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Introduction

Spanning a body of work lasting forty-five years, the oeuvre of performance artist Marina Abramović is as durational as her performances are. Of the performance artists of her generation, Abramović is one of only a handful who have continued to perform late in their career,
 and she has an incredible amount of work to show for it: from performance art, to video and their installations, to objects, to photographs, and even an obscure cookbook. Accordingly, she has baptized herself the “godmother of performance art,” in reality she is a “syncretistic artist” who has used different mediums at different points in her career.

In this paper, I will attempt to trace an evolution in the solo performance art work of performance artist Marina Abramović, an oeuvre covering forty-five years (1973-2018) and counting. My purpose is to delve into the following question: can an evolution be discerned in Marina Abramović’s work? In order to answer that question, I will study how she approaches her relationship with the audience. I will examine the ways in which the artist incorporates the audience into her work, and whether the way in which she engages with that audience changes over time. I will particularly focus on her Transitory Objects and her performance art, from her earliest performed work Rhythm Series starting in 1973 to In Residence in 2015. Through my inquiry I would like to come to a basic understanding of Abramović’s aesthetics, in the hope that my research allows for a first step towards discovering a development in the whole of her art practice. 

By examining the concept of audience-artist relationship, I will attempt to prove that the core of Marina Abramović’s work shows a gradual but profound gravitation away from a material towards an immaterial art practice. That focal shift in her work connects performer to spectator, as well as spectator to spectator, and pays attention to “the transformative power of performance,”
 enabling the artist to transfer her experience onto the audience, truly turning art into life. To discuss each concept, I had to base my selection on the documentation that is available from Marina Abramović’s immense oeuvre. Unfortunately, material of her performances is hard to come by. I cannot go back in time to see Abramović’s past performances, so I will have to rely on the most trustworthy narrator I can think of, namely the artist herself. That is why I draw mainly on her own writings and documentation, specifically her insightful portfolio Artist Body. Performances 1969-199, published in 1998, and her 2016 memoir Walk Through Walls. Philip Auslander takes up that idea of the performativity of performance documentation. He suggests that “the act of documenting an event as a performance is what constitutes it as such.”
 Briefly stated: it does not matter if an audience perceives the performance through documentation rather than live event, because the event is made into a work of performance art “through the performative act of documenting it as such.”
 Besides, the purpose of such material like memoirs and portfolios is exactly to “make the artist’s work available to a larger audience, not to capture the performance as an ‘interactional accomplishment’.”
 I also rely on Artist Body and Walk Through Walls for material on how Marina Abramović describes her own work, through reproduction of a script or through a detailed account of the actions and events leading up to the making of performances and objects. I am curious to see how she describes her own trajectory, because the way she sees her work (and “mission”)
 often differs from a more general outlook on performance art, and how it should or should not come about.

Part one, the theoretical framework, situates the work of Abramović within a bigger frame of performance art practice. Performance art is explained as well as the art movements that played a seminal role in its development at the time when Marina Abramović entered the performance art scene. Part one also capsulizes the artist’s life and work, to already give an idea of autobiographical particulars and a deeper understanding of some key ideas which will return throughout her oeuvre. Part two will examine the artist’s aesthetics by painting a progression in the way she interacts with her audience and draws upon selected performances and objects. In part three, the conclusion, that progression is discussed in-depth to determine once and for all her evolution as an artist and to see if my hypothesis proves correct or incorrect.
Theoretical framework

1. Performance art

The question ‘what is performance art?’ is troublesome to answer, considering its meaning and activities are under constant change. Performance art makes “understanding difficult, critical analysis frustrating, and absolute definition impossible.”
 Indeed, performance art practice appears to be constantly reinventing itself, calling for broad and often vague definitions. 

Avant-garde as it emerged in early twentieth-century Europe was the soil from which performance art sprouted. Akin to theatre and dance of that period, early performance art showed an interest in the development of “the expressive qualities of the body”
 and the theatricalization of the self. Arguably, one clearly identifiable trait of performance art is its tendency to “stage the body as materiality”.
 In performance art, the body plays a role in and as the artwork. That body is often the artist’s own body and it constitutes both subject and object of the performance.
 The body of the artist thus functions as a medium and the actions performed by or upon that body through the artist are central to the work of art. Despite the close ties performance art has maintained with the actions of the human body, it has never been a fixed art practice. Performance art emerged during the 1970s and 1980s out of European experimental theatre
 and American visual arts.
 Broadly, performance art practice can be schematized as follows: from an insistence on time and body in the 1970s, the salad days of body art, toward a focus on multimedia and movement in the 1980s, when experiments with visual images, atypical performance space, and multimedia dominated the performance scene. Images and language had largely been neglected during those two decades due to an aversion to discursive language. Conversely, 1990s performance art increasingly relied on language, following other popular contemporary trends such as slam poetry and hip-hop. In the late 1990s, performance art was dubbed ‘live art,’ given the quality of liveness and the use of technology in contemporary performance works.
 Technology has only increased in importance towards the end of the twentieth century, further exploring its relationship with the body. Entering the twenty-first century, performance art practice has opened up radically, slurring boundaries between different performative activities and artistic practices. Although performance art has been in continuous motion, and consequently has eluded a proper definition, it has always been a powerful art form to question “operative discursive conventions and [the] distinctive Western taxonomy” in which we live, “with all the normative assumptions of race, class, gender, sexual orientation, and otherwise, that this entails.”

Whereas now performance art is part of our cultural vocabulary, in its earlier days it was a limited artistic practice. The very notion of “Art” was tied to material objects, such as sculpture or paintings, objects which could be sold. Performance art took the body as materiality and sought to rebel against the commodification of art. Being deconstructive in nature, it endeavoured to break through the bourgeois concept of Art, dismantle institutions such as museums and galleries,
 and tear down the “prevailing representation paradigm of visual and performance art,” namely theatre.
 Performance artists of the 1970s had an aversion to theatre, because in their eyes it was not “authentic”. As Schneider argues:

For while theatre and its actors, scripts, sets, and emotional dramas have never been assumed to be pure, singular, or authentic, many performance artists and their modernist theatre ancestors (…) have sought authenticity, and indeed pitched theatricality against authenticity, looking instead for what Richard Schechner termed “actuals” in 1970 and what Marina Abramović terms “pure and raw” today. For (…) performance art, the mantra has generally been: imitation is the opposite of creation.

This “problematic relationship between life and art,” Forte argues, was cast into relief by early performance artists such as Chris Burden and Vito Acconci.
 In the eyes of 1970s performance artists, theatre was perceived as merely an imitation of life, and performance art as an enactment of life itself. Not only in the 1970s but also today that image of art as life prevails, for example in the practice of Marina Abramović.
 However, that border between traditional theatre and performance art has largely eroded today. A perfect illustration of that eroding border is the performance art of Marina Abramović. In the 1970s, Abramović made “body art actions” too, because they allowed her to focus on a “physical sensation [that] helped to set up an opposition between these ‘real’ actions and what she considered to be fakery in theatrical performance.”
 Fast forward to 2005 and Abramović performs on a “white, round, elevated stage,”
 on which she re-enacts five seminal performance works by her 1960s and ‘70s peers in a work called 7 Easy Pieces. 
 
Despite many performance artists’ aversion to theatre, associations between the art form they practice and the stage remain. One of the biggest contributing factors is the audience. During a live performance there are spectators present who watch the action. Otherwise, during a non-live performance, there is an audience in mind who will later be able to see the performance captured in images, through video or photographs. It can be argued, however, that in performance art the role of the audience is redefined and that the relationship between artist/performer and audience/spectator is different in nature from theatrical conventions. The performance artist moves away from “a fictitious character in a fictitious story in a fictitious world” towards a real person performing “real actions in a real space in a real time.”
 When the body of the artist no longer signifies a fictitious character, that means his or her body can be employed to perform actions instead. Fischer-Lichte argues that “in this way, even the role of the spectator is redefined”:
Since the referential function lost its priority, the spectators did not need to search for given meanings anymore, nor struggle to decipher possible messages formulated in the performance. Instead, they were in a position to regard the actions performed before their eyes and ears as material (…) and to accord whatever meaning occurred to them to single actions. Thus, looking on was redefined as an activity, as doing, according to their particular patterns of perception, their associations and memories, and the discourses in which they participated.

