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You never had it so good. Questions regarding the guilt 
of humanity and modern society were just as current 
then as they are now. Technology was set against 
“naturalness” and against nature as a system with rules 
and regulations beyond that of humans, as an idea-world 
inaccessible to man. 
 We readily speak about the weather. Weather is 
talked about as though it is an outer imposition, a condition 
and a prerequisite that has an enormous affect on our lives, 
but that is impossible for us to do anything about. It’s simply 
there. We all share a common fate in the weather and the 
geographical variations around the world.
 Bigert & Bergström’s exhibition Everybody 
Talks About The Weather, but Nobody Does Anything About 
It spans over a broad field dealing with the technology 
and “mythology” of weather and climate research. One 
can view the artists’ work as a research and exploration 
expedition as well as a mimetic mannerism of sorts. Not 
satisfied with merely finding out what goes on in the 
world of research, they undertake empirical experiments 
of their own, as meta-actions resembling and mimicking 
those carried out in the service of scientific research.

 The video piece If You Don’t Like The Weather, 
Change It came about as a study of myths stemming from 
the idea that there are nations and powers that can affect 
the weather for their own gain; militarily, economically, 
politically, etc. The artists have followed and sought for 
research and pilots with the task of improving/changing 
the weather through “cloud seeding”. Apparently, cloud 
seeding has been in use since the Second World War, 
and conspiracy theories have been rampant ever since. 
In his essay A Gun in a Knife Fight in the exhibition 
catalogue, Ronald Jones provides Bigert & Bergström’s 
study with historical and revealing facts concerning the 
use of weather control for military offensive purposes. 
In 1954, a decree was published in Washington with 
guidelines for weather control. In 1954, a decree was 
published in Washington with guidelines for weather 
control. At the same time Wilhelm Reich published his 
own guideline, Rules to follow in cloud engineering, where 
even moral dilemmas were formulated: In cloud engineering 
you do not “create rain” – you do not “destroy clouds” – briefly, 
you are not playing God. What you do is solely helping nature 
on its natural course. 

BIGERT & BERGSTRÖM AT UPPSALA ART MUSEUM

EVERYONE’S TALKING ABOUT CLIMATE CHANGE. SOME BELIEVE THAT WE WILL NEVER 

HAVE IT AS GOOD AS WE DO RIGHT NOW. PROPHECIES OFFER A BLEAK PERSPECTIVE OF 

THE FUTURE, AND THERE IS CONSTANT TALK OF REAL THREATS TO OUR HABITAT. THE 

QUESTION IS: CAN MAN SURVIVE? THIS WAS ALSO THE TITLE OF AN EXHIBITION AT THE 

AMERICAN MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY IN NEW YORK IN 1969. IN THE ENTRANCE 

HALL, VISITORS WERE WELCOMED BY A POEM BY THEODORE ROOSEVELT; NATURE: 

THERE ARE NO WORDS THAT CAN TELL THE HIDDEN SPIRIT OF THE WILDERNESS, THAT CAN REVEAL 

ITS MYSTERY, ITS MELANCHOLY, AND ITS CHARM. A NEON SIGN INFORMED THE VIEWER,

 The work on the video piece If You Don’t Like 
The Weather, Change It reached its climax when the 
artists themselves hired a pilot and bombarded a cloud 
with dry ice somewhere in Sweden.
 The video piece Biosphere III is based on a 
performance by Bigert & Bergström in Oslo in 1990. The 
action itself was a theatrical staging of the real Biosphere 
II, an experiment in Arizona where eight researchers 
lived in a greenhouse environment for two years. The 
purpose of the experiment was to ascertain whether 
it would be possible to artificially create ecosystems 
and self-generating climates as environments fit for 
human habitation. The project has been described as 
the largest utopian survival experiment of the modern 
age. Biosphere III is a commentary to the underlying 
utopia, and focuses on the act itself of residing in the 
greenhouse, of moving around in climate adapted suits, 
and of observing the environments affect on, among 
other things, matter and plants. The artwork has a 
poetic foundation with an element of science fiction to 
it, emphasising the theatrical aspects of Biosphere II, 
where the displaying of the experiment to an audience 
as some sort of drama was apparently just as important 
as seeing the experiment through to its conclusion.
 Steam Chamber is part of the large installation 
Climatic Chambers that was toured the Nordic countries in 
1994-1995. Bigert & Bergström produced artificial climates 
in each of the separated chambers. There were chambers for 
heat, cold, light, wind and steam, and visitors would walk 
through one chamber at a time  Steam Chamber includes 
a sculpted rhinoceros that produces its own climate. The 
environment is manipulated in order to create an effective 

ecosystemthat slowly but surely destroys itself.  
 The sculpture group Inverted Space Molecules is 
an installation of photographs from a weather station 
run by the Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological 
Institute, from the icebreaker Oden and from a bubble 
greenhouse in Cornwall, as well as stills from the 
film If You Don’t Like The Weather, Change It. Bigert & 
Bergström twist and turn the perspective so that the 
images appear as inverted panoramas on sculptural 
globe formations. The sculptures are joined together 
in the form of molecule-like clusters. The viewer’s 
perspective shifts from, on the one hand, large scale 
angles in wide perspectives, to, on the other hand, very 
detailed micro formats. At times, every nook and cranny 
of the photographed setting is registered, in a form of 
information overload, a redundancy, that as of yet has 
not been sorted from an ongoing research process. The 
clusters in turn form three thematic accumulations in 
the room, which are also expressed as subheadings in 
the piece: Weather Station, Expedition and EDEN. 
 It is with a great sense of pride that Uppsala 
Art Museum has had a hand in the realisation of Bigert 
& Bergström’s exhibition Everybody Talks About The 
Weather, but Nobody Does Anything About It. The artists 
raise urgent issues indicating that our time perhaps also 
constitutes a period of transition. Weather and climate 
themes are no longer conceptions of faith and fatalism, 
but constitute a area within which manipulation and 
survival experiments can take place. Bigert & Bergström 
work actively to increase the general awareness, using 
both humour and revealing facts in an innovative 
artistic context.

EVERYONE TALKS ABOUT THE WEATHER, 

BUT NOBODY DOES ANYTHIG ABOUT IT
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A GUN IN A KNIFE FIGHT

 KNOW THE ENEMY, KNOW YOURSELF; YOUR VICTORY WILL NEVER BE ENDANGERED. KNOW THE 
GROUND, KNOW THE WEATHER; YOUR VICTORY WILL THEN BE TOTAL.

SUN TZU, THE ART OF WAR

SOMETIMES ITS BEST TO END A ROW BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE, OR EVEN A 

WAR BETWEEN TWO NATIONS PLEADING FOR PEACE ON BEHALF OF THE IN-

NOCENTS INEVITABLY CAUGHT IN-BETWEEN AND THAT’S EXACTLY WHAT 

PRESIDENT LYNDON JOHNSON DID ON THE EIGHTH OF FEBRUARY IN 1967.  

HE SENT A SECRET LETTER TO HO CHI MINH, PRESIDENT OF THE DEMOCRATIC 

REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM, AND IT WAS NOTHING IF NOT A SUPPLICATION: 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am writing to you in the hope that the conflict in 

Vietnam can be brought to an end. That conflict has 

already taken a heavy toll-in lives lost, in wounds 

inflicted, in property destroyed, and in simple human 

misery. If we fail to find a just and peaceful solution, 

history will judge us harshly . . . Therefore, I believe 

that we both have a heavy obligation to seek earnestly 

the path to peace. It is in response to that obligation 

that I am writing directly to you . . . 

