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summary. This research analyzes performance art that uses biometric data, based on two concept perspectives – 
inhuman interconnections and transcorporeality – applied to examples of European performance art from 
Lithuania, Finland, Poland, and Denmark. The term performance art theoretically refers to all art that involves the 
human body, human biometric data, inhuman interconnections, transcorporeality, and liminal space. This study 
examines the differences between wide-scope interactive art and design and performance art involving biometric 
data created through the application of recent developments in consumer technology for live events. This research 
examined three case projects through the method of autoethnography. The data presented in the article was either 
collected during the author’s performance art events or at performances the author was attending as a visitor. The 
cases are analyzed by means of qualitative data analysis, utilizing terms representing human biometric data and 
interactivity adopted from research within the fields of interactive art and interactive design. The study examines 
the combination of biometric data and art to explain the phenomenon of humans meeting technology, revealed 
through data collected from a body and transmitted to an audience during a performance art event. The conclusion 
revisits the key terms – performance art, biometric data, inhuman interconnections and transcorporeality – as 
applied to artistic practices, where performance art and biometric data meet. 

Keywords: performance art, biometric data, inhuman interconnections, transcorporeality.

introDUction

This article builds upon three cases of contempo-
rary European performance art with biometric data, 
analyzed using terminology from peer-reviewed lit-
erature on the theme of interactive art and design, 
and performance with biometric data. The cases 
were selected using an autoethnographic approach, 
in which the author collected data for analysis dur-
ing 2015–20 from performance events, which were 
either self-realized or were attended as a visitor. 
These performance art cases are: The Tests: Techno-
Voyeurism into a Performing Body (2019–present), 
realized in Finland, and Mark Making (2015–2019), 
realized in Denmark and Lithuania, by the author 
Marija Griniuk; and The Neurophysiology of an Art-
ist in a Performance_Experiment_e1/2015–2017 
(FUNom 2020), realized in Poland by Viola Kus. 
This article is written from the perspective of a 
performance artist, who in her artistic work com-
bines performance with biometric data from the 

performing body. The aim of this research is to 
investigate how this performance art with biomet-
ric data cases can be analyzed utilizing key terms, 
adapted from the interactive art and design litera-
ture. The research is related to Griniuk’s ongoing 
doctoral studies, in which she focuses on developing 
a new methodology to document performance art 
through biometric data, targeted as process inno-
vation1 within documentation practices by perfor-
mance artists. 

Utilizing an autoethnography methodology,2 the 
author analyzes photo and video material of past 
self-realized performances (in the first and the sec-
ond cases) or visited performances (in the third 
case), along with the author’s notes and interviews 
with the audience members. In the first and second 
cases, the source materials are recorded data from 
the live brain activity of the performer. The data was 
organized according to the place and date of the per-
formance, and further classified as self-realized or as 
visited performances. The data was analyzed using 
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qualitative data analysis3 and thematic literature 
sources were examined to determine and describe 
the terms utilized for analyzing performance cases.

This article comprises three parts. In the first, enti-
tled Cases, the author presents three cases of Euro-
pean performance art with biometric data. In the 
second, Terms, the author provides the key terms 
from the thematic literature review sources, which 
are utilized in the third part, Discussion, in which the 
author analyzes and discusses the presented cases. 

cases

This article examines three cases of performance 
art events. The first and second are projects realized 
by Marija Griniuk in Finland – The Tests: Techno-
Voyeurism into a Performing Body (2019–present), 
along with an earlier independent artistic research 
project realized in Lithuania and Denmark (2015–
2019) called Mark Making.4 Mark Making (figures 
1 and 2) was a performance during which the live 
brain activity of the performer was visualized for the 
viewers through software, developed in collabora-
tion with computer scientist Tue Brisson Mosich; 
the data was projected as the performance back-
ground.5 The running graph visualized the states 
of attention and meditation of the performer. Later, 
this artistic research project developed into The 
Tests: Techno-Voyeurism into a Performing Body, for 
which the performance art events and conference 
presentations by the author were documented using 
EEG (electroencephalography) data, which is used 
for monitoring brain activity.6 

