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S H A R E / C H E A T / U N I T E  delved into the human 

psyche to consider how altruism, cheating and group 

formation appear to play a key role in shaping society, 

but not necessarily in the ways we might assume. 

The exhibition was divided in three parts: a group 

show, a research initiative and a series of live offsite 

commissions. These separate parts are brought back 

into conversation through this series of ebooks. Each 

volume explores a different subtheme of the exhibition, 

through long- and short-form essays, artwork 

documentation and artist interviews.

V O L U M E  1  opens with the first part of a three-part contextual essay 

by exhibition curator Bruce E. Phillips that draws on insights gained from 

political theory and social psychology to explore the significance of the 

exhibited artworks. This first piece considers aspects of altruism present 

in the artwork of Darcell Apelu, Yu-Cheng Chou, Sasha Huber and John 

Vea. An essay by Leafa Wilson provides an expanded reading of John 

Vea’s One Kiosk Many Exchanges (2016), in particular his incorporation 

of talanoa within the work. This volume also includes an interview with 

Darcell Apelu, who details the personal significance of her work Generation 

Exchange (2016), which took place in Auckland and Patea. 

V O L U M E  2  continues with part two of Phillips’ contextual essay, which 

considers the ethically murky human proclivity of ‘cheating’ as explored in 

artworks by Jonathas de Andrade, Aníbal López (A-1 53167), Vaughn Sadie 

& Ntsoana Contemporary Dance Theatre and YOUAREHEREWEAREHERE. 

V O L U M E  3  is the largest issue in the series and explores the power 

of group formation. In the final chapter of his contextual essay, Phillips 

discusses the work of artists Mark Harvey, Ivan Mršić and Hu Xiangqian, 

and unravels the political and psychological dynamics of unification. Mark 

Harvey’s Turquoisation: For the coming storm (2016) is discussed further 

in essays by Chloe Geoghegan and Christina Houghton. Geoghegan 

focuses on the work’s democratic possibilities by reflecting on an earlier 
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iteration that took place in Dunedin, while Houghton ruminates on the 

ambiguous political imperatives of Harvey’s turquoise troupe as they 

travelled around Auckland. Discussions of Ivan Mršić’s Ngā Heihei 

Orchestra (2016) and Kakokaranga Orchestra (2016) are similarly expanded 

in the writing of Rosanna Albertini and Balamohan Shingade—each 

illuminating the socio-political importance of Mršić’s form of collective-

embodied action through sound.

V O L U M E  4  is dedicated to the conversations that initiated the  

Te Tuhi exhibition and those that ventured beyond. Phillips reviews 

the performative curatorial ethos and outlines the exhibition’s multiple 

formats. Melissa Laing’s essay draws on the collective knowledge of 

‘Navigating Conversational Frequencies’—a series of workshops that  

took place alongside the Te Tuhi show and then later grew into an 

independent discussion group. Jamie Hanton writes on the second 

iteration of the exhibition that took place at The Physics Room in 

Christchurch and its significance in engaging with the urban politics of  

the city’s post-quake rebuild. 
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C U R A T I N G  
S H A R E / C H E A T / U N I T E 

B R U C E  E .  P H I L L I P S

What is at stake is an ethics of curating, a responsibility toward 
the very methodology that constitutes practice.1 
— Elena Filipovic

Share/Cheat/Unite explored understandings of social behaviour that 

contradict common sense and challenge moral assumptions. To service 

this enquiry, it was important that the curatorial approach also attempted 

to upend its own social norms by resisting standard exhibition-making 

conventions and to open up the process so that other practitioners could 

influence its development. As Elena Filipovic reminds us, the question 

of methodology is essentially an ethical proposition. For a curator’s 

motivation, process and framework ultimately shape an exhibition and 

also have the potential to impact the lives of all the people involved and 

represented. Given these implications, it is crucial that the curatorial 

approach is explicitly considered rather than blindly relying on business 

as usual.2

This essay explores my attempt at devising such an ethically responsible 

curatorial approach in relation to the exhibition’s focus. It is an approach 

that draws on many aspects that have become clear to me with the benefit 

of hindsight. In truth, during the process these aspects seemed more like 

a soup of ideas, provocations and conversations from which an exhibition 

evolved. And, as I will discuss, the exhibition’s multiple parts acted as 

a type of mechanism for collective learning rather than a singular and 

complete cultural product.

First, I consider the exhibition’s main focus of artistic practice in relation 

to social psychology and how that led to creating an agonistic space 

through artist selection. Second, I discuss the socio-political context 
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that emphasised a relational understanding of the exhibition-making 

process and a heightened sense of professional responsibility. Third and 

last, I examine the curatorial framework more specifically by evaluating 

its foundation within notions of performativity. Throughout, I employ the 

critical theory of Judith Butler, Doreen Massey and Chantal Mouffe among 

others to provide a basis to the curatorial process alongside other integral 

exhibition-making roles. 

A G O N I S T I C  A R T I S T  S E L E C T I O N 

The three thematic threads of Share/Cheat/Unite: altruism, cheating 

and group formation were a helpful lens through which to explore the 

crossover between art and social psychology. Since the 1960s artists 

who directly address social relations have engaged with these aspects 

of human behaviour in a myriad of ways, including seminal performance 

works such as Yoko Ono’s Cut Piece (1965) and Marina Abramović’s 

Rhythm 0 (1974) that simulated how a vulnerable subject can be easily 

dehumanised within a particular social context. Or works such as Santiago 

Sierra’s paid works of the 1990s and Tania Brugera’s Tatlin’s Whispers #5 

(2008) which confronted audiences with the institutional systems that 

control human agency and set the conditions for injustices that we are all 

complicit in maintaining. Such artworks parallel research conducted within 

the discipline of social psychology, ranging from Stanley Milgram’s 1961 

obedience to authority study, which sought to test human submission, 

through to John Drury’s theory of collective resilience in the early 2000s, 

which redefined assumptions of crowd dynamics in disaster situations.3

In venturing down this path, drawing connections between art and social 

psychology, it is important to highlight that the two disciplines and their 

practitioners couldn’t be more different. Let’s face it—artists are not 

always the most helpful people to have involved in social issues, precisely 

because they usually lack the knowledge and expertise that scientists 

and other specialists possess. With a lack of expertise, artists can get it 

considerably wrong. The pitfalls are now well known and hotly debated: 

a) the young, educated and well-dressed artworld clique flies into an 

‘underprivileged’ context with the assumption they can tackle topics the 
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locals can’t; b) the misplaced argument that social engagement must be 

positive at all costs; c) the misunderstanding of specific cultural contexts 

or a lack of knowledge to address a given situation while acting with 

confidence and privilege regardless; and d) the accusation of faking or 

coercing participation for a picture-perfect outcome. 