President Johnson’s letter went on to propose 
direct bilateral talks with representatives of the U.S. 
Government to “end a conflict that has brought burdens 
to both our peoples . . . “  Nine days later Ho Chi Minh’s 
reply was received at The White House.  

. . . The United States Government provoked the war of 

aggression in Viet-Nam. It must cease that aggression, it 

is the only road leading to the re-establishment of peace. 

The United States Government must halt definitively 

and unconditionally the bombings and all other acts 

of war against the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, 

withdraw from South Viet-Nam all American troops 

and all troops from the satellite countries, recognize the 

National Front of the Liberation of South Viet-Nam 

and let the Vietnamese people settle their problems 

themselves . . .

Sincerely, 

Ho Chi Minh

Without a more promising response from his enemy, 
President Johnson returned to using the one-half 
million U.S. troops in Vietnam to prosecute the war.  
He launched new offensives - Operation Cedar Falls 
and Operation Junction City - and sustained others 
including Operation Rolling Thunder, the bombing 
campaign the President began to stoke back in March 
of 1965.  Operation Rolling Thunder, which lasted for 

Above: The sign for rain, made by the Shoshoni, Apache, and other Indians

Below: The Cold Cloud Modification System
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three and one-half years, accounted for one million 
tons of the bombs dropped over North Vietnam, or the 
equivalent of 800 tons a day.  During the course of the 
war the U.S. flew three million sorties dropping eight 
million tons of bombs or four times the amount dropped 
during World War II.  In the light of those numbing stats, 
Ho’s tart sounding reply seems positively considerate.  
Nevertheless, from the U.S. side, the problem remained 
that in spite of fearsome attacks, on the ground and from 
the air, Johnson’s war showed little success.    

And so by September 1967, lacking the 
confidence that conventional warfare would ever put 
him on the winning side in Vietnam, President Johnson 
found himself contemplating more unorthodox means 
of waging war.  It was then that the President received 
a secret memo from the Joint Chiefs of Staff that read:

Laos operations - Continue as at present plus Pop Eye[sic] 

to reduce the trafficability [sic] along infiltration routes & 

Authorization requested to implement operational phase of 

weather modification process previously successful tested and 

evaluated in some area.  

He authorized the operation not as Commander in 
Chief, but last-ditch opportunist.  Operation Popeye 
was a part of a new and secret interdiction campaign 
designed to artificially intensify rainstorms over the Ho 
Chi Minh Trail (the labyrinth of dirt roads, bicycle and 
foot paths extending from the mountain passes of North 
Vietnam, through the panhandle of Laos, and into east 
central Cambodia) in order to disrupt the flow of men 
and materiel from north to south.  So negligible were 
the effects of bombs and cannon, that the decision to 
use weather as a weapon seemed an act of levelheaded 
certitude.  The plan was to modify the monsoon season, 
extending it 30 to 45 days, with the expectation that the 
continuous rainfall would degrade the Ho Chi Minh 
Trail and substantially increase the time needed to move 
supplies by truck from North Vietnam to the south.  
The 54th Weather Reconnaissance Squadron, assigned 
to carry out the operation, began seeding clouds with 
silver iodide in September of 1967 to “make mud, not 
war” as pilots from the 54th liked to say.  Over the life 
of the operation the Squadron flew 2,602 missions 
and expended 47,409 cloud seeding units.  While still 
a debatable, it seems likely that Operation Popeye 
contributed to the catastrophic 1971 floods in North 
Vietnam, which covered over 10% of the country.  In 
the eyes of military planners, Operation Popeye was a 
success; it remained operational until July of 1972.

WITCH DOCTOR

Implement operational phase of weather modification.  No 
record survives as to whether President Johnson 
pondered the immensity of his decision to mutate the 
environment to achieve military objectives; perhaps 
by then desperation made all his wartime decisions 
equal.  But were it a new idea to the President - it was 
far from routine - weather modification had been an 
active interest of the U.S. military at least since 1946 
when Nobel Laureate Dr. Irwin Langmuir and Vincent 
Schaefer, scientists with the GE Research Laboratory, 
developed a method for seeding supercooled clouds 
with dry ice in their commendable attempt to modify a 
hurricane’s weather and thereby deflect its path away 
from landfall.  There were debates between scientists 
over the ethics and wisdom of influencing the weather, 
but for reasons Sun Tzu recognized 2,400 years before, 
the U.S. Army Signal Corps, Office of Naval Research 
and the U.S. Air Force saw potential in Langmuir and 
Schaefer’s ideas and Project Cirrus was born.  The Air 
Force and Navy supplied the scientists with pilots and 
airplanes and on October 13, 1947 a hurricane heading 
west to east, or out to sea, became the first Project 
Cirrus test-bed.  As the dry ice struck the clouds, the 
flight crew radioed back: “Pronounced modification of 
the cloud deck seeded” and then the hurricane changed 
directions making landfall near Savannah, Georgia 
causing considerable destruction.  Litigation ensued, 
and Project Cirrus was cancelled.  Fives years on, the 
British Royal Air Force with its own secret rainmaking 
project - code named Operation Cumulus (pilots called it 
Operation Witch Doctor) - caused the worst flash floods 
in British history.  On August 15, 1952, as Operation 
Cumulus carried out sorties in southern Britain, a 
torrent of unprecedented rains rose up and 90m tons of 
water surged off the Exmoor River carrying thousands 
of tons of rocks into the Devon village of Lynmouth 
killing thirty-five people.  In the twenty intervening 
years between Project Cirrus and Operation Popeye 
there was one other attempt to intervene in the weather 
and that was Project Stormfury where the military 
seems to have marginally improved upon changing the 
weather to its own advantage.

One month before Operation Popeye was 
brought to a close The United Nations Conference 
on the Human Environment, was held in Stockholm, 
Sweden.  The conference marked the emergence of a 
modern political and public consciousness over our 
global environmental plight.  Representatives from 113 
countries, 19 inter-governmental agencies, and more 
than 400 inter-governmental and non-governmental 
organizations attended.  As a direct result the 
United Nations Environment Program was created, 
and environmental warfare was comprehensively 
defined beneath three parameters: (1) the intentional 
modification of a system of the natural ecology, 
such climate and weather, earth systems such as the 
ionosphere, magnetosphere, tectonic plate system, and/
or the triggering of seismic events (earthquakes) (2) 
to cause intentional physical, economic, and psycho-
social, and physical destruction to an intended target 
geophysical or population location, and (3) as part of 
strategic or tactical war.  In 1975, by the time the U.S. 
and the Soviets had begun negotiations to ban weather 
modification as a military weapon, environmental warfare 
had been assigned its own acronym, and ENMOD 
became common jargon for “environmental modification 

techniques.”  With anxiety peaking on both sides of the 
Atlantic about environmental warfare, the work begun 
in Stockholm ultimately came to fruition on December 
10, 1976 when the United Nations General Assembly 
adopted the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques 
(effective 5, October 1978).  Article I reads:    

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes 

not to engage in military or any other hostile use 

of environmental modification techniques having 

widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of 

destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party.

The following nine articles encouraged international 
cooperation, covered definitions of phrases like 
“environmental modification techniques” and outlined 
how the Convention would be enforced.  And while the 
language in Article I seemed to have a lock on prohibiting 
weather modification in time of war, it is important to 
remember that pure research in weather modification 
– with potential military applications - continued in the 
U.S. and Europe unabated. 

