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The exhib

ition 
M

aterial E
vid

ence features new
 w

orks in  
a num

b
er of ongoing series. S

om
e d

raw
 from

 
new

 research w
hilst others p

ush hab
itual 

p
rod

uction m
ethod

s, such as screen p
rinting, 

to the very lim
its of b

od
ily scale.

O
ne such series, S

tructures fo
r V

iew
ing

, 
continues your interest in extend

ing the p
icto-

rial into three d
im

ensions through the use of 
hanging screens and

 an invitation to the view
er 

to orientate them
selves b

oth in front of and 

traveling through the w
ork. You’ve 

d
escrib

ed
 these w

orks as “events,” 
can you exp

and
 on their construction 

and
 the w

ay in w
hich they op

erate 
tem

p
orally as w

ell as sp
atially? 

M
elissa G

o
rd

o
n

 
 

In the 
p

rocess of m
aking w

ork I often ask 
m

yself w
hat is b

eing “staged
” –  

for m
e this includ

es things such as 
action, gesture, sub

text, and
 p

oten-
tial. I’ve b

een engaged
 for a w

hile 
w

ith the q
uestions of if and

 how
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an exhib
ition is an analogous exp

erience to 
theater-in-the-round

, and
 how

 I can exp
licate 

that in m
y w

ork: in that you see action from
  

a variety of angles, and
 each angle gives a 

d
ifferent “p

icture” (although I think that this 
w

ord
 starts to take on a d

ifferent connotation 
w

hen it’s related
 to a view

ing that is “in the 
round

” as op
p

osed
 to p

roscenium
). I am

 influ-
enced

 b
y how

 D
ouglas C

rim
p

 talks ab
out  

the staging of im
ages in his essay “P

ictures” 
(1979): he argues that “the w

ay [...] p
ictures  

are p
resented

, staged, [...] is a function of their 
structure.” 1 The id

ea of artw
ork “acting out”  

its structure resonates for m
e w

ith the role of 
“action” throughout the history of A

m
erican 

p
ainting: the sense of a p

ainting surface b
eing 

an event w
here an exp

erience has hap
p

ened  
or change has occurred

. S
o, yes, I d

o think of 
the S

tructures fo
r V

iew
ing

 installations [fi
g

.1] as 
events – not only b

ecause p
hysically the p

ulley 
system

 is kinetic and
 one’s exp

erience of 
m

oving through the lines in sp
ace created

 b
y 

the w
orks is op

tically affecting, b
ut b

ecause 
the thing that is rep

resented
, the screen, is 

p
erform

ing itself: the lines are an “im
age”  

of the screen that m
ake them

, like an im
age 

b
rought to its m

ost b
asic form

. E
ach large-

form
at p

anel is constructed
 b

y rep
eated

ly 
screen p

rinting one large-form
at im

age of lines 
over and

 over. The lines are then m
im

icked  
b

y screens of rop
e susp

end
ed

 in front of the 
p

anels, creating m
assive visual interference.  

In total, the installation show
s a non-im

age 
staging a non-rep

resentation (and
 is this  

then ab
stract?). It is im

p
ortant for m

e that  
the screen is acting in b

oth tw
o and

 three-
d

im
ensional p

lanes, so as to em
p

hasize the 
exp

lication of w
hat a p

ainting b
asically ‘d

oes’: 
rep

resent sp
ace w

ith flat d
im

ensions and
 color. 

B
ut I think this use of the screen, and

 the  
sense of a record

 of an event are p
resent in  

all the w
orks exhib

ited
 in M

aterial E
vid

ence.

M
M

c Throughout the exhib
ition, and

 in your 
w

id
er p

ractice, there’s a tension b
etw

een  
the recep

tion of inform
ation and

 its m
ed

iation 

through p
rocesses such as 

p
rinting or p

ainting. S
everal 

m
om

ents in the history of rep
re-

sentation are b
rought to m

ind
: 

those of m
od

ernist ab
straction, 

the analog p
rinting p

ress, and 
the d

igital glitch. W
hat kind

 of 
inform

ation is held
 w

ithin the 
m

oiré p
atterns of S

tructures  
fo

r V
iew

ing
? H

ow
 d

oes this 
connect to the rend

ering of  
the im

ages in your B
lo

w
 U

p 
M

o
d

ernists series? [fi
g

.2]

M
G

 
I like the fact that a m

oiré is a  
“b

ad
” p

rint; it is w
hen the p

rinter hasn’t 
p

ut the screen at the correct angles and  
a second

ary p
attern is p

rod
uced

. The 
m

oiré, the glitch, is a rem
ind

er that all 
im

ages p
roject them

selves (in p
rint and 

d
igital form

ats, in b
ooks, m

agazines, 
new

sp
ap

ers etc.,) through a p
attern.  

