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GUIDE, version 1.0 

This guide is the second version of D-ark guide. The first version 0.0. was published on May 7th 2015 in Finnish. This 
updated version includes a new metadata schema and it is based on a presentation given at CIDOC 2018 Conference, 
Crete October 2nd 2018 and a conference paper D-ark – a shared, digital performance art archive with a modular 
metadata schema published in Heritage Journal Special Issue "On Provenance of Knowledge and Documentation: 
Select Papers from “CIDOC 2018”"March 21st 2019 by T.E.H.D.A.S. and chief curator Anni Saisto, Pori Art Museum. 
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1. Introduction  
 
D-ark (digital performance art archive) is based on a joint effort by the artist community T.E.H.D.A.S., 
which has created the archive, and Pori Art Museum, which is committed to preserving the archive 
for the future if the artist association were to be dissolved in the future. This guide explains the 
concept of D-ark and its metadata schema. It also addresses questions concerning performance art 
documentation, ownership, copyright and digital preservation. 
 
T.E.H.D.A.S. has actively organized performance events since 2005 and have systematically recorded 
the performances on video. At the moment D-ark holds over 300 video recordings covering a decade 
of events and festivals organised by T.E.H.D.A.S. A selection of D-ark videos is available online at 
http://www.tehdasry.fi/dark/. At the moment 61 recordings are published on the internet. The 
online database for collecting the metadata is available to authorized users. Master files are stored 
at Pori Art Museum. The museum will preserve the archive and provide it to the national digital long 
term preservation system. 
 
The concept of D-ark includes a modular metadata schema that makes a distinction between 
descriptive, administrative, and technical metadata. The model is designed to be flexible—new 
modules of objects or technical metadata can be added in the future, if necessary. D-ark metadata 
schema deploys the FRBRoo, Premis, VideoMD, and AudioMD standards. Administrative and 
technical metadata modules abide by Finnish digital preservation specifications. 
 

2. Problems of Archiving Performance Art Documentation 
 
The role of documentation in relation to works of performance art has been reflected on from 
several different aspects. Philip Auslander has created two categories for performance art 
documentation—documentary and theatrical. The first category contains the idea of a document as 
evidence of a performance that occurred in a specific time and place. The second category, 
theatrical, includes performance art staged for the camera—it has not existed as an independent 
artwork, nor was it performed for an audience.1 According to how T.E.H.D.A.S. sees their 
documentation, their work falls into the first category. Thus, performance is seen as a singular 
moment during which the artwork exists. The documentation is proof of what happened, a glimpse 
of a moment that has since disappeared into the past. This thinking has led us to the conclusion that 
a video recording and metadata describing the performance is documentation, not an independent 
artwork authorized by the artist. For this reason, T.E.H.D.A.S. performance art documentation is 
considered in creating an archive, not a collection as it is understood in the art museum context. 
 
Auslander sees documentation itself as performative—the act of documenting something as a 
performance is what constitutes it as a work of art. The established practice in performance events 
is that a camera focuses on the performer instead of interaction between the artist and the 
audience. As a result, the camera frames the performance and participants in the tradition of 
reproducing artworks instead of documenting events in an ethnographic way.2 T.E.H.D.A.S. has 
aimed to avoid disturbing the performer or the audience while documenting, resulting in that the 
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camera is often in the background or to the side, therefore allowing the audience to be seen in the 
picture as well. The footage does not exclude the audience, yet the main focus remains on the 
performance. As well, the framing depends on the nature of the performance and possible 
interaction between the artist and the audience. When considered from this point of view, one can 
say that T.E.H.D.A.S. has documented events rather than reproduced artworks. Yet, as Daniela 
Salazar reminds us, the person or people recording the performance always make an interpretation 
of what is taking place. The recording is somebody’s reinterpretation executed with available 
technical means.3 
 
The attitudes towards performance art documentation have long been critical. Toni Sant reminds 
us that emphasizing the dichotomy between the event and its recording might no longer be 
relevant. He continues that professionally executed archiving supports the artists, who can then 
acquire different perspectives on their body of work, as can researchers and the general public, for 
whom documentation provides information about an ephemeral art form and its development over 
the years.4 In his recent book Reactivations, Philip Auslander points out that “documentation is a 
present act directed to a future audience”5. For T.E.H.D.A.S., the archive serves as a memory that 
carries information about the association’s past activities. Its other aim is to promote performance 
art, both by making it available for public via the internet and by gathering sufficient metadata for 
researchers. D-ark has gained appreciation among artists as their work is being documented and 
published on the website. It is also possible that the era of smart phones and social media have 
changed the attitudes towards documentation. Video recording has become a mundane activity 
carried out by ordinary people. Especially younger generations consider it to be a natural part of 
life, as well as of performance clubs and events. 
 