The Neurophysiology of an Artist in a Performance_
Experiment_e1/2015-2017, the third case within this 
study, was attended by the author as an audience 
member in 2018. The data for this study includes the 
field notes and online project description materials. 
In this project, the performance artists were some-
times taken into a laboratory environment, where 
they performed without the viewers present – the 
viewers could only see the data from their biometric 
measurements. Other performances were conducted 
in a gallery environment. The project was initiated 
by the artist Viola Kus, acting as the experiment and 
research coordinator.7 The project was presented as 
a “Case study – a natural experiment … (involv-
ing) performers, recipients, researchers (measuring 
cognitive states and recording sounds), researchers/
observers (interviews with artists and audience) and 
documenting the experiment (videos, photos)”.8 The 
author visited the performance event entitled  Ses-
sion 2_e1/reperformance Ola Sojak-Borodo9 in 2018, 
where the event took place in two spaces. In the first 
space, the performer was interacting with the text 
on a phone screen, while in a magnetic resonance 
angiogram (MRA) test laboratory environment. In 

Fig. 1. Marija Griniuk, “Mark Making”, 2018, 
ArtVilnius Art Fair, Lithuania. Photo: Airida Rekštytė, 
Gallery Meno Parkas

Fig. 2. Marija Griniuk, “Mark Making”, 2015, 
PerformanceRum, Aarhus, Denmark. Photo: Still from the 
video documentation
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the second space, the audience was seated and could 
observe the ongoing changing data on the computer 
screen. Unfortunately, the author had limited access 
to real-time information during this performance, 
as the presentation was in Polish, which the author 
does not speak fluently. Most of the publicly avail-
able written materials about this project are also in 
Polish. Therefore, the author communicated briefly 
with the artist to clarify the project’s process. In the 
performance art event as experienced by the author, 
inhuman interconnections were generated by the 
human body of the performance artist, connected 
to medical equipment in a laboratory (Session 2_e1/
reperformance Ola Sojak-Borodo). 

The terminology has been studied in the thematic 
literature under the following keywords: “biomet-
ric data,” “interactive art,” “interactive design,” and 
“performance”. This terminology was applied to 
understand the case examples of performance art.

Bio materiaLitY, inHUman 
interconnections, anD 
transcorPoreaLitY

The interaction between a performer, performance 
props, and space, together with audience engage-
ment via recent technological developments, can 
be measured using the biometric data of the per-
former and/or the audience members;10 however, 

appropriate and stable terminology for this phe-
nomenon lacks in academic discourse. Biometric 
data can be retrieved from a performing artist who 
is interacting with his or her surroundings and the 
audience,11 or from audience members who are 
involved in participation.12 

In this section, specific terms, including bio mate-
riality, bio art, and non-human, will be defined. In 
an artistic context, bio materiality13 involves the 
fusing of material from living organisms with art-
work, reflecting a collaboration between artists and 
scientists. Bio art refers to art media involving bio 
materiality14 and is based on data from living tis-
sues, bacterial media, genetic sciences, and biologi-
cal processes, retrieved from humans, animals, or 
plants. According to the manifesto What Bio Art Is, 
which specifies the criteria for bio art, interactive 
art, design, and performance art that use biometric 
data can be categorized as bio art.15 

Non-human, as explained by the scholar Jeffrey 
Jerome Cohen,16 refers to inanimate objects from 
the natural world that surround humans and ani-
mals (e.g., stones). The term non-human is more 
narrow than inhuman. Inhuman conceptualizes the 
interconnectedness between human and inanimate 
objects and technology. Inhuman is a term used to 
erase hierarchies or differences between the human 
and non-human.17  In this paper, the term inhuman, 

Fig. 3. Interactive art and design and performance art with biometric data. Created by Marija Griniuk

Biometric data

Non-human: 
Inanimate objects

Inhuman: 
between artist, 

inanimate objects  
and technology

Transcorporeality: 
artist, inanimate objects, 
technology, socia-politics

Technology – 
based  

interaction  
between  

the artist and  
the audience

Interactive art  
and design Perfomance art
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in relation to performance using biometric data, 
is used to describe a performing human body and 
the technology attached to it, along with the objects 
used in the performance, as one entity, one body. 
This entity exists within the liminal space of a per-
formance, which determines the data collected dur-
ing it. If, for example, during a performance, the 
headgear for an EEG is mounted in such a way that 
it causes pain to the performer, this can influence 
the data retrieved. The term inhuman, extended 
by the author to include inhuman interconnec-
tions, is derived from Cohen’s work, which defines 
a human as a biological human being.18  Socioma-
teriality triggers interaction, which depends on 
human and non-human interconnections. The term 
inhuman has been applied to the process of erasing 
the boundaries between human and non-human 
objects, exemplified by a stone in Cohen’s work.19 
Inhuman is a way of conceptualizing human and 
non-human interconnections through frictions and 
viscous porosity.20