In addition, it is all too easy to become optimistic when creating art that 

attempts to address immeasurably complicated issues of social formation. 

But it doesn’t matter how egalitarian or engaging an artwork might appear, 

the potential for unintended consequences is high because ultimately 

artists have finite power, skills and resources to adequately tackle complex 

social issues. As Claire Bishop explains:

participatory art is not a privileged political medium . . . but is as 

uncertain and precarious as democracy itself; neither are legitimated 

in advance but need continually to be performed and tested in every 

specific context.4 

Also, the most pressing social issues we face are usually the direct result 

of capitalist and neoliberal forces that can co-opt art at every turn. Such 

forces require greater power than the effort of any one individual or subset 

of society can summon alone. As the political theorist Chantal Mouffe 

writes, ‘It is an illusion to believe that artistic activism could, on its own, 

bring about the end of neo-liberal hegemony.’5

Artists may not be the solitary creative geniuses or possessors of social 

conscience that curators, myself included, have built them up to be. Yet 

despite these problems artists are irrevocably embedded in the social 

fray. And at best, artists can contribute profound moments of political 

clarity, fleeting glimpses of lateral thinking, empowering situations of 

social cohesion or fervent sparks of provocation—contributions that 

Mouffe would class as agonistic strategies: counter-hegemonic moves 

creating new subjectivities, and the disarticulation of common sense which 

enforces social norms.6

By acknowledging such positive and negative complications, when 

curating Share/Cheat/Unite, we aimed to feature and support a multiplicity 

of artistic practices that sat uncomfortably with each other. Consider the 
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moral crusade exemplified in Sasha Huber’s body of work Demounting 

Louis Agassiz (2008—)7, to the ethically murky work Testimonio (2012) 

by Aníbal López.8 Few would deny that Huber’s attempt to draw attention 

to the historical vestiges of racism is a noble act. Whereas López’s work, 

which brought a sicario (contract killer) from Guatemala to Germany 

for dOCUMENTA 13, never failed to divide opinion between those who 

considered the artist’s action as abhorrent, unethical or dangerous and 

those who extolled the virtue of this confrontation. Or consider the 

reverent performances by John Vea and his collaborators in One Kiosk 

Many Exchanges (2016)9 to the deadpan satire found in Mark Harvey’s 

performance cult in Turquoisation: For the coming storm (2016).10 Vea’s 

form of collaboration is unquestionably heartfelt with a sincere attempt 

at learning about and spending time with others to strengthen a sense 

of community. Whereas Harvey’s work is more cynical by demonstrating 

how group cohesion can be created under an inane pretence, perhaps for 

nefarious neoliberal or capitalist motivations.

Each of these selected artists identify with different ethical positions 

and aesthetic persuasions within the artworld, positions that are so often 

diametrically opposed. But via the exhibition and linked together through 

live discussions and publications, these contestable elements were 

brought into a context of healthy debate rather than the comfort of smooth 

consensus. It was hoped that these tensions between artworks might also 

encourage debate among audiences as they walked through the gallery or 

experienced the live and published components. Again, this is what Mouffe 

would consider an agonistic space in which ‘conflicting points of view are 

confronted without any possibility of a final reconciliation’—a goal which 

she argues is essential for revitalising the potential of democracy in our 

neoliberal age of centrist politics and rampant capitalism.11

However, creating an agonistic space through artist selection as a 

curatorial strategy can have its pitfalls. Especially if the debate, internally 

and externally of the exhibition, becomes the main focal point rather 

than the artworks themselves. In this scenario, where emphasis might 

shift from the artist to that of the curator, the artworks could merely 

become ingredients within a master curatorial narrative. Or in an even 

worse scenario, the artists themselves could become subjects within a 

social experiment devised by the curator. These outcomes would distract 
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greatly from the concerns of the individual artworks and the people they 

represent, not to mention the numerous ethical implications for the artist 

curator relationship. It is difficult to ascertain whether Share/Cheat/Unite 

was complicit in creating these types of outcomes. But it is certainly a 

question worth pursuing, at least in a more general capacity in regard to 

curatorial approaches that seek to critically consider artist selection. 

E X H I B I T I O N  P O W E R - G E O M E T R I E S

The ethics of artist selection and agonistic space brings us to the 

importance of engaging in a wider socio-political context beyond an 

art-specific discussion and how an exhibition can engage in this by 

considering the relational construction of space.

There is no escaping that exhibitions, in their most conventional and 

unconventional sense, are spatially constituted. If we accept this 

proposition, then it is imperative that we expect that an exhibition’s 

making must bear some responsibility to the many relations it creates 

in the space and to the space in which it resides. As the geographer 

Doreen Massey argues, space is ‘the product of interrelations . . . from the 

immensity of the global to the intimately tiny’.12 And if space is the product 

of relations then, Massey continues, it ‘raises questions of the politics of 

those geographies and of our relationship to and responsibility for them.’13 

She terms this ‘power-geometries’—the spatial product that is made 

through power relations and through which such relations flow. 

With this relational understanding of space in mind, coupled with the topic 

of social psychology, it was important that Share/Cheat/Unite’s artists, 

curators, writers, designers and gallery staff addressed its responsibility 

to the power-geometries of its making. This provocation naturally 

emphasised the local, national and international socio-political context 

that paralleled the exhibition’s development and realisation—spanning a 

time period between late 2014 to mid-2018. 

For instance, the exhibition research began in the shadow of Aotearoa 

New Zealand’s 2014 election in which the National Party gained a third 
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consecutive term in power, despite allegations of dirty politics alongside 

climbing statistics of homelessness, a widening divide between rich and 

poor and an increase in environmental degradation.14 For some people on 

the left of the political spectrum, this election outcome came as a great 

shock. ‘But I don’t know anyone who voted for National’ was a common 

cry, despite the fact that the vast majority of the voting population clearly 

supported National. 

This shock revealed a social blind spot, influenced to a significant degree 

by the biases imbedded with the algorithms that drive online platforms 

such as Facebook, Twitter and Google. Such platforms encourage personal 

preference and similarity with others rather than an interest in or tolerance 

for difference. The so-called digital silos and echo chambers that these 

algorithms are said to create perpetuate a hyper-personalised perception 

of the world. As I discussed in Volume 2 of Share/Cheat/Unite, under these 

circumstances, when a hyper-personalised reality collides with the actual 

democratic reality of a nation, it is no wonder that shock and even outrage 

ensue. Following this logic further, it is conceivable that if populations 

become more virtually distanced their civility could erode when a 

particular group feels threatened. The UK’s Brexit referendum in 2015 

and the succession of Donald Trump in the US election in 2016 similarly 

produced a climate of radically polarised political views and shock among 

those of a liberal persuasion. 