B
ut the m

oiré, w
hen b

low
n up

, has  
a visual effect that starts b

locking or 
up

setting vision, and
 this frustrated 

view
ing is very frontal in the B

lo
w

 U
p 

M
o

d
ernist w

orks as w
ell as in S

tructures 
fo

r V
iew

ing
. S

om
ething is in the w

ay of 
seeing things clearly. In S

tructures fo
r 

V
iew

ing
, the d

isrup
tion is caused

 b
y the 

visual interference of op
tical p

henom
ena. 

B
ut in B

lo
w

 U
p

 M
o

d
ernists, this b

lockage 
is d

oub
led

: the age of the p
ainting, as  

w
ell as the surface of the rep

rod
uction,  

is literally “getting in the w
ay.” S

o rep
ho-

tograp
hing these cracked

 p
aintings, for 

m
e, p

oints to the cyclical relationship 
b

etw
een ab

straction and
 rep

resentation: 
the d

ots on the p
rinted

 p
age are rep

re-
senting a flat p

lane of sp
ace in a p

ainting; 
it is com

ing ap
art b

oth p
hysically and 

through the m
atrix of rep

resentation.  
Is the gesture of the p

hotograp
h a “rep

re-
sentation” of an ab

straction (the p
ainting 

as an ab
straction), or is the p

rinted
 p

age 
an ab

straction of a real ob
ject (the 

p
ainting as a surface)? W

hat is an 
ab

straction of an ab
straction? W

hat  
is an ab

stract surface?
In the exhib

ition I w
anted

 to show
  

a p
rogression of the tw

o kind
s of d

isinte-
gration at p

lay, so I p
hotograp

hed
 the 

sam
e M

alevich S
up

rem
atist p

ainting from
 

three d
ifferent catalogs. O

ne p
hotograp

h 
w

as from
 q

uite soon after it w
as p

ainted
, 

b
ut the rep

rod
uction w

as sm
all and

 p
oorly 

p
rinted

 so the d
ots are q

uite large to 
“hold

” the inform
ation. A

nother im
age w

as 
from

 m
uch later, and

 the w
ork itself had 

d
eteriorated

. S
o I am

 tracking im
ages, 
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follow
ing art as living ob

jects. P
aintings get 

old
, get fixed

, b
ecom

e im
p

ortant (get rep
ro-

d
uced

 m
ore), get lost or hid

d
en (as hap

p
ened 

in M
alevich’s case). B

lo
w

 U
p

 M
o

d
ernists 

m
im

ic this search. I think of them
 as b

lind 
encounters: they try to get closer and

 closer to 
an im

age that just falls ap
art up

on exam
ination. 

A
 lot of m

y w
ork uses the gesture of a zoom

 
lens, and

 this b
ecom

es ap
p

arent as your eye 

the visceral q
ualities of M

ond
rian, 

M
alevich, and

 M
oholy-N

agy’s “flat”  
p

lanes – so I started
 zoom

ing in on them
, 

to get closer (w
hich is actually im

p
ossib

le 
in a b

ook form
at). B

ut I am
 not interested  

in hom
age. M

y focus is on the structures  
of rep

resentation, in how
 rep

resentation 
very m

uch feed
s into art history as som

e-
thing that is “alive,” m

oving, shifting.
M

y favorite story told
 in Yve-A

lain B
ois’ 

P
ainting

 as M
o

d
el is ab

out N
aum

 G
ab

o 
going to M

ond
rian’s stud

io. G
ab

o tells 
M

ond
rian that he’ll never achieve w

hat  
he w

ants – the annihilation of sp
ace – b

y 
continuously p

ainting w
hite over w

hite. 2 
The fact is that m

any of the w
hite surfaces 

in M
ond

rian’s p
aintings have cracked

 over 
tim

e, and
 this is b

ecause of their d
ensity, 

w
hich is a conseq

uence of using m
aterial 

as thought.
I think of B

lo
w

 U
p

 M
o

d
ernists as an 

alternative, fallib
le art history. I’ve “got” 

shots of d
eteriorating w

orks b
y artists of 

early E
urop

ean m
od

ernism
: Van D

oesb
erg, 

H
uazar, M

ond
rian, Lizzitsky, M

alevich, 
B

urgoyne D
iller (the lesser know

n A
m

erican 
in the school of D

e S
tijl), and

 the later 
A

m
ericans (ém

igrés, or sons of ém
igrés), 

R
einhard

t, P
ollock, Johns, and

 S
tella. It is  

a collection of m
ale artists d

ealing w
ith the 

legacy of the grid
 or the p

lane of p
ainting  

in m
od

ernism
, and

 it is im
p

ortant for m
e 

that the rep
rod

uctions of the p
aintings are 

and
 b

od
y encounter the various scales at p

lay. S
o each 

S
tructure fo

r V
iew

ing
 b

ecom
es m

ore clear as an im
age,  

b
ut at the sam

e tim
e op

tically rep
els a view

er as they get 
closer; and

 the B
lo

w
 U

p
 M

o
d

ernists b
oth reveal them

selves 
and

 b
ecom

e m
ore ab

stract as one w
alks tow

ard
s them

.