ENMOD
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DEGRADE ENEMY FORCES ENHANCE FRIENDLY FORCES 

Precipitation Enhancement Precipitation Avoidance 

- Flood Lines of Communication - Maintain/Improve LOC 

- Reduce PGM/Recce Effectiveness - Maintain Visibility 

- Decrease Comfort Level/Morale - Maintain Comfort Level/Morale 

Storm Enhancement Storm Modification 

- Deny Operations - Choose Battlespace Environment 

Precipitation Denial Space Weather 

- Deny Fresh Water - Improve Communication Reliability 

-- Induce Drought - Intercept Enemy Transmissions 

TABLE 1 - OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES MATRIX 

 For pretentious titles Weather as a Force 
Multiplier: Owning the Weather in 2025 is hard to beat.  
But there is nothing conceited in its pages, only the 
grit of hard-bitten reality feeding a secure sense of the 
inevitable.  The “Executive Summary” of this farsighted 
U.S. Air Force research paper (first presented on June 
17, 1996) begins matter-of-factly:  

US aerospace forces can “own the weather” by 

capitalizing on emerging technologies and focusing 

development of those technologies to war-fighting 

applications. Such a capability offers the war fighter 

tools to shape the battlespace in ways never before 

possible. It provides opportunities to impact operations 

across the full spectrum of conflict and is pertinent to 

all possible futures. 

A high-risk, high-reward endeavor, weather-

modification offers a dilemma not unlike the splitting 

of the atom. While some segments of society will 

always be reluctant to examine controversial issues 

such as weather-modification, the tremendous military 

capabilities that could result from this field are ignored 

at our own peril. From enhancing friendly operations 

or disrupting those of the enemy via small-scale 

tailoring of natural weather patterns to complete 

dominance of global communications and counterspace 

control, weather-modification offers the war fighter a 

wide-range of possible options to defeat or coerce an 

adversary. Some of the potential capabilities a weather-

modification system could provide to a war-fighting 

commander in chief (CINC) are listed in table 1. 

One imagines that withholding drinking water 
or inducing drought would, in rather short order, 
decrease comfort level - slash - morale.  Read Own the Weather 
and you’ll be treated to the plain evidence that where 
weaponizing weather is concerned, the military planners 
have done their homework.  And its is not all about 
modifying weather the old-fashion way, seeding clouds 
and whatnot, because appreciable technological hurdles 
remain to controlling your begotten, when your begotten 
is an livid thunderstorm.  Amongst the most promising 
future scenarios for weaponizing weather in Owning the 
Weather, is the dazzling and brainy potential for creating 
“artificial weather.”  As you might suspect, it has come 
farther along than one might imagine.  Nanotechnology 
provides both method and means:   

Nanotechnology also offers possibilities for creating 

simulated weather. A cloud, or several clouds, of 

microscopic computer particles, all communicating 

with each other and with a larger control system 

could provide tremendous capability. Interconnected, 

atmospherically buoyant, and having navigation 

capability in three dimensions, such clouds could be 

designed to have a wide-range of properties. They 

might exclusively block optical sensors or could adjust 

to become impermeable to other surveillance methods. 

They could also provide an atmospheric electrical 

potential difference, which otherwise might not exist, 

to achieve precisely aimed and timed lightning strikes. 

Even if power levels achieved were insufficient to be an 

effective strike weapon, the potential for psychological 

operations in many situations could be fantastic. 

One major advantage of using simulated weather to 

achieve a desired effect is that unlike other approaches, 

it makes what are otherwise the results of deliberate 

actions appear to be the consequences of natural 

weather phenomena. In addition, it is potentially 

relatively inexpensive to do. According to J. Storrs 

Hall, a scientist at Rutgers University conducting 

research on nanotechnology, production costs of these 

nanoparticles could be about the same price per pound 

as potatoes.  

Psychological operations in many situations could be 
fantastic . . .  deliberate actions appear to be the consequences 
of natural weather phenomena . . .  these nanoparticles could 
be about the same price per pound as potatoes . . .  It is hard 
to read these blunt appraisals and not feel empathy for 
Lyndon Johnson when he read implement operational 
phase of weather modification in the darkening days of 
his war.  Planning for some future wartime scenario 
may, with fairness, be called prudent.  For example, on 
September 4, 2001 Richard Clarke, the White House 
Counterterrorist Coordinator sent a memo to cabinet-
level officials in the Bush White House which read: 
“Decision makers should imagine themselves on a 
future day when the Counterterrorism Security Group 
has not succeeded in stopping al Qaeda attacks and 
hundreds of Americans lay dead in several countries, 
including the U.S.”  Within a week 2996 people were 
dead.  Ultimately the 9/11 Commission faulted the 
U.S. government for lacking sufficient imagination 
to anticipate the attack that brought down the World 
Trade Centers, the quality of foresight Clarke attempted 
to coax out.  While segments of the environmental 
warfare community work to prepare contingency plans 
as scary as Clarke’s memo, other influential members 
have gone well beyond forward planning and into the 
research necessary to fashion a “work-around” to the 
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.   

On March 19, 1997, during the Test Technology 
Symposium, sponsored by the U.S. Army Test and 
Evaluation Command (TECOM), Dr. Arnold A. 
Barnes Jr., Senior Scientist, Optical Effects Division at 
Phillips Laboratory presented a paper in the Advanced 
Weapon/Instrumentation Technologies Session.  It was 
titled “Weather Modification.”  Dr. Barnes, a veteran 
of Operation Popeye, began his PowerPoint with a 
borrowed copy of “Table 1 - Operational Capabilities 
Matrix” - the decrease comfort level - slash - morale chart 

- before going on to his real subject which was a close 
reading of the U.N. Convention of 1978; the sort of wily 
interpretation you get if you happen to be someone who 
wants to win wars with hurricanes.  His next slide read: 

Dr. Barnes proposed living up to the letter, but not spirit 
of the law, reasoning that to avoid being caught napping 
by an unnamed adversary, the United States should 
exploit the ongoing scientific advances in environmental 
modification as an offensive weapon, limited to creating 
localized weather changes one battlespace at a time.  
OK, but the implications of Dr. Barnes’ reasoning 
become torrent once they are introduced to the butterfly 
effect, the seminal work of the mathematician and 
meteorologist Edward Norton Lorenz, and J. Storrs 
Hall’s nanoparticles; in the time it takes a butterfly 
to flap its wings acting locally becomes irretrievably 
global.  Where do you draw the line?  Were Osama 
bin Laden’s hiding place discovered tomorrow, and a 
viable option was to kill him using the techniques that 
destroyed the village of Lynmouth, would the collateral 
damage and death that would literally rain down upon 
innocent Pakistanis be acceptable to the United States, 
France, Sweden or Britain, especially if it appeared that 
this deliberate modification of the environment was the 
consequence of natural weather phenomena?  

Into this high-stakes game come Bigert &  
Bergström with their project If You Don’t Like The Weather, 
Change It, 2007; they want to do something about the 

– The U. N.  Convention  on  the  Prohibition  of  Military  or  

any  other Hostile  Use  of  Environmental  Modification,    

which  went  into  effect 5  October  1978,  applies  only  

to  “widespread,  long-lasting  or severe”  environmental  

modifications.

» Local,  non-permanent  changes,  such as  precipitation  

enhancement, hail  suppression ,  fog  and  cloud  dispersal,  

are  permitted  under  the U. N.  treaty.

– Since  1978  the  official  Air  Force  position  has  been  that  

weather  modification  had  little  utility  or  military  payoff  

as  a  weapon  of  war.

