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ABSTRACT		
	
This	case	study	investigates	three	key	elements	of	the	doctoral	research	project,	The	I	
that	I	Tell:	an	autobiographical	tale	of	a	simulacral	self	when	the	I-curator	curates	the	I-
artist.	These	three	elements	are	the	dynamic	involved	when	an	artist/curator	curates	
her	work	in	relation	to	a	group	of	other	artists;	issues	of	communication	with	an	
audience,	and	conversely,	expectations	an	audience	has	for	an	exhibition;	the	
exploration	of	an	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	exhibition	design.	Within	these	three	elements,	
the	function	of	the	simulacrum	and	the	presence	of	the	self	for	the	artist/curator	
continue	to	present	unexpected	results	for	the	research	enquiry.			
	
1.0	INTRODUCTION		
	
This	is	the	second	of	three	case	studies	to	investigate	what	relationship	may	exist	
between	autobiography	and	simulacra,	and	how	such	a	relationship	might	affect	views	
of	self	in	artist/curator	practice.			
	
The	first	case	study,	A	project	space	called	‘I’,	was	focused	on	auto-curation,	considering	
issues	of	curating	one’s	own	work;	issues	such	as	the	role	of	self	during	auto-curation,	
and	how	the	simulacrum	functions	within	an	auto-curated	project	as	facilitator	to	a	
transient	self.	A	question	posed	by	a	peer	visiting	the	show,	became	central	to	the	
investigation:	“What’s	the	difference	between	curating	your	work	and	putting	on	a	show	
of	your	work?”	Through	this	challenge,	a	distinction	between	selecting	work	from	a	
variety	of	‘series’	in	which	an	artwork	becomes	recontextualised	as	discursive	material,	
rather	than	an	exhibition	of	the	latest	body	of	work,	became	apparent.	Isolating	a	work	
from	its	series1	suggests	the	selected	work	not	only	carries	the	potential	to	take	on	new	
meaning	through	the	recontextualisation,	it	becomes	a	placeholder,	a	signifier	of	all	the	
other	work	which	is	unrepresentable	in	the	exhibition.	This	‘placeholder’	becomes	a	site	
for	the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	within	an	auto-curated	exhibition.		
	
Phantom,	the	second	case	study,	focuses	on	the	artist/curator	curating	her	work	in	
conjunction	with	other	artists	in	a	group	exhibition.	Phantom	presented	an	exhibition	of	
works	which	explored	latency	and	the	processes	of	translation	that	considered	the	
artists’	own	historical	polyphonic	narrative.	The	issues	investigated	in	this	case	study	
again	involve	questions	of	the	self	for	the	artist/curator,	this	time	within	a	group	
context,	while	significant	emphasis	continues	to	be	given	to	the	appearance	of	the	
simulacrum	and	the	locations	where	it	appears	within	the	project.			
	
Within	Phantom,	“the	installation	and	the	way	it	creates	a	distortion	of	aesthetic	
experience…	introduces	the	‘simulacrum’	(Appendix	F).”	This	‘distortion’	was	possibly	
one	of	the	ways	the	self	manifested	through	the	activities	of	the	artist/curator.	The	
simulacrum	became	activated	through	the	‘super-position’	of	the	artist/curator	through	
a	complexity	of	roles	which	could	be	described	as:	artist	as	object,	curator	as	director,	
within	the	vision	of	an	all-powerful	conceptual	impresario.	The	position	of	creating	the	
overall	theoretical	concept,	setting	the	aesthetic	and	intellectual	tone	through	an	initial	
selection	of	artwork	from	each	artist,	delivering	an	operational	order	and	conceptual	

																																																								
1	By	‘series’	I	mean	simply	a	group	of	work	made	at	a	similar	time,	under	similar	conditions.	It	could	be	an	actual	
group	of	serial	images,	or	individual	images	made	at	a	particular	time.	
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guidelines,	while	also	being	held	to	them,	meant	the	self	was	one	of	several	sites	for	the	
simulacrum	as	each	position	diverged	from,	yet	continually	synthesised	with	one	
position	after	the	next	repeatedly	throughout	the	project.	It	was	through	the	artwork	
selection,	operational	order,	and	conceptual	guidelines	that	the	activation	of	the	
simulacrum	merged	with	the	themes	of	translation,	latency,	and	the	polyphonic	
narrative;	it	was	at	this	point	of	convergence	that	the	artist/curator	gave	over	control	
and	let	the	artists	interpret	the	information	as	they	wished.	Through	this	progression,	
ultimately	the	exhibition	itself	became	a	site	for	the	simulacrum.	The	exhibition	made	
an	uncanny	presentation	of	cohesion	among	the	works,	not	orchestrated,	but	which	
manifested	through	the	function	of	translation.	However,	this	cohesion	gave	way	to	an	
overall	frustrated	legibility;	elements	that	should	have	been	easily	legible	were	refused	
readability,	while	a	discourse	was	facilitated	between	artworks	in	which	latent	
elements	were	brought	into	apperception.	This	movement	from	coherence	to	refusal	
into	discourse	describes	the	activity	of	the	simulacrum	within	the	project.	These	
occurrences	and	others	will	be	discussed	more	fully	in	this	report.	
	
In	addition	to	these	issues,	a	question	of	the	exhibition	itself	in	relation	to	the	
institutional	space	of	Ruskin	Gallery,	a	university	gallery	with	the	location	of	art	studio	
classrooms	around	its	periphery,	provided	an	opportunity	to	explore	the	exhibition	as	
matrix.	The	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	concept	was	a	way	of	reflecting	the	dynamic	
movement	of	bodies	and	the	active	exchange	of	ideas	associated	with	the	space,	through	
the	manner	of	positioning	the	artworks	on	the	walls.	The	jostling	bumping	proximity	of	
works	around	the	gallery	walls	in	immediate	relationship	with	architectural	features	of	
the	gallery	brought	‘setting’	and	‘object’	onto	the	same	visual	plane,	while	bringing	a	
coherent	unity	to	the	space;	a	space	which	is	otherwise	interrupted	by	doors,	radiators,	
gaps	and	seams.	
	
While	the	first	case	study	was	provisionally	concerned	with	communications	with	the	
audience,	this	second	case	study	had	a	particular	concern	to	investigate	
communications	directed	to	an	audience	because	of	being	situated	within	a	university	
gallery	with	a	brand,	which	also	functions	as	an	educational	space.	It	was	important	to	
consider	how	this	kind	of	institutional	space	affects	or	legitimises	artist/curator	
practice,	and	how	an	exhibition	by	an	artist/curator	could	affect	such	a	space.	There	
were	instances	of	audience	members	desiring	to	see	a	more	conventional	‘white	cube’	
handling	of	the	installation.	However,	these	criticisms	did	not	take	into	consideration	
what	the	implications	of	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	might	entail	for	the	exhibition.	I’ll	go	into	
more	depth	on	these	issues	in	the	report.	
	
When	speaking	of	the	simulacrum,	it	often	is	most	effective	to	use	descriptive	words	to	
convey	the	presence	and	influence	of	the	simulacrum	as	an	acting	subject.	I	do	this	as	
often	as	possible	in	this	report,	but	as	I	am	analysing	the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	
within	its	relationship	to	translation	in	the	project,	I	must	also	speak	of	the	simulacrum	
as	an	object,	naming	it	and	pointing	directly	to	it	to	discuss	its	many	properties	and	
appearances.	
	
2.0	Case	Study	Design	
	

• Auto-curated	group	exhibition	of	work	
• Peer	critique	of	the	exhibition	
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• Audience	and	Artist	surveys	
• Self-critique	
• Postulation	of	“exhibition	as	matrix”	

	
The	study	was	designed	in	five	parts:	first	and	foremost,	as	a	practice-based	research	
enquiry	through	the	experience	of	curating	my	work	in	conjunction	with	the	work	of	
other	artists,	while	observing	outcomes	and	responses	of	those	artists	and	the	audience.	
The	premise	of	this	project	explored	latency	and	the	polyphonic	narrative;	all	the	voices	
from	our	past	which	results	in	an	implicit	process	of	translation.	Phantom	postulated	
that	through	the	influence	of	these	voices	and	their	latency,	translation	becomes	a	site	
for	a	simulacral	divergence	where	the	present	is	disrupted	by	meaning	from	the	past,	or	
purpose	becomes	displaced	and	transmutes	into	something	other	(Appendix	A).	
	
Through	peer	critique	of	the	project	many	issues	became	evident,	such	as	the	‘super-
position’	of	the	artist/curator	as	both	a	decisive	influence	(impresario),	voice	of	
authority	(curator),	and	simultaneously	as	one	single	element	(artist)	within	a	larger	
group	of	elements	acted	upon	by	the	decisive	influence	and	voice	of	authority.	This	
raises	a	conundrum	for	artist/curator	practice,	which	may	be	unanswerable:	are	each	of	
these	positions	independent	from	each	other,	or	does	it	only	appear	they	could	be	
individual	positions?	
	
The	audience	and	artist	surveys	raised	other	issues,	interestingly	related	to	an	
expectation	of	conformity.	To	explore	the	exhibition	as	matrix,	as	curator,	I	chose	to	
create	an	exhibition	design	where	works	touched	or	visually	‘bumped’	into	each	other,	
resulting	in	a	dense	hang	where	one	work	flowed	into	the	next.	This	flushed	out	what	
became	an	evident	obstacle	which	all	exhibitions	must	face	–	what	the	audience	expects	
to	see.	Ultimately	this	expectation	influences	the	reception	of	an	exhibition.	It	is	
questionable	whether	exhibition	texts	can	overcome	these	expectations,	especially	if	
audience	members	refuse	to	read	them.	
	
I’m	continuing	the	challenge	to	auto-critique	my	projects.	The	self-critique	for	Phantom	
was	far	easier	than	in	the	first	case	study	because,	mostly,	I	was	writing	about	the	other	
artists	in	the	exhibition.	This	eased	the	self-consciousness	I	felt	when	I	first	attempted	
to	self-critique	my	work	for	A	project	space	called	‘I’.	In	“Phantom:	a	view	of	the	
invisible,”	I	attempt	a	different	approach,	less	a	straightforward	critical	review,	and	
more	a	double-strand	of	critical	discourse	that	discusses	the	artists	in	the	exhibition	
contextualising	their	work	with	relevant	art	historical	and	theoretical	references,	
braided	with	discussion	of	my	own	objectives,	and	influences	in	planning	the	project.	
What	I	leave	out	of	this	is	discussion	of	my	own	work.	I	found	it	really	difficult	to	be	
critically	objective	about	my	work	in	A	project	space	called	‘I’.	I	was	not	comfortable	
with	what	at	times	I	thought	sounded	self-aggrandising,	as	I	tried	to	criticise	my	work	as	
if	I	were	someone	else	looking	at	the	work.	So,	for	this	auto-critique,	I’ve	restricted	the	
commentary	of	my	role	to	motivations	in	planning.	I	feel	this	supports	the	theoretical	
contextualisation	sufficiently	and	gives	insight	into	the	project	decision-making.	
	
Postulating	the	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	was	an	attempt	to	engage	with	the	question	of	how	
the	institution	influences	the	exhibition;	in	this	instance,	the	institution	was	the	
university	gallery.	I	also	wanted	to	find	out	how	the	exhibition	might	influence	the	
institutional	space.	‘Exhibition	as	matrix’	relates	to	the	concept	of	exhibition	as	medium	
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outlined	by	Bruce	W.	Ferguson	in	his	essay,	“Exhibition	Rhetorics:	Material	speech	and	
utter	sense	(Ferguson,	1996).”2	Exhibition	as	matrix	is	intended	to	fit	within	and	
possibly	expand	the	discourse	of	exhibition	as	medium	by	considering	the	movement	
and	interaction	of	bodies	in	the	space	and	through	the	exhibition,	as	well	as	integrating	
the	artworks	to	the	architectural	features	of	the	space	in	such	a	way	that	‘container’	(the	
gallery)	and	‘contents’	(the	artworks)	come	onto	the	same	visual	plane	and	into	direct	
conversation	with	each	other.	
	
3.0	Assessment	of	Study	Elements	
	
Phantom	had	several	elements,	however,	I	will	focus	on	four	as	the	main	elements	of	the	
case	study:	the	exhibition	location,	the	exhibition	premise,	the	functions	of	the	
simulacrum,	and	my	position	within	the	project.	These	four	areas	represent	a	deepening	
understanding	of	how	simulacra	form	an	integral	element	of	artist/curator	practice,	
which	touches	on	every	aspect	of	the	practice	from	how	projects	are	presented	to	
audiences,	where	they	are	situated,	and	how	the	artist/curator	herself	functions	within	
the	project.	
	
3.1	The	exhibition	location	
	
Situating	the	project	in	this	university	gallery	setting	meant	careful	consideration	of	
how	the	space	itself	and	the	movement	of	bodies	through	that	space	would	potentially	
impact	the	exhibition.	It	was	through	this	consideration	that	I	came	up	with	the	idea	of	
exploring	the	exhibition	as	matrix.	This	is	how	I	described	it	in	the	curatorial	statement:	
	

“Ruskin	Gallery	itself	is	a	busy	coursing	space,	with	people	crossing	it	in	all	
different	directions,	carrying	their	own	polyphonic	narratives	as	they	criss-cross	
the	floor,	glancing	at	the	work	on	view.	Or	for	those	who	spend	time	sitting	in	the	
space,	looking,	thinking,	waiting,	all	those	thoughts	spill	into	the	space	invisibly	
impacting	on	others	in	proximity	through	overheard	conversations,	witnessed	
interactions,	or	visual	inspiration.	My	challenge	curating	the	work	in	this	space	
was	to	take	all	that	movement	and	thought	exchange	into	account	(Appendix	C).”	

	
My	experience	of	the	exhibitions	I	had	seen	in	Ruskin	Gallery	since	starting	my	PhD	told	
me	the	only	way	to	affect	the	space	was	to	inhabit	it	boldly	and	not	to	shy	away	from	the	
considerable	challenges	of	the	architectural	features	like	doors,	gaps	and	seams	created	
by	moveable	wall	panels.	It	has	been	my	practice	when	curating	to	engage	with	a	gallery	
space	by	placing	work	in	relation	to	architectural	features	in	that	space.	I	continued	this	
practice	in	Ruskin	Gallery.	This	drew	criticism	from	one	survey	respondent	who	felt	
those	architectural	elements	were	distracting,	“The	gaps	adjacent	to	or	behind	artworks	
become	an	unwelcome	distraction	(Appendix	E).”3	But	I	see	these	comments	as	
																																																								
2	“Exhibitions	can	be	understood	then	as	the	medium	of	contemporary	art	in	the	sense	of	being	its	main	agency	of	
communication	–	the	body	and	voice	from	which	an	authoritative	character	emerges	(Ferguson,	1996:176).”	For	
further	explanation	by	Ferguson,	see	footnote	1,	p.	188.	Italics	in	original.	
3	The	full	response	from	the	survey	is,	“Within	an	extremely	difficult	space	the	individual	areas	faired	quite	well,	but	
as	with	so	many	Ruskin	exhibitions	the	space	as	a	whole	was	bitty,	and	lacked	coherence.	This	was	partly	because	the	
large	number	of	artworks	installed	at	unusual	positions	partly	served	to	highlight	the	problems	with	the	
architectural	space,	in	that	it	is	far	from	a	neutral	environment.	The	gaps	adjacent	to	or	behind	artworks	become	an	
unwelcome	distraction.	This	would	have	required	modifying	the	space	itself,	probably	with	additional	elements	of	
constructed	walls	being	added,	so	the	space	could	work	more	coherently	with	the	installed	artworks.	A	successful	

14	

15	

16	



	 7	

confirmation	that	I	succeeded	in	relating	the	work	to	the	space.	The	very	fact	that	this	
viewer	saw	those	features	meant	that	the	space	(the	container)	was	on	the	same	visual	
plane	as	the	work,	as	opposed	to	being	in	the	background,	distanced	from	the	work.	
This	was	one	of	the	goals	of	the	exhibition	as	matrix	model.	Generally,	past	exhibitions	
in	the	gallery	attempted	to	deal	with	the	space	as	a	container,	placing	artworks	at	eye	
level	around	the	gallery	walls	trying	to	keep	attention	focused	on	the	work	and	not	the	
walls	and	their	many	challenges;	something	very	difficult	to	do	with	the	architectural	
intrusion	of	doors	and	wall	panel	gaps	that	break	up	the	gallery	space.	I	chose	to	use	
those	architectural	elements	as	visual	extensions	in	dialogue	with	the	work,	as	a	matrix	
streaked	through	with	a	precious	vein	of	art.	What	is	required	for	fully	considering	
these	relationships	is	seeing	a	door	not	as	a	door,	but	as	an	articulated	element	with	
visual	properties	that	relate	to	the	artwork	near	to	it.	This	can	be	challenging,	but	
rewarding.	

	
3.2	The	exhibition	premise	
	
There	were	two	themes	to	contend	with	for	this	project,	the	first	was	the	conceptual	
structure	of	the	exhibition	through	the	physical	siting	of	the	exhibition,	which	I’ve	just	
																																																								
installation	is	often	a	careful	play	between	the	space	and	the	work,	and	in	the	Ruskin	as	an	unmodified	space,	there	
are	just	too	many	annoying	gaps	in	the	walls,	which	can	distract	from	the	artwork.	It	is	for	this	reason	that	many	
artists	exhibiting	there	settle	to	place	work	centrally	with	a	significant	gap	between	artwork	and	the	edges	of	the	
surrounding	walls.	A	compromise	perhaps,	but	a	way	of	giving	the	work	breathing	space.”	
	

L	to	R:	Marion	Piper,	Kate	Palmer.	An	example	of	how	architectural	elements	in	the	space	visually	relate	to	the	artwork.	
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described.	The	second	was	the	conceptual	framing	of	the	project,	including	the	
invitation	of	artists	to	the	project,	the	selection	of	work,	communications	with	the	
artists	in	terms	of	direction,	guidance	and	logistics,	and	communicating	the	thematic	
concepts	to	an	audience.	The	premise	for	Phantom	was	to	uncover	the	latency	of	the	
polyphonic	narrative	through	the	process	of	translation	(Appendix	A).	
	
Phantom	considered	the	relationship	between	latency	as	an	element	of	simulacra	and	
translation	as	an	element	of	autobiography;	looking	at	the	juncture	of	interpretation,	
readability,	signification,	and	the	divergence	from	that	point	of	conjunction	of	each	of	
those	aspects.	The	addition	of	poetic	forms	to	the	project	further	explored	these	issues	
in	three	ways,	first	as	a	divergence	of	meaning	by	creating	a	cento	poem	of	artwork	
titles,	then	as	a	poetic	interpretation	and	response	to	the	artworks	by	poet/performer	
Caron	Freeborn,	and	finally	through	aphorisms	composed	by	two	of	the	artists,	
handwritten	on	the	walls	in	relation	to	the	artworks.	These	aphorisms	were	curious	
signifiers	of	meaning	for	the	artworks,	sometimes	misread	by	the	audience	as	titles.	The	
addition	of	text	to	the	exhibition	space	was	one	example	of	the	struggle	between	
language	and	image,	“[creating]	a	synthesized	dialogue	between	aspects	of	thought,	
language,	and	the	visual	impact	of	the	hang	(Appendix	F).”	
	