3. Ownership and Copyright 
 
When addressing the issue of copyright of performance art video documentation, three questions 
arise—the copyright of the artist, the copyright of the videographer, and the role of the art museum 
in relation to an archive owned by T.E.H.D.A.S. These questions need to be taken into consideration 
when drawing up contracts. Firstly, I will discuss the artist’s copyright. When organizing 
performance events, T.E.H.D.A.S. has drawn up contracts with artists, and the copyright questions 
of the video recording have been taken into consideration. The content of the contracts has varied 
over the years. The basic idea has been that, when agreeing on performing in an event arranged by 
T.E.H.D.A.S., the artists have consented that the organizer can record their performances. Contracts 
give T.E.H.D.A.S. the right to use the recordings to promote performance art in the association’s 
own activities and to archive it. The other option is that artists can give their consent to T.E.H.D.A.S. 
for publishing the recordings on the internet. The D-ark website (http://www.tehdasry.fi/dark/) was 
created for that purpose. In this way, the copyright could be held by both the publisher and the 
artist. 
 
Secondly, when a performance artwork is recorded, a copyright is also born to the videographer. 
According to Finnish law, the copyright exists for 50 years from when the recording was made. 
Members of T.E.H.D.A.S. have been responsible for recording, and they have agreed to pass on their 
rights to the artist association. According to the law, the name of the videographer has to be 
mentioned when the videos are being shown. The third question is the position of Pori Art Museum 
in relation to an archive owned by T.E.H.D.A.S. At the moment, T.E.H.D.A.S. is the owner of the 
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archive, and the archival files are deposited in Pori Art Museum. Among the rights that the artist 
grants in the contract to T.E.H.D.A.S. is that the documentation can be moved to a third party if it is 
a memory institution collaborating with T.E.H.D.A.S. If the artist association were to be dissolved in 
the future, the archive can be transferred to Pori Art Museum to secure its existence. 
 
To survey the problems of copyright and possibilities of Creative Commons licensing in the art field, 
Pori Art Museum arranged a seminar on 8 December 2017. It was curated by Juha Mehtäläinen, and 
the speakers of the seminar were artists experienced in both using licensed material in their artistic 
work and publishing their own works on the internet using free licenses. The presentations and 
discussions demonstrated how multifaceted the questions concerning copyright and the freedom 
of internet can be. Both positive and negative experiences and opinions were shared, identifying 
the benefits of especially the CC0 license and the attention one’s work can earn on the internet. On 
the other hand, the power of big corporations and algorithms directing people’s orientation on the 
internet were criticized. A Finnish-speaking web publication, “Luova yhteismaa ja taide” (“Creative 
Commons and Art”), addressed issues discussed at the seminar.6 
 

4. Digital Preservation Guidelines in Finland 
 
The Ministry of Culture and Education of Finland launched a project in 2008 to ensure the high 
quality of digital cultural heritage information. One aim of the National Digital Library project was 
to develop a long-term preservation service for Finnish libraries, archives, and museums.7 Digital 
preservation guidelines and IT infrastructure were developed by CSC – IT Center for Science Ltd. 
Metadata describing the informational content, provenance information, and directions regarding 
the usage of the content were considered to have a key role. The digital preservation service was 
introduced in 2015.8 The National Digital Library project ended in 2017, and by that time, material 
from seven organizations was transferred to the digital preservation service.9 From now on, the 
service is being run by CSC – IT Center for Science Ltd. 
 
Digital preservation service supports 20 different kinds of metadata standards. According to digital 
preservation specifications, video is among the most complicated file type, as it must be described 
with three different standards—Premis for the birth history of the digital object, copyright status, 
and general technical information; VideoMD for picture; and AudioMD for sound. Due to this fact, 
the amount of technical metadata is large, up to 50 pieces of information. A large part of metadata 
can be gathered from the file info, yet some bits of the information should be written down when 
the files are being created and edited, such as pixel aspect ratio and editing software name and 
version numbering.  
 