– The  official  Air  Force  position  needs  to  be  reevaluated:

» In  the  light  of  19  years  of  scientific  advances

» In  the  light  of  advanced  weapon  systems  which  are  more 

environmentally  sensitive

» To  prepare  against  technological  surprise

WEATHER ON DEMAND



weather and used dry ice to puncture a hole in a cloud, 
producing “physical nothingness” as they describe 
it.  Not coincidentally the U.S. Air Force shares their 
dream.  Beneath the question “Why Would We Want 
to Mess with the Weather?” the authors of Weather as a 
Force Multiplier: Owning the Weather in 2025 write: 

A significant number of the air sorties into Tuzla 

[Bosnia and Herzegovina] during the initial deployment 

supporting the Bosnian peace operation aborted due to 

weather . . . The application of weather-modification 

technology to clear a hole over the targets long enough 

for F-117s to attack and place bombs on target or clear 

the fog from the runway at Tuzla would have been a 

very effective force multiplier. 

The desire to transform the natural world as a work of 
art is an affinity Bigert & Bergström share with Steven 
Kurtz and other bioartists whose field has grown 
in direct proportion to advances in biotechnology.  
Controversial and topical subjects - genetically altered 
plants and animals, cloning – are bioart subjects and like 
environmental modification, whether for art or war, they 
are not only relevant subjects but they are real.  They 
are more real than Chris Burden’s 747, 1973 where he 
took ritualized “what if” pistol shots at a 747 departing 
Los Angeles International Airport.  And where Burden 
never had to face up to culpability and catastrophe, for 
Kurtz, Bigert & Bergström it is unavoidable.  Indeed, 
after sizing up his own culpability, the first pilot Bigert 
& Bergström contracted to seed clouds with dry ice, 
ultimately expressed doubts and backed out.  They found 
another pilot.  Once engaged in practices the U.N. (see 
the United Nations Declaration on Human Cloning) and other 
international organizations have sought to proscribe, 
are Kurtz or Bigert & Bergström acting as artists any 
longer?  And if not artists, are they more like hooligans 
who know just enough about science to be dangerous?  
Or are they simply artists acting immorally?  Should 
the right to free expression extend to artists who are 
self-appointed amateurs in the realm of science?  Should 
free-expression, as artists understand it, be allowed to 
cross over disciplines?  Some say not.  Kurtz was arrested 
by the F.B.I. under the Biological Weapons and Anti-
Terrorism Act on charges of illegally obtaining biological 
samples that could send him to prison for 20 years.  

Bigert & Bergström’s project is given higher 
octane by another real subject; the intense debate over 
climate change created by the devastating impacts of 
greenhouse gas emissions on the ozone layer.  Weather 
modification is too tempting not to be used to treat 
the symptoms rather than the disease, postponing the 
inevitable perils of climate change.  One could reason 
that like Kurtz’s bioart, Bigert & Bergström engage 
weather modification to exploit it as a form of critique 
to be mapped onto climate change or more generally 
the relevance of art when it comes up against similarly 
serious subjects.  But like Kurtz, in order to re-introduce 
integrity to critique, they have become anarchists.  
Otherwise, as Bruno Latour’s argues in “Why Has 
Critique Run out of Steam? From Matters of Fact to 
Matters of Concern,” they would merely be acting out.  
Latour wonders:

It has been a long time, after all, since intellectuals have 

stopped being in the vanguard of things to come. Indeed, 

it has been a long time now since the very notion of 

the avant-garde–the proletariat, the artistic–has passed 

away, has been pushed aside by other forces, moved 

to the rear guard, or may be lumped with the baggage 

train. We are still able to go through the motions of a 

critical avant-garde, but is not the spirit gone? 

Standing outside the law have Bigert & Bergström 
moved back into the vanguard restoring its integrity 
and amplifying consequences along the way?  Do 
we want them to?  The tantalizing thing about If You 
Don’t Like The Weather, Change It is the way it tortures 
these ethical questions.  At what price does art re-enter 
the realm of relevance?  A dramatic difference exists 
between engineering clouds and their earlier work; for 
example Climatic Chambers, 1994.  Moving through a 
series of enclosures their audience experienced extreme 
differences in the sensation of weather, from the humid 
rainforest to bitter cold.  In their notes they describe 
the work this way: “The installation developed into a 
test site where we observed how the visitors sensory 
reactions radically affected the intellectual experience 
and reading of the installation.”  The audience becomes 
guinea pigs in a pseudo-experiment designed to trigger 
physical reactions that were likely to alter the cognitive 
meaning of an experience tied to a simulated environment. 
Attempting to modify the weather is something else 
again.  In effect, Climatic Chambers can only speak to us 
in the third person, whereas If You Don’t Like The Weather, 
Change It cannot help but speak in the first.  

 Helpful here is Arthur Danto’s Reality Theory.  
With the invention of photography Danto writes, 
“artists were to be understood not as unsuccessfully 
imitating real forms” (Picasso’s Girl with Mandolin, 1919), 
but rather as succeeding in inventing new ones.  “By 
means of this theory (Reality Theory),” he continues, 
“artworks re-entered the thick of things from which 
socratic theory (Imitation Theory) had sought to evict 
them: if no more real than what carpenters wrought, 
they were at least no less real....”  Bigert & Bergström 
unexpectedly problematize this reliable theory; they 
are not imitating real forms of modifying the weather 
(non-imitativeness is the criteria of reality), because 
their art means to change the environment.  To do so 
required them to cross a moral bridge that carried the 
artists from contemplating weather change to changing 
the weather.  And if Lyndon Johnson’s decision had 
different consequences – to make war not art - Bigert 
& Bergström crossed the same bridge the President 
trod forty years ago.  About Warhol’s Brillo Box Danto 
has famously written “Never mind that Brillo box 
may not be good, much less great art. The impressive 
thing is that it is art at all. But if it is, why are not the 
indiscernible Brillo boxes that are in the storeroom? 
Or has the whole distinction between art and reality 

broken down?”  Danto’s answer is that it is a theory 
of art that takes Warhol’s sculpture “up into the world 
of art, and keeps it from collapsing into the real object 
which it is (in a sense of is other than that of artistic 
identification).”  But was Bigert & Bergström’s decision 
to modify the weather merely upheld by a theory of art, 
or was it instead a matter of the artists enacting their 
own free will by taking the moral decision they did?  
Not to put too fine a point on it, but Bigert & Bergström 
have thrown a gun into a knife fight.    

To remain in the metaphorical atmosphere of the 

time, military experts constantly revise their strategic 

doctrines, their contingency plans, the size, direction, 

technology of their projectiles, of their smart bombs, 

of their missiles: I wonder why we, we alone, would 

be saved from those sort of revisions. It does not seem 

to me that we have been as quick, in academe, to 

prepare ourselves for new threats, new dangers, new 

tasks, new targets. Are we not like those mechanical 

toys that endlessly continue to do the same gesture 

when everything else has changed around them?                 

BRUNO LATOUR

RONALD JONES
STOCKHOLM
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IF YOU DON’T LIKE THE WEATHER,
CHANGE IT

A film about Weather Control.

4 channel circular video projection

Parabolic steel discs, DLP projectors, video server, sound system.

170 x 450 cm

2007
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Bruce A. Boe, Meteorolog, Weather Modification Inc.

REAL SEEDING

Jody Foster, Pilot, Weather Modification Inc.

Once we get up to the thunderstorm, we take a big pic-

ture of the area of the thunderstorm. We avoid the eye 

of the storm and look for the new clouds that are grow-

ing around. They are really bright and crisp and have a 

cauliflower structure. We fly in to the clouds from above 

and right when you hit the cloud you feel light in your 

seat and there might be little water on the window. 