I	selected	a	single	work	from	each	artist,	myself	included,	with	the	exception	of	Niki	
Hare	from	whom	I	selected	two	works,	and	asked	them	to	make	three	to	five	new	works	
based	on	the	piece	I	had	chosen.	For	many	of	the	artists	this	was	a	very	unusual	brief	
and	an	alien	way	of	working.	For	others,	this	was	a	common	manner	of	working.	There	
were	many	reasons	for	asking	the	artists	to	work	this	way:	

1. This	is	often	the	way	I	work	in	my	own	practice,	going	back	to	a	work	and	
reimaging,	reworking,	recycling,	reinterpreting,	reusing.	Asking	the	artists	to	
work	this	way	brought	my	own	practice	into	relation	with	theirs	as	a	model.	It	
then	became	a	site	for	the	simulacrum	as	they,	in	their	own	ways,	replicated	the	
model,	but	ultimately	denied	it,	as	the	force	of	their	own	practice	overshadowed	
the	model	of	mine.	

2. I	wanted	the	artists	to	function	within	a	context	of	translation;	to	take	my	simple	
instructions	and	the	premise	overall	and	interpret	them	anyway	they	wished.	
This	opened	the	premise	to	observations	on	translation	and	how	it	functioned	in	
relation	to	the	simulacrum	within	the	parameters	of	the	project.	This	was	a	
precarious	position	for	me	as	curator,	because	on	the	one	hand	I	was	setting	the	
rules	and	communicating	the	guidelines.	On	the	other,	I	relinquished	control	
over	the	final	outcomes	for	the	work.	It	was	not	a	project	where,	as	curator,	I	
pre-selected	all	the	work,	nor	did	I	have	any	input	into	the	work	the	artists	made	
for	the	exhibition.	The	few	decisions	I	made	for	exclusion	of	work	during	the	
install	were	primarily	due	to	limited	space,	while	I	accepted	some	works	I	would	
not	have	chosen	under	other	conditions.	This	placed	me,	as	curator,	in	the	
strange	position	of	setting	the	parameters	without	controlling	the	boundaries.	

3. I	wanted	the	artists	to	work	within	a	context	of	repetition,	using	their	work	as	
the	grounds	to	make	new	work,	in	a	way,	testing	my	own	studio	methods.	
Interestingly,	the	two	of	us	in	the	show	working	towards	our	PhDs	produced	
several	new	pieces	in	a	variety	of	media	from	our	selected	original,	whereas	the	
other	artists	active	primarily	in	their	studio	practice,	largely	made	works	closely	
related	to	their	original,	going	deeper	into	the	visual	or	conceptual	language	of	
the	original	and	often	staying	within	the	same	medium.	This	may	indicate	a	
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learned	response	by	artists	working	with	other	curators	within	the	art	market	
system,	where	artists	are	asked	to	produce	work	of	a	similar	kind	to	fill	market	
demand,	as	opposed	to	a	research	paradigm	where	artists	are	encouraged	to	
explore	many	aspects	of	a	research	problem.	

	
In	addition,	there	was	also	the	concern	of	relating	figural	language	in	the	guise	of	poetry	
and	aphorisms	to	the	project.	The	purpose	for	this	was:	

1. To	push	the	simulacral	divergence	into	the	realm	of	language,	exploring	it	as	“the	
object	of	a	struggle	between	image	and	language	and	the	problematic	site	of	their	
ultimate	convergence	(Durham	1998:19).”	I	wanted	to	push	the	visual	into	the	
linguistic,	thus	exploiting	a	latency	of	meaning	I	saw	in	the	artwork	titles.	I	was	
able	to	do	this	by	creating	a	cento	poem	of	the	titles	of	the	original	work	I	had	
chosen	for	Phantom.	It’s	important	to	note	that	I	had	not	made	my	curatorial	
choices	with	this	aim	in	mind,	I	discovered	the	potential	for	this	meaning	as	I	
started	listing	the	titles	for	other	purposes.	

2. To	take	this	potential	further	by	inviting	Caron	Freeborn	to	write	and	perform	a	
work	for	the	Phantom	symposium.	This	placed	translation	and	simulacrum	in	
direct	relationship	by	equating	translation	with	divergence;	as	Caron	entered	the	
process	of	translating	the	visual	into	language,	her	work	inevitably	diverged	in	
meaning	and	form,	becoming	something	other.	Caron	found	the	elusiveness	of	
meaning	in	the	artworks	to	be	particularly	challenging	and	as	a	result	her	
narrative	poem,	The	Voices,	explored	the	always-fated-to-fail	aspect	of	
translation,	which	could	also	be	seen	as	the	activated	mechanism	of	divergence	
within	the	simulacrum,	of	two	people	who	struggled	with	daily	communications,	
one	a	stutterer	who	became	a	selective	mute,	the	other	a	Tourette’s	sufferer	
whose	tick	was	to	sing	lyrics	of	other	people’s	songs.	

3. To	relate	aphorisms	to	the	project	because	of	my	research	into	Nietzsche.	I	had	
written	a	few	aphorisms	and	to	my	surprise,	one	of	the	other	artists	had	been	
working	with	aphorisms	as	she	developed	her	work	for	Phantom.	I	adapted	
these,	hand-writing	a	sample	of	hers	and	mine	on	the	walls	of	the	exhibition	in	
relation	to	the	works.	

	
3.3	Simulacral	functions	
	
The	work	in	the	exhibition	became	a	site	for	the	simulacrum	through	the	context	of	
repetition	and	translation.	Many	viewers	commented	on	the	flow	of	the	work	and	how	
tightly	it	held	together.		Some	asked	if	it	was	a	single	artist,	surprised	to	learn	it	was	ten.	
It’s	difficult	to	account	for	why	this	happened,	but	I	believe	it	was	a	simulacral	effect	of	
repetition	and	translation.	My	selection	of	original	works	certainly	could	be	attributed	
to	setting	the	aesthetic	tone	for	the	project,	but	my	non-	interference	in	the	subsequent	
making	process	meant	translations	had	taken	over.	Somewhere	in	the	gap	between	
selection	and	non-interference	is	where	the	simulacral	struggle	between	language	and	
image	came	into	play	as	the	artists	reinterpreted	their	work	in	response	to	the	model	of	
my	own	working	methods.	
	
An	uncanny	occurrence	happened	in	the	development	of	colour	within	the	works.	I	had	
chosen	mostly	monochromatic	works	of	black	&	white,	greys,	browns,	and	muted	tones,	
the	exception	was	the	red	appearing	in	an	otherwise	monotone	colour	scheme	within	
Tim	Skinner’s	video	piece,	Ever	drifting	in	uncertainty.	What	resulted	was	a	harmonious	
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mix	of	reds,	purples,	cyans,	blues,	yellows,	and	greens	that	ran	through	several	of	the	
artists’	works.	I	asked	the	artists	specifically	if	they	had	been	influenced	by	each	other’s	
work	through	the	project	blog	while	developing	their	work,	and	each	of	the	artists	
denied	any	influence	other	than	their	own	thoughts	in	developing	their	work.	The	
colour	which	ran	through	the	exhibition	looked	as	if	it	was	planned,	but	it	had	not	been,	
by	me	or	the	artists	except	as	part	of	their	own	artistic	concerns.	

	
A	latent	perpendicularity	within	the	works	became	visible,	again	not	something	that	
was	planned.	Whether	it	was	the	perpendicular	nature	of	the	grid,	the	body’s	upright	
position	in	relationship	to	the	ground	–	mirrored	in	the	nuclear	bomb	explosions	in	
Kirsty	Harris’	paintings,	or	the	physical	perpendicular	positioning	of	work	to	the	walls,	
this	became	a	cohering	element	in	the	exhibition.	The	very	nature	of	the	latency	of	this	
element	within	the	works	suggests	an	operational	order	in	effect,	though	I	imposed	no	
such	order.	I	surmise	this	would	be	an	example	of	an	operational	order	originating	in	a	
collective	polyphonic	narrative	from	the	perspective	of	walking	upright	(McLuhan	&	
Fiore	1967).	
	
And	finally,	there	was	an	illegibility	in	what	would	normally	be	expected	to	be	easily	
readable	in,	for	example,	the	presence	of	text,	geometric	forms,	and	repetitions	within	
the	exhibition,	but	the	elusive	purpose	and	meaning	of	these	things	led	to	a	frustrated	
reading.	Recognisable	patterns,	which	lead	to	meaning-making,	were	dislocated	away	
from	the	work	itself	and	placed	in	a	conglomerate	made	up	of	the	artworks,	but	not	
born	of	them.	So,	while	there	was	a	visual	cohesion,	there	was	not	a	stable	meaning	
which	generated	that	cohesion.	The	communication	was	disrupted	by	the	simulacrum,	
deflecting	any	attempt	to	make	a	coherent	‘story’	of	the	work.	This	disruption	coupled	
with	the	strong	visual	coherence	and	flow	of	the	work	commented	on	by	so	many	
visitors	point	to	a	strong	simulacral	influence	in	the	project.	
	
3.4	My	position	within	the	project	
	
Unlike	A	project	space	called	‘I’	where	the	self	was	very	evident,	the	self	in	Phantom	was	
not	as	evident,	or	at	least	not	as	a	cohesive	presence,	but	possibly	more	as	a	distributed	
presence	shifting	in	positions,	and	flickering	between	appearance	and	disappearance.	
This	was	largely	due	to	what	one	peer	observed	as	the	“super-position”	of	the	
artist/curator	as	‘artist,’	‘curator,’	and	‘impresario’;	a	position	that	was	both	“particulate	

Phantom	installation	view	and	its	harmonious	colours	and	perpendicularity.	
	

23	

24	

25	



	 11	

and	wave-like”	in	influence.4	The	self	of	the	I-artist	in	Phantom	was	caught	in	this	
particulate	form,	that	is,	as	a	single	element	within	a	larger	group;	one	artist	among	ten.	
But	stepping	back	from	the	project,	the	self	of	the	I-curator	diverged	to	become	
curator/impresario.	The	self	of	the	I-curator	was	visible	in	the	signature	of	the	
exhibition	design,	while	the	self	of	the	impresario	was	visible	in	the	aesthetic	tone	set	by	
the	original	choice	of	works	–	the	selection	of	which	was	a	task	of	the	I-curator	but	
which	seemed	to	sit	just	beyond	what	the	I-	curator	was	responsible	for.	This	aesthetic	
tone	carried	a	wave	of	influence	on	the	artists	and	the	audience.	Several	artists	
mentioned	being	influenced	by	the	monotone	choices	I	had	originally	made,	something	I	
had	not	considered	as	being	influential	at	the	time.	
	
It’s	difficult	to	separate	the	‘impresario’	from	the	‘curator’	but	for	this	project	there	was	
a	kind	of	uneasy	distinction	between	the	two	roles,	as	I	describe	above,	by	the	
impresario	setting	the	aesthetic	tone,	while	the	task	of	selecting	work	was	a	curatorial	
one.	This	wasn’t	an	unease	of	discomfort;	it	was	more	the	unease	of	not	being	able	to	
entirely	define	the	position	or	pin	it	down.	The	impresario	was	an	elusive	presence,	but	
a	presence	that	set	the	aesthetic	and	intellectual	tone	of	the	project	then	stood	aside.	I	
think	it	important	in	this	case	to	make	mention	of	the	impresario	position	because	I	felt	
all-powerful	in	that	role,	bringing	the	many	elements	together	then	letting	individual	
creativity,	the	dynamic	of	translation,	and	the	divergent	influence	of	the	simulacrum	
take	its	course.	Whereas,	as	the	I-curator,	I	was	concerned	with	logistical	and	practical	
issues	of	selections,	negotiations,	transportation	details,	installation	decisions,	
answering	questions	etc.	
	
4.0	Assessment	of	Study	Findings	
	
The	study	findings	can	generally	be	distilled	down	to	four	areas:	the	postulation	of	
‘exhibition	as	matrix’	and	how	this	affected	the	project	overall,	the	diverse	appearances	
of	the	simulacrum	within	the	project,	the	relationship	of	the	latency	to	translation,	
poetry	and	communications	in	general	both	with	the	audience	and	with	project	
participants,	and	finally,	problems,	paradoxes	and	conundrums	that	arose.	
	
4.1	On	the	postulation	of	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	
	
Installing	Phantom	within	Ruskin	Gallery	created	an	important	condition	to	consider	
the	influence	of	the	‘institution’	on	the	exhibition.	The	meaning	of	this	usage	of	the	word	
‘institution’	for	this	report	is	an	educational	one	as	opposed	to	the	‘institution’	of	
museums	or	public	galleries.	However,	what	these	two	types	of	institutions	loosely	have	
in	common	is	a	process	of	selection	of	projects	for	a	space,	which	involves	a	certain	
standard	which	must	be	met	for	the	brand.	Where	they	differ	is	perhaps	in	the	function	
of	the	spaces;	one	is	an	educational5	setting	with	daily	student	interaction	and	a	space	
disrupted	by	studio	doors	surrounding	Ruskin	Gallery,	the	other	is	involved	in	canon-	
building,	cultural	dissemination,	and	marketing	in	a	highly	specialised	setting.	So,	
setting	aside	the	meaning	of	‘institution’	in	the	sense	of	the	museum	and	public	galleries	
for	this	report,	situating	Phantom	in	a	university	art	school	gallery	presented	an	
																																																								
4	From	peer	discussions	in	the	gallery.	
5	Even	though	there	is	an	element	of	education	involved	in	museums	and	public	galleries,	its	educational	function,	
one	of	audience	education	or	giving	children	exposure	to	and	exploration	of	art,	differs	from	the	educational	function	
of	a	university	art	school	focused	on	in-depth	theoretical	and	disciplinary	practice	development.	
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opportunity	to	consider	how	this	kind	of	institution	might	legitimise	an	artist-curated	
project,	how	the	space	itself	might	influence	the	project	and	how	the	project	might	
influence	the	space.	
	
The	question	of	legitimisation	(for	any	institution)	is	necessarily	bound	with	issues	of	
audience	expectation	because	for	there	to	be	legitimisation	there	must	be	an	amount	of	
audience	acceptance.6	The	trick	is	knowing	who	makes	up	the	‘audience.’	The	institution	
is	conscious	of	fulfilling	and	maintaining	the	standard	of	its	brand	through	the	choice	of	
projects	selected	for	the	space.	At	the	moment	of	selection,	the	institution	represents	
the	audience7	and	its	preferences,	judging	the	benefits	it	deems	a	project	brings	to	the	
audience	and	how	this	project	reflects	on	the	gallery	brand;	the	institution	acts	as	agent	
in	speaking	for	its	audience’s	interests.	In	this	way,	being	selected	by	the	gallery	
committee	gave	legitimisation	to	the	project;	Phantom	met	the	standards	of	the	
selection	committee	with	reference	to	audience	interests.	Once	selected,	the	project	
then	faces	the	approval	of	the	audience,	which	now	also	includes	the	institution	itself.	
	
There	is	always	a	certain	level	of	chance	for	the	institution	involved	in	selecting	a	
project	because	it	might	be	that	the	curator	excels	at	proposal	writing	but	struggles	to	
physically	present	the	work	in	exhibition	form.	In	this	case,	the	installation	of	Phantom	
was	bold	and	unusual	in	the	space,	existing,	I	surmise,	just	outside	of	expectation,	
judging	by	the	surprise	and	enthusiasm	exhibited	in	faculty	and	student	verbal	
responses	to	the	show	during	opening	night.	The	positive	responses	I	had	from	faculty,	
some	of	whom	were	also	members	of	the	selection	committee,	students,	and	visitors	
meant	a	further	legitimisation	through	acceptance	for	the	project	as	artist-led	and	
successfully	presented.	
	
However,	within	these	positive	audience	responses	were	statements	from	a	selection	
committee	member,	a	student,	and	an	exhibiting	artist	of	wanting	to	experience	the	
work	in	terms	of	a	‘white	cube’	paradigm,	with	uninterrupted	pristine	white	walls	and	
plenty	of	space	given	to	the	individual	works	for	viewing.	I	understood	these	comments	
as	a	positive	desire	to	see	the	work	and	the	installation	in	optimum	viewing	conditions,	
however,	these	expectations	missed	the	point	of	what	was	happening	with	the	
exhibition	in	exploring	the	exhibition	as	matrix.	In	one	case,	a	survey	respondent	who	
was	advocating	for	more	viewing	space	for	the	works,	admitted	to	not	reading	the	
exhibition	texts,	which	explained	why	the	exhibition	was	presented	the	way	it	was	and	
what	the	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	entailed	in	terms	of	viewing	space.	Certainly,	even	if	the	
respondent	had	read	the	texts,	her	opinion	might	have	been	the	same.	
	

																																																								
6	In	Bruce	W.	Ferguson’s	essay,	“Exhibition	Rhetorics,”	part	of	his	discussion	amounts	to	a	description	of	the	tension	
between	the	role	of	museums	as	the	“ideological	state	apparatuses”	(p.	177)	forming	and	representing	a	state	cultural	
identity,	and	the	expectations	of	the	audience	who	have	“officially	sanctioned”	(p.	182-4)	the	museum	to	represent	
their	cultural	interests.	Within	this	tension	lies	the	network	of	market	interests	(p.	181)	driving	the	‘message’	of	the	
brand.	The	tension	results	from	debate	over	who	has	control	of	the	message,	the	market	network	or	audience	
interests	(p.	181-2).	While	I	have	reduced	the	understanding	of	‘institution’	to	the	university	gallery	space	for	the	
purposes	of	this	report,	this	tension	from	the	debate	of	who	has	control	of	the	message	is	still	applicable	because	
there	is	an	institutional	identity	as	well	as	a	gallery	brand	at	stake	in	project	selections	for	Ruskin	Gallery.	
7	My	understanding	of	audiences	is	all	inclusive,	including	members	of	institutions,	professional	peers	and	networks,	
gallery	visitors	including	students,	the	general	public,	and	artists	themselves	participating	in	a	project.	
	