The 2014–18 period was also a time of intensified social tension. Social 

media aided movements such as Black Lives Matter15 in the US and the 

more global #metoo16 phenomenon sparked a new wave of speaking truth 

to power. Social justice strategies of this time also involved community 

self-policing through callout culture by implementing varying degrees of 

public shaming, protest and ostracisation.17 

These political events and social movements provided textbook examples 

of social psychological phenomena that were integral to the subthemes of 

Share/Cheat/Unite. Producing an exhibition while these issues permeated 

our lives was a humble reminder, for the artists, curators, writers and 

gallery staff involved, that the topics in question were pertinent to current 

events and had the potential of making an immediate contribution to a 

larger conversation. This sense of duty within a flow of power relations 
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brings us back to Massey’s understanding of the politics of space. ‘To 

the degree that it is a social and political product,’ Massey writes, ‘there 

is therefore always the crucial ethical and political question of how it is 

constructed, and our duty in relation to that.’18 Therefore, by occupying 

space, in a simultaneity of social and political relations, exhibitions are 

unavoidably charged with the ethical responsibly of their making. Similarly, 

as the socio-political context shifted over the four-year duration of the 

Share/Cheat/Unite project so too did the making of the exhibition increase 

in a responsibility to reflect that. 

One other aspect of exhibition power-geometries is that the socio-political 

responsibility must be made manifest throughout all of its constitutive 

parts not just ideologically stated in the curator’s essay or speech. The 

exhibition’s material, communicative and social forms must support 

the agency for those socio-political issues it claims to address. This 

idea is reinforced by the political theorist Judith Butler who through a 

performative analysis of public assembly writes that

politics is already in the home, or on the street, or in the 

neighbourhood, or indeed in those virtual spaces that are unbound 

by the architecture of the house and the square . . . Human action 

depends upon all sorts of supports . . . the capacity to move depends 

upon instruments and surfaces that make movement possible, and that 

bodily movement is supported and facilitated by non-human objects 

and their particular capacity for agency . . . those material environments 

are part of the action, and they themselves act when they become the 

support for action.19

Share/Cheat/Unite embraced a similar understanding to Butler’s insistence 

that agency is contingent on the design of an environment. This was 

carried throughout all of the exhibition’s material, communicative and 

social parts to make them visible, accessible and suitable to support 

action. This was implemented through numerous live events in public 

spaces, discussion groups, free digital publications, video documentation 

posted online and so on. Graphic design by Kalee Jackson and exhibition 

design by Andrew Kennedy also contributed, especially in the Te Tuhi 

iteration. Exhibition signage lured people into the galleries through a 

vibrant green linear masthead that darted between the gallery spaces. 
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Reading tables, noticeboards and partitions created out of humble 

materials such as MDF board and tarpaulins created a functional and 

unpretentious space and gave easy access to contextual material. 

The social generosity of those involved was also important. Front of house 

staff welcomed and provided information to audiences. Collective social 

labour, such as hosting shared meals and facilitating group conversations, 

performed by the Te Tuhi and Physics Room teams and invited external 

practitioners, added critical thinking to the discussions in the concept 

development, engaged with the artists and supported them. Such material, 

communicative and social contributions are easily overlooked but are 

essential for an exhibition to fulfil its responsibility to a given context. 

Without this collective effort, exhibitions would fail to become active. They 

would be inert artefacts with little impact within the relational flow of 

ever-changing power-geometries. 

P E R F O R M A T I V E  C U R A T I N G

The first two parts of this essay considered the fraught artistic and 

socio-political contexts and how the motivation and responsibility of the 

exhibition-making contributed to a greater conversation. I will now explore 

the curatorial framework, the theoretical influence of performativity and 

how the ordering of the exhibition led to a multiplicity of components with 

ethical aspirations. 

The focus of performative curating as a methodology differs greatly from 

more conventional institutional practices due to its grounding in a post-

structuralist paradigm20—in particular the linguistic analysis of John L 

Austin who in the 1950s argued that the act of speech is a performative 

utterance that constitutes the doing of something in the world through 

words and signs.21 This was later expanded by theorists such as Judith 

Butler who used Austin’s analysis and applied it to the social construction 

of gender norms, revealing it as ‘an identity instituted through a stylized 

repetition of acts’.22 This shift from speech acts to social acts enabled 

the notion of performativity to be applied to broader forms of cultural 

production such as theatre, visual art and ultimately curating.23 
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Within curatorial practice the questioning of power relations built 

within linguistic and social actions are easily applicable to exhibitions. 

This is articulated by curator Katharina Schlieben who explains that 

performativity within curating requires the ‘procedural and productive 

realisation’24 of an exhibition to be transparently revealed and explicitly 

considered.25 This ultimately leads to the importance of consciously 

creating a curatorial framework that resists the conventional practices  

that might easily undermine these principles. With this model of 

performative curating in mind, Share/Cheat/Unite was divided in three 

parts: a gallery-based group show and a research initiative held at Te Tuhi; 

a series of live offsite commissions at various locations across Auckland 

and in Patea; and a subsequent exhibition and related activities at The 

Physics Room in Christchurch. 

The group show featured an international selection of existing artworks 

that touched on aspects of altruism, cheating and group formation bound 

within moments of social exchange, and included works by Hu Xiangqian, 

Aníbal López, Sasha Huber, Jonathas de Andrade, Yu-Cheng Chou, Vaughn 

Sadie and Ntsoana Contemporary Dance Theatre. These artists unpacked 

various aspects of social behaviour by addressing a range of topics 

through photography, graphic design, alternative histories, documented 

performance and collaborative and video-based practices. Admittedly, by 

virtue of taking place in a ‘white cube’ institutional space, this gallery-based 

component unavoidably relied on conventional curatorial practice, but it 

also functioned as a conceptual and physical anchor for the exhibition as a 

whole—a site through which the more temporal projects were documented 

and promoted, a space where local issues could be considered as part of a 

global conversation and a platform that initiated discussion. 

