Sorosa tiksanas ar SMMC-Riga valdi. No kreisas: Péteris Bankovskis, Heléna Demakova, DZ. Soross un makslas centra vaditajs Janis Borgs. 1994.
George Soros's meeting with SCCA-Riga Board. From left: Péteris Bankovskis, Heléna Demakova, George Soross and SCCA-Riga Director Janis Borgs. 1994.

IEVA ASTAHOVSKA: - What was the beginning of operation like for
Soros Centre for Contemporary Art-Riga (SCCA-Riga)?

IVETA BOIKO: - Contemporary art activities at the beginning of
the nineties in Riga were, of course, happening already before
SCCA-Riga was established. There was the exhibition Somersault
in 1990, French — Latvian and French - Baltic video festivals.
There were also ideas of organizing other festivals; they were in
the air, as it usually happens. But at the beginning of the nineties
noone had money for art.

In 1992 came the news that Soros Foundation had been
established and we thought it might be a source of funding also
for culture and art projects. It turned out that there was going to
be a whole separate program for art.

430 | LAIKMETIGAIS MAKSLAS

Juris Boiko had an idea to organize a Baltic video installation
festival (it was probably inspired by the Multimedia Centre).
When we got to know that there had been established a Soros
Foundation Latvia and it could potentially provide funding, |
went to talk to the executive director of the foundation Vita
Matisa and a few months later | was invited to work at the newly-
established art centre. | got acquainted with the principles of
Soros Foundation and centre for art — participate in facilitating
democratic changes in countries that have liberated themselves
from occupation.

The operation of art centre, the responsibilities of its employees
and the board (who generated ideas and made decisions),
building a database, organizing annual exhibitions and so on



direktorei Suzannai Mezoli prezentéjam izstades koncepciju, ko
vina noraidija, argumentéjot, ka makslas centrs nav izveidots,
lai pétitu un izstaditu klasisku makslu, bet atbalstitu laikmetigo
un novatorisko, ko valsts institdcijas nefinansés. Nacas arl
parskatit jau izveidoto dokumentéjamo makslinieku sarakstu.

I. A.: - Vai Sis uzstadijums paredzéja, ka makslas centra
uzmanibas loka ir tikai maksla, kas attiecas uz aktualo
realitati?

I. B.: - Tadas kategorijas — cik projekts ir aktivs vai socials,
nedomaja. Drizak skatijas, vai projekts un vai makslinieks

ir interesants. Manuprat, sobrid laikmetiga maksla Latvija

ir kluvusi akceptéta, liela méra pateicoties makslas centra
aktivitatém. Sakums bija sarezgits — sabiedriba jaunas
makslas izpausmes nepienéma. Izstadém bija liela pretestiba
gan plasaka sabiedriba, gan makslas vidé. Pat makslas
zinatnes elite kritizéja un nievajosi komentéja — kas tas tads...
Sabiedriba pazistami cilvéki, rakstnieki, kultaras institaciju
vadtaji publicéjas presé, ganoties, ka tas ir nepareizi,
ielauzties makslas templi ar tadiem darbiem, ka tas bija,
pieméram, kad izstadé “Valsts” Rundales pili tika eksponéts
Jana Mitrévica darbs “Spekis visai valstij” - cikgalas gabali
stikla vitrinas — un Sarmites Malinas nevainigas zelta smailites.
Savukart sabiedriba makslas darbus pilsétvidé demoléja, jo
nebija pieradusi pie $ddas makslas publiskaja telpa. Izstades
“Piemineklis”instalacijas, kas netika nonemtas uzreiz péc
izstades, tika salauztas. Sarmites Malinas darbam péarbrauca
pari smaga masina, Ojara Pétersona instalacijas déli tika

was quite strictly regulated. The instructions were accurate,

but there was no dictate, of course. In the very beginning,
though, there were also misunderstandings. For the first annual
exhibition we decided to arrange an exibition Abstraction —
Abstractionism — The Abstract. There were active discussions
about it, about the research on how abstractionism developed
in Latvia and what its effects were. On the opening day of the
art centre we presented the concept of this exhibition to chief
director of art centre network Suzanne Mészoly. She rejected

it, arguing that the art centre was not established to research
and exhibit classic art but to support the contemporary and
innovative art which would not be funded by state institutions.
We also had to revise the list of artists worth documenting that
we had already made.