29	

30	

31	



	 13	

Another	criticism	suggested	that	the	gallery	furniture	was	too	much	of	a	focal	point	and	
should	be	arranged	in	a	more	neutral	position.	The	four	couches	were	positioned	in	a	
square	formation	in	the	centre	of	the	gallery	each	couch	facing	centrally	onto	one	of	four	
walls	in	the	gallery,	with	display	cases	containing	objects	from	the	show	in	their	centre.	
Usually	the	couches	are	positioned	back	to	back	in	two	parallel	lines	like	a	mathematical	
equal	sign	in	the	centre	of	the	gallery.	In	my	opinion,	this	is	no	more	‘neutral’	than	a	
block	in	the	centre	of	the	gallery;	there	are	still	evidently	four	dark	couches	in	the	
middle	of	a	white	gallery.	They	remain	highly	visible	in	the	space	with	the	often-	
uncomfortable	requirement	of	needing	a	body	to	physically	turn	when	seated	to	see	the	
work	on	the	walls.	What	this	survey	respondent	didn’t	take	into	account	was	the	
comfortable	viewing	of	the	work	within	the	space,	instead,	making	a	claim	for	the	status	
quo	of	arrangement.	My	observations	of	more	people	lingering	in	the	gallery	using	the	
space,	as	opposed	to	just	moving	through	the	space,	was	validated	by	several	students	
telling	me	that	they	and	their	peers	were	using	the	gallery	more,	choosing	to	spend	time	
in	the	space.	
	
Two	of	my	concerns	were	to	communicate	with	the	audience	and	to	impact	the	space	
with	Phantom.	The	arrangement	of	the	furniture	was	one	of	the	simple	ways	that	I	could	
achieve	both	concerns.	I	wanted	the	exhibition	to	be	accessible,	for	people	to	feel	
welcome	to	engage	with	the	project.	Purposefully	arranging	the	couches	so	that	direct	
viewing	was	possible	from	each	side	of	the	gallery,	within	an	installation	that	used	all	
four	walls	in	an	open	floor	plan,	visibly	took	the	comfort	of	the	viewing	audience	into	
consideration.	It	sent	a	message	that	visitors	were	welcome,	viewing	was	encouraged,	
and	visitor	comfort	had	been	considered.	I	think	it	was	evident	the	message	was	
received	by	the	increase	in	usage	of	the	space.	
	
An	exhibiting	artist	felt	a	different	approach	to	the	hang	might	have	been	clearer…	
	

“With	regards	to	the	unconventional	hang	and	matrix,	I	felt	perhaps	individual	
artist's	works	could	have	been	separated	out	and	mixed	together,	to	make	more	
sense	of	the	unconventional	method,	so	that	each	work	is	hung	in	a	certain	way	
in	relation	to	the	different	works	around	it.	As	opposed	to	the	artist's	own	work	
being	hung	in	an	unconventional	way	in	relation	to	itself.	I	feel	this	would	have	
made	clearer	the	decisions	the	curator	has	made	with	regards	to	the	hang,	as	
opposed	to	confusion	with	the	way	the	artist	intends	their	work	to	be	received	
(Appendix	D1).”	

	
This	is	an	interesting	suggestion.	I	was	asked	during	the	project	symposium	if	I	would	
consider	hanging	the	show	in	different	ways.	I	responded	positively,	saying	that	there	
could	be	an	infinite	variety	of	ways	to	hang	the	show.	I	would	add	a	caveat	to	this:	there	
could	be	infinite	varieties	of	presentation	with	different	aims	for	meaning-making	for	the	
show.	For	the	meaning	I	wanted	to	explore	with	Phantom,	I	felt	it	important	to	present	
the	work	as	I	did.	Early	in	the	planning	stages,	I	had	considered	dispersing	the	works,	
but	felt	it	would	be	important	to	keep	each	artists’	vision	for	the	development	of	their	
work	visible,	as	this	was	a	key	aspect	of	the	premise.	Keeping	the	artists’	work	grouped,	
reinforced	and	possibly	facilitated	the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	within	the	project	
through	this	method.	Laurence	Noga,	who	wrote	a	peer	review	of	Phantom,	validates	
this,	“I	like	the	way	the	idea	of	‘simulacrum’	slowly	permeates	our	thinking	through	
individual	representation	or	approach	to	the	real	(Appendix	F).”	This	meant	that	each	
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artist	had	their	own	‘voice’	within	the	exhibition,	which	then	communicated	with	the	
other	‘voices’	in	the	show.	It	was	by	giving	flow	to	this	visual	discourse	through	
exploring	the	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	methodology	that	the	exhibition	became	a	site	for	
the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum.	I	feel	this	discourse,	with	its	opportunity	for	the	
appearance	of	the	simulacrum,	would	have	been	sacrificed	if	the	works	had	been	
mingled	together.	In	my	opinion,	the	artist’s	comments	have	overlooked	the	importance	
of	conveying	the	artistic	development	of	the	work	for	the	premise.	

	
I	felt	it	was	important	to	maintain	the	collective	work	as	a	body	showing	the	original	
selection	along	with	newly	made	work,	even	though	I	made	no	effort	to	distinguish	
between	the	two.	I	wanted	the	audience	to	make	those	distinctions	themselves	if	they	
felt	so	inclined.	I	had	considered	separating	out	the	original	selection	from	the	new	
work,	but	ultimately	decided	this	would	not	benefit	the	exhibition.	This	mechanism	of	
grouping	the	artists’	work	together	allowed	for	the	appearance	of	any	divergence	which	
might	become	visible	through	the	grouping,	as	happened	with	Tim	Skinner’s	videos.	His	
new	video,	Uncertainty,	was	a	near	monochrome	rendition	of	his	original,	and	through	
this	development	a	strong	sense	of	altered	memory	became	apparent:	
	

“Uncertain,	Tim	Skinner’s	single	channel	video	diptych,	creates	an	immediate	
connection	to	something	that	is	lost.	Skinner	uses	a	heightened	sense	of	memory	
in	his	approach	to	the	contemporary	sublime.	He	presents	us	with	a	recurring	
temporal	structure.	Its	compelling	universal	experience	makes	us	feel	edgy	and	
slightly	nervous.	Its	smaller	companion	Ever	Drifting	in	Uncertainty	seems	to	be	
echoing	a	simultaneous	experience.	But	If	you	stand	close	to	the	smaller	work	its	
pace	and	colour	is	sharper,	the	site	revealed	slowly	and	hypnotically,	whilst	the	

L	to	R:	Uncertainty	and	Ever	Drifting	in	Uncertainty	by	Tim	Skinner.	
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larger	work	becomes	a	more	abstract	field.	The	painterly	concerns	chromatically	
muted,	flicker	and	gently	reconfigure	the	space	(Appendix	F).”	

	
The	resulting	force	of	the	cohesion	of	the	work,	the	appearance	of	the	latent	issue	of	
perpendicularity,	and	the	sense	of	frustrated	legibility	validate	the	decision	to	install	the	
exhibition	as	I	did.	These	results	would	have	been	diminished	through	mixing	the	work.	
Though	it	is	possible	there	were	other	equally	forceful	messages	that	remained	
unarticulated	because	of	grouping	the	artists’	works	together.	This	would	only	be	
discovered	by	testing	multiple	ways	of	installing	the	same	works.	
	
As	noted,	several	audience	members	thought	the	exhibition	was	of	one	artist’s	work.	If	
the	artworks	had	been	interspersed,	I	think	it	would	have	given	rise	to	even	further	
question	of	who	was	being	presented	within	the	exhibition.	As	a	curator	working	with	a	
group,	I	feel	a	responsibility	to	each	artist	to	represent	their	work	fairly	and	I	felt	that	
mixing	the	work	up	would	have	been	confusing	overall	for	this	exhibition,	not	best	
serving	the	vision	of	each	artist	in	the	development	of	their	work	for	the	premise.	I	
think	the	criticism	that	the	artworks	be	interspersed	making	curatorial	decisions	
clearer	and	not	confusing	how	the	artist	intends	her	work	to	be	received,	was	related	to	
a	‘white	cube’	expectation,	like	all	the	other	criticisms	I’ve	cited	in	this	report.	The	fact	
that	the	simulacral	instances	which	I’ve	discussed	were	discernible	and	discussed	with	
me	by	several	individuals	including	Laurence	Noga,	indicates	that	my	curatorial	
decisions	were	clear.	The	suggestion	that	there	was	“confusion	with	the	way	the	artist	
intends	their	work	to	be	received,”	says	more	about	the	dissatisfaction	of	the	artist	by	
the	way	that	I	presented	her	work	and	its	perceived	disadvantages	than	it	does	about	
my	curatorial	decision-making.	I	think	this	is	nothing	more	than	an	artist	not	being	
comfortable	with	the	curatorial	decisions	made	for	presenting	her	work,	which	I	will	
argue	below,	did	more	to	present	her	work	as	she	intended	with	reference	to	the	body	
than	she	is	giving	credit	for,	or	possibly	realises	because	she	was	not	in	the	gallery	to	
witness	the	interaction	with	her	work.	
	
4.2	On	the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	
	
In	conceiving	of	the	premise	for	Phantom,	I	knew	elements	of	the	elusive	divergent	
nature	of	simulacra	would	appear	through	exploring	latency	and	the	polyphonic	
narrative,	though	I	had	no	idea	of	how	they	would	appear.	The	issues	involved	in	what	
lays	hidden	until	bidden	to	appear,	linked	with	the	notion	of	a	multiplicity	of	voices	
having	an	influence	from	the	past,	was	always	going	to	be	a	subject	involving	temporal	
disruptions,	distortions,	erasures,	and	shifting	uncertainties	of	the	real.	Phantom	
evidenced	these	events	and	more,	in	more	complexity	than	I	expected.	
	
The	necessity	of	exploring	latency	as	an	element	in	my	research	into	simulacra	became	
evident	through	earlier	practical	research	projects	and	I	wanted	to	design	a	case	study	
premise	to	research	latency	further.	I	could	see	the	practical	applications	it	contained	
for	researching	simulacra.	Likewise,	the	subject	of	translation	held	a	similar	necessity	
for	researching	autobiography.	So,	with	Phantom	I	set	out	to	uncover	how	latency	and	
translation	would	function	together	when	given	an	operational	order	to	create	new	
work	from	a	selected	original	(Durham	1998:53-58),	and	a	simple	set	of	guidelines	
which	set	up	my	own	practice	as	the	model	for	the	working	premise	parameters	for	this	
case	study,	within	a	context	of	the	polyphonic	narrative.	The	latency	appearing	within	
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the	artworks	was	the	first	and	most	obvious	place	to	begin	to	analyse	it,	and	its	
appearance	in	the	works	was	not	surprising.8	Ultimately	it	was	within	the	exhibition	
installation	itself	where	the	most	powerful	instances	of	latency	became	visible	and	
where	it	was	most	unexpected.	The	harmonious	appearance	of	colour,	the	
perpendicularity	that	ran	through	all	the	works,	the	frustrated	legibility,	and	the	
‘seamless’	transition	of	one	artist’s	work	into	the	next	were	the	most	remarkable	
instances	of	the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	within	the	exhibition.	And	these	were	
the	very	things	that	repeatedly	were	mentioned	by	members	of	the	audience	suggesting	
to	me	the	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	was	an	actual	event	within	the	project	as	
opposed	to	an	element	designed	by	me	to	appear.	I	couldn’t	have	manipulated	these	
instances	into	being,	but	their	appearance	was	appreciable	and	made	more	significant	
by	the	fact	of	their	appearance.	
	
Divergence	is	an	understandable	descriptor	for	the	simulacrum,	but	synthesis	is	also	an	
important	aspect	of	simulacra.	“In	this	synthesis	–	which	relates	to	time	–	forces	pass	
through	the	same	differences	again	or	diversity	is	reproduced.	The	synthesis	is	one	of	
forces,	of	their	difference	and	their	reproduction…	(Deleuze	1962:46).”	It	was	through	
synthesis	that	translation	played	its	most	significant	role	in	the	appearance	of	the	
simulacrum	in	Phantom.	This	synthesis	had	two	positions,	one	which	resulted	in	a	
problematic	struggle	between	image	and	language,	the	other	as	a	convergent	coherence	
between	thought,	language,	image,	and	presentation:	
	

“In	this	show	that	visual	struggle	and	convergence	of	image,	language,	and	site,	is	
key	to	the	exhibition’s	success…it	is	the	installation	and	the	way	it	creates	a	
distortion	of	aesthetic	experience	that	introduces	the	‘simulacrum’…The	
synthesis	of	structure	and	image	within	the	material	site	elicits	a	locality	of	
memory,	everything	sinking	in	and	accumulating…handwritten	aphorisms	next	
to	each	work,	creates	a	synthesized	dialogue	between	aspects	of	thought,	
language,	and	the	visual	impact	of	the	hang.	The	gallery	becomes	the	place	to	
contemplate,	to	pass	through,	to	exchange	thoughts	concerning	the	power	of	
translation	(Appendix	F).”	

	
4.3	On	translation,	poetry,	and	communication	
	
Working	with	language	in	Phantom	through	the	figurative	language	of	poetry	and	
aphorism	created	a	further	simulacral	potentiality.	It	was	Nietzsche’s	contention	that	
“language	was	figurative	through	and	through”	that	“there	was	no	non-rhetorical	
“naturalness”	of	language,”	because	even	the	non-	figurative	referential	language	makes	
up	the	fables	and	myths	which	language	is	dependent	upon.9	Pushing	the	meaning	of	the	
																																																								
8	For	more	information	on	the	individual	works	in	the	exhibition,	see	“Phantom:	a	view	of	the	invisible	(Appendix	B),”	
an	auto-review	of	Phantom	appended	to	this	report.	
9	In	One’s	Self	as	Another,	Paul	Ricoeur	discusses	the	paradox	Nietzsche	uncovered	about	language	in	relation	to	his	
challenge	to	the	Cartesian	cogito.	He	writes,	“The	Course	on	Rhetoric	proposes	the	novel	idea	that	tropes	–	
metaphors,	synecdoche,	metonomy	–	do	not	constitute	ornaments	added	onto	a	discourse	that	is	by	right	literal	and	
nonfigurative	but	instead	are	inherent	in	the	most	basic	linguistic	functioning.	In	this	sense,	there	is	no	non-rhetorical	
“naturalness”	of	language.	Language	is	figurative	through	and	through.	“On	Truth	and	Lies	in	a	Nonmoral	Sense”	
pushes	to	its	furthest	point	the	paradox	of	language	that	is	figural	through	and	through	and	thus	reputed	to	be	
deceitful.	It	is	a	paradox	in	a	double	sense:	first,	in	that	from	the	opening	lines,	life,	apparently	taken	in	a	referential	
and	nonfigural	sense,	is	taken	as	the	source	of	the	fables	by	which	it	sustains	itself.	Next,	it	is	paradoxical	in	that	
Nietzsche’s	own	discourse	on	truth	as	a	lie	ought	to	be	drawn	into	the	abyss	of	the	paradox	of	a	liar.	But	Nietzsche	is	
precisely	the	thinker	who	assumed	this	paradox	to	the	end…substituted	in	the	very	place	and	with	the	same	
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artworks	from	the	visual	into	language	through	the	cento	poetic	structure	whereby	the	
titles	of	the	artworks	comprise	the	lines	of	the	poems	suggests	Nietzsche’s	paradox	and	
situates	language	within	the	project	as	another	site	for	the	simulacrum	to	appear.	
	
This	siting	happened	forcefully	through	the	invitation	to	poet/performer	Caron	
Freeborn	to	write	and	perform	a	poem	for	the	Phantom	symposium	in	response	to	the	
works	in	the	exhibition.	She	was	given	the	same	framework	in	which	to	work	as	the	
artists,	produce	new	work	based	on	a	chosen	work,	however,	in	Caron’s	case	the	chosen	
work	was	the	cento	poem	I	had	written	using	the	artwork	titles.	As	a	result,	Caron	
synthesised	the	idea	of	other	people’s	words,	along	with	her	visual	responses	to	the	
artworks,	to	create	a	narrative	poem	where	language	itself	was	problematic,	fractured,	
and	broken,	and	translation	was	necessarily	the	only	means	of	communication.	
Translation	put	in	the	position	as	being	both	mechanism	and	source	of	communication	
produced	a	disjointed,	fraught,	and	misaligned	rupture	of	speech	and	memories,	
exposing	the	structure	of	language	and	communication	as	pure	simulacrum.	
	
4.4	Problems,	paradoxes,	and	conundrums	
	
To	reiterate	my	conundrum	for	artist/curator	practice:	are	these	positions	of	‘artist,’	
‘curator,’	‘impresario,’	independent	from	each	other,	or	does	it	only	appear	they	could	
be	individual	positions?	I	feel	these	three	selves	remained	individual	influences	within	
Phantom	because	of	their	distinct	areas	of	influence	within	the	project,	however	it	was	
often	difficult	to	separate	the	roles	by	any	clear	delineated	boundaries.	This	paradoxical	
and	indistinct	quality	of	the	roles	of	the	artist/curator,	while	simultaneously	each	
position	making	its	influence	felt	within	a	project,	positions	artist/curator	practice	in	
direct	association	with	the	simulacrum.	
	
It	would	seem	the	super-position	of	the	artist/curator	as	artist/curator/impresario	
would	control	how	the	simulacrum	manifested,	but	I	did	not	feel,	even	in	that	super-
position,	I	controlled	those	manifestations	in	any	way.	I	certainly	can	claim	to	have	set	
the	aesthetic	and	intellectual	tone	by	the	selection	of	work	I	made	and	by	the	premise	as	
I	designed	it.	I	can	even	claim	to	have	had	some	influence	through	controlling	the	
installation	of	work.	But	having	no	input	on	how	the	works	were	developed,	I	was	
resigned	to	working	with	the	artworks	that	came.	This	was	not	a	position	of	control.	It	
was	one	of	acceptance.	However,	I	did	feel	I	was	in	a	powerful	role,	and	one	which	gave	
me	an	absolute	control	of	final	outcome,	which	is	why	I	say	the	appearance	of	the	
simulacrum	within	Phantom	was	unexpected.	I	set	the	conditions	which	made	the	
appearance	of	the	simulacrum	possible,	but	I	did	not	control	or	make	its	appearance	
happen.	It	happened	beyond	the	powerful	position	I	was	in.	This	suggests	to	me	that	the	
simulacrum	acts;	it	is	not	acted	upon.	
	
The	self	of	the	I-curator,	visible	as	the	‘voice	of	authority’	meant	the	artists	were	largely	
content	to	let	me	guide	the	installation	and	install	their	work	as	I	wished.	However,	the	
artist	mentioned	above	who	suggested	a	different	installation	method	would	have	been	
																																																								
foundational	claims	as	the	cogito…The	initial	paradox	is	that	of	an	“illusion”	serving	as	an	“expedient”…	Nature	itself,	
however,	has	removed	from	man	the	power	to	decipher	this	illusion:	“She	threw	away	the	key”	(On	Truth	and	Lies,	p.	
80,	cited	in	Ricoeur).	Nevertheless,	Nietzsche	thinks	he	possesses	this	key:	it	is	the	functioning	of	illusion	as	
Verstellung”	(Ricoeur,	1990:12).	NB:	Verstellung	is	translated	in	English	as:	‘adjustment,’	‘disguise,’	‘pretense,’	‘feint,’	
‘dissimulation,’	‘dissemblance,’	‘misalignment,’	‘play-acting’	(dict.cc)	and	‘affectation,’	‘shifting’	(Linguee).	All	of	which	
suggests	simulacra.	
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clearer,	was	less	pleased	with	the	way	I	hung	her	work,	feeling	it’s	position	near	another	
artist’s	work	had	meant	a	loss	of	“expansiveness”	for	her	own	piece,	
	

“I	prefer	[my	works]	to	be	exhibited	with	a	fair	amount	of	space	around	them	so	
they	can	'breathe'	and	the	viewer	can	have	a	slow	and	personal	experience	with	
each	piece.	The	proportions	of	the	work	are	also	designed	to	relate	to	the	body	
and	so	the	viewer	engagement	is	an	important	element.	Therefore,	I	felt	less	
positively	about	the	work	which	was	placed	at	an	edge	and	very	closely	to	the	
other	work,	as	I	felt	it	lost	its	feeling	of	expansiveness,	which	is	also	referenced	
within	the	image	itself	(Appendix	D1).”	