This space for discussion became an important factor for the research 

initiative that was run by artist and academic Melissa Laing. This month-

long programme of discussions explored the importance of conversation 

in life and artistic practices. The research initiative took place at Te Tuhi 

alongside the exhibition in 2016 and then continued as an independent group 

in 2017. This series of discussions became titled ‘Navigating Conversational 

Frequencies’. The culmination of lived experiences and theories raised 

during these discussions and in similar projects is elaborated on further in 

this ebook in Laing’s essay ‘Some Parallel Discussions’. 
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The live offsite commissions aimed to entice, empower and confound. 

These included projects by artists Darcell Apelu, Mark Harvey, Ivan Mršić, 

John Vea and an ambiguous movement called YOUAREHEREWEAREHERE. 

Various artworks from the group show and the live offsite commissions 

are discussed at length throughout the first three volumes of the Share/

Cheat/Unite ebook series.

The performative approach was also emphasised through a process that 

encouraged emerging propositions to be collectively eked out rather than 

respond to a didactic curatorial theme. For instance, in the commissioning 

process for the live offsite works, the artists and other participants were 

invited to debate, collaborate and even rewrite the curatorial direction.26 

These discussions began with a shared dinner in December 2015, in which 

the participants were given a range of ingredients and recipes and were 

asked to self-organise to make the meal. This simple exercise demonstrated 

how, even in a group self-consciously gathered to discuss aspects of social 

psychology, people automatically fall into particular roles and engrained social 

dynamics eventually take hold. The subsequent group meetings enabled 

the collaborative movement YOUAREHEREWEAREHERE to evolve, through 

which the artists Darcell Apelu, Mark Harvey, Ivan Mršić and John Vea were 

able to freely experiment outside of their individual practices. Under the 

YOUAREHEREWEAREHERE moniker, the artists infiltrated the exhibition 

opening with a nonsensical speech, took over Te Tuhi’s social media accounts 

and conducted a happening during the 2016 Whau Arts Festival.27 The 

mischievous nature of these interventions are discussed in Volume 2.

The performative ethos of Share/Cheat/Unite branched out to spark a 

conversation with other curators and art organisations. Through this 

invitation it was hoped that the exhibition might become an unpredictable 

forum that unfolded over time and which encouraged discussion and 

participation. As a result, a version of Share/Cheat/Unite was curated by 

Jamie Hanton at The Physics Room in Christchurch, including work by 

Gemma Banks, Yu-Cheng Chou, Sasha Huber, Aníbal López (A-1 53167), 

Chim Pom, Pilvi Takala and Johnson Witehira. Similar to the Te Tuhi 

version, The Physics Room curatorial process also included shared meals, 

conversations and offsite components that helped shape the show. Essays 

by Hanton reflecting on this exhibition and its relevance to the post-quake 

context of Christchurch are included in this ebook.
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Considering this multi-format and process-based curatorial framework 

highlights a glaring challenge of performative curating—that it is 

difficult to evaluate an exhibition that shapes its procedural structure as 

a performative element. Especially when that procedural structure has 

numerous parts stretching over multiple locations and occurring over 

a four-year period. Therefore, it is hard to determine whether Share/

Cheat/Unite managed to ‘scrutinise artistic practice’ or to seek out the 

‘emerging propositions’ of curating as was claimed earlier. In hindsight, 

these objectives are far too abstract and broad to ever be achieved 

and the performative approach is too dispersed, porous and plural to 

easily gain a tangible understanding of it. At best these objectives and 

processes helped frame a certain context from which expectations were 

made, agency was shared and discussions were set in motion. These 

factors enabled Share/Cheat/Unite to be less of an ‘art exhibition’ as 

such and more of a type of social mechanism through which learning, 

experimentation and conversation could be attained from all points of 

contact—from the curators, gallery staff, artists and the public through 

to the platforms of live offsite events, discussion groups, gallery-based 

exhibitions, publications and everything in between. 

Just because a curator might be guided by a particular methodology 

doesn’t guarantee that they won’t perpetuate the very hegemony they 

are claiming to resist. Additional perspectives and bodies of knowledge 

that demand a critical consideration of a curator’s responsibility then are 

incredibly important. In recognising this I made an intuitive decision to 

intersect a performative curatorial approach with other theories discussed 

earlier such as Mouffe’s assertion that art should be active within and 

activate a multiplicity of agonistic public spaces to encourage democratic 

contestation.28 I also embraced the provocation put forward by Massey, 

who argues for an understanding of space as a flow of multiple relations 

that construct and are constituted by power-geometries.29 And Judith 

Butler’s assertion that the configuration of space enables agency and is 

in turn made by the action it empowers. By drawing in these additional 

theoretical influences, it could be argued that Share/Cheat/Unite was able 

to apply a performative curatorial approach in a way that had intersectional 

points from which to question the validity and purpose of its framework. 
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S O M E  P A R A L L E L  D I S C U S S I O N S

M E L I S S A  L A I N G

In a 2012 essay exploring what he identified as a sharp rise in research 

into conversation since 1990, Peter Burke wrote this simple sentence: 

‘Conversation is not so much a single speech genre as a cluster of 

genres with their own styles and conventions.’1 Sixty years earlier Mikhail 

Bakhtin had contended that ‘[t]he wealth and diversity of speech genres 

are boundless because the various possibilities of human activity are 

inexhaustible, and because each sphere of activity contains an entire 

repertoire of speech genres that differentiate and grow as the particular 

sphere develops and becomes more complex’. He went on to say that 

‘[s]pecial emphasis should be placed on the extreme heterogeneity of 

speech genres (oral and written)’.2 Both these authors also point out the 

complexity of analysing conversation as a field of practice. This they 

attribute not only to the breadth of genres clustered together under 

the concept of conversation, but also the diverse range of disciplines 

and approaches that can be called upon. This breadth—present in both 

undertaking and analysing conversation—is something that we are 

grappling with in the Performance Ethics Working Group’s current research 

into conversation as a concern of contemporary art. 

In the following essay, I attempt to analyse conversation using a theoretical 

framework of speech genres via Bakhtin—first laying out the theory, 

then undertaking a thick description of Xin Cheng’s discussion group 

Living Making Together and finally reading it against the decolonising 

approaches of the noho and fono in creating conversational spaces and 

platforms. I will continue to attempt more approaches with other theorists 

and paradigms as we further this research.
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In his essay ‘The Problem of Speech Genres’ Bakhtin put forward an 

analysis of speech acts based around the idea of the utterance as the unit 

of communication. Where written language is shaped by the grammatically 

ordered sentence, spoken language is formed through the complete 

utterance—which may not be grammatically complete. We can stop in 

the middle of a sentence and never finish it, yet it will still be a complete 

utterance for the purpose of the conversation, and other speakers can 

respond because ‘[t]he boundaries of each concrete utterance as a unit of 

speech communication are determined by a change of speaking subjects, 

that is, a change of speakers’.3 The form of our utterances in any given 

circumstance is a combination of thematic content, linguistic style and 

compositional structure. Each of these aspects is dynamic, changing with 

context and evolving over time through shifts in commonly held forms. 