Once you get sucked down your seat you’ll see ice and 

water forming on your windshield, that is the water 

we’re looking for, the super cooled water that exist 

below freezing. Then we fire our flares that we have on 

our wings and under the belly, and start firing away and 

put the silver iodide in there, and ice start forming right 

away. As you get out of the cloud you feel light again 

and you stop seeding so that you’re not seeding at the 

wrong spot. And as soon you come out of the cloud you 

look for the next one and you go for it. They can be in 

long rows and you have to fly for 20 minutes seeding 

one after another. Sometimes we have to zigzag between 

the clouds for 2 – 3 hours which can be really tiresome. 

Sometimes you go in the clouds and it’s not a straight up 

and down draft, it’s side to side. And you’re bouncing 

around trying to fire flares, trying to talk in the radio, 

trying to look outside, it gets pretty busy.

AND SUDDENLY BOOM, YOU GET SUCKED DOWN IN YOUR SEAT 

BECAUSE THE DOWNDRAFT PUSHES THE AIRPLANE DOWN SO YOU 

GET KIND OF LIGHT, AND THEN THAT AIR COMES PUNCHING UP 

THROUGH THE CLOUD, SORT OF DRIVING IT UP IN THE AIR. 

AND THAT’S WHAT WE’RE LOOKING FOR, THE UPDRAFT.



Around 1956, Soviet engineers began to speculate that they might be able to throw a dam across the Bering 

Strait and pump water from the Arctic Ocean into the Pacific. This would draw warm water up from the Atlan-

tic. Their aim was to eliminate the ice pack, make the Arctic Ocean navigable, and warm up Siberia.

MELTING THE NORTH POLE

In an attempt to get rid of the air pollution and create fresh air in 

Kuala Lumpur, the Malaysian government recruited the Russian 

company Elate Technologies with its slogan “Weather made to 

order“. A tornado was ordered to vacuum the city free of smog, but 

because the wind-force would be impossible to regulate, the insur-

ance companies stopped the project.

WEATHER MADE TO ORDER



NEVER PLAY AROUND WITH RAINMAKING OR CLOUDBUSTING . 

The orgone envelope which you tackle while “drawing” energy from the atmosphere is an energetic continuum of 

high power. You may cause twisters. You may stir a forest fire into the wrong direction. You may do other dam-

age without intending to do so.  Never do anything unless you must.   In cloud engineering you do not “create rain,’ 

you do not ‘destroy clouds;’ briefly, YOU ARE NOT PLAYING GOD.  What you do is solely helping 

nature on its natural course.                  PUBLISHED BY ORGONE INSTITUTE IN “CORE” JULY 1954 VOL. VI NOS. 1-4; APPENDIX A”
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Wilhelm Reich, center, with his cloudbusting machine, August 1955 (courtesy National Library of Medicine, Washington D.C.)

RULES TO FOLLOW IN CLOUD ENGINEERING

WILHELM REICH

“Wilhelm Reich built this machine he called the Cloud-

buster that consisted of fifteen tubes. And he would di-

rect it up, straight towards a cloud. And he thought that 

if you put tubes from this cloudbuster into water you 

could draw of the negative energy and purify the atmo-

sphere. So he would do these huge operations on clouds 

were he thought he could control them and make rain.”      

Excerpt from interview with Christopher Turner, writer, Brooklyn, 

currently working on a book about Wilhelm Reich.

s

Clouds seen through Cloudbuster pipes
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TORNADO STOPPER

VLADIMIR PUDOV

A tornado prefers to make its way over the charged portions of the 

ground. Therefore negative electric fields can resist disastrous forces 

of a tornado. For example, when a shed with a negative electric 

potential is built as the roof of a house. The value of the potential 

should be no less than 105 V. There exist different variants of such 

protection that indeed should be tested.  One example is the Tornado 

Stopper:  A metallic hemisphere, 1,5 - 2 m in diameter, is constructed 

as an umbrella. Just beneath the umbrella, a high-voltage trans-

former is placed; the positive pole via the high-voltage is earthed, a 

negative one is connected to the hemisphere are placed on the roof at 

the corners of the house. The high-voltage transformer is fed either 

by alternating voltage of 127 or 220 V. It will change the tornados 

trajectory when approaching the house.

1    Metallized cover (copper or another metal

2    Plastic umbrella

3    Electric battery - high-voltage

4    Post-insulator (porcelain)

5    Post-holder (wood, plastic, etc.) 

6   Grounding (earth)

 

Sadly, far too little attention is focused on the role the 

polluting of the world’s oceans plays in the occurrence 

of typhoons, tornados and cyclones. Due to the pol-

lutants in the water, the ocean’s upper layer absorbs 

considerable amounts of solar energy. This causes the 

evaporation process to cease, and the upper layer to ac-

cumulate heat. The difference in temperature between 

the polluted surface and the clean area affects the speed 

of the air, which starts to increase. A lower atmospheric 

pressure forms above the warm area of water, and over 

the colder area of water the atmospheric pressure in-

creases, and the air is drawn towards the low-pressure 

area. Because of the earth’s rotation, the air starts mov-

ing towards the right in the northern hemisphere, and 

towards the left in the southern hemisphere. The whirl-

wind first forms above the warm area of water, where 

the surface temperature is high. In the tropics, in the 

A CLEAN OCEAN ABSORBS APPROXIMATELY 13 MILLION TONS OF CO
2
 PER YEAR, WHILE 

THE COUNTRIES OF THE WORLD PRODUCE APPROXIMATELY 4-5 MILLION TONS OF CO
2
. 

THESE NUMBERS ARE INCOMPARABLE. IF THE OCEANS WERE TO ACTUALLY STOP ABSORB-

ING CO
2
, HOWEVER, THIS WOULD RESULT IN A GREENHOUSE EFFECT SIMILAR TO THAT 

OF THE PLANET VENUS.

Philippine sea for example, the water’s surface can be-

come heated up to 300 celsius. This is why most tropical 

typhoons and cyclones are formed here. Cyclones and 

typhoons stir and mix the water, and draw energy from 

the ocean causing the temperature to drop, level out, 

and reach the same temperature as that of the colder 

areas with higher atmospheric pressure. This indicates 

a clear connection between the polluting of the oceans 

and the formation of cyclones.

 I would like to emphasise the role played by 

the world’s oceans. On our neighbouring planet Venus, 

there are no oceans, and this is the why the greenhouse 

effect is so strong there. The temperature on Venus is 

a constant 4750.  On Venus, volcanoes expel enormous 

amounts of CO2. The oceans that normally absorb the 

CO2 are non-existent. Large volumes of CO2 accumu-

late, producing a gigantic greenhouse effect.

Excerpt from interview with Vladimir Pudov,

Physician, Institute Of Experimental Meteorology,

Obninsk



hanging spherical photo sculptures

2007

INVERTED SPACE MOLECULES

Expedition

Vinyl photographs on acrylic spheres, low energy lights, cable

Dimensions H150cm W133x74cm

Bigert & Bergström 2007



EDEN

Vinyl photographs on acrylic spheres, low 

energy lights, cable

Dimensions H150cm W133x74cm

Bigert & Bergström 2007

Weather Station 

Vinyl photographs on acrylic spheres, low 

energy lights, cable

Dimensions H180cm W110x95cm

Bigert & Bergström 2007



BIOSPHERE III
film and performance documentation

1990

Biosphere III

Installation/Performance

Galleri Riis, Olso

Photo: Dag Alveng

Bigert & Bergström 1990

In 1990, eight American scientists moved in to a large 

greenhouse in the desert south of Phoenix, Arizona. Dur-

ing the following two years these people lived and worked 

as in an ecological experiment. The Biospherians were 

constantly monitored by an audience that could observe 

their hardships from comfortable bungalows. The project 

was just as much a spectacle as scientific spearhead re-

search on man’s ability to create a copy of Earth. 