	
This	is	a	reasonable	criticism,	however,	once	again	it	fits	a	desire	for	the	‘white	cube’	
paradigm,	something	I	was	actively	working	against.	However,	I	take	exception	to	her	
suggestion	that	the	position	of	her	two	works	in	anyway	interrupted	the	personal	
engagement	viewers	had	with	her	work.	She	was	invited	to	position	her	first	piece	on	
the	wall	at	the	height	she	preferred,	within	the	location	I	had	assigned	her,	which	she	
located	about	a	metre	from	the	floor.	This	meant	that	the	top	half	of	her	work	was	
difficult	to	scrutinize	by	a	viewer.	For	her	second	piece,	I	suggested	she	‘bump’	it	down	
in	an	off-set	position	rather	than	in	a	straight	linear	placement	following	a	conventional	
invisible	central	hang	line.	This	brought	the	work	down	to	almost	floor	level,	something	
which	she	felt	nervous	about	in	case	anyone	inadvertently	kicked	the	work.	This	
position	was	far	more	in	relation	with	the	body,	but	gave	her	anxiety	over	possible	
damage	to	the	work,	so	I	find	her	statement	above	incongruous	and	contradictory.	From	
observing	visitors	relating	to	her	work	in	the	gallery,	I	saw	no	loss	of	engagement	or	
time	spent	looking	at	her	work.	Quite	the	contrary,	people	spent	time	looking,	giving	her	
work	the	care	and	consideration	she	desired,	delving	intimately	into	the	image-scape	
presented	in	the	works.	
	
Audience	expectation	is	a	seemingly	invisible	obstacle	that	every	exhibition	must	
contend	with.	A	curator	must	work	to	gain	audience	approval	or	actively	work	to	
subvert	that	approval	causing	provocation,	as	Marcel	Duchamp	often	did	with	the	
exhibitions	he	curated.	His	First	Papers	of	Surrealism,	New	York,	1942,	comes	to	mind	
(Hopkins	2014).10	I	wanted	Phantom	to	provoke	contemplation	by	showing	ways	that	
artist/curator	practice	could	challenge	convention	and	move	boundaries.	However,	I	
didn’t	expect	the	strong	critical	voice	for	convention	which	came	in	the	form	of	three	
different	criticisms	based	in	the	desire	for	a	‘white	cube’	paradigm,	all	three	from	artists	
in	different	roles	as	members	of	the	audience:	selection	committee	member	and	tutor,	
student,	and	exhibiting	artist.	This	‘voice’	of	convention	presents	a	paradoxical	
challenge	to	any	artistic	practice,	not	just	artist/curator,	practice	because	gaining	
acceptance	and	legitimacy	is	linked	to	the	opinion	of	convention,	while	it	is	the	very	
nature	of,	and	indeed	the	work	of	artistic	practice	to	break	through	the	limitations	of	
convention.	This	is	perhaps	risky	ground	for	the	artist/curator	because	the	
artist/curator	practices	in	a	schism	between	curatorial	practice	and	artistic	practice.	
The	artist/curator	uses	the	exhibition	not	only	as	a	medium	of	communication	and	
																																																								
10	Between	Duchamp’s	installation	of	his	mile	of	string	which	prevented	visitors	from	entering	the	gallery	to	view	
the	artworks,	to	children	playing	amongst	the	exhibition	visitors	on	the	orders	of	Duchamp	himself,	he	disrupted	the	
viewing	of	the	exhibition	thwarting	audience	expectation,	and	at	the	same	time	made	comment	on	the	limitations	of	
surrealism.	
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pedagogy	similar	to	curatorial	practice,	but	also	and	a	means	of	expression	and	
commentary,	as	is	evidenced	by	Duchamp’s	complex	commentary	of	the	limitations	of	
surrealism	in	First	Papers	of	Surrealism	(Hopkins	2014).		
	

It’s	within	this	register	of	using	an	exhibition	as	the	medium	of	expression	and	
commentary	which	lies	the	greatest	risk	for	artist/curator	practice.	It	takes	liberty	with	
other	artists’	work,	repurposing	the	artist’s	intentions	to	come	into	line	with	the	
intention	of	the	artist/curator	for	the	purposes	of	the	exhibition.	This	can	only	be	a	
consensual	relationship,	and	as	illustrated	by	the	exhibiting	artist’s	criticisms	for	how	
her	work	was	presented,	even	with	consent	there	may	still	be	reservation	and	
resentment.	
	
5.0	Reflections	and	Conclusions	
	
The	appearance	of	the	simulacrum	in	Phantom	was	more	diverse	than	I	anticipated,	and	
far	more	complex	than	I	could	have	hoped	for	in	the	results.	The	depth	and	complexity	
of	its	appearance	has	made	Phantom	particularly	exciting	for	me	because	it	suggests	
artist/curator	practice	is	far	more	complex	than	just	an	activity	done	as	self-promotion	
for	emerging	artists	or	artists	outside	of	the	art	world	machinery;	a	view	implied	
through	the	definition	of	artist-curator	by	TATE.	However,	the	audience	expectation	of	a	
white	cube	paradigm	presents	challenges	for	the	practice.	
	
To	fully	understand	the	exhibition	as	matrix	it	is	important	to	understand	what	
Ferguson	meant	by	“exhibition	as	medium.”	He	says,	“I	understand	that	“medium”	is	
often	used	more	conventionally	to	refer	to	the	materiality	of	a	work	of	art,	e.g.	paint,	
film.	In	using	it	to	mean	the	instrumental	form	of	its	public	address	I	am	aligning	

Phantom	Installation.	Photo:	J.	Boyer	
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exhibitions	to	the	idea	of	“medium	in	the	sense	generally	understood	when	speaking	
about	mass	media	(Ferguson	1996:188).”	“Exhibition	as	matrix”	then	builds	on	
Ferguson’s	notion	of	medium	as	communication	by	making	the	communication	within	
the	exhibition	an	expressive	commentary,	and	by	linking	that	communication	with	the	
site	in	which	it	is	situated,	allowing	the	site	to	become	an	active	member	in	the	
discourse.	
	
The	depth	to	which	simulacra	appears	within	artist/curator	practice,	from	the	
artist/curator	using	her	own	practice	as	‘model,’	to	devising	operational	orders,	to	the	
oscillating	divergence	and	synthesis	of	roles,	to	the	problematic	convergence	of	images	
and	language,	presents	fertile	ground	for	exploration.	Likewise,	the	‘exhibition	as	
matrix’	model	generated	several	opportunities	for	the	exhibition	itself	to	diverge.	
Working	to	move	the	exhibition	away	from	a	conventional	white	cube	‘container’	
paradigm	meant	the	exhibition	was	specific	to	the	space.	I	felt	this	specificity	made	the	
exhibition	a	location,	not	just	an	experience.	The	implications	for	this	convergence	
meant	the	space	and	the	artworks	became	activated	in	the	discussion	and	interaction	
that	happened	within	the	space	by	lingering	visitors.	
	
Several	weeks	after	this	project	completed,	I	had	a	discussion	about	artist/curator	
practice	with	Sophie	Williamson,	curator	at	Camden	Arts	Centre	in	London.	From	her	
experience	of	working	with	artists	at	Camden,	she	found	it	difficult	to	think	of	
artist/curator	practice	as	a	practice	in	its	own	right	different	to	any	artist	practice.	Her	
experience	is	that	artists	curate	–	across	all	strata	of	practice	legitimisation.	In	the	face	
of	that	level	of	acceptance,	I	struggled	to	continue	to	advocate	for	a	position	for	
artist/curator	practice	as	a	philosophically-based	practice	in	its	own	right.	It	has	
already	happened.	Artist/curator	practice	is	artist	practice.	Sophie	made	an	astute	
observation,	“maybe	we’ve	moved	beyond	the	term	‘artist/curator’.”	
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Appendix	A:	

Phantom	
Premise	Statement	
Jane	Boyer	©2015	
	
This	isn’t	a	ghost	story.	
It’s	a	story	of	latency	and	the	polyphonic	narrative	that	is	each	of	us.	
	

“Directed	toward	its	object,	a	[self]	enters	a	dialogically	agitated	and	tense	
environment	of	alien	[selves],	evaluations	and	accents,	is	woven	into	their	complex	
interrelationships,	merges	with	some,	recoils	from	others,	intersects	with	yet	a	
third	group:	and	all	this	may	in	an	essential	manner	shape	the	[self],	may	leave	a	
trace	in	all	its	semantic	layers,	may	complicate	its	expression	and	influence	its	
entire	stylistic	profile.”	

Mikhail	Bakhtin11	
	
This	modification	of	a	modified	translation	of	a	quote	by	Bakhtin	says	so	much	about	
the	self,	even	though	the	quote	is	really	about	words	in	a	polyphonic	narrative	and	not	
selves.	The	message	is	clear	on	how	words	(and	selves)	interact,	mingle,	transform	and	
are	transformed	by	other	groups	of	words/selves;	all	in	a	process	which	leaves	a	trace	
of	meanings	embedded	in	layers	of	further	meaning	causing	disruptions	and	
complications	in	expression	and	style.	However,	beyond	the	message	in	the	quote,	it	is	
itself	a	transmutation	of	meaning.	It	is	a	written	expression	of	a	mental	thought,	a	verbal	
construct	presented	in	written	form,	a	translation	from	one	language	to	another	-	
languages	of	countries,	(America	and	Russia)	which	have	been	and	are	still	engaged	in	
political	and	military	tensions.	Further,	it	is	a	modified	quote,	stipulated	as	such	by	the	
author	of	the	paper	where	this	quote	originates	(Shepherd	2013),	modified	even	further	
by	my	exchanging	the	words	word	for	self.	It	transforms	yet	again	by	being	used	to	
illustrate	the	philosophical	thesis	of	this	visual	art	exhibition,	rather	than	in	some	
literary	discourse	for	which	it	was	intended.	I’m	making	a	point	with	this	quote…	
	
These	are	the	kinds	of	translations	we	go	through	as	selves,	along	with	the	translations	
of	understanding	in	the	communications	we	engage	with	daily.	We	use	this	multiplicity	
of	meaning	to	manoeuver	through	situations,	using	the	polyphonic	narrative,	the	
multiple	voices	that	have	influenced	and	formed	us,	to	convey	ourselves.	This	
conveyance	is	a	simulacrum	of	the	self,	a	transient	image	of	who	we	are,	what	has	
influenced	us,	and	how	we	make	use	of	it,	displayed	in	an	instant	of	repeated	
multiplicity.	“The	simulacrum…is	at	once	removed	from	and	infinitely	proximate	to	its	
point	of	origin;	as	such,	it	is	essentially	displaced,	elsewhere	than	itself…the	simulacrum	
is…the	object	of	a	struggle	between	image	and	language	and	the	problematic	site	of	
their	ultimate	convergence	(Durham	1998:17-9).”	Polyphonic	narrative	is	the	
simulacrum;	it	is	the	phantom.	
	
The	artworks	in	this	exhibition	exemplify	this	idea	of	the	phantom.	They	explore	
latency;	making	visible	what	is	invisible,	while	uncovering	some	of	their	own	
polyphony,	which	has	passed	through	layers	of	translations.	These	works	have	also	

																																																								
11	See	Baxtin	1934/35.	
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been	put	through	a	further	transmutation,	revealing	latent	potential	in	their	meaning.	
Their	titles	have	been	used	to	form	this	cento	poem…	
	
Phantom		
	
Views,		
Versions,	
At	the	Moment	of	Being	Seen,	a		
Cropped:	Remainder,	a	
Centre	Fold	
	
	
(those	bombs	keep	dropping)		
How	I	Learned	to	Stop	Worrying:	
Nothing	is	Forever,	Forever	is	Nothing,		
(those	bombs	keep	dropping)	
	
	
69125:	multiple	codes	in	simultaneous	places,		
are,	is,	was,	am.	
A	Conference…	
Ever	Drifting	Uncertainty,	becomes	a	Fall	Line:		
Indeterminacy	with	no	other	setting	than	itself.		
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Appendix	B:	

Phantom:	a	view	of	the	invisible	
26	Jan	–	18	Feb	2017	
Ruskin	Gallery	
Cambridge	School	of	Art	
Anglia	Ruskin	University	
	
“Environments	are	not	passive	wrappings,	but	are	rather,	active	processes	which	
are	invisible.”12	

Marshall	McLuhan	

	
“It’s	so	seamless.	The	curation	knits	everything	together	well.	It	all	just	really	
integrates.”13	The	overwhelming	message	that	I’ve	received	from	viewers	is	how	
smoothly	one	artist’s	work	glides	into	the	next;	I’m	gratified	by	that,	even	though	I	feel	it	
is	a	result	of	other	influences	at	play	in	the	project	than	my	own.	There	are	ten	artists	in	
the	exhibition,	nine	others	and	myself.	One	of	the	things	I	enjoy	most	about	being	an	
artist/curator	is	working	with	other	artists’	work.	Their	vision	takes	me	to	places	I	can’t	
go	on	my	own	as	an	artist	working	alone	in	my	studio.	This	has	definitely	been	true	with	
PHANTOM.	When	I	curate	my	aim	is	to	pull	together	a	group	of	work	that	communicates	
together,	presenting	a	conceptual	schematic	of	the	premise,	while	supporting	each	piece	
to	stand	and	make	its	claim.		
	
I	saw	the	work	of	Julia	Court	and	Caroline	Jane	Harris	at	their	City	&	Guilds	degree	show	
in	2015.	Julia’s	work	was	a	simple	but	compelling	scanned	image	of	the	blank	pages	of	

																																																								
12	From	The	Medium	is	the	Massage.	
13	From	a	personal	conversation	with	a	viewer	in	the	gallery.	

PHANTOM	2017	Ruskin	Gallery.	Photo:	J.	Boyer.	
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an	open	sketchbook,	which	she	then	turned	into	a	series	of	screen	prints.	The	
materiality	of	these	blank	pages	became	a	puckered	central	divide	in	a	rolling	field	of	
textured	shadows	and	highlights.	The	pinching	grip	of	the	staples	which	bound	the	
pages	together,	forced	a	deforming	imposition	on	the	smooth	white	paper.	As	Carl	
Andre’s	144	Magnesium	Square	spoke	of	gravity	(Hopkins	2000:144)	and	the	particle	
(Hodge	2014),	Julia’s	blank	pages	spoke	of	latency	and	conditions.	Andre	builds	his	
works	by	finding	the	right	particle,	Julia’s	pages	uncovered	the	conditions	that	interfere	
with	creativity	before	the	creative	act	takes	place,	and	the	complacency	we	have	in	
accepting	the	conditions.	However,	embracing	the	deformity,	turning	it	into	something	
other	than	itself	and	refusing	the	imposed	limitation	is	the	power	of	creativity.	All	the	
tension	of	these	oppositions	was	contained	in	Julia’s	simple	yet	elegant	image.	
	
Embracing	limitations	was	something	I	thought	a	lot	about	in	designing	this	exhibition.	
Ruskin	Gallery	is	a	large	136	square	metres	of	open	space	with	studios	surrounding	its	
periphery,	both	at	ground	level	and	along	the	balcony.	It’s	a	space	people	walk	through	
on	the	way	to	somewhere	else,	not	a	space	people	come	to	spend	time.	It’s	a	holding	
space,	not	a	sanctuary.	I	wondered	how	the	dynamic	of	that	kind	of	movement	of	bodies	
impacts	on	an	exhibition,	and	how	I	could	impact	that	kind	of	space	with	an	exhibition.	
	
Words	like	“impressionable,”	“compelling,”	“cohesive,”	in	visitors’	comments	tell	me	I	
successfully	impacted	the	space,	because	these	are	not	words	that	come	easily	to	Ruskin	
Gallery.	‘Impressionable’	maybe,	though	that’s	not	quite	the	word	to	express	
‘impressive,’	if	that	is	what	the	visitor	meant,	but	it	is	a	very	impressive	space	with	its	
high	ceiling	and	trinity	of	arched	windows.	However,	it	struggles	to	fortify	the	other	
words.	In	this	fluid	gallery	space	I	wanted	to	explore	the	possibilities	of	an	exhibition	as	
matrix	with	PHANTOM.	Googling	the	word	‘Matrix’	brings	up	five	meanings	that	all	
apply	to	PHANTOM	in	a	variety	of	ways,	but	this	one,	“an	organizational	structure	in	
which	two	or	more	lines	of	command,	responsibility,	or	communication	may	run	
through	the	same	individual,”	struck	me	as	particularly	pertinent.	However,	these	lines	
of	communication	don’t	emanate	from	me	as	the	curator.	I	simply	devised	the	visual	
structure	which	allowed	the	communication	to	flow	between	the	works.	With	a	premise	
involving	translation,	the	polyphonic	narrative,	and	the	transformations	that	come	from	
repetitions	and	temporal	displacements,	there	was	a	lot	of	communication	to	facilitate.	
	

Caroline,	who	I’ve	mentioned,	has	
possibly	the	quietest,	but	most	
astonishing	work	in	the	show.	Her	
piece,	At	the	Moment	of	Being	Seen,	
started	as	a	photographic	image	which	
she	digitized	and	printed	as	about	a	two	
and	half	metre-tall	triptych.	Once	
printed,	she	proceeded	to	spend	
countless	hours	cutting	small	pixel-
sized	squares	over	the	three	surfaces.	
Standing	in	front	of	this	work,	a	viewer	
assumes	the	cuts	have	been	made	by	
laser.		The	astonishment	is	visible	when	

the	viewer	comprehends	she	has	cut	this	all	by	hand.	Caroline’s	intention	is	to	slow	
down	the	experience	of	looking,	moving	from	the	suspended	moment	within	the	

L	to	R:	Caroline	Jane	Harris.	Far	Right:	Julia	Court.	Photo:	J.	Boyer	
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camera’s	viewfinder	to	the	meditative	synchronicity	between	the	act	of	cutting	and	
breathing,	all	via	the	medium	of	high-speed	digital	technology.	While	Caroline’s	work	
has	little	in	common	with	Andy	Warhol,	his	movie,	Sleep,	comes	to	mind	because	of	its	
slow	paced	meditative	engagement	with	viewfinder,	viewing,	and	breathing.	
	