Transcorporeality, as explained by Alaimo,21 is the 
connection of human beings to the natural world, 
which contains plants, stones, earth, and other sur-
rounding objects. Within this study, transcorporeal-
ity is expanded into the sphere of performance art, 
and refers to the inseparability of a performer from 
the objects and space involved in the performance 
and from the audience and sociopolitics of the 
site. Transcorporeality is similar to the term inhu-
man interconnectedness, since it involves mate-
rial interchanges between bodies and objects in a 
space, but it goes beyond this definition to include 
interchanges between humans and non-humans, 
along with sociopolitical contexts and power net-
works, as explained by Alaimo.22 Transcorporeal-
ity, according to another definition, is a meeting 
and interchange point between humans and non-
humans.23 Transcorporeality24 can also be written 
as trans-corporeality.25 Within this paper, transcor-
poreality expands on the concept behind inhuman 
interconnections by emphasizing not only connec-
tions between humans and technology, but also the 
social, cultural, and/or political context of a perfor-
mance using biometric data, which is achieved in 
the moment of perception of the performance by a 

spectator. The transcorporeal performing body is 
seen herein as a body meeting an audience at the site 
of a performance and being influenced by a socio-
materiality of action, which is recorded as biomet-
ric data. The term transcorporeality can just as well 
be applied to performance art, in the manner of a 
camera or with the participation of an audience. The 
performance artist and scholar Annette Arlander 
defined transcorporeality,26 based on Alaimo’s 
definition,27 as interconnections and interchanges 
involving the body and (nonhuman) nature. She 
explained the term transcorporeality in relation to 
her performance works in natural surroundings. 
The social science scholars Julie Livingston and Jas-
bir K. Puar define humans/animals/plants as bioso-
cial species and examine the political effects that 
shape interspecies relations.28 This explanation of 
transcorporeality seems to be built upon descrip-
tions in the book When Species Meet by Donna 
Haraway, which included her “Cyborg Manifesto”.29 

A cyborg is a cybernetic organism, a hybrid of 
machine and organism, a creature of social reality 
as well as a creature of fiction. Social reality is lived 
social relations, our most important political con-
struction, a world-changing fiction… This experi-
ence is a fiction and fact of the most crucial, politi-
cal kind.30 

Haraway’s approach to transcorporeality drew on 
feminist posthumanism, positing a concept of the 
human as a single entity free of dualisms, hierar-
chies, and exceptionalism.31 This posthuman entity, 
underpinned by transcorporeality, embodies multi-
layered horizontal crossings and transformations.32 
Livingstone and Puar used the term “interspecies”33 
– defined similarly to transcorporeality.

The choice to examine performance art that uses 
biometric data through inhuman interconnections 
and transcorporeality was based on a type of perfor-
mance art that involves the human body moving in a 
space of interactions with the audience and props or 
objects supporting the interactions, which together 
influence the inner state of the body in performance 
situations.34 Performance using biometric data is a 
very narrow and new field of study, resulting in a 
lack of appropriate terminology. In addition, very 
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few current European performers are working with 
biometric data. This is why the study is undertaken 
to develop the terminology for performance art 
with biometric data.