5. Modular Metadata Schema and Application of FRBRoo 
 

The metadata schema created for D-ark consists of three modules, and four different standards 
have been applied (Figure 1). The modules contain information about the performance (FRBRoo), 
administrative metadata of the documentation (Premis), and technical metadata explaining the 
qualities of the digital objects (PREMIS, VideoMD, AudioMD). This model distinguishes between 
recorded performance event and the recording. For instance, the duration of the performance may 
be different from the duration of the video recording, the first piece of information belonging to the 
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performance metadata and the latter to technical metadata. As well, the possibility of confusing 
different authors—the author of the performance and the author of the video recording—has been 
eliminated. 
 
FRBRoo is a conceptual model that provides a unified conceptual model for bibliographic records. It 
allows the modeling of creative processes in a coherent and integrated way. FRBRoo inherited 
features from both CIDOC CRM (Cidoc Conceptual Reference Model) and FRBR (Functional 
Requirements for Bibliographic Records) and it can be used for describing performing arts.10 The 
mapped metadata for D-ark performance art documentation consists of three main elements that 
are also the core of FRBRoo—F20 performance work, F25 performance plan, and F31 performance. 
Performance work is the intellectual concept of the artwork, performance plan is a blueprint for 
how to realize the performance work, and performance is the event at which the art work is being 
presented.  

 

 

Figure 1. The modular metadata schema of D-ark. 

In the D-ark metadata schema (Figure 2), performance work can have descriptions or keywords (E62 
String, E55 Type) and a title (E75 Conceptual Object Appellation). The T.E.H.D.A.S. archive does not 
include written or drawn plans made by the artist (F25 Performance Plan), yet it is included in the 
mapping, as it is the semantic glue joining together performance work and the activity resulting 
from it, the F31 performance. In D-ark, F31 performance has the largest number of qualities 
connected to it—the performer (E39 Actor) who can have a real name (E82 Actor Appellation), 
qualities such as an artist (E55 Type) and a nationality (E74 Group.) The performance happens 
somewhere (F9 Place) with an additional definition (E44 Place Appellation). The performer can use 
specific object/s (E70 Things) and the performance has happened at a certain time (E50 date) and 
also has a duration (E52 Time-span). The performance is documented on a video (E31 Document) 
which has administrative and technical metadata (E62 String) described with Premis, Video MD, and 
Audio MD standards. This mapping can be adjusted or enlarged when needed. For instance, it 
contains the possibility to add derivative works in the future. As FRBRoo understands the complexity 
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of performance art consisting of an abstract idea and its different manifestations, it is the most 
suitable metadata format for describing performance artworks. 
 
  

 

Figure 2. FRBRoo (A Conceptual Model for Bibliographic Information in Object-Oriented 
Formalism) metadata schema for D-ark. 

 

6. Administrative and Technical Metadata 
 

The administrative metadata is described with PREMIS Data Dictionary for Preservation Metadata. 
PREMIS is an international standard for supporting the preservation of digital objects and their long-
term usability.11 In the D-ark metadata schema, PREMIS is used to describe the documentation 
event, the copyright status of the digital object (including the country whose laws apply), and the 
determination date of the copyright status. It is also used to indicate some information about the 
digital object, such as the message digest algorithm and the software used to create it.  
 
In the D-ark metadata schema, PREMIS is also used to indicate the actions the preservation 
repository is allowed to take. PREMIS version 2.2. proposed a controlled vocabulary, such as to 
replicate (make an exact copy), migrate (make a copy identical in content in a different file format), 
modify (make a version different in content), use (read without copying or modifying), disseminate 
(create a copy or version for use outside of the preservation repository), and delete (remove from 
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the repository).12 The vocabulary is useful in the context of long-term preservation, as permission 
for possible migration to a new file format in the future can be articulated clearly. Finnish digital 
preservation specifications list file formats that can be either transferred or retained in the 
repository. Even though file formats would be retainable, according to present guidelines the 
migration might, in the future, be indispensable to secure the usability of digital objects. 
 
To provide sufficient information for digital preservation, video files are described with VideoMD 
and AudioMD standards. This data can be treated as an object characteristics extension in PREMIS. 
In the metadata schema of D-ark, features such as duration, bit rate, color, codec and resolution 
information, display aspect ratio, and signal format are being collected. As the videos have sound, 
a separate AudioMD extension is being added that includes, e.g., audio data encoding, codec 
information, sampling frequency, and number of audio channels. 