I	selected	a	single	work	from	all	the	artists	in	PHANTOM,	with	the	exception	of	Niki	
Hare,	from	whom	I	chose	two	works	because	I	couldn’t	decide	between	the	two.	Many	of	
these	chosen	pieces	were	several	years	old,	and	many	of	the	artists	had	moved	on	to	
other	projects	and	possibly	other	styles	of	working.	I	asked	them	to	go	back	to	this	one	
piece	and	create	new	work	based	on	the	ideas	I	outlined	in	the	premise	statement.	I	was	
asking	them	to	delve	into	their	past,	engaging	with	all	the	voices	and	influences	from	
that	past,	resurrecting	and	translating	old	ideas	into	new	concepts.	I	wanted	them	to	
translate	and	recycle	themselves	and	their	work.	It	was	also	a	process	of	translating	my	
premise	into	their	own	ways	of	thinking	and	into	their	creative	processes.	I	wanted	to	
see	how	this	repetition	of	ideas	and	the	temporal	shift	in	the	appearance	of	that	
repetition	would	manifest	in	the	variety	of	translations	I	was	asking	them	to	make.	The	
seamlessness	of	the	exhibition	is	the	result	of	this	process,	and	one	which	I	did	not	
control.	I	created	the	conditions	for	this	appearance	to	manifest,	but	I	did	not	shape	the	
form	or	order	of	that	manifestation;	it	was	entirely	a	function	of	the	divergent	nature	of	
translation,	which	was	a	result	of	the	transference	of	ideas	from	mind	to	mind	through	
an	uneasy	convergence	of	images	and	language.			
	
This	seamlessness	may	also	be	a	manifestation	of	my	own	latent	aesthetic;	an	
appearance	of	my	choice	aesthetic.	By	working	with	artists	whose	work	I	respond	to	
aesthetically	and	by	selecting	examples	of	their	work	for	an	exhibition	brings	together	a	
view	of	an	aspect	of	my	aesthetic	which	would	otherwise	remain	invisible.	The	way	I	
‘create’	is	not	the	way	that	I	‘choose.’	Each	of	those	acts	have	different	aesthetic	
parameters	and	are	motivated	by	different	aesthetic	sensibilities.	I	can	only	make	the	
work	I	can	conceive	of	in	the	studio,	whereas	I	can	choose	any	number	of	elements	
building	a	visual	logic	that	is	possible	only	through	the	process	of	choice.	This	latent	
aesthetic	is	a	manifestation	of	my	own	past	voices	and	influences,	but	it	is	possibly	a	less	
definable	engagement	with	the	past	than	the	engagement	I	have	in	the	studio.	At	times,	
it	can	be	easier	to	explain	why	my	work	looks	like	it	does,	than	to	explain	why	I	choose	
something.		
	
Another	remarkable	manifestation	of	translation	is	the	colour	in	the	exhibition.	The	
purple,	red,	and	cyan	that	runs	through	the	work	of	Holly	Rowan	Hesson,	Marion	Piper,	
Niki	Hare,	Rachel	Smith,	and	Tim	Skinner	was	neither	chosen	nor	planned	–	it	appeared.	
These	artists	have	confirmed	they	were	not	influenced	by	anything	other	than	the	work	
they	were	producing	in	the	studio.	It	is	an	example	of	latent	influences	coming	from	the	
unknown,	rising	to	the	surface,	and	in	this	case,	becoming	part	of	the	process	of	
translation.		
	
Views,	the	piece	chosen	from	Holly,	was	very	muted	in	colour,	lots	of	browns,	greys,	and	
dirty	whites.	Holly’s	practice	has	moved	into	luminous	transparent	colours:	reds,	
yellows,	purples,	cyans,	oranges,	greens,	blues,	and	pinks;	the	colours	of	theatrical	
lighting	gels.	In	her	new	work	Threaded	for	PHANTOM,	she	incorporated	the	original	
imagery	from	Views	in	a	three-screen	video	installation	which	saw	those	muted	colours	
transformed	into	an	acid	trip	of	colour,	often	with	the	colour	causing	a	perceived	
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distorted	disruption	to	the	image,	even	though	the	image	itself	was	not	altered.	Going	
from	a	just	readable	image	in	real	life	muted	colours	to	the	same	image	in	acid	yellow,	
for	example,	produced	a	strange	visual	and	temporal	disorientation	in	the	viewer.	One	
viewer	claimed	her	head	was	being	messed	with.	Holly’s	work	is	a	visual	interpretation	
of	how	an	experience	morphs	through	the	process	of	memory	into	an	unreadable	
impression	that	leaves	a	vestige	of	its	imprint	on	the	psyche.	Gerhard	Richter’s	group	of	
fifteen	paintings,	October	18,	1977,	seem	relevant	here	because	in	these	paintings	“an	
almost	cinematic	repetition	gives	an	impression,	as	if	in	slow	motion,	of	the	tragedy's	
inexorable	unfolding	(MoMA	&	Hopkins	2000:215-9).”	Holly’s	blurred	video	loop	of	
twenty	images	from	Views	multiplied	over	three	channels	to	become	Threaded,	gives	the	
same	sense	of	enigmatic	“inexorable	unfolding,”	however,	unlike	Richter’s	paintings,	we	
don’t	know	what	the	narrative	is	for	Holly.	Her	work	‘threads’	its	way	from	experience	
to	memory	to	latent	influence,	much	the	way	Pierre	Klossowski14	described	simulacra	
acting	as	phantasm;	an	invisible	agitation	which	continues	to	reappear,	but	always	with	
a	slight	difference.	
	
Marion	and	Niki’s	work,	visually	very	different	from	each	other,	has	a	similar	
engagement	with	subverting	a	coded	structure.	For	Marion,	this	coded	structure	is	
geometry,	for	Niki	it’s	language.	Both	artists	work	abstractly,	subverting	the	code	and	
the	structure	by	gestural	mark	making	and	reduction.	However,	in	Niki’s	case,	the	
reduction	comes	from	layer	upon	layer	of	repetition,	so	she	builds	layers	as	she	
simultaneously	reduces	or	inverts	meaning.	American	art	historian,	Leo	Steinberg	
observed	that	Jasper	Johns	had	initiated	“a	new	role”	for	the	picture	plane	in	the	60’s,	
one	that	realised	an	observable	surface	during	impregnation,	as	it	“receives	a	message	
or	imprint	from	real	space	(Foster	et	al	2004:469).”15	This	same	observable	active	
impregnation	is	there	in	Niki’s	paintings,	but	she	goes	a	step	further	into	language.	If	the	
picture	plane	is	receiving	the	impregnable	mark,	she	also	concerns	herself	with	the	
message	being	received.	Like	with	Holly’s	work,	Niki’s	message	is	an	enigmatic	one,	
aphoristic,	figurative,	and	snapped	off,	sections	at	a	time.		
	

Marion’s	reduction	functions	
mathematically	by	reducing	through	
redundancy	to	arrive	at	what	is	often	a	
single	line	that	dominates	the	page.	
Marion’s	lines	and	geometric	angles	are	
disrupted	by	a	gestural/temporal	
smear	which	makes	them	bleed	and	
blur	their	way	into	a	velvety	surface;	a	
softness	which	belies	the	hard,	angular	
edges	of	her	lines.	It	is	only	gestural	in	
that	we	can	decipher	the	pressure	
involved	in	making	the	smear,	which	is	
distinctly	different	to	her	areas	where	

poured	dampness	is	allowed	to	make	the	pigment	bleed.	Marion’s	imagery	has	a	link	to	
																																																								
14	Author	of	the	Baphomet,	Robert	ce	Soir,	and	other	novels,	older	brother	to	the	painter	Balthus,	and	critical	thinker	
whose	work	with	simulacra	influenced	Gilles	Deleuze	and	Michel	Foucault.		
15	“In	front	of	such	works,	Steinberg	intuited	“a	new	role	of	the	picture	plane:	not	a	window,	not	an	uprighted	tray,	
not	yet	an	object	with	active	projections	into	actual	space,	but	a	surface	observed	during	impregnation,	observed	as	
its	[sic]	receives	a	message	or	imprint	from	real	space.”		

Marion	Piper.	Photo:	J.	Boyer.	
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Martin	Barré’s	work	through	a	shared	logic	of	the	pictorial	space	emerging	from	its	own	
history.	Barré’s	‘master	grid’	can	also	apply	to	Marion’s	work.	The	master	grid	is	an	
infinite	grid,	“acting	like	an	invisible	net	holding	all	the	paintings	of	a	specific	series	
together	(Kerlidou	2015).”	It	was	Barré’s	pervasive	pictorial	structure.	Marion	situates	
her	work	in	a	similar	master	grid	to	produce	a	consistent	geometric	ontology.	Marion	
has	a	similar	spacio-temporality	as	Barré,	but	diverges	from	him	in	allowing	her	
viewers	to	see	the	mental	progression	involved	in	making	the	work,	moving	from	
historical	segment	to	historical	segment.	This	admittance	doesn’t	allow	for	any	more	
facility	in	reading	the	work	than	in	Barré,	but	its	generosity	lets	the	viewer	experience	
the	passage	of	time	in	a	way	that	Barré	refuses.	
	

Rachel’s	visually	simple,	but	theoretically	
complex	work	explores	the	gap	produced	when	
an	object	is	removed	from	its	setting.	For	
example,	in	her	series	of	12	images,	Figure	and	
Ground,	she	has	photographed	an	object	in	strong	
light,	producing	distinct	shadows.	She	then	has	
digitally	removed	those	objects,	leaving	white	
space	in	the	shape	of	those	objects.	This	throws	
attention	to	the	shadows	created	by	the	absent	
shapes,	turning	the	shadows,	which	have	no	
physicality	other	than	as	a	function	of	how	light	
strikes	an	object,	into	objects.	In	another	piece,	To	
Write:	An	Intransitive	Verb,	Rachel	illustrates	the	
act	of	writing	as	an	action	with	no	direct	object	to	
receive	the	action.	She	says,	“This	work	[has]	
been	made	to	think	about	the	act	of	writing	
without	producing	an	object	in	response	to	
Roland	Barthes	description	of	writing	as	an	
intransitive	verb	from	his	lecture	series	In	

Preparation	for	the	novel.”16	The	fact	that	these	notes	by	Barthes	were	published	
posthumously,	the	lecture	never	having	been	given	(Dew	2011),	gives	the	typing	white	
text	onto	the	white	page	an	earie	significance.	What	becomes	visible	is	the	auto-correct	
action	of	the	word	processing	programme,	which	places	focus	on	the	act	of	writing,	but	
as	an	invisible	process	that	triggers	an	automatic	correction.		
	
Tim	Skinner’s	video	work	explores	the	textural	qualities	of	the	moving	image,	which	he	
equates	with	the	painter’s	gestural	brushstroke.	Tim’s	pictorial	organisation	
immediately	evokes	Mark	Rothko.	Tim	says,	“to	me,	a	piece	of	moving	image…does	not	
solely	dwell	within	the	narrative,	but	is	a	mark	of	moving	colour	over	time.”17	Curiously,	
Tim’s	exploration	into	the	past	drained	the	colour	from	his	work,	as	opposed	to	its	
appearance	in	Holly’s,	Marion’s,	and	Niki’s	work.	I	find	this	compelling	because	it	
parallels	the	hazy	imprecision	of	memory	as	we	move	backward	into	the	past.	Colour	
becomes	almost	an	object	as	we	try	to	remember	a	colour	from	the	past,	but	when	we	
think	of	our	past	in	general,	the	colours	dim	to	a	greyness	that	contains	all	colours,	
flickering	and	shimmering	within	the	neutral	greyness.		

																																																								
16	From	Rachel	Smith’s	artist	information	provided	for	the	project.	
17	From	Tim	Skinner’s	artist	statement	provided	for	the	project.	

Rachel	Smith.	Photo:	J.	Boyer.	
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Glenn	Ligon	has	said,	“My	ideal	show	would	be	one	where	all	the	pieces	are	touching,	
because	that’s	how	they	are	in	my	head.	There	are	impossible	combinations	of	things	
(Sheerin	2015).”	This	is	how	they	are	in	my	head	too,	and	was	a	configuration	I	saw	as	
important	for	the	exhibition	as	matrix.	However,	this	is	not	the	common	paradigm	for	
curating	a	group	exhibition.	In	fact,	it	can	be	controversial	if	an	artist	has	a	more	
conventional	white	cube	presentation	in	mind.	My	aim	when	curating	is	to	communicate	
with	the	audience.	In	order	to	do	this,	I	feel	it	my	responsibility	to	facilitate	the	artwork	
to	communicate,	which	can	mean	some	unconventional	placements.	Kate	Palmer’s	work	
is	a	case	in	point.	Two	friends	of	Kate’s	who	visited	the	exhibition,	questioned	me	on	the	
way	I	hung	her	work,	feeling	that	perhaps	I	had	taken	too	much	liberty	in	the	
presentation	of	it.	However,	I	felt	this	arrangement	was	the	anchor	for	the	exhibition,	
reinforcing	the	latent	significance	of	her	work,	while	also	showing	the	strong	continuity	
of	Kate’s	conceptual	theory.	Her	original	piece	was	the	oldest	in	the	show,	dating	to	
2008.	
	
Kate	has	two	very	large	paintings	in	the	
exhibition.	By	keying	them	together,	or	
hanging	them	so	two	sides	touch,	they	
present	a	powerful	perpendicular	
movement	of	horizontal	and	vertical,	
something	that	mirrors	the	geometrical	
aspects	in	the	other	works	in	the	
exhibition,	as	well	as	reinforcing	the	
notion	of	the	matrix	as	a	gridded	
arrangement,	which	is	another	of	the	
applicable	meanings	for	‘exhibition	as	
matrix.’	It	also	speaks	of	the	underlying	
movement	within	Kate’s	gestural	mark-
making,	which	shares	the	printmaking	method	of	rubbing	as	the	means	to	make	marks	
with	Paul	Klee,	though	Kate’s	pieces	remain	firmly	within	gestural	abstraction.	Her	
work	has	strong	verticals	and	strong	horizontals,	even	though	the	marks	are	not	rigidly	
ruled	to	be	vertical	or	horizontal.	The	verticals	and	horizontals	are	more	indicative	of	
the	body	in	relationship	to	the	ground	and	the	kinds	of	movement	that	take	place	in	that	
relationship.	Kate	is	a	snowboarder,	which	is	often	the	inspiration	for	her	paintings.	
Conceptually,	she	uses	the	language	of	snowboarding	and	Alpine	snow-management	as	
a	metaphor	for	concepts	within	Freudian	psychoanalysis,	in	which	she	is	currently	
training.	
	
This	perpendicularity,	as	both	a	gridded	geometry	within	the	works	and	as	a	
representation	of	our	relationship	to	the	ground,	is	the	outward	manifestation	of	the	
exhibition	as	matrix	design;	it	is	what	is	visible	in	terms	of	the	matrix	definitions	
mentioned	from	Google.	It	reinforces	the	exhibition	premise	of	translation	because	each	
of	these	definitions	of	matrix	have	become	translated	concepts	through	the	installation	
of	the	exhibition.	The	perpendicularity	is	also	a	latent	aspect	which	adheres	the	work	
together.	Again,	I	hadn’t	planned	the	perpendicularity	to	become	visible	within	the	
exhibition,	but	every	piece	in	the	show	engages	with	the	perpendicular	in	some	way.		

L	to	R:	Marion	Piper	and	Kate	Palmer.	Photo:	J.	Boyer.	
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Kirsty	Harris’s	subject	of	the	nuclear	bomb	is	
a	horrific	perpendicular.	Her	paintings	of	the	
mushroom	cloud	as	cultural	icon	present	the	
dichotomy	of	beauty	and	horror,	and	how	
disturbing	it	is	when	the	two	notions	sit	
together.	Kirsty’s	monochromatic	paintings	
are	beautiful,	in	the	line	of	Turner	in	their	
atmospheric	presentation	of	the	scene,	they	
suggest	a	sublime	beauty	mingled	with	terror	
in	the	act	of	annihilation.	Her	sound	piece,	
How	I	learned	to	stop	worrying,	was	the	
original	work	chosen	for	PHANTOM.	Its	jazzy	
syncopation	is	pleasing	to	listen	to,	until	you	
learn	each	instrument	represents	a	country	
and	each	note	is	a	bomb	that	country	has	
exploded.	It	is	a	composition	of	every	nuclear	
bomb	that	has	been	exploded	since	1945.	And	
then	there	is	silence.	The	ambiguity	of	this	
silence	is	unnerving.	Is	it	the	silence	before	
the	H-bomb	was	invented,	or	is	the	result	of	
nuclear	Armageddon?		We	can	never	know	
because	Kirsty	has	placed	us	in	a	recursion	
with	the	looping	soundtrack.	
	
PHANTOM	is	an	exhibition	about	latency,	

translation,	and	the	polyphonic	narrative,	or	the	many	voices	which	have	influenced	us	
and	made	us	who	we	are	as	individuals.	It’s	also	about	the	unexpected	appearance	of	
the	simulacrum	as	latency,	divergence,	temporal	disruption,	and	the	uneasy	
convergence	of	images	and	language.	This	project	has	been	exemplary	in	the	
unexpected	appearance	of	the	simulacrum.	I	use	the	word	“exemplary”	because	of	the	
scale	and	impact	of	that	unexpected	appearance,	which	was	not	controlled	or	devised	
by	me	as	curator.	The	seamlessness	of	the	curation,	the	colour	which	weaves	its	way	
through	the	exhibition,	and	the	repetitive	perpendicularity	which	stitches	the	works	
together	are	three	of	the	most	visible	instances	of	a	divergence	which	adhered	to	its	
own	path	but	did	not	come	about	through	any	design	of	mine	as	curator,	other	than	
through	an	initial	selection	of	work	and	a	general	idea	of	exploring	the	exhibition	as	
matrix.	Each	of	those	instances	of	the	simulacrum	–	the	seamlessness,	the	colour,	and	
the	perpendicularity	–	happened	as	a	result	of	the	act	of	translation	by	the	artists.	Each	
artist	had	free	reign	in	deciding	how	to	develop	their	work	for	the	exhibition.	I	gave	no	
guidance	or	instruction	on	that	point.	I	wanted	to	offer	no	other	interjection	into	their	
creative	processes.	I	wanted	to	see	how	the	simulacrum	would	manifest	within	these	
conditions,	not	by	my	insistence	that	it	be	designed	into	existence.		
	