I. A.: - Did this position mean that only the art that concerns
current reality deserves the attention of art centre?

I. B.: - Projects were not considered according to how active or
social they were. It was rather more important if the project or
artist was interesting. | actually think that contemporary art in
Latvia has now been accepted mostly because of the activities
of art centre. The beginning was complicated - the society

did not accept the manifestations of new art. Exhibitions met
with strong resistance both in the general society and the art
environment. Even elite art historians criticized and commented
contemptuously — what the hell is that... Famous people, writers,
executives of culture institutions published articles in the press,
grumbling about how wrong it is to break into the temple of
art with such work. One example of it was the reaction to the
exhibition State in Rundale palace which included Janis Mitrévics'

izraustiti un izsvaiditi pa parku, Gata Blunava,Tramvajkokam”
izdauzija stiklus, Andra Brezes malkas kolonnu nodedzinaja
nakama gada Janos.

I. A.: - Vai makslas centrs organizéja ari diskusijas,
informativas, izglitojosas aktivitates un sadarbojas ar
makslas kritikiem, par makslu rakstosajiem autoriem?

I. B.: - Bija diskusijas. Daudz rakstija Janis Borgs, Heléna
Demakova, Solvita Krese. Varbt ne tik stratégiski, sistematiski
un meérktiecigi, jo zurnals,Studija” saka iznakt tikai 1997. gada.

Sarmites Malinas instalacija Reklama (Veltijums) Rundales pili izstades Valsts ietvaros. 1994.

Sarmite Malina’s installation Advertisement (Homage) in Rundale castle during
exhibition State. 1994.

piece Bacon for All the State — pieces of pork in glass cases — and
Sarmite Malina's innocent golden canoes. Artworks in the city
environment were vandalized, because general society was not
used to such art in public space. Those installations from the
exhibition Monument, which were not removed immediately
after the exhibition, were broken. Sarmite Malina's piece was run
over by a truck, planks constituting an installation by

Ojars Pétersons were yanked out and scattered about in a park,
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Tacu visi kritiki, kas varéja rakstit par laikmetigo makslu, bija
ap makslas centru, kas jau no pasa sdkuma arf darbojas ka
centrs. Viena bridi ta patiesam ari bija — alternativas nebija.
Varbat, ka sakuma informacija nebija tik veiksmigi parraidita,
ka centra uzdevums bija stradat principiali ar laikmetigo
makslu, un tradicionalas makslas parstavji ceréja uz to ka
finansu avotu plasaka nozimé. Sakuma jau arf to nesauca par
“laikmetigo’, bet ‘masdienu” makslu. Daudziem, iespé&jams,
nebija pietiekamas informacijas vai zinasanu un likas, ka
makslas centrs ir kads klans, kas atbalsta tikai savéjos. Bet kas
tad bija tie savéjie?

Cita probléma bija sabiedribas neizpratne — sabiedriba nebija
pie s$adam izpausmém pieradusi un darbojas péc inerces gan
domasana, gan attieksmé.

I. A.: - Konfrontdcija starp tradicionalo un laikmetigo bija liela?

I. B.: - Liela vairaku iemeslu dé|. Makslas centra ikgadéjas
izstadés izvéléto autoru vida praktiski nebija gleznotaju.
Ja kads tomeér bija, tad ,netradicionals” Pieméram,

pirmaja izstadé “Zoom faktors”gan piedalijas leva lltnere,
Dace Liela, Liga Purmale, tacu tas, ko vinas izstadija, nebija
tradicionala gleznieciba. Daces Lielas gleznota jura kopa
ar izstadito bérnu dienu Ziméjumu ienesa postmodernu
noskanu, Liga Purmale, uzliekot saviem darbiem ramiti ar
uzrakstu ,Sony”, mainija to nozimi. Otro gadskartéjo izstadi
Valsts” veidoja Ivars Runkovskis, un tur jau bija izteikti
laikmetigas makslas autori.

windows of Tramtree by Gatis Blunavs were smashed, Andris
Breze's firewood column was burned down at midsummer
celebration next year.

I. A.: - Did SCCA-Riga organize also discussions, informative and
educational activities, was there collaboration with art critics
and writers?

I. B.: - There were discussions. Janis Borgs, Heléna Demakova,
Solvita Krese wrote a lot. Maybe not very strategically,
systematically or purposefully, because visual arts magazine
Studija appeared only in 1997.