Concerning the performer-spectator dynamic, two points can be deduced from Fischer-Lichte’s explanation. Firstly, if there is no given message present for the audience to discover, then the spectator is free to project meaning onto the performer and the performance act. As Fischer-Lichte expresses in the above quote, an individual’s identity is closely linked to his or her cultural position and shaped by factors such as memories (or their repression), norms and expectations, and historical as well as political contexts. Those factors not only shape how we perceive ourselves, but also our perception of others based on their appearance or on stereotypes we might associate with the other’s identity.
 Seeing how the body is “central to how we understand facets of identity,” performance artists can explore a plethora of themes and engage the audience in a number of ways.
 As Jones and Stephenson assert: “as classed, raced, sexed, and gendered (fully socialized and embodied) subjects, both artist and interpreter are imbricated within any potential determinations of meaning”.
 Secondly, if looking on becomes an activity, then a possibility of audience participation is enabled. However, I would like to argue that performance art not necessarily requires moving away from fictitiousness in order to leave the audience free to project meaning onto or participate in the performance. I would like to illustrate this by means of Mette Ingvartsen’s performance 21 Pornographies. In the piece, Ingvartsen plays with different strategies to deal with the theatre space and to include the audience to participate. She believes the theatre to be the perfect place to create fiction, as she confessed in an after talk: “if I say there is a piano over there [on the stage], then there is a piano over there. Or at least there is a possibility of imagining it.”
 Indeed, during her performance of 21 Pornographies, Ingvartsen created imaginary realities and used the permeability between the stage and the audience to place the latter into her narration. For example, she enacted a fragment from Pasolini’s 120 Days of Sodom, in which the audience was invited to be a guest at the wedding feast. “When the meal is served,” she describes, “it turns out to be faeces”.
 The audience was promptly asked to look under their seats, where a piece of chocolate could be found, and was asked to eat the chocolate, savouring the so-called excrement. Inviting the audience to eat the chocolate, Ingvartsen sat down on an empty chair amidst them as if to view together the imaginary spectacle she had just described. In this way, the audience could place itself into the story. However, she argued, “that story may not be likeable for everyone.”
 21 Pornographies illustrates that, contrary to Fischer-Lichte’s argument, fictitiousness and audience participation can go hand in hand during a performance. The fictions Ingvartsen called up did not prevent the spectators from projecting meaning or images, as she herself said: “the message is what you project. I do not work with a message that you need to ‘get’.”
 21 Pornographies is not merely a fictional piece, but also a space for looking, projecting, and the discussions those processes might provoke. In sum, fictitiousness and the use of imagination both receive a place in 21 Pornographies, and they have the power to engage the audience, without preventing them to think or ‘project’ for themselves. Not only projections on the performance, but also on the performer are enabled. During the after talk, Ingvartsen recalled an e-mail she received from a male audience member, in which he wrote that he enjoyed her performance immensely, however he was disappointed in her breasts, he would have liked them to be somewhat larger.
Taking all the above in consideration, then, it is still difficult to pinpoint what exactly performance art is, but it is possible to make a broad sketch. Firstly, the division between theatre and performance no longer holds up in current performance art practice,
 as “techniques and concerns once primarily associated with one or the other have been developed and exchanged between them, in the inevitable continuing exploration of new means that has always characterized performance activity.”
 Performance art can entail a number of practices and techniques, borrowing not only from theatre but also incorporating technology, modern media, dance, painting, and music. Indeed, in 21 Pornographies elements of performance, theatre and dance are combined. Secondly, in performance art the role of the spectator is redefined. If looking on is redefined as an activity, as Fischer-Lichte argues, then the mere presence of the spectator contributes something to the performance. Georg Fuchs perhaps expressed it more eloquently when he wrote that a work of art is “born” at the time it is experienced by the spectator.
 Many performance artists, such as Marina Abramović, play with spectatorial presence in their works. One could argue that in performance art the audience is as crucial as the artist. Or, as Falk Heinrich argues: “intention and desire for direct interaction (…) between performer and spectator is an inherent part and prerequisite” for performance art.
 Thirdly, because performance artists work with their own body “in (and as) the work of art,”
 and because the body is a place where identities intersect, performance art often becomes autobiographical. Perhaps not literally in the enacting of the performer’s life story, but certainly in the performing of certain experiences “in a culture or in the world”.
 Harking back to the example of 21 Pornographies, those autobiographical elements become apparent when Mette Ingvartsen works with “the idea that pornography has leaked into many areas of society.”
 Ingvartsen touches upon contemporary cultural topics such as the “climatic effects of ‘breaking news’,”
 and the phenomenon ‘war porn,’ where war brutalities are documented via video camera and spread in underground circuits, much like children’s pornography. Think of the images of “uniformed U.S. Marines urinating on dead bodies in Afghanistan” which made media headlines in 2012.
 Ingvartsen draws that pornographic line even further through and into her own culture, she is Danish and the performance deals generously with the liberation of the pornographic image in Denmark in 1967. Ingvartsen’s 21 Pornographies consists of those and many other layers, all in an effort to expose mechanisms of power. Including different dimensions ties in with the fourth tendency of performance art. This also returns in Marina Abramović’s work, as she expresses that “[o]nly layers of meaning can give long life to art”. 
Before I dive deep into the heart of this dissertation to try and trace an evolution in the solo performance work of Marina Abramović, I believe it is valuable to explore first the moment in which she enters the performance art world. After all, the artist sought her place as a performer during the 1970s, a turbulent time and “a period of explosive development in contemporary performance art”.
 Many different influences, such as the shock-and-awe tactics of body art, second wave Feminism, and obscure practices of the Wiener Aktionismus group must have made their mark on Abramović’s first steps into a “radical merging of life and art.”

2. Early manifestations of performance art and their influence on the artwork of Marina Abramović
Before performance art was seen as a medium in its own right, a number of art movements preceded it, ultimately culminating into the art form as we know it today. From the 1950s onwards, different artists endeavoured to actively involve the body into the process of making art. Not only the expressionist paintings of Jackson Pollock and Yves Klein can stand witness to this excitement and exploration of the possibilities of the body in art, but also countless other movements popped up. One of the most famous movements was Fluxus, widely spread, with artists participating in Europe, among whom Joseph Beuys; North America, made notorious by Carolee Schneemann; as well as Asia, perhaps the most well-known artist being Yoko Ono.
 Fluxus-insider Ken Friedman labels Fluxus as “an international laboratory of ideas — a meeting ground and workplace for artists, composers, designers, and architects, as well as economists, mathematicians, ballet dancers, chefs, and even a would-be theologian.”
 He also argues that Fluxus was not a “collective with a common artistic and political program” but rather a community in which different ideas and “streams of thought” met.
 Out of Fluxus grew a number of visual art movements and especially female artists thrived, making feminist (body art) pieces such as Yoko Ono’s famous Cut Piece (1964).

2.1 Feminist performance 

In Cut Piece, Yoko Ono invited the audience to use a pair of scissors to cut off pieces of her clothing. She remained perfectly still until she was down to her underwear. Cut Piece is lauded for being one of the first examples of feminist performance art and “the first performance piece to address the potential for sexual violence in public spectacle.”
 Such sexual violence in a public spectacle, and the silent undergoing of it, was revived by Marina Abramović ten years later in what she calls her “most daring piece up to date”: Rhythm 0 (1974).

In Rhythm 0, Marina Abramović (or, more specifically, her body) literally became an object. Her intention for this piece was to let the public decide what to do to her, instead of doing something to herself: “a piece in which the audience would provide the action. I would merely be the object, the receptacle.”
 This intention does differ greatly from that of Yoko Ono, which was to “harness the Buddhist mentality (…) with a feminist subtext: women too often need to give up everything.”
 Abramović stood in the middle of a gallery in Studio Morra, Naples, accompanied by a table with seventy-two objects on it that could be used on her by the audience. The note on the table read: “I am the object, during this period I take full responsibility.” Those objects were not all innocent, among them were a kitchen knife, a whip, chains, an axe, a scalpel, and perhaps more disturbingly: a gun and one bullet. At first the performance was relatively quiet, but after some hours the atmosphere changed. The audience slowly started to abuse their liberty, primarily the male members of the audience inflicted most harm upon “the object”. One of the men cut open Abramović’s shirt, so that the artist was bare breasted, a cluster of men carried her to the table together, spread her legs and stuck the kitchen knife in the table close to her crotch. Those and other sexual assaults were inflicted upon her. Abramović believes the reason for that escalation was because of a “strong Madonna/whore dichotomy in attitudes toward women”.
 “I think the reason I wasn’t raped was that the wives were there,” she writes in her memoir.
 Going off on her testimony in her memoir Walk Through Walls, it seems to me that her intention was not feminist like Ono’s Cut Piece, in which the “process of witnessing clothes cut from the body elicited a range of responses from the audience,”
 instead of only enabling responses. In another piece of Ono called Rape (1968), the Japanese artist already traced “the violence and gendered specificity of precisely such a desire, which in patriarchy motivates men’s predatory relationships with women.”
 Despite their different intentions, the two pieces had a similar execution and outcome. Both Ono and Abramović offered their bodies to the public and provoked them into a certain direction by leaving an order (cut off my clothes/use me in any way) and a means to do it (scissors/seventy-two objects). They both remained completely silent for the duration of the performance, not engaging with the audience nor looking them in the eye, becoming an object. Abramović defends the audience’s transgression by saying that “[w]hat had happened while they were there, quite simply, was performance.”
 Abramović’s aim was never to show, like Ono, that potential for violence in public spectacle. Notwithstanding, the potential was there, and it was abused. Rhythm 0 was meant for “the audience and the performer [to] make the piece together,”
 in addition it displayed what people (in this case: men) are capable of doing to someone (in this case: a woman) when responsibility is lifted from them. Her outset might not have been feminist, but Abramović did give up her subjectivity, and in doing so she (perhaps unwillingly) enhanced the “man as subject” versus “woman as object” binary. Jeanie Forte makes a similar point, when she argues that “Woman” is a sign, “the negative in relation to Man, a sign for the opposite of man, in service for his needs in dominance.”
 A deeper understanding as to why it was easier for the men in Studio Morra to see the artist as an object, as inanimate, can be obtained through Mel Y. Chen’s description of “animacy,” which is “political, shaped by what or who counts as human and what or who does not”.
 Judith Butler claimed something similar, namely that certain populations stand “outside some conception of the ‘human’” and that “women’s human rights” can be seen as standing outside of that conception.
 That conception of the “human,” and the male/female binary embedded in it, goes back to the notion of phallocentrism, namely that the male experience is the norm and is often considered to represent the human experience, whereas the female experience is inadequate. 
In Gender Trouble, Judith Butler argues that identity is not connected to an essence but to a performance. If identity is the dramatic effect of our performance, as she argues, then we can turn this around and state that a performance construes an identity. In other words: identity is not fixed, it is a construction, a performative accomplishment.
 Similarly, gender can be performed. Butler believes gender to be an imitation of dominant gender conventions, as is the case with identity; gender is socially construed. Consequently, gender becomes something that can be imposed on one’s body and on one’s sense of identity. In order to reclaim that body and identity, performance art provides an ideal means. That process of imposing gender can also be subverted and made empowering. Performance art makes use of this idea that personal identity can be explored or construed, and performance by women is one of the most developed areas in terms of identity performance.
 As Marvin Carlson argues: “women artists were from the beginning of the 1960s centrally involved with modern performance.”
 And in the early 1970s, the resurgence of the Women’s Movement, the sexual revolution, and second-wave feminism, all provided fertile soil for women artists to create art that was “concerned with their private and public experience as women.”