Jane	Boyer	©2017		
	
	
	
	
	

Kirsty	Harris.	Photo:	J.	Boyer.	
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Appendix	C:	

PHANTOM	
26	Jan	to	18	Feb,	2017		
Ruskin	Gallery		
Cambridge	School	of	Art		
Anglia	Ruskin	University		
Cambridge	
	
“My	ideal	show	would	be	one	where	all	the	pieces	are	touching,	because	that’s	how	
they	are	in	my	head.	There	are	impossible	combinations	of	things.”18	

Glenn	Ligon	
	
This	quote	by	Glenn	Ligon	is	ringing	in	my	head,	because	that’s	the	vision	I	have	too	of	
an	ideal	show.	Assuming	he	doesn’t	mean	a	hark	back	to	a	salon-style	hang,	where	all	
the	paintings	were	crammed	and	suffocating	on	a	wall,	my	interpretation	of	his	
statement	is	what	I’ve	attempted	to	do	with	Phantom.	Of	course,	it	won’t	look	exactly	
how	I	imagine	it	in	my	head,	because	the	artworks	don’t	conform	to	the	fantasies	I	have	
of	them	as	I	plan	for	this	show.	But	that’s	the	beauty	of	translation	–	you	can’t	control	it.	
It	keeps	you	fluid.	
	
I	want	the	artworks	to	touch	and	resonate	in	their	association.	I	want	them	to	
reverberate	in	the	movement	of	proximity.	I	want	all	the	impossible	combinations	of	
things	to	link	and	take	voice,	emanating	into	visibility	from	their	latent	positions.	I	want	
them	to	spark	with	static	electricity	as	they	collide.	I	want	the	space	around	the	work	to	
be	palpable	because	of	the	vitality	generated	by	tangents.	
There	is	a	lot	of	work	in	this	exhibition,	and	most	likely	the	first	thing	people	will	think	
as	they	step	into	the	space	is,	“Woah!	There’	too	much	work	and	not	enough	space.”	But	
that’s	the	reality	we	live	in	now.	Everything	is	networked,	everything	touches	
everything	else.	
	
Ruskin	Gallery	itself	is	a	busy	coursing	space,	with	people	crossing	it	in	all	different	
directions,	carrying	their	own	polyphonic	narratives	as	they	criss-cross	the	floor,	
glancing	at	the	work	on	view.	Or	for	those	who	spend	time	sitting	in	the	space,	looking,	
thinking,	waiting,	all	those	thoughts	spill	into	the	space	invisibly	impacting	on	others	in	
proximity	through	overheard	conversations,	witnessed	interactions,	or	visual	
inspiration.	My	challenge	curating	the	work	in	this	space	was	to	take	all	that	movement	
and	thought	exchange	into	account.	The	result	is	what	you	see.	I	purposefully	decided	to	
keep	the	space	open	and	not	dissect	it	with	configured	wall	panels	to	add	more	wall	
space.	That	would	disrupt	the	movement	of	the	space	I	wanted	to	reflect	through	
hanging	the	work	in	the	space.	The	artworks	are	confined	to	the	available	space	in	the	
gallery,	but	they	inhabit	that	space	boldly.	This	is	indicative	of	working	within	
boundaries,	and	I	hope	will	suggest	the	tension	that	pushing	against	a	boundary	can	
produce.	The	reality	of	this	institutional	space	is	it	is	a	space	of	learning,	
communication,	and	creative	exchange.	These	works	contribute	to	the	ethos	of	this	
space,	working	with	and	against	the	necessary	definitions	and	limitations	of	the	
institutional	space.	
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This	then	is	an	exhibition	as	matrix.	Look	up	the	definition	of	matrix	and	you’ll	find	a	
variety	of	meanings,	all	of	which	are	applicable	to	this	exhibition	in	one	way	or	another,	
but	this	one	in	particular	applies:	“an	organizational	structure	in	which	two	or	more	
lines	of	command,	responsibility,	or	communication	may	run	through	the	same	
individual	(Google).”	These	lines	of	command,	responsibility	or	communication,	don’t	
come	from	me	as	the	curator.	They	come	from	the	power	of	translation.	
First,	I	chose	a	work	from	each	artist.	In	Niki	Hare’s	case	I	chose	two	because	I	couldn’t	
decide	between	them.	Then	I	gave	the	artists	the	premise	statement	which	outlined	my	
thoughts	on	the	theoretical	elements	underpinning	the	show	and	invited	them	to	make	
new	work	based	on	the	one	I	had	chosen,	asking	them	to	work	to	the	ideas	in	the	
premise.	The	results	are	on	view.	
	
What	is	also	visible	are	the	acts	of	translation	which	went	into	each	and	every	decision,	
applied	process,	and	conceptualisation	behind	the	work.	The	ground	was	open,	I	
communicated	my	thoughts,	and	let	translation	take	over.	How	the	artists	interpreted	
my	communication	is	fascinating	and	way	beyond	anything	I	could	have	conceived	on	
my	own	for	this	exhibition.	That	is	the	singular	satisfaction	I	get	from	being	an	
artist/curator;	working	with	other	artists’	vision	and	ideas	takes	me	to	places	that	I	can	
never	go	as	an	artist	alone.	
	
In	compiling	the	information	for	this	handout,	I	was	astonished	and	very	gratified	by	the	
ideas	these	artists	were	communicating	as	the	concerns	for	their	practice.	Not	only	did	
those	ideas	mirror	the	concepts	for	this	exhibition,	but	they	also	resonated	with	each	
other;	something	I	hadn’t	really	anticipated,	or	at	least	not	to	the	degree	that	I	was	
reading	in	their	statements.	The	bouncing	resonance	from	practice	to	practice	is	an	
exhilaration	for	me	as	a	curator	because	it	means	that	I	sensed	something	intangible	
and	latent	at	the	outset	that	manifested	more	clearly	as	the	exhibition	came	together.	In	
short,	it	means	I’ve	done	my	job	properly	in	selecting	work.	I	hope	you	will	agree.	
	
And	finally,	a	word	about	simulacra,	I	know	this	isn’t	an	easy	word	to	understand.	I	
think	perhaps	the	best	way	I	can	describe	what	it	is,	is	to	direct	you	to	the	words	the	
artists	use	in	their	statements:	“shift,”	“uncertainty,”	“transience,”	“fluid,”	“less	visible,”	
“distortions,”	“repeating,”	“slippage,”	“problematic		convergence,”		“conjure,”		
“operational		orders,”		“time,”		“codes,”		“duality,”	“symbolism,”	“cultural	icon,”	
“temporal	disruption,”	“uncanny,”	“inarticulate	relationship,”	“de-	stabilised,”	“staging.”	
All	these	words	taken	together	suggest	a	force	or	a	presence	which	is	not	easily	
definable,	yet	acts	in	unexpected	ways	changing	into	something	other	than	itself,	
disrupting	temporal	linearity	through	presenting	another	time	within	this	time,	making	
uneasy	repetitions	that	don’t	just	repeat	the	same,	communicating	in	a	coded	language	
that	resists	translation	content	in	an	uncanny	and	inarticulate	duality	of	meaning.	In	
short,	if	you	sense	something	that	you	can’t	quite	put	your	finger	on	about	this	
exhibition,	then	that	is	the	simulacrum.	Welcome	to	my	world!	
	
	
Jane	Boyer	©2017	
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Appendix	D:		
	
PHANTOM	Artist	Survey	1	

1. Please	compare	this	experience,	as	part	of	an	artist/curator	project	with	any	
project	where	a	non-artist	curator	has	curated	your	work.		

a. What	were	the	differences?		
A	main	difference	was	in	previous	shows	with	non-artist	curators,	there	would	be	a	studio	visit	
and	a	discussion	of	ideas,	followed	by	a	pre-selection	of	work.	
This	was	the	first	time	where	I	was	producing	new	work	to	a	'brief'	and	with	free	reign	to	
develop	ideas.	
The	timeline	was	much	longer	for	the	Phantom	project	than	with	other	curators	I've	worked	
with.	
With	curators	I've	worked	with	previously,	the	hang	has	been	worked	out	to	some	extent	in	a	
small-scale	model	or	mock	up	with	each	piece.	
Concerning	Phantom,	the	hang	was	very	much	more	in-situ.	

b. What	do	you	see	as	the	pros	and	cons	of	each	type	of	experience?		
On	the	one	hand	I	liked	having	a	long	period	of	time	to	develop	the	work	and	test	out	a	lot	of	
different	ideas,	however,	as	there	was	a	'brief'	it	did	feel	a	bit	separate	from	my	other	work	so	
I	had	to	balance	my	time	between	various	different	projects.	
Sometimes	a	shorter	deadline	and	more	concentrated	work	period	can	help	focus,	I	felt	at	
times	a	bit	unfocused	as	other	opportunities	arose	and	took	on	more	importance.	
I	liked	the	challenge	of	working	in	a	new	way	and	being	asked	to	'show	my	research'	was	
helpful	in	really	considering	the	relationship	between	the	work	and	the	theme	of	the	show,	as	
well	as	revealing	correlations	between	ideas	at	different	stages	of	development.	
For	me	personally,	it	takes	off	some	pressure	to	know	exactly	what	I'll	be	showing	and	that	the	
curator	has	seen	the	work	and	is	happy	with	it.	This	means	I	know	when	the	work	will	be	
complete	and	I	can	start	something	else.	With	the	Phantom	project,	I	worked	up	to	the	last	
minute	and	kept	changing	my	mind	as	there	had	been	no	demand	for	anything	specific	and	it	
felt	like	there	was	no	specific	'end	point'.	Moreover,	I	wasn't	sure	if	the	work	would	'fit'	with	
the	show	the	curator	was	envisioning.	

c. Do	you	prefer	one	above	the	other?	If	so,	why?	
There	are	definitely	pros	and	cons	to	both,	with	my	work	particularly	being	time-consuming,	
slow	and	process-driven	I	prefer	to	work	within	certain	parameters	and	so	found	the	
experience	a	challenge	which	was	a	good	learning	experience	but	not	always	ideal	to	fit	in	
with	my	other	work.	

2. Do	you	feel	the	curation	for	Phantom	enhanced	or	conflicted	with	your	work?		
a. Please	explain	or	give	examples.	
b. Was	the	unconventional	hang	a	positive	for	you?	
c. Was	the	concept	of	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	successful	for	the	project	and	

your	work?	
I	felt	that	the	works	of	other	artists	which	were	positioned	next	to	mine	created	a	really	
exciting	dialogue,	between	subject,	materials,	process	and	also	aesthetically	and	so	
complimented	my	work.	I	didn't	feel	any	other	works	created	a	conflict	with	mine.		
As	my	pieces	are	fairly	large	and	slow	to	make	as	well	as	to	look	at,	I	prefer	them	to	be	
exhibited	with	a	fair	amount	of	space	around	them	so	they	can	'breathe'	and	the	viewer	can	
have	a	slow	and	personal	experience	with	each	piece.	The	proportions	of	the	work	are	also	
designed	to	relate	to	the	body	and	so	the	viewer	engagement	is	an	important	element.	
Therefore,	I	felt	less	positively	about	the	work	which	was	placed	at	an	edge	and	very	closely	to	
the	other	work,	as	I	felt	it	lost	it's	feeling	of	expansiveness,	which	is	also	referenced	within	the	
image	itself.	However,	I	appreciate	that	in	a	group	show	it's	not	possible	to	give	one	artist	an	
entire	wall,	there	are	restrictions.		
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With	regards	to	the	unconventional	hang	and	matrix,	I	felt	perhaps	individual	artist's	works	
could	have	been	separated	out	and	mixed	together,	to	make	more	sense	of	the	
unconventional	method,	so	that	each	work	is	hung	in	a	certain	way	in	relation	to	the	different	
works	around	it.	As	opposed	to	the	artist's	own	work	being	hung	in	an	unconventional	way	in	
relation	to	itself.	I	feel	this	would	have	made	clearer	the	decisions	the	curator	has	made	with	
regards	to	the	hang,	as	opposed	to	confusion	with	the	way	the	artist	intends	their	work	to	be	
received.	

3. Did	you	feel	your	work	and	artistic	concerns	were	presented	in	a	clear	way	in	the	
texts,	understanding	that	the	nature	of	a	group	show	does	not	allow	for	an	in-
depth	discussion	of	an	individual	practice?	
Yes	I	think	the	text	was	well	written	and	communicated	the	main	themes	and	appreciated	that	
the	show	was	about	the	sum	of	the	parts,	not	the	individuals.	

4. When	making	decisions	for	developing	your	work	for	Phantom,	were	you	
influenced	by	the	other	artists	in	the	project,	or	were	you	focused	on	your	own	
concerns?	

a. Please	discuss	your	response	to	being	asked	to	revisit	older	work	to	make	
new	work.	

b. Did	you	find	it	a	positive	challenge?	
c. Do	you	think	working	this	way	for	Phantom	will	influence	your	thinking	

for	future	work?	
I	focused	on	my	own	concerns	when	developing	my	work	as	I	didn't	know	the	other	artists	and	
also	wanted	the	work	to	have	the	potential	to	be	used	for	other	exhibitions,	and	so	did	not	
want	it	to	become	too	tied	to	the	borders	of	the	show.		
As	my	work	is	an	ongoing	exploration	and	I	don't	see	pieces	as	end	points,	I	felt	happy	to	be	
looking	at	older	work	to	find	a	different	jumping	off	point	from	where	I	had	gone	before.	
Looking	at	older	work	with	the	knowledge	of	newer	experiences	allowed	me	to	take	it	in	a	new	
direction.	
It	was	a	positive	challenge,	however	I	found	it	difficult	to	break	away	from	the	proportions	and	
'image'	within	the	original	piece,	and	so	I	feel	the	newer	work	looks	as	though	I	made	it	
immediately	after	the	inception	piece,	as	opposed	to	a	year	later.		
I	think	I	was	already	tuned	into	this	way	of	working,	but	it	did	invite	me	to	be	more	
experimental	and	less	precious	which	was	interesting.	

5. Did	you	find	the	blog	useful	as	a	communication	tool?	
a. Please	explain	why	or	why	not.	
b. Was	it	helpful	in	connecting	you	to	the	other	artists	and	to	the	project	as	a	

whole?	
I	didn't	engage	with	the	blog	as	I	have	a	lot	of	concerns	about	my	presence	on	the	internet	and	
did	not	want	to	show	works	and	written	ideas	in	progress	too	much,	as	galleries	I	work	with	
have	requested	me	not	to.	I	found	it	inspiring	and	interesting	to	see	how	the	other	artists	were	
developing	their	works	and	the	ideas	which	they	were	pursuing;	it	was	exciting	when	I	
recognised	threads	in	their	thought	processes	that	resonated	with	my	own.	It	also	helped	me	
to	feel	connected	to	the	project.	

6. And	finally,	the	most	common	comment	received	from	the	Phantom	audience	
was	on	the	cohesion	of	the	work.	For	those	of	you	who	saw	the	show,	please	
share	your	thoughts	and	observations	on	why	you	think	this	cohesion	happened.	
I	felt	that	all	the	artists	had	a	strong	relationship	to	their	selection	of	materials	and	
understanding	of	how	those	processes	were	functioning	in	their	work.	Perhaps	the	nature	of	
the	project	lends	itself	to	artists	whose	work	is	in	a	good	part	process-driven,	and	so	this	came	
through	strongly	across	the	board.	The	cohesion	may	also	have	been	due	to	the	blog	or	even	
just	the	original	selection	of	the	artists.	
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PHANTOM	Artist	Survey	2	

1. Please	compare	this	experience,	as	part	of	an	artist/curator	project	with	any	
project	where	a	non-artist	curator	has	curated	your	work.		

a. What	were	the	differences?	
I	trusted	Jane	more	than	I	would	a	non-artist	curator.	I	generally	try	to	engineer	it	to	have	as	
much	control	as	possible	with	regard	to		pre-planning	placements	etc.	On	this	occasion	I	was	
happy	to	cooperate	with	Jane	and	go	with	her	decisions.	I'm	not	sure	if	this	is	due	to	Jane	also	
being	an	artist	or	because	we	had	conferred	before	the	show	about	possible	directions	in	
which	to	take	the	work.	

b. What	do	you	see	as	the	pros	and	cons	of	each	type	of	experience?		
The	pros	for	an	artist	curator	is	that	I	think	they	have	a	concern	for	the	artist's	input	and	
wellbeing	and	that	they	may	be	more	open	to	collaborating	on	ideas	rather	than	persuing	
their	own	grand	design	for	the	exhibition.	For	me	this	was	illustrated	by	the	way	Jane	did	not	
know	exactly	what	would	arrive	on	the	day	of	the	install.	I	think	non-artist	curators	would	
have	excercised	more	control	and	not	left	much	to	chance.	There	was	greater	trust	on	both	
sides.	

c. Do	you	prefer	one	above	the	other?	If	so,	why?		
I	don't	think	I	absolutely	prefer	one	over	the	other.	I	probably	adapt	to	suit	the	individual's	
strengths	in	balance	with	my	own.	

2. Do	you	feel	the	curation	for	Phantom	enhanced	or	conflicted	with	your	work?		
a. Please	explain	or	give	examples.	

I	think	my	work	was	hung	quite	unusually,	each	painting	being	on	different	levels.	I	had	never	
shown	the	work	before	and	so	was	very	open	to	experimentation	and	I	believe	Jane's	decisions	
paid	off.	

b. Was	the	unconventional	hang	a	positive	for	you?	
Yes.	Caroline	Harris's	and	my	work	were	placed	next	to	each	other	and	they	worked	so	well	
together.	Intuition	of	the	curator	must	play	a	part.	

c. Was	the	concept	of	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	successful	for	the	project	and	
your	work?	

Yes,	I	found	it	cohesive	with	the	way	I	work,	which	generally	involves	setting	myself	
rules/constraints	in	order	to	make	decisions.		

3. Did	you	feel	your	work	and	artistic	concerns	were	presented	in	a	clear	way	in	the	
texts,	understanding	that	the	nature	of	a	group	show	does	not	allow	for	an	in-
depth	discussion	of	an	individual	practice?	
There	was	more	information	than	usual	about	each	artist,	maybe	a	website	address	would	
have	been	a	good	addition?	I	really	loved	the	poem	made	up	of	the	titles	from	the	art	works,	it	
was	a	brilliant	piece	of	writing	and	somehow	really	worked,	half	by	chance,	half	by	technique	
and	talent	of	course.	

4. When	making	decisions	for	developing	your	work	for	Phantom,	were	you	
influenced	by	the	other	artists	in	the	project,	or	were	you	focused	on	your	own	
concerns?	

a. Please	discuss	your	response	to	being	asked	to	revisit	older	work	to	make	
new	work.		