But all critics who could write about contemporary art were
clustered around art centre, which actually did function as a
centre since the very beginning. At a certain moment it really
was so — there was no alternative. Maybe at first information
was not conveyed very successfully that the objective of the
centre was to work with contemporary art in particular and
representatives of traditional art expected it to be a source of
funding in a broader sense. In the very beginning it was not even
called ‘contemporary” but “modern”art. Many people probably
didn't have enough information or knowledge and to them it
seemed that art centre is some kind of a clan that only supports
its own people. But who were these own people?

Another issue was the lack of comprehension of the society — it
was not used to such expression and was inert both in thinking
and attitude.

I. A.: - Was there a big confrontation between contemporary
and traditional art?
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Otru plaisu, kas paradijas starp laikmetigo un tradicionalo,
ieziméja finanséjuma konkurss, kura piedalities varéja visi,
bet prioritates atspogulojas rezultatos. Tas, protams, bija
zindmas un vienmér deklarétas, un tomér — vienam pieskira,
bet citam ne. Un tradicionalisti pret laikmetigo vienmer ir
izturéjusies noraidosi.

I. A.: - Veidojas laikmetigo - SMMC-Riga — makslinieku loks?

I. B.: - Ja skatas izstazu sarakstus, tiesam figuré vieni un
tie pasdi vardi. Naca klat arf jauni autori, bet bija noteikts

Makslas agitvilciena Riga-Ventspils projekta Ventspils. Tranzits. Termindls. 1998.
In the art propaganda train Riga-Ventspils in the project Ventspils. Transit. Terminal. 1998,

I. B.: - It was big for several reasons. There were practically no
painters among the artists chosen for the annual art centre
exhibitions. Even if there was, they were ,non-traditional”. For
example, among the participants of the first exhibition Zoom
Factor were leva lltnere, Dace Liela, Liga Purmale, but the
work they exhibited was not traditional painting. Dace Lield’s
painting of the sea together with the exhibited childhood
drawing created a post-modern feeling; Liga Purmale altered
the meaning of her paintings by imposing a frame saying



kodols. Sakuma tie, kas darbojas laikmetigaja maksla, bija ta
saucama instalatoru paaudze, kas maksla ienaca 80. gados.
Péc tam - 90. gadu jaunie, kas jau naca pa vienam, ne ka
grupa - Gints Gabrans, Anita Zabilevska, Andris Fridbers,
Mikelis Fisers, Eriks BoZis un citi. Devindesmito beigas ienaca
Makslas akadémijas Vizualas komunikacijas nodalu beigusie
makslinieki. Tas ari bija SMMC-Riga izstazu makslinieciskais,
rado$ais pamats.

I. A.: - Vai, piesakoties grantu programmai, maksliniekiem
bija jaformulé savas darbibas koncepcija un japamato
tekstudli tas, ko vini ieceréjusi?

I. B.: - Protams. Maksliniekiem bija arf problémas ar darbu
tekstualu formulésanu, bet vértétaji jau nebija svesinieki, kas
dzelZaini turas pie abstraktam normam. Ja makslinieks gribéja
veidot jaunu darbu un bija zinams, uz ko vins ir spéjigs, ka
darbs vai izstade bas labs, varéja sanemt atbalstu ari tad, ja
konceptualaja pamatojuma bija viens teikums. Un ar laiku
projektus rakstit iemacijas ari makslinieki.

I. A.: - Kas izlema, kam pieskirt atbalstu no grantu
programmas un ka veidojama datu bazes politika?

I. B.: - To izléma valde, grantu programmas pieskirsanas bija
slégtas, konfidencialas sanaksmes. 1994. gada bija aspratiga
Ginta Gabrana provokacija. Kartéja valdes sédé, kura tika
lemts par grantiem, informacija, kas tika sanemta, bija $ada —
sédes telpa atrodas noklausisanas iekarta, kura visa sédes

Sony on them. The second annual exhibition State was curated
by Ivars Runkovskis and already contained work by explicitly
contemporary artists.

The other rift that appeared between contemporary and
traditional art was caused by the competition for funding,

where everyone could participate, but the priorities were clearly
reflected in the results. Those priorities were, of course, known to
everyone and always explicitly declared, and yet — some got that
funding, others didn't. And traditionalists have always treated the
contemporary with disdain.

