
TREES interactive installation by Cristina Caprioli, performed by and with participants with neuropsychiatric and cognitive variables, marked the departure of 
the ccap/c.off project KROPPSFUNKTION and was recurrently performed under the first two years of the working process, finally indicating the core focus 
of following project, (im)perfect choreographies. 
 
In the following text, Cristina Caprioli accounts for the conceptual landscape and (im)perfect outcome of the TREES collaboration. The text was written as 
contribution to the c.off 2015 publication KROPPSFUNKTION – an anthology. 
 
 
(IM)PERFECT TREES 
 
The following words navigate the landscape of thoughts that TREES inhabits.  
Much like its choreography, they insist upon a few arguments by a repeated shifting cross-linking orbiting. 
 
PRE-CLARIFYING (POLEMIC) INTRODUCTION 
My work distinguishes dance from choreography. Dance stands there for an order of movements that acknowledge and employ a chosen body, linguistics, 
circumstance, whereas choreography stands for a disorder of ‘linguisticalities’ that is to reassess and re-produce space, language, bodies. Consequentially, 
in my work, choreography is not necessarily dance and 
dance not automatically choreography. 
 
This distinction is not established, rather out of step with the general understanding of dance and choreography as close allies, dance as a means of 
expression and choreography as the composition of such expression. Moreover, the conventional expectation on dance (thus also on choreography) is that 
it should ‘create’ a ‘meaning’ and ‘bring it to display’ in such a manner that makes us ‘understand’ it. Further on, that the place, thus also the ‘body’ where the 
dance ‘brings to display’ its ‘meaning’ should renounce own value, at best be ‘empty’ and ‘pure’ (1). Dance being the ‘object’ to be commodified, choreography 
the ‘subject’ that dance needs to express itself by. 
 
This understanding sustains a homogeneous hierarchical order, that neither can nor wants to recognize that which reconsiders the given. Rather, not only it 
determines what dance is, but also what space, language and bodies are, should be and may, or may not be/become. Finally denying dance, choreography, 
language, and the body singular value and own critical capacity. Choreography of today (or at least the dance and choreography my work sustains) runs an 
entirely different project. In discursive exchange with its surrounding, this choreography graphs a yet to be tested, heterogeneous, norm-trespassing 
disorder of equalities. Diving into places ‘always and already overcrowded’, it recognizes what we do not ‘understand’ and by that cultivates a disorder of 
‘sight’ whereby that which otherwise isn’t at plain sight, the deviant uncomfortable, foreign, unknown and all of that, which our singular and collective 
consciousness avoids or segregates, comes to display and claims attention, no longer as an exception to the norm, but as constitutive to the common. 
 
Moving from ‘creation’ to ‘recognition’, from ‘bringing to display’ to ‘disorder of sight’, from ‘understanding’ to ‘paying attention to what we do not understand’, 
this choreography distances itself from the dance that ‘compose’ its ‘expression’ into market targeting stage production, for the benefit of critical process of 
becoming in the service of art experience. This choreography is a project of deviation inside the overcrowded. 
 
CROWDED PLACE 
No place, no one body is ever empty, nor can it ever be emptied. All places are always and already inscribed and several times experienced. Illimited amount of 
meaning in every corner, impossible to ignore, even less to delete. Nor is any language ever empty, as it never ceases to speak. Regardless of if outspoken or 
unsaid, recognizable or incomprehensible. Places, bodies, and languages are never uninscribed, rather always and already overloaded with all the forms, 
gestures, and narratives, that our singular and collective past, immediate now, and uncertain future impose on the world, likewise the world on us. 
Overcrowded fullness is the only place we have access to. This choreography generates from and occurs inside this overcrowded fullness. 
Where it neither ‘creates’ nor mirrors a meaning-enhancing self-image (the anthropocentric claim), but rather dwells into a quantity of amorphous debris, 
crumbs, and spillage, beautiful, ugly, sublime and nasty, all thriving in the wrinkles the world waffles its billowy undulations by. 
 
CHOREOGRAPHY 
In my world, choreography is an intransitive verb in constant need of inclination. A thinking by doing that navigates the wrinkles of the world by persistently 
bending its traces whilst throwing itself into uncertain paths. A self-imposed strategy of disorientation, and a risky path, what purpose is to disrupt the 
immobile polished surface of convention. Therefore, a counter motion which will not settle with moving about, or to be ‘touching’, but which must, most 
importantly wants to stir up, stir adrift, at best stir forth a different kind of shift, or a sign of some sort. This choreography does not ‘perform’ movement, it puts 
meaning into motion, upon which a pluri-lingual multi-bodily reassessment of discourse is manifested and perceived. 
 