When	making	new	work	it	usually	leads	on	from	the	last	thing	I	was	making.	I	would	generally	
visit	older	work	and	notebooks,	more	thoroughly,	if	I	hit	a	bit	of	a	block.	

b. Did	you	find	it	a	positive	challenge?	
Yes,	I	think	I	would	have	worked	on	the	idea	of	the	first	5	nuclear	tests	from	each	country,	
however	it	would	not	have	turned	out	the	same	if	made	at	a	different	time	and	under	different	
constraints/freedoms.	Ideas	that	didn't	work	had	to	be	cast	away	more	quickly	than	usual.	My	
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initial	idea	was	to	work	in	bleach	on	fabric,	however,	the	chosen	colours	of	the	backgrounds	
were	just	too	overbearing	in	the	work	and	the	thickness	of	the	fabric	didn't	work	with	the	
bleach.	

c. Do	you	think	working	this	way	for	Phantom	will	influence	your	thinking	
for	future	work?	

	 It	will	make	me	stand	back	and	assess	past	works	more	regularly.	
5. Did	you	find	the	blog	useful	as	a	communication	tool?	

a. Please	explain	why	or	why	not.	
Yes,	I	think	the	template	on	wordpress	was	a	little	hard	to	navigate	through	past	posts,	if	I'm	
honest,	but	was	ok	when	I	got	used	to	it.	I	think	it	connected	us	positively	and	it	is	always	good	
to	find	out	how	artists	work	behind	closed	doors.	

b. Was	it	helpful	in	connecting	you	to	the	other	artists	and	to	the	project	as	a	
whole?	

	 Definitely,	I	would	go	as	far	as	to	say	it	slightly	influenced	my	work,	as		 detailed	in	
one	of	my	posts	on	the	blog.	

6. And	finally,	the	most	common	comment	received	from	the	Phantom	audience	
was	on	the	cohesion	of	the	work.	For	those	of	you	who	saw	the	show,	please	
share	your	thoughts	and	observations	on	why	you	think	this	cohesion	happened.	
I	think	Jane's	choices	of	artists	and	personal	taste	probably	had	a	lot	to	do	with	final	
appearance	of	the	exhibition.	It	was	the	first	time	I	had	made	monotone	paintings	in	a	long	
time.	Making	5	new	paintings	was	a	lot	of	work	to	get	done	and	I	wanted	them	to	all	sit	well	
together,	therefore	set	myself	certain	rules.	I	also	think	that	looking	on	the	blog	while	we	were	
all	making	work	made	me	commit	to	a	monotone	palette	faster	than	I	would	have	without	this	
resource.	As	for	the	splashes	of	colour	in	the	show,	it	was	pretty	uncanny	how	well	suited	they	
were.	I	believe	the	title	of	the	show	may	have	influenced	us	towards	shadowy	responses.	
Also,	as	mentioned	in	the	symposium,	as	we	were	looking	back	to	previous	work,	
subconsciously	a	sense	of	memory	and	nostalgia	may	have	swung	us	all	towards	a	more	
monotone	palette.	

	
	
PHANTOM	Artist	Survey	3	

1. Please	compare	this	experience,	as	part	of	an	artist/curator	project	with	any	
project	where	a	non-artist	curator	has	curated	your	work.		

a. What	were	the	differences?		
Work	for	gallery	shows	is	selected	on	the	basis	of	what	is	most	likely	to	sell,	for	other	
exhibitions	it	might	be	chosen	for	more	varied	reasons,	originality,	creating	a	balance/	
diversity	within	the	exhibition.	I	felt	by	working	with	an	artist/curator	that	there	was	
more	interest	in	progression	and	development,	it	wasn’t	just	the	work	but	where	it	
was	going.	

b. What	do	you	see	as	the	pros	and	cons	of	each	type	of	experience?		
I	guess	the	pros	of	a	well	curated	gallery	show	are	sales,	though	inevitably	if	it	goes	
well	they	request	a	dozen	more	and	perhaps	in	different	sizes	or	whatever.	That	is	a	
no	go.	Here	we	were	reworking	older	pieces	but	in	a	positive,	developmental	way.	
Completely	different.	

c. Do	you	prefer	one	above	the	other?	If	so,	why?	I	prefer	working	with	an	
intelligent	curator	who	has	interest	in	the	work	beyond	a	static	point,	this	process	
actually	inspires	and	creates	work.	Sadly	there	is	a	need	to	earn	a	living	so	a	well	
curated	gallery	show	has	it’s	place.	

2. Do	you	feel	the	curation	for	Phantom	enhanced	or	conflicted	with	your	work?		
a. Please	explain	or	give	examples.	I	didn’t	see	the	actual	show,	but	from	the	

images	of	work	that	I	had	seen	online	I	felt	it	was	very	cohesive.	Hard	to	say	whether	
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this	came	from	the	curation	or	the	surmise,	but	there	seemed	a	strong	interaction	
between	all	the	works.	

b. Was	the	unconventional	hang	a	positive	for	you?	
c. Was	the	concept	of	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	successful	for	the	project	and	

your	work?	
3. Did	you	feel	your	work	and	artistic	concerns	were	presented	in	a	clear	way	in	the	

texts,	understanding	that	the	nature	of	a	group	show	does	not	allow	for	an	in-
depth	discussion	of	an	individual	practice?	I	think	so	and	the	way	I	see	it	is	that	the	
work	can	speak	for	itself,	I	am	really	not	interesting,	my	work	is	my	voice.	

4. When	making	decisions	for	developing	your	work	for	Phantom,	were	you	
influenced	by	the	other	artists	in	the	project,	or	were	you	focused	on	your	own	
concerns?	

a. Please	discuss	your	response	to	being	asked	to	revisit	older	work	to	make	
new	work.	I	liked	this	idea	though	to	be	honest	it	is	how	I	work	anyway,	just	less	
specific.	I	have	been	painting	since	2013	so	nothing	really	feels	old	as	yet,	but	so	much	
of	it	feels	like	things	started	but	left	unfinished.	My	work	gets	quite	diverse	which	
creates	problems	with	having	time,	here	it	was	nice	to	have	a	purpose	to	focus	on	
specific	older	pieces.	

b. Did	you	find	it	a	positive	challenge?	Certainly,	and	actually	very	easy	and	quite	
medative,	I	love	repetition	and	this	gave	me	a	wonderful	reason	to	create	quite	a	big	
series	from	a	small	basic	start	point.	This	felt	like	lying	on	a	sofa	eating	chocolate	cake	
but	at	the	same	time	the	minimisation	of	some	factors	opened	doors	to	my	
understanding	of	others.	My	issue	is	always	with	too	many	ideas	and	possibilities;	this	
purposeful	restriction/	exploration	was	just	great.	Even	down	to	smaller	details	like	
color,	on	the	Pha	series	I	worked	with	the	same	color	but	diluted	it	more	so	that	it	
broke	down	to	it’s	components.	I	carried	this	on	with	the	small	canvases	and	got	really	
interested	in	the	components	of	different	blacks.	Because	things	were	more	restricted	
and	simplified	I	felt	more	engaged	with	the	work.	I	don’t	think	I	ever	seek	control	of	it,	
the	lack	of	control	and	encouragement	of	accident	is	part	of	it….but	it	really	interested	
me	and	gave	me	new	ideas	that	I	wanted	to	investigate/	explore.	

c. Do	you	think	working	this	way	for	Phantom	will	influence	your	thinking	
for	future	work?	When	I	have	time	I	will	certainly	reuse	this	process,	whilst	I	have	
no	interest	(and	point	blank	refuse	to)	repeat	work,	I	have	a	huge	interest	in	seeing	
where	it	could	go	if	allowed	to	develop	further.	In	particular	I	like	the	idea	of	doing	
work	in	larger	series	and	wish	to	explore	this	more.	In	reality	I	will	have	to	wait	for	a	
space	in	time	as	sales	are	my	only	income	and	I	cannot	ignore	big	projects.	Overall	it	
opened	me	to	new	work	patterns,	mostly	I	fluctuate	between	extreme	precision	and	
complete	chaos,	mostly	the	later.		

5. Did	you	find	the	blog	useful	as	a	communication	tool?	
a. Please	explain	why	or	why	not.	Yes,	it	was	really	interesting	to	see	how	other	

artists	were	tackling	the	project	and	their	developments.	I	took	confidence	from	the	
diversity.	I	felt	slightly	uncomfortable	posting	my	own	work	as	the	others	all	seemed	
to	be	trained	artists	with	more	intellectual	input,	however	I	just	did	it	anyway.	

b. Was	it	helpful	in	connecting	you	to	the	other	artists	and	to	the	project	as	a	
whole?	Yes	

6. And	finally,	the	most	common	comment	received	from	the	Phantom	audience	
was	on	the	cohesion	of	the	work.	For	those	of	you	who	saw	the	show,	please	
share	your	thoughts	and	observations	on	why	you	think	this	cohesion	happened.	
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I	didn’t	have	an	opportunity	to	see	the	show	but	watched	the	symposium	and	reading,	and	of	course	I	
have	seen	segments	of	the	work	on	the	blog	and	online.		
The	poem	was	perhaps	the	most	important,	just	it	struck	many	chords	with	me	and	this	‘section’	of	my	
work.	I	am	perhaps	both	of	those	characters.	I	never	used	to	really	speak	much	at	all,	but	then	now	I	
have	adjusted	to	speaking	through	paintings	I	can	be	really	quite	extreme.	
I	have	a	feeling	that	Caron	didn’t	need	to	make	any	adjustments	at	all	after	seeing	the	exhibition	hung,	
it	was	like	she	had	already	absorbed	all	the	key	elements	in	her	verse.	Her	poem	showed	me	an	
understanding	of	both	my	silence	and	my	voice.	
	
	
PHANTOM	Artist	Survey	4	

1. Please	compare	this	experience,	as	part	of	an	artist/curator	project	with	
any	project	where	a	non-artist	curator	has	curated	your	work.	

a. What	were	the	differences?	The	main	difference	was	in	the	depth	of	
engagement	with	the	premise	of	the	exhibition	as	it	was	part	of	Jane’s	research	
project.	This	meant	that	the	focus	of	the	exhibition	had	more	artistic	concerns	and	a	
sympathetic	standpoint	toward	process	and	making.	Jane	was	also	encouraging	
and	supportive	of	the	artists	involved	in	providing	an	online	platform	to	show	work	
and	discuss	ideas	in	the	lead	up	to	the	exhibition.	Artists	as	curators	seem	to	have	a	
better	understanding	of	the	way	artists	work	and	are	interested	in	the	whole	
process	rather	than	just	the	end	product.	However	in	her	role	as	curator	she	took	a	
hands	of	approaching	to	directing	the	type	of	work	she	wanted,	allowing	the	artists	
to	develop	in	response	to	the	project	outline	but	in	line	with	their	own	practice	and	
needs	

b. What	do	you	see	as	the	pros	and	cons	of	each	type	of	experience?	Artists	
are	often	more	sympathetic	or	understanding	of	the	other	artists	involved	and	are	
often	generous	of	their	time	and	assistance	in	the	project	completion.	

c. Do	you	prefer	one	above	the	other?	If	so,	why?	Both	have	their	
benefits,	but	generally	I	prefer	to	work	with	other	artists	on	such	projects	as	
the	process	feels	more	collaborative	

2. Do	you	feel	the	curation	for	Phantom	enhanced	or	conflicted	with	your	work?	
As	the	idea	for	my	work	was	to	remove	the	main	object	from	the	pieces	initially	the	
crowded	nature	of	the	exhibition	might	have	seemed	to	conflict	with	my	own	‘spare’	
approach,	however	it	worked	well	in	other	ways	to	see	the	work	displayed	so	closely.	As	
the	viewer	you	had	to	look	at	all	the	work	together	and	tackle	it	almost	as	one	piece	of	
work.	The	closeness	to	other	artists	work	also	pushed	you	to	see	the	entire	exhibition	
almost	as	one	piece	of	work	

a. Please	explain	or	give	examples.	The	closeness	of	the	work	and	lack	of	space	
between	was	interesting	to	see	-	it	seemed	to	echo	the	blog	space	where	the	
works	were	closely	positioned	on	screen	and	challenges	the	traditional	gallery	
viewing	experience	

b. Was	the	unconventional	hang	a	positive	for	you?	Yes	I	think	it	was	useful	to	
see	the	work	in	this	manner	as	it	pushed	the	work	and	the	audience	to	see	
connections	in	the	work	-	it	felt	in	some	respects	more	like	a	studio,	where	all	the	
work	is	overlapping	and	crammed	in	-	it	created	a	dynamic	quite	forceful	presence	
as	perhaps	a	more	spacious	hang	in	such	a	busy	space	could	easily	be	ignored?	

c. Was	the	concept	of	‘exhibition	as	matrix’	successful	for	the	project	
and	your	work?	Yes	as	it	seems	to	imply	the	continuous	process	of	making	
which	never	ceases	-one	thing	develops	into	something	else	pushing	onward	-	
this	was	again	echoed	in	the	generative	nature	of	the	work	and	having	so	much	
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displayed	
3. Did	you	feel	your	work	and	artistic	concerns	were	presented	in	a	clear	way	in	

the	texts,	understanding	that	the	nature	of	a	group	show	does	not	allow	for	
an	in-depth	discussion	of	an	individual	practice?	Yes	-	the	texts	were	clear	and	
concise	

4. When	making	decisions	for	developing	your	work	for	Phantom,	were	you	
influenced	by	the	other	artists	in	the	project,	or	were	you	focused	on	your	
own	concerns?	I	believe	I	was	focused	on	my	own	concerns,	however	in	working	on	the	
blog	it	is	hard	to	say	how	much	seeing	other	work	in	development	did	effect	my	own	
process	-	I	think	it	had	a	positive	impact	in	seeing	others	work	developing	
a. Please	discuss	your	response	to	being	asked	to	revisit	older	work	to	make	

new	work.	This	was	an	interesting	premise	as	although	I	tend	to	rework	current	work	
in	different	forms	to	find	different	ways	of	materialising	elements	of	my	concepts	I	
don't	generally	go	back	to	older	work.	

b. Did	you	find	it	a	positive	challenge?	Yes	because	it	made	me	think	in	more	depth	
about	how	all	my	work	is	related	or	tends	towards	similar	concerns	and	even	though	I	
thought	this	work	had	been	completed	and	wasn't	relevant	to	my	current	phd	research,	
as	it	turns	out	it	has	really	helped	push	the	project	forward	working	in	this	way.	

c. Do	you	think	working	this	way	for	Phantom	will	influence	your	thinking	for	
future	work?	Yes,	as	I	said,	I	do	tend	to	rework	versions	of	current	in	process	work,	
however	I	think	by	bringing	out	older	work	and	putting	it	alongside	new	work,	as	well	as	
remaking	it	is	a	useful	way	of	thinking	about	process	and	shifting	but	centrally	focused	
ideas	or	concepts	-putting	unexpected	works	together	is	a	useful	way	of	pushing	us	to	
find	connections	in	the	things	that	we	are	investigating.	

5. Did	you	find	the	blog	useful	as	a	communication	tool?	
a. Please	explain	why	or	why	not.	It	was	useful	to	put	the	work	out	there	in	progress	

as	it	gave	a	sense	of	how	the	exhibition	might	develop	and	how	the	work	was	
beginning	to	connect	or	sit	together	-	often	in	curated	projects	as	the	artist	you	don't	
have	an	idea	of	what	the	exhibition	will	look	like,	but	here	it	felt	as	though	you	could	
feel	the	whole	process	developing.	

b. Was	it	helpful	in	connecting	you	to	the	other	artists	and	to	the	project	as	a	
whole?	I	felt	more	connected	visually	to	their	work,	but	I	perhaps	should	have	spent	
more	time	commenting	or	discussing	work	in	order	to	forge	greater	connections	with	
the	artists	themselves,	however	due	to	time	commitments	this	wasn't	always	possible.	

6. And	finally,	the	most	common	comment	received	from	the	Phantom	audience	was	
on	the	cohesion	of	the	work.	For	those	of	you	who	saw	the	show,	please	share	your	
thoughts	and	observations	on	why	you	think	this	cohesion	happened.	I	imagine	that	
some	of	the	cohesion	started	in	Jane’s	selection	of	the	initial	work	-	this	meant	to	some	extent	
we	were	all	using	similar	themes	or	processes	in	our	work.	However,	there	was	a	big	sense	of	
trust	in	being	allowed	to	develop	work	in	response	to	the	premise	statement	without	Jane	being	
completely	aware	of	how	we	were	working.	I	imagine	that	the	blog	also	contributed	as	in	seeing	
other	people’s	work	it	would	have	been	harder	to	put	something	out	there	that	really	conflicted	
with	the	other	work.	I	think	the	hang	and	curation	of	the	exhibition	also	helped	by	physically	
forcing	connections	to	be	made	in	the	work	that	might	not	have	been	so	overtly	obvious	in	a	
more	pared	down	or	spaciously	hung	show,	as	I	mentioned	earlier	the	show	almost	became	one	
piece	of	work.	
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Appendix	E:		
PHANTOM	Audience	Surveys	
1. What was your first impression of the exhibition upon entering the gallery?  I like the harmony the 
exhibition promoted.  It came across as a very together show. I also liked the way the artworks were 
exhibited. 
2. How well do you feel the curation did or did not present the artworks?  I thought the exhibition 
was well curated.  
3. How would you describe your level of engagement with the exhibition?  High 
4. How helpful were the exhibition texts?  Very helpful.  I enjoyed reading the text. 
5. Were your attitudes towards the gallery space changed by the exhibition? My attitude towards the 
gallery space did not change but I liked the sofas.  
6. What struck you about this exhibition and its curation? I thought it was very well curated but there 
were two spots which I found very busy.   
7. Do you have any other comments on the exhibition?  Well done.   
	
 
  
What was your first impression of the exhibition upon entering the gallery? 
Another lively and thought provoking exhibition 
  
How well do you feel the curation did or did not present the artworks? 
After it was explained to me as why the artworks were presented in such a way, it became more 
understandable. 
  
How would you describe your level of engagement with the exhibition? 
I would describe my level of engagement as fully involved, for example, I helped with the production 
of some of the work, I know the curator fairly well, and have spoken about this exhibition at length 
  
How helpful were the exhibition texts? 
Helpful, but in my view a fuller explanation would help even more 
  
Were your attitudes towards the gallery space changed by the exhibition? 
No, to me it’s still a wonderful space 
  
What struck you about this exhibition and its curation? 
I’ve walked around the exhibition many times, the work speaks for itself, it’s interesting and difficult 
to understand and I’m not sure that I do understand it….but maybe that’s its purpose. 
  
Do you have any other comments on the exhibition? 
Yes, thank you Jane, for making me think. 
  
 
1. What was your first impression of the exhibition upon entering the gallery? Interested to find out 
more because of the simplicity of the colour and the way the works were hung, attractive and 
inviting.	
 	
2. How well do you feel the curation did or did not present the artworks? I think it represented some 
better then others. In particular Marion Piper's work tends to lend itself to being hung in a grid, due 
to its geometric structure and can also work when hung right a the edge of the wall. The works on 
canvas, did not merge with the architecture as well, because of the canvas/ supports, the video 
pieces worked very well where they were. Loved the books we were allowed to touch.	
 	