I. A.: - So a certain circle of contemporary — SCCA-Riga - artists
emerged?

I. B.: - If you take a look at exhibition catalogues, indeed the
names are mostly the same. New artists were always joining,
but a definite core had been established. At first the people
doing things in the field of contemporary art were the so called
generation of installators, they entered the art scene in the
eighties. Later came the young artists of the nineties, one at

a time, no more as a group — Gints Gabrans, Anita Zabilevska,
Andris Fridbergs, Mikelis Fisers, Eriks Bozis and others. At the
end of the nineties came the graduates of Department of Visual
communication at Art Academy. That was the artistic, creative
foundation of SCCA-Riga exhibitions.

I. A.: - When applying for a grant program, did the artists have to
define the concept of their work and substantiate it in writing?

1. B.: - Of course. Artists also had issues with the textual
formulation of their work, but those evaluating the applications

gaita tiek ierakstita un transléta publiski. Ta visa drosi vien
bija fikcija, bet ierakstisanas aparatu atrada. Sacélas panika.
Pat rakstija iesniegumu policijai. Neatceros, ar ko tas viss
beidzas, drosi vien abas puses atcéla pretenzijas, jo nebija
nodarijuma sastava.

Arl par datu bazi, kuru makslinieku darbiou dokumentét,
kurus makslas zinatniekus piesaistit, [Ema valdes sédés. Bet
tas bija nerakstits likums — dokumentét visu, kas attiecas uz
laikmetigo makslu. Izstdzu jau arf nebija tik daudz.

I. A.: - Bija ari diskusijas — kas pieder laikmetigajai makslai un
kas nepieder?

I. B.: - 90. gados robeza bija |oti redzama — situacija bija
jatama. Valdes sédés tika apspriesti arT jaunakie makslas
notikumi, briziem tas bija vétrainas diskusijas starp lidzigi
domajosiem ar lidzigam interesém. Turklat visas jaunas
lietas piederéja pie makslas procesa. Bija skaidrs — ja kadu
apsvérumu dé| kaut ko nedokumentés, var tikt izrauts
kads posms no aktualas situacijas. Attieksme bija atvérta,
ieintereséta un atbildiga par iespéju lemt par procesu
fiksésanu, jo ta zinama méra ir noteiktas makslas véstures
norises, kopainas veidosana.

I. A.: - Kura no visam gadskartejam izstadem batu uzskatama
par nozimigako, varbut legendarako?

I.B.: - Nozimigaka - noteikti “Piemineklis’, kas norisinajas
pilsétvidé. Maz ticams, ka masdienas batu iespéjams izstadit

were not complete strangers, clinging to abstract rules. If an
artist wanted to do a new piece and it was known what he/she
was capable of, if it was clear that the piece or the exhibition will
be good, the artist could get funding also with just one sentence
in the concept description. And as time went on, also artists
learned to write projects.

I. A.: - Who decided who should receive support from the grant
program and what the database policy should be?

I. B.: - That was decided by the board. Decisions on granting
funding were made in closed, confidential meetings. In 1994
Gints Gabrans did a smart provocation. In a regular funding
decision meeting the participants received information that an
eavesdropping device has been planted in the room and the
whole meeting is being recorded and broadcast publicly. It was
probably a fabrication, but the device was found. Panic ensued.
A report was even filed with the police. | don't remember how it
all ended; probably both sides dropped their claims, since there
was no evidence of offence.

Also the decisions regarding the database, which artists work
should be documented, which art theoreticians should be
involved, were all made at the board meetings. But there was an
unwritten law — everything related to contemporary art should
be documented. After all, there were not that many exhibitions.

I. A.: - Were there also discussions of what belongs to
contemporary art and what doesn't?

I. B.: - In the nineties this boundary was very pronounced —
there was an obvious situation at hand. At the board meetings
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makslas darbus ménesa laika tik |oti centralas vietas.
Nekas tads nebija I1dz tam bijis — tik daudz instalaciju,

ari pazistami arzemju makslinieki. Toreiz spilgti paradijas
sabiedribas agresija, bet ar to, ka maksla izgaja publiskaja
telpa, tika radinata tolerance. Sobrid tadas agresijas pret
makslu vairs nav.

I. A.: - Ta sauktas instalatoru paaudzes makslinieki 90. gadu
sakuma daudz piedalijas izstadés arvalstis. Vai tas bija
galvenokart SMMC instituciondlds sadarbibas rezultdts?