Early feminist performance art often used “specific and repeated physical actions” to make “personal and psychological statements” about social, political, and psychological aspects of what it means to be a woman (a woman in general, or specifically a woman artist) in a society or a history. Although Abramović specifically does not identify as a feminist,
 her performance Art Must Be Beautiful, Artist Must Be Beautiful (1975)
 incorporates such repeated actions (the relentless brushing of the hair, repeating the same sentence over and over again) and makes a statement about gendered aspects of being a female artist (having to be beautiful, having to make beautiful –and not innovating, in other words: masculine– art). In this way, the performance ties in with feminist work such as that of Hannah Wilke and Carolee Schneemann. Wilke, along with other female performance artists, has received criticism of being ‘too beautiful’. Supposedly no one would pay any attention to what these women were doing because their bodies distracted the attention, causing their art to get lost in the sexualized projections and desire directed towards their bodies. On the other hand, there were also expressions of disgust when their work would involve their bodies in unflattering states, such as ageing, decay, and sickness. Hannah Wilke serves as an excellent example in comparison with the message of Abramović’s Art Must Be Beautiful, Artist Must Be Beautiful because Wilke received critiques on both S.O.S Starification Object Series (1975) as well as Intra-Venus Series (1992). In the former, Wilke tied “the female experience to the image of the vagina,”
 sticking little lumps of clay shaped like a vulva to her body. In the latter, she documented her battle with cancer. Both received criticism for being either too beautiful or too ugly.
 Art Must Be Beautiful, Artist Must Be Beautiful criticizes not only the idea that art should be aesthetically pleasing,
 but also that female artists are often judged based on their physical appearance. This work has been re-enacted many times by different female performance artists up to this day, demonstrating the topic’s continual actuality.

One of the ways in which feminist performance art has criticized the objectification of women in society is by means of (paradoxically, perhaps) their naked bodies in performance. The use of one’s own naked body becomes a way of reclaiming it. After all, women are objectified and sexualized in almost all areas of society,
 not in the least in the art world, where women’s bodies have functioned as sites of discursive struggle and contestation for centuries.
 Their naked bodies have been used as a passive receptacle for the male gaze,
 able to project all sorts of ideas and desires onto the body. As Carolee Schneemann cleverly poses: “the female nude is part of a revered tradition, although she is not to take authority over depictions of her nudity She is just to be available.”
 Female performance artists have sought to use their body as a source of creation, instead of a projection space for male desire, becoming a maker instead of a bearer of meaning. 
The criticizing of gender norms and gender stereotyping by female performance artists continues to this day, either through re-enactment or via original performances. Carolee Schneemann, for instance, made a video out of a photo-sequence called Infinity Kisses which she exhibited in 2008. The video shows Schneemann receiving a “kiss” from her cats every morning. The associations this video immediately brings to mind are gendered and degrading stereotypes connected to old age, feminism, “crazy cat ladies,” and female sexuality. Similar to Wilke’s Intra-Venus Series, this work brought up expressions of disgust. Those expressions and stereotypes are exactly what Schneemann wants to address, those stereotypical images of women, female sexuality, feminism, ageing, and the seemingly contingent link to a feline animal. Schneemann as always added playful touches to her performance in order to address gender norms, female stereotyping, and what a woman ought or ought not do. Marina Abramović shows similar tendencies in her work toward such a feminist criticism, however she is never playful. Even her performance Rhythm 10 (1973), based on a drinking game, is no longer a game, but militarized and devoid of fun. 

Another work that addresses notions of gender is Role Exchange (1975), in this piece Abramović worked together with a Dutch prostitute in Amsterdam. During an exhibition opening at de Appel gallery, they traded places with each other for four hours. Abramović sat in the window in Amsterdam’s red-light district while the prostitute took Abramović’s place as alleged artist in the gallery. “Each performed her unique duties during these public spectacles, acting as each other’s alter ego in a complex game of commercial and aesthetic exchange.”
 Novakov describes the performance in the following way:

Abramović explored the uses of the window and the doorway as multi-layered metaphors for the interface between public and private spaces, commerce and sexuality, the voyeur and the spectacle, the artist and the prostitute, the self and the other. The window in Role Exchange functioned as a boundary between the world of the street, which has always been demarcated as the public world of men, and the enclosed world of the brothel, the semiprivate world of women, which men penetrate as a point of access to the realm of commercial desire.
  

Novakov believes the performance to be “remarkable because of its ability to challenge our sense of identity”.
 Indeed, Role Exchange merges two aspects of womanhood traditionally revered as well as pushed into the margins, and Abramović already brought them together (perhaps unintentionally) in Rhythm 0: the artist and the prostitute. Carolee Schneemann has also criticized this role of women artists in society, when she argued that she was allowed to be an image but not an image maker. Women were often excluded from making art because it meant they could create something, and women’s task in society has been for centuries to procreate, not to create. The other role, that of the prostitute, can perhaps be seen as a critique towards the commercialization and commodification of art (which, as I shall argue later on, is an inherent part of body art). If the work can be seen as an extension of the artist (keeping in tie with the slogan that art is life), then what does it mean for the artist to sell her work? Or to drag her work from gallery to gallery, person to person, socialize and make herself likeable so that the work, or the future work, would be appreciated and bought?
 By choosing to act as the alter ego of a prostitute and to position a prostitute as alter ego of the artist, that “commercial and aesthetic exchange” which Novakov mentions, receives a new meaning.
Art Must Be Beautiful, Artist Must Be Beautiful and Role Exchange are often branded as feminist works, Marla Carlson even goes as far as to declare those the “only two actions [that] seem clearly feminist.”
 I would like to argue that not only Rhythm 0 but also Dragon Heads (1990-1994) is interesting in the discussion on women’s performance art, because the latter draws on the archetypical image of the Medusa, relating “mythic material to personal experience”.
 Many women’s performance art, especially in the 1970s, “drew upon a growing body of research into medieval witchcraft, prehistoric and non-Western goddesses and fertility figures, and ancient matriarchal cultures”.
 It could be argued, then, that Dragon Heads comes twenty years too late to tie in with this 1970s trend. However, the mythology of Eve, Medusa, and the image of the snake as a female symbol of power has been visited regularly in female performance art, for example by Carolee Schneemann in her early performance piece Eye/Body (1963), where her face was painted in a tribal-like way and two snakes were placed upon her naked body. Dragon Heads has been performed with small variations over the course of four years. Especially in the performances held in Glasgow (1990) and Hamburg (1992) the image of the Medusa comes to mind when one sees the photographs of Abramović with snakes on her head.
 In those performances her makeup and hair are impeccable, she is wearing high heels and a fancy dress, and looks at the camera most defiantly. In her theatrical performance The Biography (1992-1996) she appears to be hovering above the stage with outstretched arms and bare breasts, holding two snakes, resembling a live statue of some ancient goddess. The first two performances of Dragon Heads appear as rather erotic, which is different from past performances. Weirdly enough, in those first two performances she was clothed, however the performances are more sensual than her last one in Santa Fe where she performed naked. Marina Abramović has made frequent use of her naked body in previous works, but never with a sexual undertone.
 This, to me, shows even more how much the emphasis is upon the performance, and on how the body or self is articulated through that performance.
 Nevertheless, in those first two pieces Abramović must have been aware of the (erotic) associations of fertility and seduction that her performance called up in the displaying of chiaroscuro lighting, snakes, real danger, and —in the case of The Biography— bare breasts. 
Women’s performance art makes the body active instead of being subverted to the male gaze. Female artists refuse projections upon themselves or their bodies, embodying and incorporating their own sexuality as to reclaim it and make it free from projections. The female body resists objectification and this creates a “dissonance with their representation, Woman, throwing that fictional category into relief and question”.
 When this female body places herself in a performance art context, she is positioning herself and her sexuality as a subject. The fact that she is naked should not be seen as an “assertion of female superiority,” but rather as “recognizing and claiming the body as her own (…) peeling away the cultural constructions that had conditioned her self-image.”
 She performs nude for other reasons than to produce her body as a spectacle or the object of an erotic gaze.

Amelia Jones argues that especially feminist body art can unveil “the dynamic through which the artistic body is occluded (to ensure its phallic privilege) (…) by exaggeratedly performing the sexual, gender, ethnic, or other particularities of this body/self”.
 To conclude this chapter, I would like to argue that Abramović does not highlight her naked Slavic female body. She draws on autobiographical details in her works, which have to do with Slavic folklore (Balkan Erotic Epic), Slavic culture (Rhythm 0), and Slavic history (Balkan Baroque). However, in her oeuvre there are more feminist elements than meets the eye, in contrast to what Marla Carlson believes, so it would be unfair to sweep them under the rug. Marina Abramović falls back on her own autobiography, her inner life, and her personal experiences, and ties them to ritualistic inclinations.
 Those inclinations relate to a tendency of female performance artists, “who placed autobiographical material in a ritualized form that suggested general or universal (…) concern”
 Also, other feminist performances “obsessively carried out conventional female activities” such as scrubbing.
 That theme of scrubbing returns in at least three of her works.
 And what about the video performances The Onion (1995) and Image of Happiness (1996)? In the former she is compared to a “weiblich Hysterikerin des späten zo Jahrhunderts” who is driven to collapse due to the demands of her profession and her non-existent private life.
 And in the latter she combines no less than five gender stereotypes in two sentences, hanging upside down repeating her so-called image of happiness, which entails the artist being “pregnant, sitting in the rocking chair next to the fireplace doing embroidery” waiting for her husband to come home.
 I can only see Image of Happiness as an ironic piece, because Abramović writes in her memoir that she never wanted to have children.
 To me, Image of Happiness is reminiscent to Faith Wilding’s Waiting.