Performance art, LiminaL sPace, anD 
LiminoiD sPace

Performance as a Term to Describe Phenomena. 
There is a difference between the definitions of per-
formance and what can be analyzed as the manifes-
tations of performance. The term performance has 
been applied to a wide spectrum of human activi-
ties and, in recent years, has gained prominence in 
business, where performance means “doing a job 
efficiently with maximum productivity. In the cor-
porate world, people, machines, systems, depart-
ments, and organizations are required to perform”.35 
Performance as art, according to performance stud-
ies researcher Richard Schechner, has restored per-
formance as a core behavior, meaning “out there,” 
“separated from ‘me,’”36 Schechner explained: 

Performances can be generalized at the theoretical 
level of restoration of behavior, but as embodied 
practices, each and every performance is specific 
and different from every other. The differences 
enact the conventions and traditions of a genre, the 
personal choices made by the performers, directors, 
and authors, various cultural patterns, historical cir-
cumstances, and the particularities of reception.37 

This definition highlights the importance of context 
in defining what performance is and expands on his 
previous work,38 in which performance is explained 
as a very wide spectrum of activities, consisting of 
the space, the body, and interactions with the audi-
ence. Many classical theater professionals are critical 
of Schechner, claiming that his approach to perfor-
mance is too broad.39 The researcher Jon McKenzie 
explains the intertwining of cultural, organizational, 
and technological performances and, building upon 
the ideas of liminality and liminal, introduces the 
term liminoid.40

In this paper, performance involves a human body, 
human biometric data, inhuman interconnections, 
and transcorporeality, defined according to Schech-
ner’s theory41 and expanded upon specifically in 

relation to performance artworks that involve biom-
etrics. This paper argues that performance using 
biometric data is inseparable from its site, since 
biometric data is produced at the site of a perfor-
mance42 and, thus, is either influenced by the site or 
activates it, as the trigger for the creation of a limi-
nal space. The size of the room, whether the perfor-
mance is indoors or outdoors, whether the room is 
dark or light, whether the (performing) body has a 
tired mind or not, the distances between objects, the 
number of audience members, their reactions dur-
ing the performance, and the distance from them 
all influence the performing body and the biometric 
data collected from it. When using biometric data, 
the site43 is always at the core of the performance, 
since all kinds of materiality influence the body. 
Performance is used in this paper to describe a per-
formance at a site,44 which consists of a ritual, and 
where a liminal space is created in order for trans-
formation to occur.45 

Pearson wrote about site-specific performance,46 
which is too narrow a concept for this paper, but the 
work introduces the concept of a site as revealing 
the “placeness” of performance and its impact on 
the performing body. In other words, in this paper 
performance is an embodied, time-defined activ-
ity on a site by a performance artist, and biometric 
data for this activity is produced by the body (in the 
liminal space of the performance), or influences the 
body while it is in the liminal space. Knowledge is 
rendered and communicated to the viewer through 
biometric data that is retrieved from the performing 
body in the liminal space of the performance. When 
transformation, as the result of this biometric-data-
based performative activity, ends, the artwork ends.

Liminal and Liminoid Spaces. A liminal space is a 
space with the biometric data of performance art at 
its core, because biometric data is either produced in 
the liminal space of the performance or itself creates 
the liminal space. The definition of the term liminal 
space is based on Schechner’s definition of perform-
ative activity,47 which fundamentally constitutes a 
meeting between facilitators and participants as a 
liminal space. During live activities, sociomaterial-
ity is central to the liminal space, either between 
the facilitating performance artists or between the 
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artists and the participating audience.48 In the defi-
nition posited by the scholar Claire Bishop, in rela-
tion to participatory art projects, a liminal space is 
the space and time of an action, which directs atten-
tion towards one activity – what can be called the 
liminal space of collective co-creation;49 in other 
words, the sharing of a single goal with others. 

The terms liminality and liminal describe the 
embodied work of a performer in a space on the 
threshold between multiple culture-based objects, 
props, and cultural sites.50 Explaining technology-
based innovation51 within performance art prac-
tices, McKenzie describes techno-performance, 
using digital limen and liminoid as terms to refer 
to the cyberspatiality of a body whose actions are 
digitally recorded; in other words, living bodies are 
recorded, archived, and recombined through multi-
media communication networks,52 and the spatial-
ity of the body becomes the cyberspatiality of the 
recorded performance. A liminoid space is a tran-
sitional space for the performing body and, in this 
context, is attached to a technological presence in 
the space and moment; a performing body is influ-
enced by its context-specific environment.

interactiVe art anD Design

The core differences between interactive art and 
design and performance art will be discussed in this 
section. Interactivity is explained by the scholar and 
artist Joan Soler-Adillon as an artificial situation in 
which one or more agents carry out a series of actions 
in order to gain responses to their specific behavior, 
which is synchronized with their previous actions in 
a space.53 Interactivity itself might not be seen as per-
formance, but could be said to facilitate performance 
when it interacts with one or more bodies. 