M
M

c W
hat is your relationship

 – as a fem
ale artist negotiating 

the art w
orld

 in the tw
enty-first century – to the iconic m

ale 
p

ainters w
ho p

rovid
e the starting p

oint for B
lo

w
 U

p 
M

o
d

ernists? H
ow

 d
o you d

eal w
ith their legacies,  

their engend
ering of certain styles of p

ainting?

M
G

 
I’ve w

ritten d
ow

n  
the p

hrase “A
 W

om
an 

U
nd

erneath (???)” a lot in 
m

y noteb
ooks, and

 w
hen  

I finally looked
 it up

, of 
course, it m

eans “hid
d

en 
m

eaning!” (laughs) I still 
can’t tell if the connotation 
is that a w

om
an is hid

ing 
und

erneath or sub
m

erged 
in an intention, b

ut for m
e 

the p
hrase entails som

e-
thing sneaky, sub

versive, 
as w

ell as ingrained
. A

s  
a m

antle or role to p
lay, as 

a fem
ale p

ainter, it is a b
it 

flip
p

ant and
 critical at the 

sam
e tim

e. I started
 p

hoto-
grap

hing the cracks in 
M

ond
rian p

aintings as  
a m

ed
itation on their  

(m
ed

iated
) surface – as  

an em
p

athetic gesture b
ut 

an alienated
 one, too. I feel 

like a lot of m
y w

ork sp
ills 

over the ed
ges of p

hotog-
rap

hy: I sp
end

 a lot of tim
e 

taking p
hotos in the stud

io. 
H

aving a lens b
etw

een m
e 

and
 som

ething help
s m

e 
m

ake sense of it. I am
 

shocked
 and

 sed
uced  

b
y m

od
ernist surfaces –  
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interferences, interrup
tions of the intent in 

the ob
jecthood

 of the originals. The ageing 
or d

am
age signifies tim

e p
assed

, b
ut the act 

of seeking this out through the surface of 
d

ocum
entation (the p

rinted
 p

age, in b
lack 

and
 w

hite, like an X
-ray) und

erlines or coun-
teracts our inheritance of the p

ainter’s intent. 
It started

 as a com
p

ulsive act of curiosity, 
and

 I think I rem
ain q

uite p
resent as a voyeur 

in the w
ork – alb

eit, of course, a hid
d

en one.

M
M

c A
nother d

ynam
ic reference p

oint for 
S

tructures fo
r V

iew
ing

 is the “im
p

ossib
le” 

p
lay C

o
llisio

n
 (1915) b

y Futurist w
riter and 

artist M
ina Loy [p

.12]. W
hen d

id
 you first 

com
e across this text and

 how
 have  

you reflected
 b

oth its form
 and

 intent  
in S

tructures fo
r V

iew
ing

? 

M
G

 
A

s a p
lay that has never, to m

y know
l-

ed
ge, b

een staged
, I think of Loy’s C

o
llisio

n 
as a succinct d

em
onstration of the tw

entieth 
century’s transform

ation of the interior 
sp

ace of the salon in to the m
od

ernist sp
ace 

of “exhib
ition.” The w

alls and
 p

ictures 
(w

ind
ow

s) collap
se, the author (the m

an 
caught in a storm

), w
ith his gesture (p

ushing 
a b

utton), b
asically transform

s/d
estroys  

and
 recreates a sp

ace, end
lessly. The m

any 
op

p
ortunities for an exp

erience that Loy 

talks ab
out are exhilarating. 

P
arad

oxically, the fact that the 
p

lay is im
p

ossib
le to “actualize”

creates end
less p

ossib
ilities  

for thinking ab
out the staging  

of an exhib
ition.

I found
 the p

lay w
hile looking 

for Loy’s fem
inist-futurist  

m
anifesto, and

 its them
es –  

interrup
tion, p

lanar b
reaking  

of sp
ace, transform

ation of  
a view

ing exp
erience – sp

eak  
to m

y engagem
ent w

ith in-the-
round

 view
ing. B

ut Loy’s p
lay also 

hold
s evid

ence for m
e in the fact 
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