This choreography, verbform in constant inclination, is the optimistic project that keeps me alive. The very prospect of choreography as being able to 
reassess, challenge, record, moreover, to affirm a probability, even if barely indicated, unfinished, uncertain, not yet inscribed into the patronizing given. The 
vertiginous thought that it might be able to advocate the heterogeneous disorder of polyglot bodies and spaces, each one speaking in its own specific, 
absolutely (im)perfect mode. This approach to choreography paved for the making of ‘cut-outs & trees’, with TREES, it has turned into embodied evidence. 
 
THE FOREST 
TREES is a make belief forest swept by a million shadows. Foreign frightening enchanting, the forest allures you into its wilderness and you enter the promise 
of a thrill. Uncertain figures moving between the trees hook onto you, lend you some moves, set-up the pace. You follow your mood, show us your moves, 
shadow us while we shadow you. And off we go, together we stumble and crawl, tiptoe and roll, pile up in a heap, spread apart, toss our limbs astray, leap, run, 
then quiet down and rest for a while. Carefully, one move after the next, by a ragbag of traces, we dwell into choreography, and each other. 
 
The forest stands as metaphor for the ‘crowded place’ whilst providing a physically tangible experience of the ‘already populated’. It is a minimalistic place 
made of repetitions (this forest is a plantation). The forest’s serial line ups of two-dimensional vertical tree trunks fill up and fence the place, now no longer just 
an ‘image’, but a multi-dimensional topology with infinite ‘depth’, over which sight may travel unhinged. Still, the rows keep cutting the field of vision, preventing 
full view. Only narrow interstices and partial details are left to be viewed. 
 
The forest is made of a projection screen, shredded into 336, 4 cm wide and 4-meter-tall stripes, evenly hanging from 12, 24 meters long ropes. The ropes are 
attached at even distance to the short sidewalls of the space, then running tightly in depth. The original flat surface of the projection screen, now orderly 
distributed in depth and at length, turns into a dense yet airy woodland that is easy to enter, impossible to penetrate. When the stripes, repeatedly pulled by 



the ropes, begin to bundle up and scatter, the entire room wallows astray and no sight, trace or gesture can hold onto itself. We ‘see’ nothing else but 
uncertainty. 
 
TREES occurs in disorder, inside this crowded place. Each body fully occupied with adjusting its own body to other bodies. Every movement a relational 
move. Singular bits, each only one of many, pulling apart, hooking into one another. 
Bodies and movements incapable to manage themselves on their own, interweave into a temporary, fictional, yet tangible experience of dancing in ‘between’. 
Whether you want it or not and without ‘understanding’ it, you perceive the forest and one another. 
 
TREES is a crowded place in motion where careful compliance is unavoidable, therefore a place inducing attentive participation. Visitors, performers, music, 
shadows and the forest, all tuning into one another. A choreography made of empathic response, where dancing becomes a way of sharing. 
 
Occasionally, the forest shifts to the side and opens a clearing. Bodies and places still fenced into a ragbag of swaying sensations. The world’s disorder 
suddenly at arm’s length. You ‘see’. 
 
CUT OUTS 
If we consider choreography as a project of observation, then we have already engaged in differentiation. Differentiation is a way to precisely perceive and 
take a stand on that which is being looked at / thought of, at best achieved by the shredding of the observed into single components. Pieces, partial images 
are distinguished and separately viewed, which in turn alters their original order and by that also that which is observed. This choreography’s observation, so 
to speak, always entails change, therefore also a delayed sight which is neither capable of nor interested in re-creating or exposing the given, rather is 
devoted to and expert in the sensible. 
 
TREES is a project of observation. Bits, cut outs and differentiated partial images emerging inside the woodlands, not to enhance and crystallize the forest as 
one unit, rather to delay, differentiate, disassociate, and reassemble the forest into a multiple experience of the sensible. TREES might therefore be described 
as an assemblage of differentiated images, snatched from their own (previous) narrative, as to unfold another, or several other narratives wherein the tangible 
given coincides with the yet not understood / recognized. Science and fiction at once, by a ragbag of dislocations between telos (aim/purpose), eidos 
(culturally conditioned interpretation), teleology (impact-oriented process conscious of its goal) and teleonomy (determined process unaware of its goal). 
 