Nevertheless, and taking all the above in consideration, I believe Abramović does not wish to explicitly challenge any phallic privilege, or to play on subverting desires by using her body to enact sexual particularities. I do not believe that she makes explicit feminist claims, such as Hannah Wilke or Carolee Schneemann, but some more subdued elements of womanhood and female artistry are certainly noticeable in her works.
Not only female bodies, but also queer bodies, black bodies, and other bodies which did not conform to the norm were inserted into artworks as a direct way of unhinging the delusion of a universal perspective and showing each body as a self.
 It was body art that turned the audience into the performer and completely merged art and life, collapsing “the distances between artist and artwork, artist and spectator”.
 Performance art started taking shape in the turbulent 1960s and 1970s, spurred on by the Civil Rights Movement and second wave Feminism. Again, the body surfaced as an important factor, this time as political. 
2.2 Body art
At the dawn of performance art in the 1960s, its first manifestations were termed ‘body art,’ because it was a visual art practice mainly concerned with bodily operations and physical activities. Body art forms a sub-category of performance art that pushes the body centre stage. Early body artists explored activities such as eating, walking, or sleeping. However, the lion’s part of attention went to pieces involving mutilation and violence. Those artworks went “beyond everyday activity to push the body to extremes or even to subject it to considerable risk or pain,” and were an important part of early 1970s performance.
 Performers used and often abused their bodies to make particular statements, pushing themselves to their physical limits. The 1970s are often seen as the heyday of daring and often shocking body art, and the two artists most associated with that artistic practice in America are Chris Burden and Vito Acconci. Burden used “extreme body situations to induce mental states” and was deeply concerned with violence and power structures.
 An example which is generally drawn upon concerning Burden’s violent body art is his performance Shoot (1971), a piece in which he was shot in the arm by a friend. In Austria, another collaborative called the Wiener Aktionismus practiced violent body art pieces, incorporating shock tactics and moral deprivation into their performances. Violent body art largely expired in the 1980s, retaining the interest in everyday actions and activities. Recently, the (artist’s) body has become a subject of broader discourse and can no longer be reduced to its former applications in body art. 
Body art as it emerged in the 1960s and 1970s denotes “a particular moment in which the body emerged into the visual artwork,” placing “the body/self within the realm of the aesthetic as a political domain.”
 Because bodily performance establishes a link with social reality, performance art is an ideal tool to question notions of identity, power, and socio-political structures. Those political and social concerns are especially powerful in “work involving individuals or groups with little or no voice or active role in the current system.”
 In this way, performance art also ties in with biopolitics, which Alston describes as “the convergence of the biological – which might include the physiological and psychological state of an affected audience member – and the political, commonly dwelling on the role of power and particularly relations of domination and subordination.”
 Performance art opens up possibilities for the artist to (re)take control over his or her own body and personal identity, because its insistence depends on the way in which the body or the self is expressed. This also ties in with feminist body art, as Schneemann writes: “I made a gift of my body to other women: giving our bodies back to ourselves.”

The body is a powerful tool to display, subvert, or question discourses on identity, sexuality, gender, subjectivity, agency, politics of race or class, and power. Marina Abramović has also used her performances to address political subjects. To illustrate this with an example: her performance Balkan Baroque (1997) was an artistic and political statement concerning the war in Yugoslavia. Abramović sat on a pile of cow’s bones, which she vigorously and relentlessly scrubbed with a metal brush. She returned to that heap of bones for four days in a row, scrubbing them all day. The smell was sickening, but the artist’s design achieved its desired effect; due to the stench and the appalling sight, people were confronted head-on with the unfathomable horrors of the war. Abramović, in scrubbing the bones, was metaphorically cleaning Yugoslavia’s consciousness, but she also “wanted to create a universal image that could stand for war everywhere.”
 Abramović describes the essence of the performance as “horrifying carnage and an intensely disturbing story, followed by a sexy dance – then a return to more bloody awfulness.”
 For Balkan Baroque, she received the Golden Lion for best artist, and in her acceptance speech she said: “I’m only interested in an art which can change the ideology of society.… Art which is only committed to aesthetic values is incomplete.”
 Balkan Baroque serves as a fine example for the potential of body art to unhinge conventional art structures and to place “the body/self within the realm of the aesthetic as a political domain.”

Not all body art was reactionary, but it did revisit the relationship between the artist and his or her public. As we will see later on, Abramović has developed a special relationship over time to her audience, and in that 1970s body art she already bumped into, perhaps involuntarily, audience participation. in her first performances which were part of her Rhythm Series the audience frequently interrupted her performances because they were concerned for her safety. In Rhythm 5 she lay in a burning five-pointed star and lost consciousness due to oxygen deprivation, so the audience interfered. She says about this: “I am confronted with the limits of my own body and the performance is interrupted. After this performance I ask myself how to use my body in and out of consciousness without interrupting the performance.”
 She succeeded in Rhythm 2,
 but in Rhythm 4 her actions were again thwarted, although she had done her best to keep the audience from interfering. For Rhythm 4 she took place in front of an industrial fan and breathed the air in, causing her to lose consciousness, and although she had taken pains to make sure the audience was in another room to watch the performance on video, members of the filming crew dragged her away, interrupting the performance again. Similarly, during Warm Cold
 and Thomas Lips the public interrupted the performance. She writes about the latter: “the public came onto the stage and removed the ice blocks from under my body, covered me with their coats, and carried me out.”
 Conversely, during Rhythm 0 the audience did participate, and the danger emanating from the piece as well as the damage Abramović suffered was not interrupted this time, but inflicted upon her by the audience. After Rhythm 0; she concludes her “research on the body when conscious and unconscious”.

2.3 Wiener Aktionismus
One of the most extreme movements in violent body art resided in the practices of the Viennese Actionists, a radical artistic trend based in Austria during the 1960s. Their work is best remembered for the wilful transgression of their naked bodies, but also for the violence and destructiveness it entailed. “Nowhere else has such a comparably drastic and literal iconography of the body’s violation and repair been developed” as in the artistic work tied to the Wiener Aktionismus.
 Its participants were regularly sanctioned and even sentenced short periods in prison due to their morally outrageous work, “[p]erforming their bodies as contaminated and corrupted”.
 The Actionists, with kingpins Hermann Nitsch, Otto Mühl, Rudolf Schwarzkogler, and Günter Brus, were known for their shock tactics. Philip Ursprung describes their performances as “shocking quasi-religious rituals of self-castration, rape, and slaughter using excrement, food, blood, and dead animals”.

My reason for bringing up this “violent strain of Actionism” in connection to Marina Abramović, is because both employ resonating elements in their performances. Granted, in her 45 years of working as a performance artist, Abramović has never violated her body in the same way the Actionists used to, however the term “shocking quasi-religious rituals” could well be employed to describe some of her performances. Foremost, Thomas Lips (1975) comes to mind:
I slowly eat 1 kilo of honey with a silver spoon.
I slowly drink 1 liter of red wine out of a crystal glass.
I break the glass with my right hand.
I cut a five-pointed star on my stomach with a razor blade.

I violently whip myself until I no longer feel any pain.
I lay down on a cross made of ice blocks.
The heat of a suspended heater pointed at my stomach causes the cut star to bleed.

The rest of my body behind to freeze.

The performance must have indeed been shocking,
 because the audience interfered with the performance, and that was unusual since Abramović showed the work at the Krinzinger, “well known for showing extreme work, by the Viennese Actionists and others: the people who came to [the] gallery were very sophisticated,” she argues. “Soon, though, Thomas Lips proved too much even for them.”
 The audience covered her with their coats and took her to the hospital. The images of blood flying everywhere, violent whipping, and carving the flesh must have been sensational.
 Günter Brus also used razor blades to cut into his skin during his performance Action Number 33, during which he mounted a chair, naked, and “slashed his chest and legs (…) until the blood trickled down his body.”
 I would like to add that only this first part of Brus’ performance corresponds to Thomas Lips, because for the remainder of Action Number 33 Brus made use of all his bodily fluids. However, that “motif of mutilating/slicing”
 is also present in Thomas Lips and, in fact, other Viennese Actionist ingredients return in Abramović’s oeuvre. Some of those ingredients are: references to Catholicism and national identity.
 Coming back to Thomas Lips, Catholic symbols such as the martyr-like whipping, drinking the wine, and the crucifix made of ice immediately catch the eye. National identity is also played upon in Thomas Lips, as well as in Rhythm 5, because in both performances Abramović incorporated a five-pointed star.
 “Why a star?” she writes:

 It was the symbol of Communism, the repressive force under which I had grown up, the thing I was trying to escape –but it was so many other things, too: a pentagram, an icon worshipped and mystified by ancient religions and cults, a shape possessing enormous symbolic power. I was trying to understand the deeper meaning of these symbols by using them in my work.

Interestingly, “Mühl, Nitsch, and Brus themselves constantly refer to their cathartic functions as artists”.
 and elements of catharsis are there in the work of Marina Abramović. For example, scrubbing bones to clean a collective consciousness of the atrocities of war in Balkan Baroque, complaining about her life and the shame she feels about her large nose as well as the war in Yugoslavia in video performance The Onion, freeing herself from voice, mind, and body in her Freeing Series, and most fascinating in her performance The House with the Ocean View. Catharsis can be both physical and spiritual,
 and Elin Diamond clarifies this by explaining that “catharsis described the ‘clearing up’ or ‘clarification’, the removal of some obstacle (…) in sum, the clearing up of the vision of the soul by the removal of bodily obstacles”.
 By purging the body (Abramović fasted for the duration of the performance) as well as the mind (she also did not speak, read, nor write, she only allowed herself to perform bodily functions such as sitting, standing, sleeping, showering, and looking around) Abramović attempted to purify herself. However, I would like to argue that the audience also underwent a form of catharsis. The further explanation of catharsis in performance that Diamond offers, affirms my impression: “catharsis moves back and forth from spectator to performer, the latter reflecting back to the former the oscillation of seeing and being seen, body and embodiment”.
 Following the same train of thought, then, The Artist is Present goes a step further in that catharsis, as it emotionally purged the spectator rather than the artist. 
The Viennese Actionists were collectively active from the early 1960s on, and Ursprung situates their “climax and end-point” in 1968, after their last provocative performances at a socialist student gathering in Vienna called Art and Revolution.
 Most of the Actionists, however, continued their artistic work independently from then on.
What strikes me, after exploring different art movements of the 1960s and 1970s, is that Marina Abramović may have picked up on a few concepts here and there or flowed along with the same current for a little while, however, she does not really “belong” in any group. The same goes for her practices, which are not easily pigeon-holed. As I argued above, she adopts elements of feminism, political activism, body art, and Wiener Aktionismus in her artworks, and mixes them together. For instance, she takes after body art’s explosive and violent pieces such as those of Chris Burden, but she adds a durational element as well, making her pieces extremely demanding. This could have something to do with her Serbian background, after all she had to hear from the American and Western Europe performance traditions through hear-say and catalogues. I would like to argue that Marina Abramović creates and develops her own aesthetics, refining them over time by coming back to the same elements and particularities over and over again, heavily drawing on autobiographical details at first and then coming to a more general, open and universal art in which everyone can find itself and is able to participate. 