3. How would you describe your level of engagement with the exhibition? I was very engaged, more 
then usual with a display of 2 dimensional works. I think because the surface, texture, materials and 
content were not immediately forthcoming, it sparked my curiosity.	
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4. How helpful were the exhibition texts? Honestly I only read bits, I enjoyed the talk you gave very 
much, and the book Theorem, it showed how involved you were with the artists and the process of 
the exhibition.	
 	
5. Were your attitudes towards the gallery space changed by the exhibition? Yes, it felt more 
inviting. I now think I like the screens more. The radiators and the couches not so much! J	
 	
6. What struck you about this exhibition and its curation? It was very thoughtfully curated by one 
person, from one person’s view (this may be wrong) but my impression was that it was very 
particular to the curator’s taste and interpretation of the works. It looked like the curator spent a lot 
of time with the works in the space, living with them, and getting them to work together in a very 
awkward gallery. 	
	
7. Do you have any other comments on the exhibition? Would love to participate in a show you 
curate one day!	
	
 
1. What was your first impression of the exhibition upon entering the gallery? 
Space was busy with work, lots to look at, eye darting around space, lively, as though working 
processes still in conversation. 
2. How well do you feel the curation did or did not present the artworks? 
It was a risk to hang so close together, but reading about it it made sense. The approach worked 
better for some works than others, where color was involved i found the works too dense. 
3. How would you describe your level of engagement with the exhibition? 
I loved it, real food for thought on the studio doorstep, a real advantage to dip in and out and 'check 
back' with thoughts triggered by works. 
4. How helpful were the exhibition texts? 
Really useful, particularly with the works where it would be impossible to know what it is without a 
text (thinking of the music piece). 
5. Were your attitudes towards the gallery space changed by the exhibition? 
6. What struck you about this exhibition and its curation? 
I would have liked to have a play! I mentioned wanting to try having some responses hanging 
opposite so both cannot be seen at once and viewer would need to move/turn to see. But bold and 
brave - well done! 
7. Do you have any other comments on the exhibition?  
Personally I would have the sound piece quieter or not continuous . I  liked seeing the works out of 
hours when the sound was off as it colours a mood as if viewing all the other work through tinted 
glasses. But I have issues with sound works. 
 
The show was incredible though, and on the back of it I am using a similar approach to my masters: 
looking back to move forwards. Thank you for the inspiration! 
 
 
1)      First impression was a rush of pleasure at the sheer aesthetic effect of the whole. 
Loved the fact that it was open and one could feast the eyes upon all the works. 
2)      The works were well presented and seemed to flow easily. 
3)      Some of the works were immediately easy to engage with – as a painter I was drawn straight 
away to the work of Kate Palmer, its size and style and philosophy appealed. The Table Talk was 
fascinating, imaginative, unexpected. The video diptych – Uncertain – quite mesmerising – these 
were the most obvious and perhaps the easiest to look at, then came the pleasure of discovering the 
more subtle works. 
4)      Texts were good. 
5)      I realised how much I prefer the open space of the gallery – so often it is fragmented - but 
each exhibition is different. 
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6)      I found the attention to detail very pleasing – the fonts and the design of the information sheet 
showed the strong links between the works. 
7)      Enjoyed it very much. 
Look forward to more - but it must have been such a huge effort! 
 
 
1. What was your first impression of the exhibition upon entering the gallery? 
My first impression was that it was very busy, very contemporary and very interesting 
2. How well do you feel the curation did or did not present the artworks? 
This is a very difficult question. In some respects, I think the presentation worked really well as there was a 
strong relationship between the works, and the architecture. However, my mind struggled between really 
enjoying the presenting style and wanting to see the works presented in the 'traditional white cube' style. 
However, I didn't feel overwhelmed by the way the work was presented, so I think it was a internal mental 
adjustment away from the 'conditioning' of the 'normal / accepted' white space presenting style, as opposed to an 
issue with the actual presentation, which I genuinely enjoyed and found very refreshing.  
3. How would you describe your level of engagement with the exhibition? 
It's been a busy few weeks so sadly my level of engagement hasn't been what it could be. However, on the flip 
side of that, I did actually feel engaged with it every time I walked through the Gallery because everywhere I 
looked there was something in my field of vision, therefore it was a very encompassing experience.  
4. How helpful were the exhibition texts? 
Very and I really enjoyed them. It was such a nice change to be able to see the information so immediately. I 
know it's fashionable within the Gallery space to provide minimum information but personally, I think this 
excludes the audience in some way. However, I do think that maybe the text could have been smaller - such 
large font size can be read from a distance, which on one hand is great, but the flip side of that is it is easier to 
fully engage with. By which I mean, you can read it at a glance when walking past, as opposed to stopping and 
having to read smaller sized text.  
5. Were your attitudes towards the gallery space changed by the exhibition? 
I think spatially the Gallery felt much more intimate during this exhibition and I noticed that more people than 
normal where using the seated area to sit, so yes, a little.  
6. What struck you about this exhibition and its curation? 
The curation felt really fresh and contemporary. It was such a contrast to the previous exhibition, which 
although was lovely, was very traditional in its presentation. I really enjoyed seeing a 'new' presentation style 
and how that changed the space and people’s relationship with it. I felt it literally breathed a breath of fresh air 
into the space and showed that the space has more potential than we realise.  
7. Do you have any other comments on the exhibition? 
	
	
	
1.	What	was	your	first	impression	of	the	exhibition	upon	entering	the	gallery?	
	
Some	lovely	individual	works	installed,	with	an	interesting	flow	from	moving	image	on	video	screens	to	wall	
based	artwork,	and	back.	Dynamic	but	selective	use	of	colour,	with	black	a	key	element,	alongside	strong	high-
key	primary	/	monochromatic	inserts.	An	intriguing	range	of	processes	overall.	Many	positives	throughout	and	a	
rich	exhibition,	which	rewarded	repeat	viewings.	
	
	
2.	How	well	do	you	feel	the	curation	did	or	did	not	present	the	artworks?	
	
Within	an	extremely	difficult	space	the	individual	areas	faired	quite	well,	but	as	with	so	many	Ruskin	exhibitions	
the	space	as	a	whole	was	bitty,	and	lacked	coherence.	This	was	partly	because	the	large	number	of	artworks	
installed	at	unusual	positions	partly	served	to	highlight	the	problems	with	the	architectural	space,	in	that	it	is	far	
from	a	neutral	environment.	The	gaps	adjacent	to	or	behind	artworks	become	an	unwelcome	distraction.	This	
would	have	required	modifying	the	space	itself,	probably	with	additional	elements	of	constructed	walls	being	
added,	so	the	space	could	work	more	coherently	with	the	installed	artworks.	A	successful	installation	is	often	a	
careful	play	between	the	space	and	the	work,	and	in	the	Ruskin	as	an	unmodified	space,	there	are	just	too	many	
annoying	gaps	in	the	walls,	which	can	distract	from	the	artwork.	It	is	for	this	reason	that	many	artists	exhibiting	
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there	settle	to	place	work	centrally	with	a	significant	gap	between	artwork	and	the	edges	of	the	surrounding	
walls.	A	compromise	perhaps,	but	a	way	of	giving	the	work	breathing	space.	
	
	
3.	How	would	you	describe	your	level	of	engagement	with	the	exhibition?	
	
Good	overall.	The	many	strengths	found	(as	expressed	in	answer	1)	outweighed	the	distractions	(answer	2).	I	
enjoyed	the	broad	theses	being	presented,	as	a	premise	for	the	curatorial	approach	adopted.	My	feeling	is	that	
the	artworld	has	grown	rather	tired	of	the	‘expanded	painting’	dialogue,	but	what	kept	this	show	alive	and	
ensured	that	it	didn’t	lapse	into	familiarity	was	the	imaginative	play	between	media.	In	this	way,	the	use	of	
video	screens	was	particularly	effective,	and	the	artists	/	curator	should	be	commended	for	this.	
	
	
4.	How	helpful	were	the	exhibition	texts?	
	
The	show	was	more	visual	than	anything	else,	and	elements	such	as	texts	written	directly	on	walls	added	to	the	
visual	impact.	This	was	quite	effective.	Overall,	I’m	not	a	big	fan	of	large	amounts	of	supporting	text,	unless	it	is	
conceived	as	part	of	a	text-based	art	project	and	actually	part	of	the	work.	Additionally,	the	design	of	the	text	
has	to	be	as	well	handled	as	all	other	exhibition	elements.	Exhibitions	with	extensive	essays	accompanying	each	
artwork	are	often	problematic,	as	with	the	controversy	surrounding	the	critic’s	response	to	R.B.Kitaj’s	1994	Tate	
Gallery	exhibition.	
	
	
5.	Were	your	attitudes	towards	the	gallery	space	changed	by	the	exhibition?	
	
Not	changed	enough	really.	It	required	a	more	ambitious	intervention,	which	the	current	resources	for	the	
gallery	and	quick	turnaround	between	shows	will	not	allow.		
If	the	architectural	space	could	not	be	changed,	as	is	normally	the	case,	then	more	of	a	radical	anti-aesthetic	
could	have	been	utilised,	possibly	by	flooding	the	space	with	many	more	works	than	those	used,	with	
overlapping	pieces	of	artwork,	and	items	stacked	up.	However,	even	this	approach	can	be	very	hard	to	realise	
successfully	within	a	limited	period,	and	without	significant	assistance	/	infrastructure		(it	is	notable	that	major	
London	galleries	/	museums	have	a	minimum	of	3	weeks	between	shows,	and	sometimes	4,	to	allow	for	
extensive	redesigning	of	spaces).	
	
	
6.	What	struck	you	about	this	exhibition	and	its	curation?	
	
Even	if	50%	successful,	it	was	still	innovative	and	brave.	Would	have	succeeded	very	well	in	a	more	neutral	
space.	It	would	be	very	good	to	see	the	project	repeated	again,	but	in	a	space	that	complies	more	closely	with	
‘white	cube’	aesthetics.	I	could	then	imagine	it	being	fantastically	successful,	and	the	work	really	having	the	
chance	to	breathe.	
	
	
7.	Do	you	have	any	other	comments	on	the	exhibition?	
	
I	particularly	wish	the	sofas	could	have	been	kept	to	a	minimum.	They	are	cheap	and	ugly	(Sofa	Warehouse,	
possibly).	It	seemed	a	rather	prominent	and	counter-productive	element	to	have	4	of	these	surrounding	the	
glass	cabinets	in	a	rather	theatrical	way.		Here,	it	isn’t	a	question	of	what	is	an	innovative	approach	to	
positioning	objects;	more	what	works	with	the	overall	installation,	which	is	essentially	wall-based.	This	singular	
element	was	the	biggest	distraction	from	the	quality	of	work	on	view.	The	hope	with	seating	is	that	it	will	
somehow	become	invisible	in	the	middle	of	a	gallery,	and	hence	stay	a	neutral	element.		
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Appendix	F:	
Phantom	at	Ruskin	Gallery,	Cambridge	
26 January – 18 February 2017 
A review by Laurence Noga 
All Photos: J. Boyer 

          
There are lines of command in the current exhibition, 
Phantom at Ruskin Gallery; these shifts or modifications are 
not directed by the exhibition curator, Jane Boyer, but occur 
through the power of collective translation by the artists in 
the show. Boyer initially chose a single work from each artist, 
allowing a chain of reaction to develop from that choice. In 
opening out the spatial matrix of the gallery, she allows the 
viewer to respond through sensory cues, and the 
conversations activated by the works themselves. 
 
Polyphony (a musical term), was first introduced by the 
Russian philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin in his seminal book 
Problems of Dostoyevsky. Bakhtin argued for the concept of 
a polyphonic narrative; which allows for a diversity of opinion 
and viewpoint within a dialogue of different voices. He 
believed in a vision passing through several lines of 
communication, merging layers and traces of meaning.  
 
In this show that visual struggle and convergence of image, 

language, and site, is key to the exhibition’s success. We recognize current American and 
Russian military tensions, but it is the installation and the way it creates a distortion of aesthetic 
experience that introduces the ‘simulacrum.’    
 
I like the way the idea of ‘simulacrum’ slowly permeates our thinking through individual 
representation or approach to the real. Boyer points this out in the work of Rachel Smith “She 
digitally removes the object, turning the shadow into an object, which is the very thing it is not”. 
Smith’s photographic prints hold our gaze through their repetition and sense of recollection. 
We feel her labour, and physical endurance. The cancelling out of each object reveals a new 
kind of presence.  
  

 

 
In Holly Rowan Hesson’s enigmatic three screen installation Threaded, with twenty looped 
images per screen, the interweaving of the curator’s initial selection is incorporated into the 
whole. The merging and bleeding of colour feels both bodily, and part of a visceral terrain, as 
transparent pink collides with a magenta, and deeper reds. The synthesis of structure and 

Threaded	©Holly	Rowan	Hesson	2017	

Figure	and	Ground	©Rachel	Smith	2016	



	 46	

image within the material site elicits a locality of memory, everything sinking in and 
accumulating, like in an early Helen Frankenthaler painting such as The Bay,1963.  
 

The sinking and spreading of colour is 
important to Marion Piper. Her open 
approach to geometry is part of the 
operation. In Piper’s hands, A Successor 
(pencil on board) is fluid, and the grid and 
physical structure is dislocated in a 
seamless manner by the striations of 
colour. The smaller intimate moments 
across the surface, pull us into the 
qualities of the painting and its spatial 
articulations. The luminosity that Piper is 
able to conjure, contains an emotional 
specificity. The structural devices in the 
installation of these works alter the 
reading.  
 
Perpendicularity and the relationship to 
the space are interlocked in Caroline 
Jane Harris’ work. Harris approaches her 
work systematically to reveal a network of 
in-between spaces. Hand cutting often 
into archival pigment prints, but in this 
case into pigment prints on Kozo paper. 
The digitalized images often of nature, 
are given another layer of coding. Altering 
Information and communication that 
concentrates the viewer on space and 
time and the new kind of logic.    
 
Uncertain, Tim Skinner’s single channel 
video diptych, creates an immediate 
connection to something that is lost.  
Skinner uses a heightened sense of 
memory in his approach to the 
contemporary sublime. He presents us 
with a recurring temporal structure. Its 
compelling universal experience makes 
us feel edgy and slightly nervous. Its 
smaller companion Ever Drifting in 
Uncertainty seems to be echoing a 
simultaneous experience. But If you 
stand close to the smaller work its pace 
and colour is sharper, the site revealed 
slowly and hypnotically, whilst the larger 
work becomes a more abstract field. The 

painterly concerns chromatically muted, flicker and gently reconfigure the space.  
 
Kate Palmer’s work Fall-line (Sluff) opposite Skinner’s, balances out the gallery space with its 
similar proportions and sense of composition. Palmer sites her work in the alpine ski slopes, 
but it is the way she situates your attention on the ground-consciousness as she works the 

L	to	R:	A	Consultation	©Marion	Piper	2016,	Reaching	for	Art	©Marion	Piper	
2017,	A	Successor	©Marion	Piper	2016	
A	Successor	©Marion	piper	2016	

L:	Slow	Data	(Hard	Copy)	©Caroline	Jane	Harris	2017	R:	At	the	Moment	of	Being	
Seen	©Caroline	Jane	Harris	2015.	Far	R:	centre-fold	©Julia	Court	2015	

L:	Uncertain	©Tim	Skinner	2017	R:	Ever	Drifting	in	Uncertainty	©Tim	Skinner	
2013	
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surface, that activates the codes of 
representation. Almost indistinguishable 
her gestures slip in and out of focus 
pursuing a ghostly tension. Palmer 
always takes on ambitious scale, and 
rides a thin line between the painting 
working or disintegrating from the 
continual ‘rub-outs,’ and ‘put-backs.’ 
 
With Julia Court the domestic space is 
fused into something that is both familiar 
and metaphysical. Her projection, 
Through the Looking Glass, acquires a 
distancing, suspending or freezing of the 
original common place object. There is a 
phenomenological action working on the 

audience, because Court’s approach to her memory images have 
a humour, questioning the object’s use and identity.     
 
Less by Niki Hare calls to mind a work like colored alphabet by 
Jasper Johns painted in1959. His use of collage and oil paint gives 
his work a weight and autonomy because of his powerful 
understanding of hierarchical colour. I enjoyed the way in which 
Hare tightens this up a bit, and makes the text have sculptural 
authority. That feeling of imbalance and discomfort brought about 
by the mixed media, opens up a breadth of compositional 

possibilities 
allowing a series 
to emerge.  
 
A different kind 
of series exists in  
five paintings by 

Kirsty Harris, which depict bombs exploded 
by countries with nuclear capabilities. Harris 
has a diverse practice in terms of media. For 
example, drawings are often made on oak 
blocks. For this show Harris responded with 
a series of flag works in oil on linen. In some 

ways, Harris has 
frozen the cold 
war period (protect and survive) and it feels important that she often 
attended CND rallies with her family in the Thatcher era. But with 
these paintings, like the twin tower paintings by Gehard Richter, it’s 
their fragility, beauty, and particularly their brutality that give the 
work a new political context.  
 
Jane Boyer isolated individual areas in her original drawing 
Versions: Matrix. These small areas of site were chosen, and re- 
grown like shadows of the original image. It feels important for 
Boyer to have used a mechanical process in realising her digitally 
compressed images. Boyer talked me through these powerfully 
sited twin prints in the gallery, “in the first print all seven layers are 

L:	Fall-line	©Kate	Palmer	2008	R:	Fall-line	(sluff)	©Kate	Palmer	2016	

Through	the	Looking	Glass	©Julia	
Court	2017	

L:	Phant	©Niki	Hare	2016	T:	Less	©Niki	Hare	2017	B:	Pha	©Niki	Hare	2016	
Far	L:	Threaded	©Holly	Rowen	Hesson	2017	

Kirsty	Harris	©2017	
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printed together as a single image. In the 
second print each layer is printed 
individually, as seven unique passes 
through the printer.”  
 
In this way, the number of passes that the 
curator has put the whole exhibition 
through, including handwritten aphorisms 
next to each work, creates a synthesized 
dialogue between aspects of thought, 
language, and the visual impact of the 
hang. The gallery becomes the place to 
contemplate, to pass through, to 
exchange thoughts concerning the power 
of translation.    

 
The power of translation was given further resonance through The Voices, a narrative poem 
written and performed by author Caron Freeborn specifically for Phantom in response to the 
artworks in the exhibition. Freeborn was invited by Boyer to compose and perform The Voices 
as the keynote address for the project symposium. Responding to the problematic 
convergence of language and images, Freeborn’s protagonists, Helen and Bill, were betrayed 
by faulty speech mechanics, relying on visual translations to communicate. The fatal 
misinterpretation of those communications underscored the complexity of translation and the 
illusive readability of the works in the exhibition.  
 
Laurence Noga 2017	
 

Ground	Zero	©Jane	Boyer	2017	

Phantom	at	Ruskin	Gallery,	Cambridge	School	of	Art,	2017	©Jane	Boyer	