Interactive design, as defined by Graham, is a user-
oriented design that involves users in the design 
process and is accessible to the users through com-
munication of this process.54 It is oriented towards 
cycles of collaboration between a designer and 
users.55 The goal of interactive design is the co-
development of a design product.56 

Han describes interactive art as art that allows 
interconnections between artworks, artists, and 

the audience.57 This interconnection can become 
dynamic and “the feedback between the interac-
tors and the system can create the highest degree 
of indeterminacy and subjectivity, which leads to 
a higher level of user engagement.”58 Interactive 
art, as defined by Soler-Adillon, is art that involves 
one or more agents (viewers) in order to make the 
artwork complete and meaningful59 – for example, 
when viewers become the artwork or viewers acti-
vate the installed artwork through their specific 
behavior. There is a certain fluidity in definitions of 
performance art and interactive art, regarding view-
ers becoming the artwork. This is exemplified by 
artist Eric Andersen’s Achilleus (1988), which acti-
vated the viewers in a space by creating casts of their 
feet, as artefacts, which in a later phase, after the 
interaction, became an installation. Andersen called 
the artwork performance, but according to Soler-
Adillon, it could just as well have fit the definition 
of interactive art.60

In this paper, what distinguishes the term per-
formance61 from interactive art62 and interactive 
design63 is that in performance there is no prod-
uct involved and the performance artwork is com-
plete after the transformation within the live action 
involving biometric data has happened, as explained 
by Schechner.64

Biometric Data

The artist and researcher Yoon Chung Han defines 
biometric data within art and design projects as 
an index used to identify and verify individual 
responses from measured parts of the body:65 

When matching biometric data with real identities, 
the relationship between one’s biometric data and 
identity can be indexical. In linguistics and the phi-
losophy of language, indexicality refers to an indexi-
cal behavior or utterance which points to some state 
of affairs … “Index” means that the physical vehicle 
is a trace left by the referent, and the best example of 
an index is the fingerprint. A fingerprint is an iden-
tifier and an index written by genetics and nature 
that corresponds to each living creature.66 

The term biometrics, defined in the works of Jain, 
Hong, and Pankanti67 and Jain, Bolle, and Pankanti,68 
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is a method of identifying people and their behavio-
ral characteristics. In this paper, the term biometric 
data specifically means human biometric data, with 
a performance artist producing the data within a 
performance. Biometric data can include finger- or 
palm prints, palm veins, hand geometry, facial or 
iris recognition data, retinal scans, DNA, and odors, 
and it has recently expanded to include a person’s 
movements (e.g., handwriting, gait, typing rhythm, 
and voice.)69 Biometric data can be static, as exem-
plified by DNA, skin patterns, irises, fingerprints, 
body contours, etc., or dynamic, such as facial 
expressions, body gestures, electroencephalogra-
phy (EEG), blood pressure, or body temperature.70 
The gathering of biometric data requires interaction 
with an interfacing body in some way. The execu-
tion of the interaction could be said to be performa-
tive; thus, part of the performance is the interaction 
and another part is the mediated data.

DiscUssion

The performance cases by Marija Griniuk and Viola 
Kus are examples of art combined with bio materi-
ality,71 which involves collaboration between artists 
and scientists. As described in the manifesto What 
Bio Art Is, bio art projects involve direct biological 
intervention and political, social, cultural, and ethi-
cal implications.72 They challenge the boundaries 
between the human and the nonhuman, the living 
and the nonliving, the natural and the artificial.73