3. Marina Abramović 

3.1 Entry into the performance art world 

Marina Abramović started performing in 1973, with her first piece Rhythm 10. The performance was based on a Russian/Yugoslav drinking game, where “you spread your fingers out on a wooden bar or table and stab down a sharp knife, fast, in the spaces between your fingers.”
 This piece would be the beginning of an oeuvre spanning forty-five years of work (and counting), in which the Serbian artist has been exploring and exceeding her physical and physiological limits in an effort to expand her consciousness. Her most recent performance project, In Residence (2015),
 serves as a culmination of different ideas and techniques which she accumulated during her impressive oeuvre in which her role as an artist has almost been completely rendered superfluous, or at least substitutable.
 Her latest work, Rising, showcased in March 2018, is a performance rolled into a virtual reality game, intended to encourage ecological awareness in the player.

Before she became an active performance artist, Marina Abramović lived in Post-war Yugoslavia, which she describes as “a dark place.”
 She was born in Belgrade in 1946 during a period of Communist dictatorship causing the city to suffer from “[p]erpetual shortages of everything, drabness everywhere.”
 However, due to her parents’ active participation in the war against the Nazis, the family lived in relative luxury. Abramović attended the Academy of Fine Arts in 1964 and graduated as a professional painter. In her memoir, she describes one of her paintings as a break-through: “[t]he picture felt important to me because instead of an easily digestible image, it made the viewer a participant in the artistic experience. It demanded that imagination take place. It allowed for uncertainty and mystery. It opened a door for me, into the plakar of my unconscious.”
 The qualities with which Abramović describes this picture will return in her early performance art some ten years later. Growing up in the Yugoslavia under dictator Tito, Abramović experienced the population of Belgrade becoming disillusioned with the Communist regime, and this in part spurred her on to join the student demonstrations in 1968. In the wake of this, she began hanging out with five fellow students at the academy, they called themselves ‘Group 70,’ and “obsessively” talked about “a way past painting: a way to put life itself into art.”
 This resonated with Western avant-garde thinking about art in the 1960s, seeking to deconstruct the commodification of art and the institutions that went with it, giving rise to conceptual art and early tinkering with performance in search of an artform that could not be possessed or sold but rather entailed a reflection of life and a rejection of existing power structures. Ideas of the Conceptualists, the Arte Povera, and Fluxus movement “filtered into Yugoslavia,” and after members of OHO, “a Slovenian group (…) that rejected art as an activity separate from life”
 gave talks in Belgrade, the young Marina Abramović was inspired to dream up two performance pieces of her own: Come Wash with Me (1969) and Untitled (1970). Both pieces were rejected by the Belgrade Youth Centre. In her memoir, Abramović describes the design of the two pieces as follows:

It involved the public, and it was called Come Wash with Me. My idea was to install laundry sinks around the gallery in the Youth Center. When the visitors came in, they would take off their clothes and I would wash, dry, and iron them. When I returned their clothes, the gallery visitors could get dressed again and leave, literally and metaphorically clean.

I would stand in front of the audience in my regular clothes, then gradually change into the kind of clothes my mother always bought me: long skirt, heavy stockings, orthopedic shoes, ugly polka-dot blouse. Then I would put a pistol with one bullet in the chamber to my head and pull the trigger. “This performance has two possible endings,” my proposal said. “And if I live my life will have a new beginning.”

What is interesting about those first two performance ideas, is that they already entail themes Abramović would return to during the rest of her career. In the former piece, these ideas of becoming clean, of mental and physical purification, returns in later pieces, as well as involving the audience. That first piece can also be read as implicitly autobiographical; Abramović grew up in luxury, and as a result she never washed or ironed her own clothes.
 It would seem, in correspondence with the second piece, that those first two performances were also a symbolic tearing away from her parents and her upbringing, a form of rebellion. The latter piece draws heavily on autobiographical details, Abramović’s mother would not let her have clothes that were in fashion. This, along with other humiliations such as her mother cropping her hair very short, throwing Abramović’s nice stockings out the window, and buying her orthopaedic shoes that made horrible noise when she walked, made Abramović feel ugly and ashamed in her teenage years. The Russian roulette-part of the performance could refer back to a game she played with a friend when she was fourteen. She stole her father’s gun, took all the bullets out but one, and they both put the muzzle against their temples and pulled the trigger. The pistol clicked two times, but when Abramović pointed the gun at the bookcase and pulled the trigger for a third time, the gun went off.
 Not only those autobiographical details, but also elements such as vanity, danger, death (or the possibility of death), and the transformative power of performance were already there in that proposal. Ironically, the artist would hold a gun to her head once more during the performance of Rhythm 0, when an audience member forced her hand.
Before Marina Abramović became an active performance artist, she completed paintings, sound pieces, and an installation. She realized that “two-dimensional art truly was a thing of the past” for her when she showcased Cloud with Its Shadow, for which she pinned a peanut to the wall far enough for it to cast a shadow. Before she tried her hand at performance art, she made sound pieces. One piece in particular, called War, foregrounded the insistence on transformation and purification reminiscent of Come Wash with Me and Untitled, and supplied it with another dimension: 
[I]nstalled in the entrance of the Museum of Contemporary Art, visitors walked down a narrow corridor formed by two sheets of plywood to the deafening roar of recorded machinegun fire. I was using sound as if it were a broom cleaning the minds of the visitors before they entered the museum. Once they were inside, the aftermath of total silence allowed them to appreciate the art around them in a new way.

Shock and war-references would return in pieces such as Balkan Baroque, but most important here is that cleaning of the mind. Abramović would use the metaphorical cleaning of the mind or the consciousness in Balkan Baroque, Cleaning the House, Cleaning the Mirror I and literally in Freeing the Memory (1975) where she sits on a chair with her head tilted back and ‘frees her memory’ by vocalizing out loud whatever words bubble up, “when words no longer come to mind the performance ends.”
 In the sound piece War, she focuses on the audience so that it can appreciate art in a fresh way, their perception altered by the shock and sudden silence. That element of silence to expand or alter the spectator’s consciousness is especially present in later works such as House with the Ocean View (2002), The Artist is Present (2010), 512 Hours (2014), and In Residence (2015). Dazzlingly, The Artist is Present takes that idea to another level, where the audience can appreciate the artwork in a totally new way by replacing the artwork with the artist herself. 
When Marina Abramović finally entered the performance art scene, it was 1973 and she had received an opportunity to showcase her ideas at the Edinburgh Festival. Curator Richard Demarco was interested in the non-conventional artists at the Belgrade Student Art Centre, and although the government of Belgrade turned the invitation down, stating “this kind of art could not represent Yugoslavian culture,” Abramović and some of her friends saved up the money to go anyway.
 There, she planned her first performance, Rhythm 10. It would be the start of her lifelong career as a performance artist.
The 1973 Edinburgh Festival was a turning point, important attendees were Joseph Beuys, Tom Marioni, Tadeusz Kantor, and members of the Wiener Aktionismus such as Hermann Nitsch. Rhythm 10 was Abramović’s arrival in the world of performance art, drawing on a Yugoslavian drinking game: “a game of bravery and foolishness and despair and darkness – the perfect Slavic game.”
 During the performance, Abramović used ten knives to stab between her fingers as fast as possible and recorded the “rhythms”: 
Every time I cut myself, I change the knife. When I’ve used all of the knives, (all the rhythms) I rewind the tape recorder. I listen to the recording of the first part of the performance. I concentrate. I repeat the first part of the performance. I take the knives in the same order, follow the same order, follow the same rhythm, and cut myself in the same places. In this performance the mistakes of past and present are synchronized.

This first performance was a mix of danger, blood, suspense, and Yugoslav culture, brought together in an almost militarized game devoid of fun. In her memoir, she compares it to Russian roulette.
 That trope already appeared in the unrealized Untitled (1970). In a second performance of Rhythm 10, she doubled the number of knives. Especially interesting is that last sentence: “the mistakes of past and present are synchronized”. This suggests a certain circularity, an insistence on time and repetition. In a sense, Abramović was already re-enacting her own performance, which she would do again in Seven Easy Pieces (2005) in which she reperformed Thomas Lips, adding a metronome. That ritualization of time which was already present in her first work, returns again and again in her oeuvre, for example in The House with the Ocean View. In her memoir, the artist writes: “the audience and I had become one. A single organism. The sense of danger in the room had united the onlookers and me in that moment: the here and now, and nowhere else.” Again, this first performance is ridden with tropes she will use in her further works. That audience participation (here in spirit, in other works in the flesh), and the energy of the audience on which she thrives. The sense of danger uniting artist and spectator. The here and now and nowhere else. “There on the gymnasium floor of Melville College in Edinburg, Scotland, it was as if I had become, at the same time, a receiver and transmitter of huge, Tesla-like energy. The fear was gone, the pain was gone.” This receiving and transmitting of energy is also an element with a tendency to return in her work. Abramović repeated Rhythm 10 during an exhibition in Rome where she met many important performance artists, broadened her horizons. It was during that exhibition, she writes, “I yearned to make my own art more visceral. That meant using the body—my body.”
 