In conclusion, 1) TREES choreography neither sees nor exposes in the conventional meaning of reading understanding reproducing, rather it can only see 
and be seen as the inexplicable alteration produced by its observation. Therefore, one could claim this choreography to be dealing with ‘clearsighted non-
sense’, 2) TREES choreography can differentiate details / components, yet not re-represent a whole/synthesis, in other words, it sees the detail at the 
expense of the overall view, which in turn is altered by the detail-observation and whereby it remains open / yet not fixed. This choreography chooses a partial 
sight, whereby it cultivates a self-sufficient view. 
 
SHADOW 
TREES sharpens my interest in the relational ability of movement, and the electrifying dynamic this ability activates (and is activated by). Hence, my interest 
also turns to all the shadows each movement casts, but also is preceded by and leaves behind as it interacts with its surrounding. These multi-projecting 
shadows emerge as clearest in the chiaroscuro of a Penumbra (2). 
 
The forest is made of a grid of two-dimensional tree trunks that shred the overall view, hence overall understanding. On the tree trunks (shredded projection 
screen) a grid of digital shadows overlaps their pattern with the grid of the forest. Trees and digital patterns project their shadows onto and into each other, 
cropping the already cropped overall understanding. 
 
TREES affirms the shadows and uses them as thinking landscape and working tool. When we indulge a move to the shadow, we give up its contours and by 
that throw ourselves into a volatile namelessness. Yet, by following what we hardly see yet perform, perceive, and recognize, we may tread a chiaroscuro and 
therein dance the most precise trace. 
 
A LIST OF OBSERVATIONS 
The shadow is a repetition, but also the distortion of a model. The shadow deviates from its model, alters its form, graphs other traces. The shadow delays, 
elongates, procrastinates the model. Falls outsides its model’s body, place, language, and consciousness. The shadow disorientates the gaze, deceives the 
eye, fails its craving for overview, for the benefit of a multitude of instants that open the view (Swedish ögon, eye and ögonblick, instant). 
 
The shadow submits to its model as it ‘throws’ its form beyond its own body. The shadow reproduces the model’s pluri-dimensional topology and tangible 
materiality onto a black and white, two-dimensional virtual image. All colors disappear, every shade of gray thrives. Given contours sharpen their edges or are 
smudged out of its fence. The model’s persistent morphology is warped beyond recognition.  
 
The shadow also submits to the surfaces it throws itself upon, morphs its own form according to the surfaces it hits. The shadow can follow and deviate what 
it follows, yet has no will of its own, cannot become on its own account, ‘creates’ nothing, rather is a repetition adjusting itself to the surface it throws itself 
upon. The shadow (physically and metaphorically) bows to its model’s feet and dances obediently with it, yet out of step. The shadow alters our perception of 
the model in real and virtual terms, alters our orientation in space, plays tricks with our imagination. 
 
The shadow is loyal yet untrue. Its projection often claiming more attention than its model. Time alone reconciles the shadow with its model and the shaded. 
All can only occur in one and the same moment (the instant of the eye). Only once can the shadow coincide with its model (when the light hits the model plomb 
from above), and that instant is a utopia. The shadow disappears only in death, that is, when sight has completed / no longer runs its observation. 
 
DISORIENTATION 
TREES is an ocean of shadows, digitally generated, what models aren’t physical bodies, but a software’s algorithm, projections of projections projected upon 
and inside the forest. Dwelling into a forest of shadows with no apparent model, disorientates all senses. Dancing in a state of disorientation of all senses, 
requires a body- and place-specific movement technology. This dance cannot rely on predetermined dance techniques, rather must develop the technology 
required by this forest. Be aware, this forest demands no successful choreography, only attentive adjustment. Therefore, in the forest, everyone is dancing a 
‘perfect’ 
dance, ‘perfectly’ adjusted to their own singular bodies and to the specificity of the space and to the immediacy of the event. In a state of disorientated 
disability that is a not-knowing expertise able to, with extreme precision perform the dance that cannot see and knows not what and how. 
 



Shadows, partial sight, unbound repetition. Too little light, too many shifts of light, too many traces, too small pieces, too little information, too much 
information. The forest puts us in a state of temporary ‘autism’ (3), where languages are too crowded and synthesis is impossible to grasp, yet every detail is 
self-evident, precisely articulated, unbound predetermined hierarchies of interpretation. And here, I mean autism as the excellent expertise of attentiveness 
that allows us to inhabit and ‘see’ the disorienting world of the forest. A much more trustworthy world and much more emphatic expertise than the 
predetermined normative. 
 
THE SPACE IN BETWEEN, DISTANCE AND THE EMPATHIC INCLUSIVE 
In the ragbag of shifting morphologies of the forest, a precise passage emerges. Cross-cutting traces, bent, uneven, short distances between locations, 
uncertain shifts, bold jump-cuts, sliding and gaps, several times over, in a continuous dislocation of moves, which link into as much as they separate from. In 
the shadows, amongst the trees, the event is made of in-betweenness. 
 