I. B.: - 90. gadu sakuma Austrumeiropas maksla bija Tpasa
aktualitate. Uz makslas centru brauca kuratori, skatijas, pétija,
un daudzi makslinieki tika aicinati izstadities arpus Latvijas.
Bija lielakas un mazakas latvieSu makslinieku izstades arzemés
un starptautiskas izstades Riga.

Kopiga sadarbiba veidojas ar Igaunijas un Lietuvas makslas
centriem, ar Horvatiju. Vismaz reizi gada bija visu makslas
centru direktoru sapulces, kur parrunaja situaciju, stratégijas
un ta talak.

I. A.: - Devindesmito vida radds jaunas neformalas
laikmetigas makslas apvienibas, pieméram, birojs “Open’,
kas pozicionéja sevi ka alternativu t. s. establismenta makslas
institacijam.

I. B.: - Attieksmé mazliet bija pozicija, ka ir kaut kas
institucionaliz&jies, bet ta nebija opozicionara attieksme.
Nedaudz konfrontéjosa noskana naca no “Open”lideriem,

also the latest art events were discussed, and sometimes these
meetings were heated discussions between like-minded people
with similar interests. Besides, all new occurrences belonged

to the art process. It was clear — if for one reason or another
something should not be documented, a whole segment
would be removed from the actual situation. The attitude was
open to, concerned about and responsible for the possibility of
making decisions about recording the ongoing processes, since
to an extent that means shaping certain processes in art history,
the general perspective.

I. A.: - Which of all the annual exhibitions would be considered
the most significant, maybe even legendary?

I. B.: - The most significant was certainly Monument which
took place in the public space. A possibility of exhibiting art
for a whole month in such central locations would be highly
unlikely nowadays. It was a completely unprecedented event
- so many installations, also by well-known foreign artists. That
exhibition also brought out the aggression of the society, but
taking art out into the public space did function as training for
tolerance. Right now this kind of aggression toward art does
not exist any more.

I. A.: - At the beginning of the nineties artists of the so called
installator generation participated in exhibitions abroad a lot.
Was that mostly the result of institutional cooperation by SCCA?

I. B.: - At the beginning of the nineties Eastern European art was
a particularly hot topic. Curators came to the art centre, watched
things, did research, and many artists were invited to exhibit
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bet to uztvéra veseligi — jaunie ka alternativie, protestétaji.
Nezinu, vai tam pamata bija kas ideologisks, manuprat,
tas piederéja pie spéles, téla. Bija uzraviens ar pirmajiem
pasakumiem —,Open’, “Biosportu’, tacu vini sanéma
finanséjumu ari no SMMC-Riga. ArT,Open” pasakumus
makslas centrs dokumentéja, radija un stastija par tiem

arvalstu kuratoriem.

Tagad atskatoties saprotams, ka makslas centrs nevaréja
aptvert visu, ta bija definéta institlcija ar noteiktiem
nosacijumiem, reglamentu, finanséjumu. Bija lietas, ko centrs
nevaréja atlauties, pieméram, uzaicinat par sponsoru tabakas
un alkohola razotajus.

I. A.: - 90. gadu vida lidz ar “Open” un E-LAB paradisanos
aktivizejas makslinieki, kas lidzas vizualajai makslai
nodarbojas ar starpdisciplinariem projektiem, maziku,
akustiku, vidzejosanu — dazadu makslas veidu saplisanu
vai nevizualam makslas jomam. Sadi projekti neiek|avas
makslas centra uzmanibas loka?

I. B.: - Tie$a veida — né, tacu jaunas tendences un
paradibas atspogulojas gadskartéjas izstadés. Makslas
centrs vienmeér sekoja visam lidzi un bija aktivas
makslas dzives centra. Kaut vai finansiali atbalsot
jaunas, eksperimentalas norises.

I. A.: - 2000. gada SMMC-Riga kluva par Latvijas Laikmetigds
makslas centru. Kas mainijas centra darbiba?

abroad. There were larger and smaller exhibitions of Latvian art
abroad and international exhibitions in Riga.

Cooperation developed with the art centres in Estonia and
Lithuania, also Croatia. At least once a year a meeting of all art
centre directors took place, with discussions on the situation,
strategies and so on.

I. A.: - In the middle of the nineties new informal communities
of contemporary art appeared, like Open bureau, positioning
themselves as an alternative to the so called establishment art
institutions.