Despite the enthusiastic reception of Rhythm 10, it would take Abramović many years to make money from her art, and it is only since The Artist is Present that she has attained something close to celebrity status. That first live performance bled into the Rhythm Series, consisting of five performance pieces (Rhythm 10, 5, 2, 4, and 0). During the years of 1963, ’64, and ’65 Abramović made her most daring and explosive artwork, spitting out twelve performance pieces which followed each other in rapid pace.
My main reason for going into such detail concerning her early years is because I believe her first performance and her two ideas before Rhythm 10 are important to show a circularity in her work. Abramović will keep drawing on the same themes throughout her impressive oeuvre, however, and what is interesting, is that the manner in which she draws on them evolves over time. 

In 1975, Marina Abramović received an invitation from de Appel gallery in Amsterdam in which they asked her to do a performance. It was very uncommon in those days that a gallery would invite an artist to perform. “Then as now, money drove the art world, and performance art wasn’t something that could be sold.”
 She decided to perform Thomas Lips there, and it was where she met Frank Uwe Laysiepen (Ulay). They became lovers and performed together from 1975 until 1988, “dealing with relations of duality.”
 After their separation in 1988, which culminated in an impressive piece called The Great Wall Walk,
 Marina Abramović returned to solo performances. RoseLee Goldberg argues that The Great Wall Walk became “a three month deliberation on separation and independence,” during which “she built a store of physical and emotional strength as well as ideas for future artwork that would take her through the trauma of breaking up, to her new life as Marina Abramović, solo artist.”
 After months of intensely studying Abramović, her life and her work, it is clear that this past period with Ulay and their breakup is very much still a part of her present. Often her work is categorized into three periods: before, during, and after Ulay. I believe it to be a shame that a man should stand in the middle of her work, much like the tree Lily Briscoe moves to the centre of her painting in Virginia Woolf’s To the Lighthouse. However, on Abramović’s website, those three categories are also handled. I, on the other hand, would like to leave out Ulay in my analysis of Abramović’s work, believing her return to solo works more of a comeback than a breakup. 
3.2 Misreadings of Marina Abramović’s work
3.2.1 Autobiography

Marina Abramović has received criticism of obsessively documenting her work and relying too much on personal narrative, which puts a bit of a blot on her merits as an artist. For example, Marla Carlson picks fault with the Serbian artist for “theatricalizing if not entirely dramatizing her personal history in more or less explicit ways since her break-up with Ulay in 1988”.
 Surely, as I have tried to reason in point 3.1, this is not the case at all. Abramović has always relied on personal narrative, autobiographical details, and past experiences ever since her earliest performances. Even in her two first, rejected performances she incorporates her earliest memories. Especially Untitled (1970) theatricalizes and dramatizes a teenage memory of playing Russian roulette, that last sentence of her proposal is downright melodramatic.
 And what about the sensational way of dealing with the Communist symbol; lighting it on fire and cutting it in her stomach?
Carlson mainly blames Abramović’s “ascent to stardom in New York” after The Artist Is Present (2010) as “the result of her neurotic need for attention.”
As a matter of fact, Marla Carlson is not the only critic of Abramović’s work in the wake of The Artist Is Present. The show “sparked debates about whether it was an ascetic, meditative ritual, ‘unabashed celebrity worship,” or a refusal of the dichotomy between artistic merit and popular success.”
 I suspect the 19th century romantic idea of a tormented, poor, reclusive artist still prevails today, and Abramović is aware of that herself: “The perception is that an artist has to suffer. I’ve suffered enough in my lifetime.”
 She also writes that she did not ask for that heavy criticism in the media, and that her “being a star,” and “hanging around with stars” was something that she did not seek out explicitly.
 
Abramović’s aspiration for The Artist Is Present was to convey an authentic experience, however, according to some scholars, The Artist Is Present was highly artificial, if not a hoax entirely: “the performance was dominantly framed, if not overshadowed, by the media-hyped persona of Marina Abramović,” Marcel Bleuler writes.
 Not only that performance, but the whole of her art practice after her break-up with Ulay is, to Bleuler, a reproduction of “the stereotype of the incomplete female artist, whose work is a means to compensate for a love deficit, and at the cost of distracting from her artistic practice as such.”
 I have incorporated a rather lengthy review of Abramović‘s work before Ulay to refute the criticism of sentimentality and “self-mythology” that seems to be a favourite way of framing their break-up. Abramović has used and re-used ideas and memories throughout all of her oeuvre. I agree with Amelia Jones when she discusses the “idea of art as self-imaging”.
 Even her latest work, Rising (2018), incorporates a childhood memory of her father throwing her overboard to teach her how to swim, resulting in a life-long fear of drowning. Personally, I believe that by using the body as material in the artwork, personal narrative has the potential to speak about the unspeakable or about what is made invisible through childhood taboos, trauma, adult sexuality, and the “(self-)repressions and cultural disciplining of the female body”.
 For some, that makes the artist a diva, whereas others perceive her as a guru. Whoever is right, Marina Abramović is certainly an artist and celebrity rolled into one. 
3.2.2 Celebrity 

Marina Abramović has been revered as well as loathed by journalists, art critics, academics, and laymen alike. Anno 2018, you may not be interested in art, let alone have ever heard of performance art, however it would be likely that the name Marina Abramović rings a bell. Especially if you have a mild interest in the likes of Lady Gaga or Jay-Z.  Even when the Serbian artist’s name or profession does not sound familiar, you are likely to recognize her face, or the set-up at the Museum of Modern Art for The Artist is Present (2010).
 Sharon Marcus argues that Abramović “ceased to be an unknown artist several decades ago,”
 with a steadily growing reputation since the 1990s. It was The Artist is Present, however, that “definitively transformed Abramović into a celebrity.”
 Due to the performance’s unprecedented prestige in the MoMa, which broke museum attendance records, hauled in a host of other celebrities, blew up social media, and even caused visitors to camp outside the museum, Abramović has attained celebrity status. That status only increased in later years, partly thanks to Jay-Z’s videotaped gallery performance titled Picasso Baby, modelled on The Artist is Present and starring Abramović herself. This “increased her name and face recognition by familiarizing millions if the rap star’s fans with her work.”
 Abramović seems to be of the opinion that it was Lady Gaga’s visit to MoMa that started the hype: 


When the young people who were there saw her, they tweeted about it, and many more young people showed up. After she left, they stayed. And all at once I had a whole new audience of young people. The profile of the atrium piece rose to crazy heights: people began to wait in line overnight, sleeping in sleeping bags in front of the museum. And many people began to come who, I’m quite sure, had no interest at all in the art scene: people who possibly had never gone to a museum before.

It is true that The Artist Is Present has received the most media coverage, however The House with the Ocean View had already received a fair share of attention outside the art world. It was featured in an episode of Sex and the City, indicating that Abramović’s work was well-known enough to appear in popular media. Unfortunately, she felt as if the popular television series ridiculed her work: “I was so shocked how fast my performance had been consumed by the mass media. Yet despite my fasting and serious intent to change consciousness in The House with the Ocean View, the performance and I were mocked.”
 In 2016, a political scandal brought Abramović under the general attention. Her 1996 artwork Spirit Cooking
 was mentioned in Pizzagate, causing conspiracy theories to fly her way and dubbing her a Satanist and in cohorts with Hillary Clinton.
 In 2016 her memoir also appeared, published by Penguin Books, spreading her name and fame even wider. 
Analysis

In this part of my dissertation I would like to examine the specificity of Abramović’s work within the performance art tradition. In her early years of performing she mainly follows the conventions of what is in swing during the 1970s, however since the 1990s she has moved away from contemporary hypes and developed her own aesthetic over the course of the following three decennia. That aesthetic hinges on a particular relationship between the artist and her audience. From the 1990s onwards, Abramović has stepped out of her comfort zone and produced not only performance art but also theatrical performances and productions, video performances and their installations, photographs, and what she calls “transitory objects”. In this analysis, I will look at the way in which Abramović engages with her audience over time, especially focusing on her live performances and her transitory objects. 
During a live performance there is an audience present who watches the action. In performance art that role of the spectator is redefined, and that causes the relationship between the artist and the audience to change from a passive to an active engagement with each other and with the artwork. The spectator is no longer expected to remain a passive observer but is rather encouraged to become an active audience member. Although Marina Abramović already values the idea of an engaged spectator in 1962,
 and writes in 1998 that “art has to be interrupted,”
 it will take her until The House with the Ocean View (2001) to establish a comfortable relationship with her audience.
In her early works (1973-1975), Abramović engages rather ineffectually with her audience. Instead of being able to connect with them by exchanging energy, the spectators are inclined to highjack the performance, not always to Abramović’s liking. She would have preferred to make the viewer into a performer by inviting them to participate live in the energy of her work. Alternatively, they directly interact with, and at times interrupt, her performance.
 One of those interrupted performances is Rhythm 5 (1974), Marina Abramović’s second performance art piece. For the performance she constructs a five-pointed star and soaks it in petrol, then sets the contraption on fire. Walking around the star she cuts her fingernails and hair, throwing the remnants into each of the star’s five ends, then steps into an empty space in the middle of the star and lies down. She did not foresee the fire depriving the inside of the star of oxygen, and so, once inside, she loses consciousness. When a flame touches her leg and she remains unresponsive, some members of the audience come to her aid and remove her body from the star. After the performance, Abramović is deeply disappointed, and although “the piece had been a strange kind of hit,” she feels angry for losing control.
 The audience had interfered, and she asks herself how she should use her body “in and out of consciousness without interrupting the performance.”
 Unfortunately for Abramović, three more of her performances would be interrupted, 
 despite her efforts to distance herself from the audience. Rhythm 4, for example, “takes place in two spaces” to keep her separate from the audience. A crew films her performance and the images are sent to another room where the audience is able watch her perform. 
 Kneeling above an industrial fan, she tries to take in as much air as possible and loses consciousness. At the time she anticipated this, she writes in her memoir, but she did not foresee the following problem:
The problem was that as with Rhythm 5, I was perceived to be in danger. And while in the earlier piece the danger had been real, and this time it was only perceived, the Milan gallery staff, fearing for my well-being, rushed in and “rescued” me. It wasn’t needed, it wasn’t intended, but it all became part of the piece.