However, most situations have a stable form, or convention, that is shared 

among the participants. It is these stable forms that Bakhtin identified as 

‘speech genres’. 

Each of us possesses unconscious competency in multiple speech genres, 

even if we cannot list them. As Bakhtin wrote, ‘our repertoire of oral (and 

written) speech genres is rich. We use them confidently and skillfully in 

practice, and it is quite possible for us not to suspect their existence in 

theory.’4 This is because we acquire them over time through exposure. 

Sidestepping to Pierre Bourdieu for a moment, the unconscious repertoire 

of genres we have access to are informed by a complex interplay of 

influences—from our class, education, work and life experience to our 

gender and the cultural contexts and worldviews we draw from.5 In short, 

the genres we have access to and use express both class and cultural 

politics, and we should not ignore this. The decisions we make about which 

genre is appropriate and when to use it are rarely conscious. We generally 

assume that a genre (and its attendant worldview) is ‘natural’ and that 

others are competent in it. Likewise, we do not know we lack competency 

in a genre until we are exposed to it, and our incompetency revealed. 

Choice of genre and assumptions of knowledge and competency both 

create access and prevent others from participating. 
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Bakhtin’s theory of the utterance is also a theory of responsivity, 

specifically within the conversational exchange. Responsivity occurs 

in the handing back and forth of speech, and the active role of the 

speech partner, not solely as a listener, but as someone who takes a 

responsive attitude to an utterance from the first word that is said, 

agreeing or disagreeing (in whole or part), arguing with the substance 

of the utterance, or acting in response to it. Throughout this it is the 

utterance, rather than the words or sentence structure, that creates 

the conditions for response, and it is the conditions for response that 

structure the interaction. This response is not necessarily immediate, or 

verbal, but Bakhtin argues that ‘sooner or later what is heard and actively 

understood will find its response in the subsequent speech or behaviour of 

the listener’.6 Beyond the immediate context of the current utterance, no 

single utterance exists in isolation: 

Any concrete utterance is a link in the chain of speech communication 

of a particular sphere. The very boundaries of the utterance are 

determined by a change of speech subjects. Utterances are not 

indifferent to one another, and are not self-sufficient; they are aware 

and mutually reflect one another. . . . Each utterance must be regarded 

primarily as a response to preceding utterances of the given sphere.7 

It follows then that utterances in the chain of response need not be 

proximate in time or space, rather simply responsive to another utterance, 

no matter how delayed that response is. 

Two more components make up Bakhtin’s extended argument about 

why the performance of speech is not equivalent to the individual and 

combined meanings of the words spoken. The first is the expressive 

nature of speech acts. The speaker’s emotional evaluation of the subject 

they speak on shapes the form of the utterance and is conveyed through 

the expressive tonality of the delivery. Words alone, Bakhtin argues, are 

neutral—even if they designate emotions and evaluations, their utterance 

can run counter to the word’s meaning. The second component is the 

quality of addressivity of an utterance—by whom an utterance is spoken 

and to whom it is addressed, from the specificity of an informal dialogue 

partner to a more or less differentiated public or an indefinite other. 

Knowing to whom each speech is directed shapes the content, style, 



44

structure, expected response and emotional tonality of the delivery. For 

Bakhtin, ‘unless one accounts for the speaker’s attitude toward the other 

and his utterances (existing or anticipated), one can understand neither 

the genre nor the style of speech’.8 

These ideas—that it is the utterance, not the sentence that is the unit of 

communication; that we as speakers possess and use multiple genres; that 

an utterance is part of an ongoing chain of utterances and is structured by 

the condition of responsivity; that the utterance is expressive of emotional 

evaluation; and that an utterance is shaped by the quality of being 

directed toward a recipient—are useful frames for thinking about how 

to consciously work with and analyse conversation in art. Conversation 

as a material or performance of art has a (greater or lesser) degree of 

improvisation, operating in the intersection of the (more or less) designed 

situation and the destabilising participation of the other conversationalists 

as the work unfolds. However, the designed situation does influence the 

conscious and unconscious choices people make in approaching and 

participating in the conversation as artwork. And while the artist may 

consciously make choices around the structuring of the invitation to 

participate—topic choice, introductory statements, physical environment, 

participatory actions, etc—there is another set of unconscious decisions 

that are being made around speech genre, responsivity, emotional tone 

and addressivity that also shape the artwork. As Bakhtin concludes in 

his essay, ‘[a]ll these phenomena are connected with the whole of the 

utterance, and when this whole escapes the field of vision of the analyst 

they cease to exist for him’.9

In 2016 two discussion groups formed in Auckland city under the umbrella 

of the University Without Conditions (UWC) (itself an initiative to rethink 

education, knowledge sharing and research in both gentle and radical 

ways). These were Living Making Together and Living Making Together 

2: potluck series, both facilitated by Xin Cheng. Both iterations of Living 

Making Together involved a series of discussions initiated with the 

intention of ‘exploring ideas around livelihood, how we relate to each 

other and other beings on this planet, and forms of self-organisation’.10 

They each took place over five sessions. The first series focused on 
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texts set by Xin and was hosted by rm gallery, an artist-run gallery on 

the first floor of a building at the back of Karangahape Road, down 

Samoa House lane and up some narrow stairs. Xin provided homemade 

food and tea, and the group read the texts aloud, passing the reading 

from person to person and pausing for discussion at certain points. 

The texts chosen were predominantly written for a university-educated 

but non-specialist audience and in various ways proposed alternative 

economic and social paradigms, relationships to the natural and built 

environment, and concepts of making. The second ‘potluck’ series handed 

over the choice of text, discussion object or exercise to the participants, 

deliberately ‘squatted’ in existing educational spaces in the city, using the 

interior and exterior public areas of the Sir Paul Reeves WG Building at 

Auckland University of Technology. In keeping with the potluck kaupapa, 

participants brought food to share. The series, while still text-focused, 

gently put into practice some of the ideas proposed in the writings we read 

in the first series. 