 The installation Biosphere III was inspired by 

the experiment in Arizona. But rather than shutting in 

scientists as guinea pigs in the greenhouse, the audience 

was enclosed in a large PVC sphere. Through narrow 

windows in the sphere, the audience could peer out in 

various dystopian dioramas. Here we took on the role of 

operators with the task of starting up the spheres -- a cre-

ating process that at the same time constituted the drama-

turgy of the piece. 

 Through various air locks, security valves and 

a number of suit changes, we eventually entered the bio-

sphere. Here we attacked a group of cubic copper objects 

from which various flower-patterned, inflatable forms were 

set free. In this way, the tent was transformed from a mini-

malist installation to an organic garden of billowing plastic. 

The objects themselves were transformed to a cross between 

high and low, and between the constant and the fleeting. 

 The metamorphosis of Biosphere III was the 

essence of the artwork. The only radical development 

achieved by the researchers in Biosphere II was the 

project’s demise. Nothing unexpected could happen in 

the perfect equilibrium and the precise life-supporting 

system. An attempt was made to copy the “true” nature 

as exactly as possible, but it failed to take into account 

the fact that nature’s capacity for evolution is intrinsically 

linked with mutations and faulty connections.    

 Biosphere III was installed during the winter in 

an old turbine hall outside of Oslo, run by Galleri Riis. 

The fact that there was no heating in the hall was a con-

siderable problem. The whole situation developed into a 

climatological endurance experiment, when the visitors 

came in from the biting winter cold, expecting a warm, 

art exhibition environment. This was not to be had, and 

a third of the visitors could not bear the zero-degree tem-

perature, and left before the installation was complete. 

Those who experienced the installation in its entirety 

explained afterwards that the cold actually enhanced the 

sense of presence of the piece, and intensified the experi-

ence that what was happening in the turbine hall was “for 

real”. These reactions led to discussions concerning how 

one could create artworks that would include weather as 

a parameter.  
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STEAM CHAMBER
part of the installation Climatic Chambers

1994-1995
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The question when the climate or weather turns from 

benevolent to malignant is a matter of vantagepoint. 

When it comes to weather there are often a thin line 

between comfort and physical annhilation. Man has al-

ways tried to control her position towards the weather 

through building shelters and protection. With Joseph 

Paxtons Crystal Palace in 1851 a new era of transpar-

ent architecture was born and man could now live in 

glased-in wintergartens around the year without having 

to face the ordeals of atmospheric motion. Technology 

has since then worked on erasing the differences in tem-

perature that our bodies learnt to so much dislike. 

Climatic Chambers 

CAD overview 

Bigert & Bergström 1994

ON ENTERING THE TOPOGRAPHIC GREENHOUSE, ONE MEETS A RUSTY RHINOCEROS WHICH 

EXUDES ITS OWN CLIMATE IN THE FORM OF STEAM.  HYPOTHETICALLY, GROWTH SHOULD 

BE DRASTICALLY ACCELLERATED IN THIS CLIMATE WHERE THE HUMIDITY RESEMBLE A 

RAINFORESTS. BUT THE MOISTURE AND DRIPPING WATER ALSO DECOMPOSE THE HOST OF 

THIS CLIMATE. IS THE RHINOCEROS PRODUCING ITS OWN DOWNFALL?

In the installation Climatic Chambers the audience was 

guided through a series of manmade climates that in-

stead of eradicating the extremes  emphasized the sen-

sation of different weather situations. Cold, heat, storm 

and steam became artistic tools as important as any 

other material feature. The installation developed into 

a test site where we observed how the visitors sensory 

reactions radically affected the intellectual experience 

and reading of the installation.

The exhibition toured in Scandinavia in 1994-1995 and was shown in 

Stockholm, Helsinki, Drammen, Umea and Luleå.

Steam Chamber

Polycarbonate, pvc, aluminum, silicone, gal-

vanized iron, resin reinforced with glasfibre, 

papier-maché, reduced iron, waterpump, 

steam unit, spotlights. 

400 x 600 cm

Photo: Olof Wallgren

Bigert & Bergström 1994



opposite

Storm Chamber

Resin reinforced with glasfibre, pvc, wood, 

iron, toughened glass, rubber, axial fans, 

pinspots, transformers.

350 x 600 cm 

Photo: Olof Wallgren

Bigert & Bergström 1994 

Heat Chamber

Copper, stainless steel, iron, akvarex fabric, 

wood, pvc, resin reinforced with glasfibre, 

infrared heating rods, liquid chillier, centrifu-

gal fan, halogene light.

400 x 600 cm

Photo: Olof Wallgren

Bigert & Bergström 1994

Cold Chamber

Pvc, polyether, wood, frigolite, aluminum, 

polythene, galvaniced iron, trocellen, poly-

vive, freezer unit, fluorescent lights.

300 x 600 cm

Photo: Olof Wallgren

Bigert & Bergström 1994



BIOGRAPHY BIGERT & BERGSTRÖM

Lars Bergström born 1962 in Stockholm

Mats Bigert born 1965 in Stockholm

Collaboration since 1986

 

EDUCATION

1985 - 90      

Royal Academy of Fine Arts, Stockholm

STUDIO GRANTS

 

2000

IASPIS, Stockholm

1999       

ISP, New York

1994 - 95

Kunstlerhaus Bethanien, Berlin

 

The incubator is a rucurring theme in Bigert 

& Bergström’s art and adresses the idea of 

the ”perfect climate”. A climate designed to 

provide something with the best of all pos-

sible conditions.

Looped Incubator

4 hour daily performance

Pvc, electric fan, motor, wood, rotating floor.

280 x 500 cm

Bigert & Bergström 1995



SOLO EXHIBITIONS

 

2007

Künstlerhaus Bethanien

Uppsala konstmuseum

2006

Nelson Gallery, UC Davis, San Francisco

Black Box, Norrköping

Galeria Noua, Bucharest

2005

“Last Supper”, Milliken, Stockholm

2004

“4 for four”, Milliken, Stockholm

2003

“Digital Space”, Kunstmuseen der Stadt Krefeld, Krefeld, Ger-

many

“Full Stop”, Rum för Berusning I, Stiftelsen Vin & Sprithistoriska 

Museet, Stockholm

2002

“The Waiting Room”, Zinc Gallery, Stockholm

“Triviality Inverted”, Galerie Barbara Thumm, Berlin

Yeans Projectroom, Gothenburg

1999/2000      

“Peptalk”, Galleri Axel Mörner, Stockholm

“Peptalk”, Galerie Barbara Thumm, Berlin

1998          

“Climate Chambers II”, Swedish Pavillion, EXPO 98, Lissabon

1997/98

“Love Is In The Air”, Galerie Barbara Thumm, Berlin

1997           

“Terapi Taxi”, Galerie Ursula Walbröl, Düsseldorf

“h-Project”, Melbourne, Australien

1996           

“Bubblegum Pink”, Galleri Lars Bohman, Stockholm

“Bubblegum Pink”, Galerie Gebauer und Thumm, Berlin

1995           

“Climate Chambers”, Kabelfabriken, Galleri Anhava, Helsinki

“LOOP”, Künstlerhaus Bethanien, Berlin

1994           

“Climate Chambers”, with Riksutställningar, Travelled through: 

Atlas Copco (Galleri Lars Bohman), Stockholm, Buskerud Kun-

stnersenter Drammen (Galleri Riis), Oslo, Pulpfabriken (Galleri 

Stefan Andersson), Umeå, Konstens Hus Luleå, Kabelfabriken 

(Galleri Anhava), Helsinki

1993           

“Amygdala”, Galleri Eklund, Umeå

1992           

“Supercells”, Galleri Lars Bohman, Stockholm

1990           

“Biosfär III”, Galleri Riis, Oslo

 