Abramović tries to embrace audience participation in Rhythm 0, however that escalates into acts of sexual violence. Abramović writes about this performance: “I planned a piece in which the audience would provide the action. I would merely be the object, the receptacle”.
 The audience would become subject of the work and would have the power to decide the course of the performance. In doing so, the audience would not only become part of the performance, but it would become the artist. The instructions read: “There are 72 objects on the table that one can use on me as desired. I am the object. During this period I take full responsibility.” Her instructions impact every audience member differently. Some employ the objects, others do not touch the items on the table nor the artist herself, but rather give instructions to others who use the objects on Abramović. Some visitors just watch the performance, others cheer on, and some prevent other visitors from doing Abramović harm. Instead of a static performer/spectator situation, there is a “Brechtian disjunction between subject, actor, spectator”.
 The role of the spectator is morphed, re-defined, and made unclear. Although Rhythm 0 is meant for “the audience and the performer [to] make the piece together,”
 it would take Abramović many years to transgress or blur that boundary between artist and spectator again. Of that early period, Rhythm 0 is the only performance that intentionally plays with and transforms the roles of audience and performer. In the rest of the Rhythm Series, Abramović intended for the audience to keep their distance, but that did not turn out the way she planned. 

Interestingly, Abramović does not entirely give up on audience participation after the scary scenario in Studio Morra, where Rhythm 0 took place, however he does distance herself from the process. During the mid- and late 1990s, Abramović starts experimenting with what she later calls “transitory objects”.
 It is during her stay in China for The Great Wall Walk (1988) that she gains an interest into the effects of minerals on the human body, and she becomes fascinated with stories she hears in the Chinese villages about dragons. She brings several of those minerals back home, among them are amethysts, obsidians, and quartzes. Back home, in Amsterdam, the minerals inspire her: “I would construct objects that would express the relationships between minerals and the body –objects that would transmit the energy of these minerals to those that came in contact with them.”
 RoseLee Goldberg argues that Abramović’s works of this period are “designed as platforms for the participation of the viewer,” and that the artist “directs her audience towards a physical and conceptual engagement with her art.”
 Abramović makes clear that her transitory objects cannot exist unless the public interacts with them.
 Her first objects resemble “Spartan beds,” made out of planks covered in copper, with mineral pillows:

Each was to be fixed to a wall, horizontally or vertically, for public use in three basic body positions: sitting, standing, and lying. I called them Green Dragon, Red Dragon, and White Dragon, and they neatly reversed my usual relationship to my audience: this time the public was on the wall and I was free in the gallery space, looking at them.

It is very important to Abramović that the audience does not see her in the work, but that her body of sculpture will “function as a constant mirror for the users”.
 I would argue that although these objects are material, they seek to convey immaterial experiences: “some objects are there to empty the viewer, some to give energy, and some to make a mental departure possible.”
 Looking at these objects, it becomes clear where Abramović wants to move towards in her later performances. For example, the ladders that are part of The House with the Ocean View are categorized under transitory objects and dubbed Double Edge. They are described as: “wood, stainless steel knives. objects for the use of spirits”.
 Double Edge is crafted in 1995, seven years before The House with the Ocean View. Is it a coincidence, then, that the chairs and table used at MoMa during The Artist is Present are made out of wood? The purpose of the transitory objects, such as Double Edge, are for “sitting, standing, and lying” 
 so as to trigger certain “physical or mental experiences among the public through direct interaction”.
 Abramović will return to those concepts in further performances, where almost all movement is stilled or, more accurately, reduced to sitting, standing, and lying.

Marina Abramović takes up spectatorial presence again in The House with the Ocean View. Not by letting the audience actively engage with or interfere in her performance, but by drawing on their presence. Without the presence of the audience, the artwork could not reach its fullest potential. During The House with the Ocean View as well as The Artist is Present, Abramović performs with rather than for the audience. At first sight, The House with the Ocean View resembles a stage due to its set-up: Abramović lives in the Smithsonian for twelve days, where she moves around on three raised platforms and sits, sleeps, showers, and urinates while an audience can enter and leave the space at will. However, it was not intended to be a stage: “in Abramović’s installation, the public was invited to the gallery to participate in what she called ‘an energy dialogue.’ This consisted primarily of an exchange of gaze between the artist and her spectators (usually one at a time). This exchange, in turn, was observed by the other viewers”.
 At the heart of this is the “possibility of both the actor and spectator becoming transformed during the event’s unfolding”.
 Abramović has already worked with that energy in her transitory objects before, but this performance takes the energy away from objects
 and instead directs it towards the audience. If the audience had not been present, or nobody would have come into the gallery to see the performance, or the performance had not been live, the piece would have turned out differently. In The House with the Ocean View, looking-on becomes an activity,
 and furthermore becomes interactive. Abramović is looked at by a looker-on, she herself returns that look and looks at the lookers-on, all the while this process of her looking at the lookers is looked at by the lookers-on. This reliance on an audience adds a theatrical note to the performance, however the (involuntary) participation of that audience allows for the performance to reach different heights. The audience is transformed from a passive looker-on to an active participant and the piece does not only take place in the Smithsonian, but also in the minds of both artist and audience. “The spirituality that has driven much of Marina’s work was now central,” Laurie Anderson remarks. “Confrontation with the audience no longer had any props.”
 However, if the spectators would have been completely absent then the piece would still be valuable as a theatricalization of “repetitive everyday acts of sleeping, showering, eliminating waste, and sitting at a table,” which the artist did accompanied by the sound of a metronome.
 
In The House with the Ocean View, there is an exchange of gazes to establish an energy field and purification of artist as well as spectator.
 A similar thing happens in The Artist is Present, where the exchanging of gazes happens very directly. In this performance, truly the “role of the spectator as a participant in the action and the (…) event as a shared physical and emotional experience” is brought to its fullest potential.
 Also, the immediacy of the artist’s presence confronts the spectator, or pseudo-creator, with a more powerful and ambiguous situation.
 Amelia Jones uttered critique on The Artist is Present, she “found the exchange to be anything but energizing, personal, or transformative”.
 However, during the performance many of the visitors engaging in face time with the artist experience strong emotional reactions: crying, smiling, breaking down, feeling deeply calm, joyous, or loving. Jones does not believe that the live can be authentic, and this has something to do with the very paradox of “presence”. As Jones describes it: 
’presence’ as commonly understood is a state that entails the unmediated co-extensivity in time and place of what I perceive and myself; it promises a transparency to an observer of what ‘is’ at the very moment at which it takes place. But the event, the performance, by combining materiality and durationality (its enacting of the body as always already escaping into the past) points to the fact that there is no ‘presence’ as such.

Continuing on the ideas of presence, mindfulness, and consciousness, Marina Abramović takes the participatory role of spectator even further in her pioneering performance 512 Hours (2014). Profoundly criticized and revered alike, the artist almost completely disappears as “the public [becomes] the performing body”.
 Supplementary to 512 Hours, but also more unique, follows In Residence (2015), for which Abramović trains others to take her place, rendering her completely superfluous. In 512 Hours the public is encouraged to participate and become the performer. Not in asserting their subjectivity through the process of moulding or directing an object, like the audience in Rhythm 0, but in becoming a subject. Abramović shows no work for 512 Hours. She describes her idea in her memoir:

On arrival at the exhibition, visitors would literally and metaphorically leave their baggage behind in lockers. (…) The show would have no rules, no formula –just the artist, the audience and a few simple props in the empty white space. [The visitors] would go through various exercises: just looking at the wall, counting grains of rice and lentils, doing a slow-motion walk, lying on a cot with eyes closed, standing on a platform.

In this work, the role of the audience is transformed as both watching and performing. Not only do the members of the audience retain their role as audience, but they also become the artist and the artwork. They look, as spectators, to other audience members performing. They act, as artist, by participating in various exercises and making a conceptual idea come true. They are art, as artwork, because they are watched by spectators in the audience. They are present, because of the mindful exercises they perform and because they are acutely aware of the gazes directed towards them.