Situating the series under the UWC umbrella meant that the discussion 

groups were positioned within a contestation and reimagining of education 

and research as a practice, an ideology and a form of collectivity. As Irit 

Rogoff wrote about her engagement with reimagining pedagogy through 

art: ‘at its very best, education forms collectivities—many fleeting 

collectivities that ebb and flow, converge and fall apart. These are small 

ontological communities propelled by desire and curiosity, cemented 

together by the kind of empowerment that comes from intellectual 

challenge.’11 This desire to form a (transitory) community is reflected in 

what Xin wrote to me in a later email discussion about the two series: 

The reading series 1 was a way for me to share some of the texts  

that influenced me at the time, a kind of re-thinking/seeing of how the 

world is running, and wondering about my place within it (and a  

desire to do something without money/when I had no income). I wanted 

to meet people who might be interested in similar topics, and I was 

curious how they might relate to the ideas (and possibly practice them 

together, somehow).12

She went on to say ‘[t]he actual conversations were beyond my 

imagination, and varied depending on the people present’.13 
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The speech genres negotiated within the conventions the space and event 

engendered included those associated with hospitality and sociability, 

the administrative matters of setting up the space and establishing 

the discussion method, and genres associated with a certain academic 

competence—reading out loud (including handing the reading over), 

unpacking ideas, demonstrating knowledge, asserting opinions and 

argumentation. They also included genres associated with activism and 

reimagining the world. Throughout the first series an approach to reading 

and discussing was arrived at by the repeat participants. What started out 

as differing understandings as to the purpose of reading and discussing 

texts coalesced into a practice, in part driven by those who chose to 

continue coming and in part by the conventions that have formed around 

reading and discussing texts. 

In the first session the differing understandings of how one might 

approach a text were most clearly revealed when an abstract and at 

times critical reading of the concepts in the text was contrasted to an 

approach that embraced the principles the text espoused and sought a 

concrete investigation of the ways that they might be put into practice. 

By choosing a practice of reading-through rather than reading-in-

advance, Xin tied the conversations to a processual reading of the text, 

creating a common action which everyone undertook. This reading-out-

loud concretely shaped the conversation, turning the existing words into 

our utterances and creating a responsivity to or dialogue with the text 

as it unfolded as well as between the readers as they discussed specific 

passages and concepts. 

I am going to diverge here to talk about Xin’s conversational and 

facilitation style, as that directly impacted on the nature of conversations 

within the context of Living Making Together. In any discussion group 

the hosting and facilitation roles can range from being specifically and 

visibly vested in a small number of people or dispersed as much as 

possible among the group. This is often predetermined by how the group is 

formed or brought together; however, space can be made once the group 

is formed for it to shape the process. Xin approached the facilitation of a 

discussion with a specific gentleness and non-directionality, a deliberate 

openness and curiosity. Curiosity here operates as a speculative and 

generative force. She did not appear to predetermine or strongly manage 
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a discussion’s direction, but rather allowed it to play out within the 

invitation she had extended, contributing lightly herself. This very hands-

off style distributes the obligation to consider the space held open for 

each participant and, to a certain extent, is dependent on the participants 

intuiting and taking up the intention Xin brings. This approach opens 

up the possibility of the participants determining direction within the 

structure of the initiative, but also runs the risk of being dominated by 

particularly vocal participants if they are not employing a sensitivity to 

social and discursive participation. Indeed, the other participants’ styles 

ranged from the assertively verbose to the reticent, and their responses to 

the texts from enthusiastically endorsing to critically sceptical. 

Speaking on the shift to a more collectivised facilitation in the second 

series, Xin wrote: ‘I was frustrated with my role of playing “host” all the 

time (similar to that of an artist’s talk). So it was nice to do a second 

series where I mediated instead: the role of the “host” was shared, 

the format diversified to beyond reading problematic texts, and the 

location expanded out of a (semi-private) art space.’ In one of the final 

sessions the conversation took place in someone’s house. The inflection 

of the environment again changed the pace and tone of the discussion. 

Throughout the second series the tactical and administrative conversations 

took a stronger role, both where we would sit, how we would operate and 

conceptually what it would mean to appropriate space in this way. 

In keeping with Bakhtin’s focus on how and to whom a chain of utterances 

are performed and exchanged, this description of Living Making Together 

has not touched on what was said. Rather I’ve focused on how the context 

of the two series created a specific confluence of content, personal style 

and compositional structure which conformed to, yet also explored, the 

genre conventions of a reading group—a given and stabile genre and 

structure for specific types of content, participation and exploration. I 

would argue because of this stability, this particular reading group was 

able to easily support the distribution of organisation and agency within 

the group that had formed and develop group-specific modulations in the 

genre. Indeed, most conversational projects begin with a stabile set of 

genres and structures, enabling others to enter into the dialogue, before 

destabilising and expanding the possibilities of the genre to explore 

different ways of communicating and making together. 
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Bakhtin does not address the question of worldview or cultural context 

in his explication of speech genres. His theory was created in Russia at 

a time when the universalism of the European paradigm was presumed. 

In contemporary Aotearoa many artists and researchers working with 

conversational exchange are consciously choosing which worldview 

or cultural paradigm will frame and support the space and process for 

creative practice and conversation rather than accept the default of a 

Pākehā worldview. This choice was clearly articulated by artist Moana 

Nepia in the 2014 Performance Ethics Working Group podcast series. In 

answer to the opening question—What do you understand by the word 

‘ethics’?—he responded that he preferred the framework of tikanga, 

arguing that ‘Māori have always had different senses of regard for what 

constitutes knowledge and implicit in that is a different way of interacting 

with people’.14 He went on to explain that tikanga’s root word is ‘tika’, the 

quality of being correct, true and appropriate. Tikanga are the guiding 

protocols, values and practices embedded within the social context that 

lead to participants acting truly and appropriately for the situation. There 

is a certain self-evident quality to recognising the relationship tikanga 

has to conversational practice—that the protocols and conventions of the 

context determine the genre, speaking roles and subjects of conversation. 

However, in a less mechanistic sense, tikanga involves the ethical 

constitution of the self in relationship to both the human and non-human 

from a specifically Māori value base. 