 

 

SELECTED GROUPSHOWS

 

2007

Documentary Fortnight, MoMA, NY

2nd Moscow Biennial

2nd International Photo festival, Kunstverein Ludvigshafen

2006

1st. Singapore Biennial

“Crime & Punishment” Tallin Art Hall

“Summer of Love”, Virserums Konsthall

2005

“Lichtkunst Aus Kunstlicht”, ZKM, Karlsruhe

“No Man is an Island”, Kunstnernes Hus, Oslo

“Alterità X Adattamento”, Polish Institute, Rome

2004

“Copy-art.net”, IBID project, ICA. London

“Making Differences”, Historiska Museet, Stockholm

“Berlin North”, Contemporary, Artists from the Nordic Countries 

in Berlin, Nationalgalerie im Hamburger Bahnhof, Museum für 

Gegenwart, Berlin

2003

“Outlook”, Athens

“Svezia Extra Ordinaria”, Change+Partner Contemporary Art

“Contemporary Art From Sweden”, European Central Bank, 

Frankfurt Main, Swedish Embassy, Berlin

“Break”, New Swedish Design, Palazzo Isimbardi, Milan

“What is Important?”

3rd Ars Baltica Triennial of Photographic Art, Stadtgalerie Kiel; 

Mecklenburgisches Künstlerhaus Schloss Plüschow, Germany;, 

Kunsthall Bergen, Norway and further venues in Lithuania, Esto-

nia, Finland, Poland and Malmö

“In/Out”, Trafo, Budapest

2002

“Over The Moon”, Kunstamt Kreutzberg, Berlin

2001

“The Future Is Now!”, Louisiana Museum for Modern Art

Yokohama Triennale 2001, Japan

“Utopian Landscapes”, Zinc Gallery

“ZONE”, Swedish style at Mori Art Center, Tokyo

“Todays Utopia”, Wilhelm-Hack-Museum, Ludwigshafen

2000

Kwangju Biennial, Korea

Norrtälje Konsthall, together with Carl-Michael von Hausswolff

Artspace 1%, Copenhagen, together with Carl-Michael von 

Hausswolff

“Circus Circus”, Norrtälje Konsthall

“No Vacancies”, Berlin

1999

“Surveying The Landscape”, Lombard & Freid, NY

“Game Over”, Watari-Um, Tokyo

1998

“Deathwatch”, INSYN, Cultural Capital project, Stockholm 98

1997           

“Des Histoires en Formes”, Le Magasin, Grenoble

“Umedalens Skulptur 97”, Galleri Stefan Andersson, Umeå

“Performa 97”, with Galerie Barbara Thumm, Berlin

1996           

“Comp in Box”, Galleri Anhava, Helsinki

“Files”, Bunker Vierte Etage, Berlin

“Original Copy”, Kunsthalle, Helsinki

“INTERPOL”, Färgfabriken, Stockholm

“Disneyland After Dark”, Künstlerhaus Bethanien, Berlin

Rauma Biennial, Rauma Art Museum

“Geben und Nehmen”, Schloss Plüschow

1995           

“Disneyland After Dark”, Uppsala Konstmuseum

1994           

“Erzig”, Moderna Museet, Stockholm

“What’s In Your Mind”, Technical Museum, Stockholm

1993           

Aperto, XLV Venice Biennial

 

PUBLIC WORKS

 

2007

“Tornado”, Borås

2005

“Peptalk 2”, Älta Icehall, Stockholm

2004

“Reflecting Pool”, Artcenter, Gävle

2003

“Ecco Humour”, Parking garage, Dunkers Culture Center, Hels-

ingborg

2002

“Flash Of Genius”, Nacka Culture Center, Stockholm

2001

“Thought Incognito”, K-Huset, Linköpings University

2000

“Wishing Well”, Autostadt VW, Wolfsburg

1993           

“Green/Redhouse”, Subwaystation Odenplan, Stockholm

 

PUBLICATIONS/CATALOGUES

2007

2nd Moscow Biennale, exh.cat.

2006

“PINK”, The Exposed Color in Contemporary Art and Culture, 

ed. Barbara Nemitz

2005

Art of Light. Artificial Light, Light as Medium in 20th Century 

Art, exh.cat. ZKM, ed. Peter Weibel und Gregor Jansen

2004

”Svensk konst nu, 85 konstnärer födda efter 1960”, ed. Sophie 

Allgårdh & Estelle af Malmborg

“Outlook”, Athens, exh.cat., ed. Christos M. Joachimedes

“Berlin North”, Contemporary Artists from the Nordic Countries 

in Berlin, exh.cat., ed. Gabriele Knapstein

2003

“Svezia Extra <-> Ordinaria”, exh.cat., ed. Lorella Scacco and Jan 

Åman

“What is Important?” 3rd Ars Baltica Triennial of Photographic 

Art”, ed. Dorothee Bienert

“Digital Space”, exh.cat. Kunstmuseen der Stadt Krefeld, Krefeld, 

Germany

“Contemporary Art from Sweden”, exh.cat. European Central 

Bank Frankfurt/Main

“Art In Europe, 1990 - 2000”, Skira Editione, Milan

2001

Castenfors, Mårten, “Swedish art 1900”

Yokohama Triennale, exh.cat.

Swedish Style in Tokyo, exh.cat.

“Utopien heute? Kunstzwischen Vision und Alltag”, exh.cat. Wil-

helm-Hack-Museum Ludwigshafen, ed. Richard W. Gassen

2000

”Från modernism till postmodernism, Svensk konst 1900-2000”, 

ed. Folke Edwards, 

Kwangju Biennale, exh.cat.

1999           

“Like Virginity, Once Lost. Five Views in Nordic Art Now”, ed. 

Daniel Birnbaum and John Peter Nilsson 

1998           

Jan Åman, “Klimat Nord, Sweden, The official catalogue of the 

Swedish Pavilion, Expo’98 Lisbon”

“h.publication”, h-project, Melbourne

1997

“Des Histoires en Formes”, exh.cat. Le Magasin, Centre National 

d’Art Contemporain de Grenoble

Bigert & Bergström, “Potato Performance”

1996

Sara Arrhenius: “Ett återvunnet paradis” i Ingamaj Beck (red): 

Det andra rummet - om scenografi och installationer, Symposium 

Förlag

“INTERPOL”, exh.cat. Färgfabriken, Stockholm, ed. Jan Åman, 

Victor Missiano

1995

Bigert & Bergström, “LOOP”, text by Aris Fioretos

 “Disneyland After Dark”, exh.cat. Uppsala konstmuseum, 

Künstlerhaus Bethanien, Berlin, ed. Edwin David, Frans Jacobi, 

Joachim Koester and Soren Martinsen

1994           

Bigert & Bergström, “Climate Chambers” Riksutställingar, Swed-

ishTravelling Exhibitions

“Swedish Samples” A conversation on contemporary art in Swe-

den, ed. Daniel Birnbaum, Christian Chambert, Peter Cornell, 

Ingela Lind and Gertrud Sandqvist

1993

John Peter Nilsson, “Achtung Adrenaline” Aperto 93 “Emer-

gency”, XLV

Biennale Di Venezia

 

 