Abramović seeks to show something immaterial, to let the public take away an experience. She endeavours to change consciousness and establish energy fields. She urges the audience to slow down, to forget their possessions and phones and internet and fear of missing out. To stop thinking about the past and future and focus, mindfully, on the here and now. She asks the audience to get out of their heads and into their bodies. In my opinion, 512 Hours serves as a culmination of her practices. 
Conclusion

The aim of this inquiry is to get to the heart of the performance art work of Marina Abramović. In part one of this dissertation, the theoretical framework, I have elaborated upon the particularities of performance art as well as outlined the moment in which Marina Abramović enters the performance art scene. I have also given a short overview of the artist’s life and work, in order to demonstrate the autobiographical details on which she has relied throughout her career, and to show the reader that early manifestations of performance art, in particular the movements concerning feminist performance, body art, and Wiener Aktionismus, have made their imprint on how Abramović finds her place within the performance art scene in the early stages of her career. Synopsizing her early activity and the beginning of her lifelong path in performance, I have also commented upon popular misgivings and criticism directed towards her person and her art. In part two, I have analysed the artist-audience dynamic in Marina Abramović’s work and the way that dynamic changes over time. Now, in part three, I believe I can deduce a few points from my analysis that can shed a light on a larger evolution in her oeuvre. I will discuss my findings here, after which I shall draw a conclusion and answer my initial research question, hopefully to determine an evolution in Marina Abramović’s work and to see if my hypothesis proves correct or incorrect.
In the first decennia of her performance art practice, the interaction between Marina Abramović and her audience is quite awkward. In line with body art practice, Abramović stages her body as flesh and blood by inflicting violence upon it: stabbing, whipping, medicating, cutting, burning, or freezing the flesh as well as testing lung capacity and cutting off hair or fingernails are all actions that emphasize the body. Not only the body itself, but also its activities are explored through screaming, talking, and dancing. That staging of the body also entails a critique or nod towards the positioning of a female body in society. Furthermore, she tests the physical limits of her body, much like Chris Burden at the time, to see if extreme body situations can induce certain mental states.
 To achieve those mental states, every action has meaning and needs to be controlled. That explains why Abramović is thrown off when the audience interferes instead of participates. Goldberg argues that “being there, in a particular space with viewers often within touching distance of her naked body, charged much of her early work with an almost unbearable tension.”
 Especially employing tropes of danger and violence in her work can create “high levels of panic in her audience,”
 who then feel the urge to interfere. Abramović creates strong images, for example by lighting a huge wooden star on fire, so that the public has to stay present, in the moment, in the time and space of the performance. Abramović herself wishes to explore consciousness and how she can be present or non-present in a performance, and in the wake of Rhythm 5 she asks herself how she can employ those ideas into her work without the audience interrupting. 

In the 1990s, Abramović has not given up on that idea of being present and of exploring consciousness, however another idea slithers into her work: the notion of energy. She still sees the body as an instrument, but her conception of the body becomes more esoteric. Instead of approaching “the body as meat,” 
 as she did in her previous performances, she believes the body is “the only material” capable of enabling “an energy dialogue”.
 The body is no longer meat, but mind. I believe she follows an Eastern thought pattern, that the mind and body are indivisible.
 “The aim is to achieve a harmonious balance between the two and, through gradual transformation, to reach a higher state of being,” Chrissie Iles writes. “In order to transform, one must first empty the mind.” 
 Emptying the mind of the participant is one of the services Abramović’s transitory objects provide. Those objects are designed for audience participation, because their energy only comes into effect when a human body engages with them. They incorporate the spiritual, sacrificial, mindful, and silent actions of sitting, standing, and lying. Abramović sees her function as an artist to present her work, her objects, “and deliver it to the public, so the public can bring it to completion.”
 The transitory objects also enable her to reverse her usual relationship to her audience.
 This effect she expects her objects to bring to the audience, supplying energy or emptying the mind, is very ephemeral. 

That ephemerality may seem deeply contrasting to Abramović’s durational works. In fact, her performances from 2002 to 2010 combine duration with endurance, making self-discipline her signature. The House with the Ocean View (2002) lasted 12 days, 7 Easy Pieces (2005) was performed for seven days in which each performance lasted seven hours on end. For 7 Easy Pieces she also re-performed Thomas Lips (1975), which originally lasted only two hours. The Artist Is Present (2010) lasted some baffling three months. That discipline and endurance remain deeply rooted in the tradition of body art, and the body certainly holds the prime focus in her performance art during the 2010s, but the performance pieces themselves suggest an immaterial and ephemeral intention to be experienced by herself as well as the audience. 
That intention she has in mind for the audience is carried forward after 2010 in 512 Hours (2014), Generator (2014-2017), and In Residence (2015). Abramović stopped focusing on her own body and consciousness after The Artist is Present, and completely focuses on the audience. It is in those last performances that she is, in my opinion, closer to attaining her goal of finding a way in which she and her audience can reach a certain mental state, expand consciousness, cleanse the mind, and establish an energy dialogue than in any of her previous performances.
This dissertation has examined the oeuvre of Marina Abramović in detail, and at the outset of this paper I have asked the question: can an evolution be discerned in Marina Abramović’s work? With the purpose of answering that question, I have examined her approach to and her relationship with her audience, from her earliest solo performance works up to her most recent performance projects, also taking into account her body of sculpture. In examining this, I believe that the role of the spectator in relation to the artist that is Marina Abramović has gone through three stages. Firstly, from the period of 1970 to 1979, the audience is a transgressing one. They transgress the artist’s boundaries and take matters into their own hands, inflicting harm upon her or, paradoxically, believing she needs to be rescued before she harms herself. Secondly, from 1990-1999, the audience moves away from interrupting her performances and contributing to the work of art in uncalled-for ways. Instead, the audience members become active participators, engaging with the objects the artist has made and reversing the role of artist and spectator in the gallery. Thirdly, from 2000-2009, Abramović engages directly with her audience, without objects standing in the way, letting their relationship blossom into one of mutual gazing and exchanging energy. Lastly, from 2010 onward, the audience has become a substitute for the artist and the artwork alike. Not by actively or physically engaging with the artist or an art object, but by becoming the artist and art object, without losing its spectatorship. 
Through audience participation, then, and through transforming the role of the spectator as both perceiving and performing, seeing and being seen, Marina Abramović is able to enact ‘presence’. Abramović has, through her performance and her transitory objects, altered the dimension of audience participation in performance. 512 Hours embodies her own idea that “art must be a part of life. Art has to belong to everybody.”
 That relationship with the audience, and the way in which it develops over time, answers questions about materiality and presence as well. My hypothesis, then, that Marina Abramović’s work moves away from a material towards an immaterial art practice proves correct, however it is a gloss understatement. The artist shows in her works multiple evolutions, of which the most striking is a move away from a body-centred practice in which her flesh, her pain, and her autobiography stood central. Over the course of forty-five years she progressed towards an art that centres around life, connection, intentionality, energy, spirituality, and mindfulness. She has succeeded in connecting performer to spectator, and spectator to spectator, and paying attention to “the transformative power of performance,”
 transferring her own experience onto the audience, and truly turning art into life. Of all the artists that have tried, she has not only in theory but also in reality broken that problematic relationship between life and art, radically merging them together, until her practice is hardly distinguishable between ‘doing art’ and ‘doing life’.
In part one of this thesis I explained that in performance art the activities of the body and the body itself become the artwork. In opposition to the production of traditional artistic objects such as paintings or sculptures, the material with which the performance artist works is the body, and that body also becomes the artistic object. The body acts as well as it is acted upon and, contrary to traditional artworks, the “concrete body [is] not a reference bearer but [is] ‘itself’.”
 In performance and body art, then, the body is staged as materiality, and the audience watching the performance is “in a position to regard the actions before their eyes and ears as material”.
 A suggestion for future study, for me, would be to see where Abramović’s many video- and photographic works find a place in all of this. Also, analysing performance art is difficult because it has a complex double bind: one the one hand it is exclusive and “unrepeatable,” on the other hand it is repeated enough for an oeuvre to be formed. The exclusive and the iterative lie at the heart of performance art. Abramović brought up questions of re-enactment and archiving during Seven Easy Pieces and she has founded an institute (MAI) concerned with immaterial art in order for it to be preserved. Perhaps interesting questions to explore would be: how does Marina Abramović see this preserving and analysing of unrepeatable work? How does she deal with it explicitly? I believe that in order to answer those questions, her curated performance projects The Cleaner, Marina Abramović Choices and The Artist is Present are interesting to look into. Also, her re-staging of seminal body art works of the 1970s during 7 Easy Pieces is fascinating to see how she deals with re-enactment, including a re-enactment of her own performance Thomas Lips. To conclude, In 2020 The Royal Academy of Arts in London will open its first solo show by a female artist, to think this from a feminist point of view would be most amusing.
I would like to conclude by saying that this paper may strike the reader as limited: some performances of Marina Abramović remain untouched due to insufficient space within this master’s thesis, but I have done my best to include as many performances possible in order to correctly draw conclusions. If I have interpreted Abramović’s personal agenda or her work in any discriminatory way, then I would like to say that it was accidentally. I do not wish to state any claims on intendedness, I am not an art critic, and I certainly cannot speak for the artist (nor have I the desire to do so). That also forms the reason for drawing upon her memoir for explanations concerning performances, events, or experiences. 
Appendix: overview of Marina Abramović’s solo performance work
	
	RHYTHM SERIES
	

	1973
	Rhythm 10
	Performance

	1974
	Rhythm 5
	Performance

	1974
	Rhythm 2
	Performance

	1974
	Rhythm 4
	Performance

	1974
	Rhythm 0
	Performance

	1975
	Warm Cold
	Performance

	1975 
	Thomas Lips
	Performance

	1975
	Art must be Beautiful, Artist must be Beautiful
	Performance

	1975
	Role Exchange
	Performance

	
	FREEING SERIES
	

	1975
	Freeing the Voice
	Performance

	1975
	Freeing the Memory
	Performance

	1975
	Freeing the Body
	Performance

	1990 -

1994
	Dragon Heads
	Performance

	1995
	Cleaning the House
	Performance

	1997
	Balkan Baroque
	Performance

	2002
	The House with the Ocean View
	Performance

	2002
	Nude with Skeleton
	Performance

	2005
	Seven Easy Pieces
	Five re-enactments of canonical body art performances, one iteration of own performance, and

one original performance.

	
	Body Pressure
	Performance: re-enactment of Bruce Nauman

	
	Seedbed
	Performance: re-enactment of Vito Acconci

	
	Action Pants: Genital Panic
	Performance: re-enactment of VALIE EXPORT

	
	The Conditioning: First Action of Self-Portraits
	Performance: re-enactment of Gina Pane 

	
	How to Explain Pictures to a Dead Hare
	Performance: re-enactment of Joseph Beuys

	
	Thomas Lips
	Re-performance

	
	Entering the Other Side
	Performance

	2010
	The Artist is Present
	Performance

	2014
	512 Hours
	Performance project

	2014-
2017
	Generator
	Performance project

	2015
	In Residence
	Performance project
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