In conversational practice, tikanga is coupled with a second concept, of 

manaaki and manaakitanga. In a recent article Tahu Kukutai described 

it as ‘a core Māori value that can be defined as “the process of showing 

and receiving care, respect, kindness and hospitality”’.15 Kukutai goes on 

to expand the definition by breaking down the word into its etymological 

components: ‘The root of manaakitanga is mana; “aki” indicates reciprocal 

action. The concept of manaakitanga, then, captures the notions of mutual 

care and respect for people, honouring one another or power sharing, and 

the protection of our environments.’16 The idea of reciprocity and respect 

as core components of hospitality and a dialogic relationship do appear in 

Western philosophy. However, it is important to note that Kukutai includes 

in manaakitanga a wider set of concerns than the human, including 

protection of our environments, which is often neglected in the human-

centric focus of Western philosophy. 
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A year ago, John Vea, a participant in our conversation discussion group at 

Te Tuhi, introduced me to the idea of talanoa, a principle and approach that 

shapes his research conversations with people. He pointed me to a 2006 

paper by Timote M Vaioleti. Vaioleti describes talanoa as ‘[a] personal 

encounter where people story their issues, their realities and aspirations’, 

an encounter that allows ‘a cultural synthesis of the information, stories, 

emotions and theorising’.17 Breaking this word down, Vaioleti writes ‘Tala 

means to inform, tell, relate and command, as well as to ask or apply. Noa 

means of any kind, ordinary, nothing in particular, purely imaginary or 

void. . . . Talanoa, then, literally means talking about nothing in particular, 

and interacting without a rigid framework.’18 However, Vaioleti stresses 

that the practice of talanoa communicates important information and 

is a multi-levelled and multi-layered form of critical discussion and free 

conversation. ‘Noa creates the space and conditions. Tala holistically 

intermingles researchers’ and participants’ emotions, knowing and 

experiences.’19 Combined they lead to a new knowing that is energising. 

Vea uses talanoa as a guiding principle for curiosity and openness in his 

happenstance conversations—conversations that lead him to new stories 

that feed his art—however, Vaioleti proposes it also as a formal framework 

for approaching research with Pacific communities. 

These approaches—tikanga, manaakitanga, talanoa—can be seen most 

clearly in the recent rise of time-based semi-structured gatherings 

within the arts that use the guiding frameworks of wānanga, noho marae 

and fono. My short (and incomplete) list includes Local Time’s small 

gatherings and hui over the last 10 years as well their noho collaboration 

with ST PAUL St Gallery for the 2015 Curatorial Symposium. Elisapeta 

Heta fused the frameworks of noho and Open Space Technologies as part 

of Since 1984—He aha te ahurea-rua at ST PAUL St Gallery in 2015 and 

the Taharangi Hou wānanga she led with Taarati Taiaroa at Blue Oyster 

Gallery in 2016. That same year D.A.N.C.E. Art Club led a fono at All 

Goods in Avondale, Auckland, and, in 2017 at CoCA in Christchurch, the 

participating artists in the exhibition Making Space also came together for 

a fono. Some of these gatherings do take place in the marae or fale, but 

others sit within academic and gallery spaces which are colonised spaces 

architecturally and socially. Reflecting on her 2015 noho in the publication 

Unfolding Kaitiakitanga: Shifting the Institutional Space with Biculturalism, 

Heta identified the atamira as the means she used to move the Western 
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gallery structure into a te ao Māori paradigm. ‘The most significant role of 

the atamira was to negotiate the shift of the two ST PAUL St galleries into 

the marae-like spaces necessary to the requirements of a wānanga.’20 The 

atamira platform acted as a threshold and site for exchange and agency 

and, through its placement, signalled and enabled certain tikanga for the 

time of the noho. 

What each of these different time-based gatherings of people in space 

creates is the conditions for multiple types of interaction that embrace 

the generative nature of noa. Knowledge is found in the ordinary routine 

exchanges as much as the speculative and exploratory discussions. Ideas 

and relationships are unfolded durationally and resonate beyond the 

time spent together. And, most importantly, people come together as 

equals who aki each other’s mana on a terrain of mutuality. In Unfolding 

Kaitiakitanga, Heta undertook a wide-ranging conversation with Jack 

Gray that considered their practices of facilitating wānanga and noho 

marae. Reflecting on the Local Time-led noho marae in 2015, she said: 

‘What becomes apparent and is clearly the biggest challenge is that 

there’s intensity with what happens over that wānanga period of time. It’s 

so amazing, words no longer properly describe the experience to others 

afterward. Yet, even in the attempt to explain it to those who weren’t there, 

there’s something palpable, tangible after the fact.’21 

One of the reasons it’s difficult to talk about the actual conversations that 

occur in the noho, the reading group, the one-on-one encounter— even 

when bounded by the frameworks of art or creative research—is that the 

conversations’ affective and cognitive qualities are wrapped up in their 

doing. The utterances, with their emotive performativity, are absorbed 

and responded to in the doing of conversation. The informational content, 

while often significant, is only one component of the reciprocal exchange. 

Paolo Virno argued that speech, and by extension conversation, is ‘neither 

production (poiesis) nor cognition (episteme), but action (praxis)’.22 While 

we use speech to achieve goals, he asserts that, in and of itself, we ‘don’t 

speak because we have observed that the use of language is advantageous 

to us: we speak as we live, but not because we consider life useful’.23 We 

speak as a matter of course, just as we breathe. 
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As Bakhtin outlines, we perform the speech acts of conversation through 

(in)complete utterances, with their emotive or performative qualities and 

expectation of response, and we do so within the genres we have available 

to us. The examples of reading groups, fono and noho marae show us that 

we set up the conditions that then shape the choice of genres and signal 

the sensibilities and protocols the participants need to bring to the context. 

But within that context the conversations that play out are realised in 

praxis, in an interplay of words, pauses, interruptions and emotional tonality 

that each speaker deploys in response to each other and the situation. 
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S H A R E / C H E A T / U N I T E  
A T  T H E  P H Y S I C S  R O O M

J A M I E  H A N T O N

The following is an abridged catalogue essay that accompanied 
The Physics Room’s iteration of Share/Cheat/Unite. This 
exhibition brought together a new selection of artists to create 
different interwork connections and develop aspects of the 
original exhibition curated by Bruce E. Phillips. Three artists 
remained from Te Tuhi: Aníbal López (A-1 53167), Yu-Cheng 
Chou, and Sasha Huber, and four have been introduced: Gemma 
Banks, Chim Pom, Pilvi Takala and Johnson Witehira. 

The Physics Room iteration of Share/Cheat/Unite focused on 

communication strategies and the use of language in the service 

of persuasion, coercion and reconciliation. A new commission by 

Christchurch-based artist Gemma Banks situated these ideas in The 

Physics Room’s immediate environment of the post-quake ‘Innovation 

Precinct’, a model of neoliberal urban development designed to legitimise 

and maximise productivity through a language of creativity. Banks’ 

interwoven narratives traced movement through the carefully planned 

area. Pilvi Takala’s Drive With Care also takes a heavily controlled 

environment as its subject. The welcoming signage for an elite private 

school in the United States, where Takala spent time undercover as a 

teacher, reads ‘DRIVE WITH CARE CHILDREN AND DOGS EVERYWHERE’. 