The inner states of performing bodies are often 
hidden from the audience. In the described cases, 
performances using biometric data gave the view-
ers access to new knowledge of the inner states of a 
human body immersed in a live performance. Mark 
Making involved visualization of the performer’s live 
brain activity, which made states of extreme concen-
tration or relaxation visible while the performer was 
immersed in the performance. This new knowledge 
informed the spectators about the effect of interac-
tion input on the bodily condition of the performer. 
In The Tests: Techno-Voyeurism into a Performing 
Body, this information was saved and it was possible 
to recreate it as documentation of the performance. 
In these two examples, technology connected to 

the body in order to visualize or document its 
inner state resulted in inhuman interconnections; 
transcorporeality fell within the sociomateriality of 
a performing body in the site-specific environment 
of a performative action. The 2015 performance of 
Mark Making took place in the project space Perfor-
manceRum in Aarhus, Denmark and was attended 
by around twenty-five visitors, the majority of 
whom were the author’s colleagues, which created 
the very particular sociomateriality and experience 
of the site of the performance. The 2018 Mark Mak-
ing performance was during the art fair ArtVilnius 
in Lithuania, where the author was presented as one 
of the Gallery Meno Parkas artists. Looking at these 
two particular performances, the transcorporeal 
body is a vastly different body; in the first case, the 
artist belongs to the artist-run environment, and in 
the second case, is officially represented by the gal-
lery at the art fair. The two ways of presenting the 
artist and the two different performance sites each 
have an impact on the artist’s emotional condition, 
feelings, and empathic connections during the per-
formances, which is reflected in the biometric data 
generated during them.74

In both Mark Making and The Tests: Techno-Voyeur-
ism into a Performing Body, Griniuk utilizes tech-
nology-based means to read her biometric data in 
order to empathetically connect with the audience 
and, through these means, to non-verbally invite the 
audience members to co-perform in real time; they 
can influence the unfolding performative action and 
see these outcomes, as the performing body reacts to 
the audience’s triggers and the triggers of the objects 
surrounding the performer. These empathic con-
nections, witnessed by the audience in the real time 
of performance are caused by transcorporeality, as 
the union of objects, space, audience and performer, 
and placeness, as the narrative within the site of the 
performance. The performance is dependent upon 
real time, as it is through real time that the bodily 
changes within the performer unfold to the view-
ers; as such it is intimately tied to inhuman inter-
connections, as interconnections with the objects 
and technology, along with transcorporeality as the 
sociomaterial space and the narrative of the site of 
the performance.
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In the projects by Viola Kus, the inner states of 
the involved participating artists were visible to 
the audience in real time; for example, knowledge 
about the performer’s brain activity and pulse was 
retrieved, rendered, and communicated to the audi-
ence in real time during the live art events. In this 
case, as encountered by the author of this paper, 
the transcorporeal body was a combination of the 
human body, the technology, and the very particu-
lar sociomateriality of the medical environment, in 
which the performance artist could not see or sense 
the audience, but was surrounded only by medical 
personnel and MRA equipment while performing. 
The transcorporeal body was immersed in the per-
formative activity, but it was only seen as raw bio-
metric data by the audience outside the laboratory, 
which was completely accessible and understand-
able only to a neuroscientist. In other words, the 
transcorporeal body transmits the novel space for 
spectating performance, in which the body is inter-
preted from the data seen by the audience at large, 
but remains abstract for the common viewer and can 
only be accurately understood by the medical spe-
cialists in the laboratory environment. In this case, 
the norms of spectating performance artwork have 
been altered through the innovation of technology-
based rendering of the body in interactions with the 
materiality of the placeness of performance. 

In performance art, human and non-human ele-
ments influence the performing body at the site of a 
performance to an equal degree, since the materials, 
technology, and performer immerse the audience 
in the liminal space of the performance artwork. As 
outlined in this paper, inhuman refers to the human 
and non-human triggers within interactive art that 
build the “inner” liminality of the facilitating per-
former, the audience, and the materiality of the art 
piece. Performance using biometric data gathered 
through inhuman interconnections means that both 
human and non-human (material and technology) 
objects at the site of a performance can influence the 
values of the resulting biometric data. According to 
the scholar Jeffrey Jerome Cohen, the term inhu-
man, in essence, erases the boundaries of hierarchi-
cal relations between the human and non-human;75 
for example, a stone in a performance art situation 

could represent both symbolic importance to the 
human performer and input to the biometric data 
produced during the performance. If this stone has 
a particular value to the performer, such as connec-
tion to a certain narrative or coming from a certain 
location, it could have an emotional impact on an 
artist during the performance, which could also 
influence the data. 