TREES sustains the space in between, and that which occurs in between, all the gestures and behaviors that language and the body inhabit and trespass the 
in between distance by. Most of all, TREES affirms the reactive responsive, whereby the unconscious is brought to consciousness, whilst consciousness (for 
the most nothing but predetermined) overlaps the uncertain unknown. That’s when the state of in-betweenness becomes a mixture of planned and 
unplanned shifts, that inscribe themselves into, and at the same time throw themselves beyond the tangible, visible now, in constant unbalance between two 
unsteady there and then (before and after). TREES is a series of passages of space, time, perception, sight, soma, imagination, between one body and the 
next, one step and the next. Two at the time and all at once, in the swarm of unruly intelligence. Always relational, already inclusive. Together, in the crowd. 
 
TREES occurs by almost imperceptible, brave moves that measure, hook into, bridge all distance between its singularities. And by that allows for a common 
based on tactile response via indirect touch. 
 
TREES does not occur by direct touch (that is, direct physical contact), but by the distance that rules out direct contact. Of course, participants (bodies, 
shadows, trees) do come close to one another, yet not cooperate in a conforming assemblage (ordered dancing), rather co-dance a common built upon 
reciprocity of differences (distance). Where dancing together means to pay attention and respect to the entire mess of singular moves and bodies the event 
is made of. Distance included. 
 
TREES maintains its distance. Distance is what sustains the tension between (and pays attention to) all the singular ‘instants’ that are thriving in between 
consciousness and the unknown, between places, bodies, known and unknown, given and yet to be experienced. Distance is critical to the unbound 
exchange economy this choreography performs. More so, distance is the very condition of this dance, which narrow and ungraspable narrative performs a 
dissonant yet harmonious con-fusion of commons. 
 
TREES is interaction with no preset agreement, other than the interplay its relations assign us to. The interplay is orchestrated by the relations all singular 
shadows and shadowy moves engage in as they pay attention to and partake in the event fenced by the forest. 
 
TREES occurs thanks to the participants’ care for the event, which in turn allows them to be cared for. Inside a self-perceptive interstice that provides the 
distance needed for us to perceive our surrounding actions and bodies. Upon which the self turns into a movement in constant becoming which doesn’t affirm 
the ego, rather sustains intra-dependency. 
 
TREES has confidence in its participants, trusts their empathic inclination from a distance. It trusts the movement that occurs between bodies as they instead 
of obeying predetermined regulations, engage in caring attention for one another. Whereby they perform an empathy driven choreography, that allows the 
multiple. In other words, TREES rejects today’s normative indication of how a collective can /may arise and act, which in fact is the very norm that appoints 
conventional dancing, therefore much appreciated by the power structures, and by that I also refer to most of the public. 
 
Closeness without touch, non-hierarchical relations, recognition without appropriation, performed and perceived by all participants. Every performance a 
unique choreography, made and undone by that which occurs in the circumstantial 
moment, thanks to the embodied common it entrusts. 
 
A HASTY CLOSING MANIFESTO FOR THE ‘UNGRASPABLE’ 
That which we do not understand is constitutive to our understanding, therefore needs not to be explained, rather for us to pay attention to. We should trust 
what we do not understand, and yet see and perform. As for me, I trust the ungraspable as much as I trust the participants, and this choreography. This 
choreography provides us the radar needed to perceive the disorder of the world, as we enter its forest of diverse bodies, languages, and places. It provides 
us the sensory skills to inscribe ourselves into the diversity which makes the world into a beautiful disorder. It makes us ‘see’ all the singular ‘instants’ that dare 
an empathic thinking by doing. Where real and virtual thoughts, places, bodies and languages engage in a common dance of ungraspable moves. Thin stripes, 
glitching into depth, shredded dancing, upsetting the normative flatness with a ragbag of traces, moving onto the shadowy edge of a chiaroscuro, telling a 
most uncertain fairytale. 
 
Multiple stories in bits, interlacing singular movements into the kind of critical meaningless, where meaning is kept ‘loose’ (4), and all bodies are as diverse as 
they come. I advocate the verbform choreography as the dance that is dancing what we do not ‘understand’ with no need to commodify sense. 
 