I. B.: - In their attitude there was a bit of the “something has been
institutionalized” position, but it was not an oppositional attitude.
A slightly confrontational mood was felt from the leaders of Open,
but it was regarded as a healthy protest from the young alternative
people. | don't know if it was based on any ideology, | think it
belonged to the game, to the character. There was a surge of their
first events — Open and Biosport, but they also received funding
from SCCA-Riga. Furthermore, Open events were documented by
art centre, shown and told about to foreign curators.

When we look back at it now, it's clear that art centre could

not encompass everything; it was a defined institution with
certain conditions, regulations, funding. There were things the
centre could not afford to do, for example, ask manufacturers of
tobacco and alcohol to sponsor events.

I. A.: - In the middle of the nineties, with the appearance of
Open and E-LAB, a bustle of activity started from artists who
also pursued interdisciplinary projects, music, acoustics, VJing



I. B.: - Mainijas finansu pldsma — Sorosa pastavigais
finanséjums tika partraukts, beidzas grantu pieskirsana.
Arl izstazu politika mainijas. Lidz tam gadskartéjas izstades
bija pamats, galvenais un redzamakais no SMMC-Riga
darbibas — ar tam laikmetiga maksla vispar tika pamanta.
Viena skala izstade reizi gada ir vértiga, bet tas prasa |oti
lielu finansialu ieguldijumu. Turklat bija iestajusies sava
veida krize — gadskartéjas izstades bija sevi izsmélusas,

un art kuratori — potencialie kandidati jau bija veidojusi
lielas izstades. Vajadzéja ko svaigu. Radas ideja uzaicinat
starptautisku kuratoru — tas bija Franks Vagners no Vacijas, un
tapa izstade "MUsdienu utopija”

Tika nolemts, ka vértigak ir dot iespéju izpausties vairakiem
kuratoriem un maksliniekiem.

Taja gan ari bija jatama zinama konfrontacija starp kuratoru
un maksliniekiem, atskirigas makslas un pasaules uztveres.
Kurators bija parsteigts, ka, vinaprat, makslinieki neizprata

vai nepaklavas koncepcijai, kuras pamata bija Mikelandzelo
Antonioni filma “Zabriskie Point”, skatita |oti sociala aspekta —
vai ta utopija, par ko sapnoja 60. gadu paaudze, ir vai nav
realizéjusies musdienas. Latvijas maksliniekiem tas nepavisam
nelikas interesanti. Pielauju, ka vini pat nesaprata, ka tas ir

tik vienkarsi, centas meklét ko dzilaku, un tadé| visi latviesu
makslinieku darbi bija |oti personiski.

Andra Grinberga darbs Satiktie, pazaudétie un tie, kas paliek izstadé Masdienu utopija. 2001.
Andris Grinbergs'work The Met Ones, the Lost Ones and Those Who Remain in exhibition Contemporary Utopia. 2001.

alongside visual arts — merging various aspects of art or non-visual
art forms. Did such projects attract the attention of art centre?

I. B.: - Not directly, but the new tendencies and occurrences
were reflected in the annual exhibitions. Art centre always kept
track of what was going on and was in the centre of the active
art processes. At least by supporting the new experimental
things financially.

I. A.: - In 2000 SCCA-Riga became Latvian Centre for
Contemporary Art. What changed in the operation of the centre?

I. B.: - Financial flow changed - the constant funding of Soros
was terminated, grants were discontinued. Also exhibition

policy changed. Up to then the annual exhibitions were the very
foundation, the most important and the most visible of SCCA-Riga
activities — they actually made the society notice contemporary
art. One exhibition a year that makes some noise is a valuable
thing, but it takes a lot of financial input. Besides a sort of crisis

had set in — the annual exhibitions had depleted themselves, and
the potential candidates for curating them had already worked on
large-scale exhibitions. We needed something fresh. An idea came
up to invite an international curator — it was Frank Wagner from
Germany — and the exhibition Contemporary Utopia was arranged.

It was decided that it would be worth it to let several curators
and artists express themselves.

There was a certain contradiction between the curator and the
artists, different perceptions of art and the world. The curator was
surprised that, according to him, artists did not comprehend or
did not comply with the concept, which was based on the film

by Michelangelo Antonioni, Zabriskie Point, viewed in a very social
aspect — has the utopia that the sixties generation dreamed about
materialized nowadays. Latvian artists did not find that the least
bit interesting. | assume that they did not even understand that it
really is that simple, they tried to search for something deeper and
therefore all the works by Latvian artists were so personal.
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