The term transcorporeality is relevant in perfor-
mance with biometric data, as the body, technol-
ogy, and sociocultural context of the performance 
are key. Transcorporeality is built upon inhuman 
interconnections and expands the concept behind 
this term, since it means not only the connections 
between a performing body and the objects within 
performance, but also the dynamics between the 
performer, the environment, the surroundings, the 
context of the performance, and the audience. In par-
ticular, transcorporeality as a term could be applied 
to performance as activism, in that such artworks 
carry a critical message regarding society, educa-
tion, or politics and involve biometric data. “Trans-
corporeality means that all creatures, as embodied 
beings, are intermeshed with the dynamic, mate-
rial world, which crosses through them, transforms 
them, and is transformed by them”.76 Within a per-
formance art event, the transcorporeal body is the 
body of the performer, immersed in the liminal 
space of the performance, intermeshed with the 
technological devices attached to the body in order 
to collect biometric data, the software that transmits 
and interprets the live data, the context of the per-
formance, the sociocultural or pedagogical message 
of the performance, and the reactions of the audi-
ence members. As in Haraway’s “Cyborg Mani-
festo,”77 the transcorporeal body becomes “more-
than-human” by having inhuman interconnections 
between the body and technology, alongside the 
body being influenced by sociomateriality and the 
message within the performance. 

concLUsion

The key terms – performance art, biometric data, 
inhuman interconnections, and transcorporeal-
ity – have been utilized to analyze three European 
performance art cases. Performance with biometric 
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data, communicated in real time, provided new 
knowledge to the viewers regarding the inner states 
of the performing bodies in the liminal space in the 
described cases; one exception is the case of The 
Tests: Techno-Voyeurism into a Performing Body, in 
which the biometric data became the data through 
which the performance art event was documented. 
Within the provided cases, inhuman intercon-
nections were human and non-human triggers of 
interactions within the performance art, uniting the 
performing body, the technology, and the objects 
within the performance with the biometric data. 
Transcorporeality within the three cases referred to 
the unity of the body, the technology, the objects, 
and the sociopolitics of the site of performance, 
social aspects of interactions, involving the context 
and the audience’s reactions to the artwork per-
formed in real time. This research can be used by 
performance artists and performance art research-
ers, as the study establishes and clarifies the termi-
nology relating to performance art that uses biom-
etric data. Further investigation should be directed 
toward the ethical issues of working with bio art, 
particularly with regard to performances involving 
human biometric data.
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Performanso menas,  KUriame naUDoJami Biometriniai 
DUomenYs

santrauka

Tyrime analizuojamas performanso menas, kuriame naudojami biometriniai duomenys, remiantis dviem koncep-

cijos perspektyvomis – inhuman sąsajomis ir transkorporalumu – paremtomis Europos performanso meno pa-

vyzdžiais iš Lietuvos, Suomijos, Lenkijos ir Danijos. Terminas „performanso menas“ teoriškai reiškia visą meną, 

apimantį žmogaus kūną, jo biometrinius duomenis, inhuman sąsajas, transkorporalumą ir liminalią erdvę. Šiame 

tyrime nagrinėjami interaktyvaus meno ir dizaino bei performanso meno su biometriniais duomenimis skirtumai. 

Taikant autoetnografijos metodą, buvo tiriami projektai. 

Straipsnyje pateikti duomenys buvo surinkti per autoriaus performanso meno renginius arba renginiuose, kuriuo-

se jis lankėsi. Atvejai nagrinėti analizuojant kokybinius duomenis, naudojant terminus, apibūdinančius žmogaus 
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biometrinius duomenis ir interaktyvumą bei pritaikytus interaktyvaus meno ir interaktyvaus dizaino srityse. Ty-
rime nagrinėjamas biometrinių duomenų ir meno derinys, siekiant paaiškinti žmonių susitikimo su technologija 
fenomeną, atskleistą naudojant duomenis, surinktus iš kūno renginio metu. Išvadose apžvelgiami pagrindiniai ter-
minai – performanso menas, biometriniai duomenys, inhuman sąsajos ir transkorporalumas – taikomi meninėms 
praktikoms, kur susitinka performanso menas ir biometriniai duomenys.

reikšminiai žodžiai: performanso menas, biometriniai duomenys, inhuman sąsajos, transkorporalumas.
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