We can, we should ‘dance’ several times over and with the lightness of an (im)-perfect choreography, dare to step into a forest of uncertainty. Where most of 
us can see. And will be seen. 
 
cc July 2015 
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(1) At the breach of the post-modern, dance claimed its own narrative. More so, it claimed movement itself to carry singular meaning. No longer willing to 
“represent” something other than itself, this dance came to be designated as ‘pure dance’, in Swedish ‘ren dans’, where the term ‘ren’ also stands for ‘clean’. 
The connotation ‘ren dans’ was, and still is quite problematic as it harbors references to the fascist order, if not to the ‘pure race’ ideology of Nazism.  
 
In Sweden, the term soon assumed a derogatory connotation, meant to belittle this dance on the ground that it ‘only’ performed dance movements. Clean and 
pure thus insufficient? In relation to what? to the competent dirty impure dancing? The term segregates dance to a form with no value on its own.  
 
Meanwhile, institutions have already appropriated the so called ‘pure/clean dance’, yet not without distorting its critical motive, that is, by converting its 
innovative (democratic) project into yet another convention… than again, that’s how capitalism operates. Today, as current choreography, with renewed 
critical force, once again is reprocessing the motive, language and format of dance, and by that also is ‘expanding’ its operational field, a phalanx from the 
normative convention of Swedish dance, has replaced the term ‘clean dance’ with ‘dance dance’, which in polemic with the ‘expanded field’ of current dance is 
meant to promote the dance that still ‘dances’ in the traditional meaning of the word, namely according to predetermined esthetic orders and values. 
 
The term ‘dance dance’, immediately welcomed by all institutions, not least all media, is very problematic. Once again, structural power is affirming its own 
dance (‘clean clean’) opposed to, and twice superior to the contemporary (expanded), which paradoxically means that it is superior on the grounds that it 
remains static, doesn’t move, stands in contrast to all kinds of change. All things considered, perhaps this term is not entirely wrong, as it contrary to what it 
wants to say, acknowledges that it is the contemporary that deals with ‘movement’. We all know that power operates by systemic abuse of language, that it 
also lacks basic analytical skills is hereby evident. I say, let’s be utterly aware of power’s abuse of language and never underestimate the power of words, not 
least when it comes to the issue of ‘integrated dance’. ’Integrated dance’ is a term that came into use in the 90ties to designate the dance which at that point 
began to ‘integrate’ people with so-called ‘disabilities’ in their own, conventionally valued as fully accomplished dance. People with ‘disabilities’ were, so 
to speak, ‘allowed’ to enter the stage, and together with ‘normal’, ‘real’ dancers, to perform a normative/conventional dance.  
 
This ‘integrated dance’ quickly became a phenomenon with high commercial value, more so, it was immediately snatched by the allegedly socially engaged 
neoliberal compound, whose anxious craving for representative integration is always looking for a (harmless) quick fix. Everybody’s bad conscience finally 
quenched by the undemanding effort of the ‘integrated dance’, which featuring of social pathos not only fails to practice, but in fact resists equality. In my view, 
‘Integrated dance’ by no means is inclusive, rather affirms and continuously reproduces the superiority of the ‘normal’ over the (dis)able. Moreover, it turns the 
norm-deviating (dis)able into an exotic commodity to be sold in a simulated good-will economy. Where equality is a project of supervised conformity, and 
integration the final subordination to the normative. The term ‘pure / clean dance’ deprives dancing from own value, ‘dance dance’ legitimizes a power project, 
‘Integrated dance’ claims a simple solution to one of our society’s most urgent problem. No further thinking required. No need for reassessment of values. 
Time to reconsider our language. 
 
(2) The Latin word Penumbra (from ‘paene’ almost and ‘umbra’ shadow) describes the boundary between light and darkness, where the shadow changes to 
light. The Penumbra is the shifting of light on edge of the shadow. 
 
(3) Julia Kristeva writes, “For if modern theater does not take (a) place, it is only as of late, as a new subject and a new society, here and especially in France, 
are running up against too many archaic constructs (economic and ideological). This obliges playwrights and actors either to play complacently with the 
verisimilitude of an antiquating society’s antiquating fantasies (a narcissistic and debilitating accommodator), or, in the best situations, to develop a technical 
arsenal of “alienation” (the “Ontological Hysteric Theater” of Richard Foreman), of Brechtian distance, thus keeping the audience’s lucidity removed from a 
criticizable discourse or ideology, all the while waiting for the coming of a ‘place’: the remaking of language.” 
From “Modern Theatre Does Not take (A) Place” (1974) 
 
(4) Meaningless here does NOT mean a lack of meaning, but rather the condition where the meaning of each gesture and sign has not yet been interpreted, 
codified, fixed, thus where meaning still owns its own potential, detached, dissolved, lose. 