7. Possible Extensions of the Modular Metadata Schema 
 

The idea behind the modular metadata schema is flexibility—it can be expanded with new elements 
in the future (Figure 3). For instance, if digital video files need to be migrated into a new file format 
to secure their preservation, a new module of technical metadata can be added in connection with 
the original video file data. Information about the old technical metadata is retained so that the 
original nature of the digital file can be traced. The other possibility is to add completely new 
objects, either tangible or digital. If T.E.H.D.A.S. wants to expand the archive in the future—for 
instance with texts, photographs, or residual objects from the performance—it is possible to add 
new modules to the schema. 
 
If digital texts and photographs are added, both could include at least three modules: Firstly, 
descriptive metadata about the content of the text or the photograph; secondly, administrative 
metadata indicating the copyright status and birth history of the document; and, thirdly, technical 
metadata. As with the video documentation, the performance remains the topic of the 
documentation, so the modules are connected to it. Thus, the benefit of the modular metadata 
schema is that the performance needs to be described only once. Naturally, suitable standards 
should be applied when creating new modules, and the recommendations of digital preservation 
specifications should be taken into consideration. 
 
When expanding the modular metadata schema, the metadata of residual objects differ from digital 
files. First, physical objects have to be described. This part of the process resembles traditional 
museum work and cataloguing objects. The objects have been part of the performance in some way, 
so they are connected to the performance module. If objects are photographed, the photographs 
most likely will not require separate descriptions about their visual content. Thus, the administrative 
metadata describing the copyright status and birth history of the photograph can be directly 
connected to the residual object module. Digital photography naturally has its own technical 
metadata, which creates the third module for this object type. Following this logic, the modular 
metadata schema can be expanded with new object types, yet the capacity and qualities of the 
collections management system define the possibilities of new additions. 
 
 
 



8 
 

 

Figure 3. Potential extensions of the modular metadata schema. 

8. Specifications of standards  
 
(Accessed on 13 June 2019) 
 
Definition of FRBRoo. A Conceptual Model for Bibliographic Information in Object-Oriented 
Formalism, https://www.ifla.org/files/assets/cataloguing/FRBRoo/frbroo_v_2.4.pdf. 
 
Doerr, Martin, and Chryssoula Bekiari. FRBRoo, a Conceptual Model for Performing Arts. 2008,  
https://www.ics.forth.gr/_publications/drfile.2008-06-42.pdf. 
 
PREMIS: Preservation Metadata Maintenance Activity (Library of Congress). 
https://www.loc.gov/standards/premis/. 
The PREMIS Data Dictionary, Version 2.2. July 2012, 
https://www.loc.gov/standards/premis/v2/premis-dd-2-2.pdf. 
 
AudioMD and VideoMD - Technical Metadata for Audio and Video (Standards, Library of Congress). 
https://www.loc.gov/standards/amdvmd/.  

https://www.ifla.org/files/assets/cataloguing/FRBRoo/frbroo_v_2.4.pdf
https://www.ics.forth.gr/_publications/drfile.2008-06-42.pdf
https://www.loc.gov/standards/premis/
https://www.loc.gov/standards/premis/v2/premis-dd-2-2.pdf
https://www.loc.gov/standards/amdvmd/
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9. Links to performance art archives and projects  
 
(Accessed on 13 June 2019) 
 
Theatre and Performance Research Association (TaPRA) http://tapra.org/.  
 
Archiv Performativ http://archivperformativ.zhdk.ch/. 
 
European Live Art Archive (ELAA) http://elaa.cat/en/elaa/. 
 
Tate, The Live List: What to Consider When Collecting Live Works. https://www.tate.org.uk/about-

us/projects/collecting-performative/live-list-what-consider-when-collecting-live-works. 

Franklin Furnace. On a Mission to Make the World Safe for Avant-Garde Art. 

http://franklinfurnace.org. 

Black Kit Performer’s Archive. http://www.blackkit.org/?page_id=56. 

University of Bristol Theatre Collection, The Live Art Archives. 

http://www.bristol.ac.uk/theatrecollection/liveart/liveart_archivesmain.html (accessed on 25 

January 2019). 

University of Bristol Theatre Collection, The Digital Performance Archive. 

http://www.bris.ac.uk/theatrecollection/liveart/liveart_DPA.html?_ga=2.243309189.1699141634.

1548917631-129903744.1540288593. 
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persistence of being; Routledge: London, UK, New York, USA and Canada, 2012. ISBN 978-415-

55767-2. 
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