PUBLICATIONS/ARTICLES

2007

“Iss und Stirb”, interview with Bigert & Bergström, Tagesspiegel, 

February 25        

2006

“Last Supper”, BOL Journal 004, p 159-175

“Last Supper”, Hot Rod No.26

2005

“De bjuder på Sista Måltiden”, Poellinger, Clemens, SVD, Febru-

ary 26

2004

“Dödens matsal”, Estelle af Malmborg, Residence No.6, 2004

“Lustiga P-huset”, Lars Åberg, FORUM 3.04 HÖST

“Bigert & Bergström artists”, Hannes Dükler, Perfect, The Stock-

holm Edition

“Mördarna som hör röster”, Nilsson, John Peter, review from the 

exhibition Making Differences

Aftonbladet, January 26th

2002

“Bigert and Bergström”, Ytterborn, Staffan, SPOON, Phaidon 

Press

“Bigert and Bergström”, Arttext, Hunt, David, Summer 2002

“Bigert and Bergström”, Hedstrand, Sonja, Bon Magazine No.4

2001

ZOO publication,

Larsen, Lars Bang, review groupshow “Circus Circus” p.101, 

Frieze issue 56

Project for Cabinet Magazine issue 3

2000

“Bigert and Bergström”, Block, René, p.100, Flashart  Summer 

Issue

“Absurt så det förslår”, Nilsson, John Peter, Aftonbladet, April 15 

“Konst som samarbete”, Allerholm, Milou, Dagens Nyheter, April 

14 

“Bigert & Bergstrom, Peptalk”, Bers Miriam,Tema Celeste, Febru-

ary

1999           

“Im Netzverk der Schaltkreise Bigert & Bergström in der Galerie 

Barbara Thumm”, Müller, Katrin Bettina,  Der Tagesspiegel, 4

Dezember 1999

“Symboliska gränssnitt, Bigert & Bergström på Axel Mörner”, 

Hedberg, Hans, Svenska Dagbladet, November 30 

“An egg for all seasons”, Anton, Saul , Metropolis Magazine

“Bigert & Bergström. Mentale Meterologien”, Interview with Uta 

Grundmann, Neue Bildende Kunst, 3/99

1998           

“Bigert und Bergström. Love is in the Air”, Schenk-Sorge, Jutta, 

Kunstforum 140

“Der Hauch der Liebe, Das Künstlerduo Bigert & Bergström bei 

Barbara Thumm”, Berg, Ronald, Der Tagesspiegel, January 3

Wolf Günter Thiel, Berlin-Rundgang, Wolf Günter Thiel geführt 

von Galeristen Volker Diehl, Léonce. Berlin-Magazin, Februar/

März

“Utöver bilden”, Fovet, William, Paletten 1/98

“Pojkstreck i konsten”, Knutson, Ulrika, Månadsjournalen Nummer 7.

1997           

“Cleveres Künstler Duo”, Reissner, Katja, Tagesspiegel, 1997

“The Big Feed”, Zingmagazine, Summer Issue

“The Big Feed”, BLM No.2

“Liebe ist ein Loop, Kunst in Berlin jetzt: musterwohnen, Bigert & 

Bergström, Störmer”, Fricke, Harald, Die Tageszeitung, Decem-

ber 13

“Begehbares und Mobiles von Bigert und Bergström”, Stuckstätte, 

Marion, Düsseldorfer Feuilleton Nr. 252

1996           

“B&B-Klimatstudien rullar på”, Ringdahl, Ola, Göteborgsposten, 

February 14

“Rauma Biennale Balticum”, Valjakka, Timo, Rauma Art Mu-

seum, SIKSI No.3/96

“Bigert & Bergström”, Wallenstein, Sven Olov, Material 3/96

Permanent Food No.3

“Lindrar teknostressen och cyberneuroserna”, Nilsson, John 

Peter, Aftonbladet, June 6 

“Genuint Obehagligt”, Birnbaum, Daniel, Dagens Nyheter, June 8 

“Bigert & Bergström’s Therapeutic Automobile”, Åman, Jan & 

Lindahl, Catti, Purple Prose 11/96

1995           

“Bigert & Bergström”, Nordanstad, Thomas, BE Magazine No.3, 

1995

“Klimatklimax”, Roos, Rita, Hufvudstadsbladet Helsingfors, 

February 3

1994           

“Sinnena begränsar världen”, insert for Index No.1

Divan No.8

“Bigert & Bergström - Klimatkamrarna”, Arrhenius, Sara, Afton-

bladet, March 4 

“Bigert & Bergström - Klimatkamrarna”, Blom, Ina, Aftenposten, 

October 5 

“Bigert & Bergström”, Nilsson, John Peter, Flash Art Interna-

tional, No.177

“Bigert and Bergström”, Missiano, Victor,  X N5

1993

“SOS-vi sjunker! Aperto 93”, Nilsson, John Peter, Aftonbladet, 

June 30 

1992           

“Bigert and Bergström”, Dahlquist, Dennis, Flashart Automn

“Inside Europe 1992”, Madoff, Steven Henry,  Art News Decem-

ber

“The Adrenaline Decade”, Nilsson, John Peter, Art News, Decem-

ber

“Bigert & Bergström by Bigert & Bergström”, insert for Material 

No.11

“Intervju med Bigert&Bergström”, Birnbaum, Daniel, Expressen, 

March 28 

1991            

Material No.1, 1991

“Scuola D’Obbligo”, Ugolini, Paola, Italian Flashart, October



EVERYBODY TALKS ABOUT THE WEATHER, BUT NOBODY DOES ANYTHING ABOUT IT

BIGERT & BERGSTRÖM

ESSAY BY RONALD JONES

UPPSALA ART MUSEUM
JUNE 2 – AUGUST 26, 2007

BIGERT & BERGSTRÖM WISH TO THANK THE FOLLOWING PEOPLE FOR WITHOUT THEIR IMPORTANT HELP 

THIS PROJECT WOULD NEVER HAVE BEEN REALIZED.

STAFFAN HULTGREN FOR TAKING US OFF THE GROUND AND INTO THE CLOUDS. 

LARS HÄSSLER AND JAREK BATOR FOR A HEAVY BRAIN STORM.

GRAHAM LEWIS FOR RAIN DANCE STOMP SOUND.

MATTIAS HAMBRAEUS FOR PRODUCTION ASSISTANCE AND BEING THE FISH-EYE CAM MAN.

PATRIK BRATT FOR PATIENCE AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT.

DINO JONSÄTER FOR THE BIOSPHERE III PHANTOM EDIT. 

LINDA AL-GHUSSEIN FOR A HELPING HAND.

GUFFE FOR THE DIGITAL RAIN.

PHILIPP PRINZ FOR GRAPHIC MOTION.

ERIK HÄUSLER FOR THE FINAL SOUND MIX.

AND FINALLY THE SWEDISH WEATHER FOR NEVER CEASING TO SURPRISE. 

CURATOR  / ELISABETH FAGERSTEDT, MUSEUM DIRECTOR, UPPSALA ART MUSEUM 

EDITOR / EVA BJÖRKMAN, MARKETING AND GRAPHIC DESIGN, UPPSALA ART MUSEUM

BOOK DESIGN / LAURIE HAYCOCK MAKELA

PHOTOGRAPHER / CHARLIE DREVSTAM

TRANSLATION / RICHARD GRIFFITH CARLSSON, SWEDISH TO ENGLISH; HANS OLSSON, MAGNUS NORDÉN, ENLISH TO SWEDISH

TECHNICIANS / MARTIN WALLIN, STEPEN MCKENZIE, UPPSALA ART MUSEUM

ISBN NR 978-91-976685-0-7 

COVER: HOLE PUNCH EFFECT ON A CLOUD 15 MINUTES AFTER BIGERT & BERGSTRÖM SEEDED IT WITH DRY ICE.

“EVERYBODY TALKS ABOUT THE WEATHER, BUT NOBODY DOES ANYTHING ABOUT IT.”

MARK TWAIN [SAMUEL LANGHORNE CLEMENS] (1835–1910), USA