Later in the video we learn that this is just the very beginning of the ruling 

apparatus that dictates life at the school for teachers and students. 

It is the system’s Foucauldian reliance on language to uphold its values 

that the artists of Share/Cheat/Unite broadly address. Yu-Cheng 

Chou, Aníbal López (A-1 53167) and Pilvi Takala focus on the human 

consequences of a market that privileges and valorises certain forms of 

labour, while Johnson Witehira, Sasha Huber and Chim Pom challenge 
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the ongoing, and traumatic, effects of language within histories of 

inequitable power relations. Each artist in Share/Cheat/Unite capitalises 

on the system’s paradoxical relationship to creativity—the artist at once 

precarious and unusually mobile—to operate with one foot in the sphere of 

creative practice, and one foot out, employing guerrilla tactics to actively 

share, cheat and unite. 

Yu-Cheng Chou’s A Working History Lu Chieh-Te focuses on the precarity 

of labour for a generation of ageing workers in Taipei by telling the story 

of Mr Lu, a man Chou hired via a newspaper advertisement to work on 

a temporary basis as a gallery worker. The pattern of Mr Lu’s signature 

jersey becomes the pattern for the abstract painting on the stage. Through 

the biographical publication of Mr Lu’s working history and the adaptation 

of his workaday clothes into an artwork, Chou amplifies the value of the 

experiences of the often unseen working class. 

Aníbal López (A-1 53167) also intervened in the market in Testimonio by 

inviting a Guatemalan ‘sicario’—a contract killer—to speak about his job 

in a live question and answer event at dOCUMENTA 13 in Kassel, Germany. 

The work brings two seemingly disparate worlds together in a room, and 

on one level raises a number of questions around the flows of ‘artworld’ 

financial capital in relation to ethical labour—how is it that a publically 

funded exhibition is justified in paying for a contract killer to fly to another 

country to speak about his life? Questions from the audience ranged from 

the banal to the spiritual and, despite the visibly emotionally affective 

quality of the experience, it cannot be denied that those present are 

somehow intricately and invisibly complicit. 

In Making the Sky of Hiroshima ‘PIKA!’, Chim Pom take a similarly direct 

approach in an attempt to influence dominant discourse. Commissioned by 

the Hiroshima Museum in 2008, the Tokyo-based collective hired a plane 

to skywrite the word ‘Pika’ [ピカッ] over the Hiroshima Peace Memorial. 

Pronounced ‘p’kah!’—meaning ‘flash’—the ethereal white text referenced 

the atomic attack perpetrated by the United States at the close of World 

War Two. The public reaction was immediate and irate. The ambush-like 

appearance of the traumatic word challenged Japanese taboos around 

this contentious history and as a result the exhibition was cancelled by 

the museum. In response to the furore, Chim Pom actively engaged the 
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survivors of the attack to investigate the trauma involved with closing 

down the discussion of this horrific event. The resulting publication Why 

Can’t We Make the Sky of Hiroshima ‘PIKA!’? (2009), documents this 

reconciliatory process with the affected communities. 

The power of language to hurt and heal is also explored in Sasha Huber’s 

Karakia: The Resetting Ceremony. Huber’s video is part of a larger 

continuing project called ‘Demounting Louis Agassiz’, which consists of the 

artist travelling around the world to spread awareness of landmarks and 

monuments named after the racist Swiss geologist. While alive, Agassiz 

lectured on the scientific duty to establish a hierarchy among the races 

and promulgated the thesis that Africa had never developed a civilised 

society. While in Aotearoa, Huber travelled with Ngāi Tahu pounamu carver 

Jeff Mahuika to the ‘Agassiz Glacier’ between Kā Roimata a Hine Hukatere 

(Franz Josef Glacier) and Te Moeka o Tuawe (Fox Glacier), where Mahuika 

offered a karakia to symbolically un-name the glacier and free it of its 

association with Agassiz and his racism. 

Johnson Witehira’s Half-blood, based on, and referencing, historical 

accounts of pre- and post-contact Aotearoa explores the stories we are 

told, and the stories we tell ourselves. In one version of the playable 

artwork, Thomas, a Pākehā coloniser, is greeted by tangata whenua and 

the conversation on the shore quickly establishes the priorities of the 

newly arrived European. Thomas is there to spread the word of God to the 

‘savages’—in the work he achieves this by flinging bibles at the indigenous 

population and absorbing their tongues to sustain his own existence. The 

player controlling Thomas conducts this violent assimilation of one culture 

by another by quite literally stealing their means of expression. 
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S H A R E / C H E A T / U N I T E  
I N  P O S T - Q U A K E  Ō T A U T A H I : 
I N N O V A T E / A D V O C A T E /
R E G E N E R A T E

J A M I E  H A N T O N

I was first introduced to Share/Cheat/Unite in December 2015. Bruce 

picked me up from the airport and took me straight to Pakuranga to 

attend the first gathering between artists and curators. When emailing 

Bruce during the lead-up to the meeting I’d expressed interest in trying to 

‘cheat’ the mainstream media into covering contemporary art more fairly 

and generously. The strategy was to adopt some of the tactics used by 

corporations to promote their interests and potentially work within the 

bounds of an exhibition to test this out via some of our own special tactics: 

commissions, research and public programming. 

One of the key moments in developing the Ōtautahi Christchurch iteration 

of Share/Cheat/Unite occurred in 2016, when The Physics Room hosted 

a two-day symposium titled Seen and Heard: Public Displays and Public 

Discourses. The symposium drew on Isabelle Sully’s Guestbook exhibition 

at Westspace, Melbourne, in 2016, which focused on the newspaper review 

as a space of potentiality that acts ‘as a kind of transitory location between 

an active art audience (I hesitate to say educated here) and a wider less 

operational audience’.1 Seen and Heard posed questions regarding the 

value and role of arts coverage in non-specialist media in relation to 

more specialised formats and, via active workshops that involved both 

contributors and participants, sought to extrapolate this line of thinking 

into the general—mediated—reception of contemporary art. 

On the second day of the symposium we conducted a workshop titled 

‘They See Me Trolling’, the idea of which was to work with participants 

to create a number of different avatars on Stuff.co.nz in order to engage 

with the discussion—and criticism—levelled at public contemporary art 
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in the comments section of inflammatory and under-researched articles. 

The kaupapa of the workshop borrowed from Wikipedia edit-a-thons, 

which intervene in canon making, legitimation and archival processes, as 

well as more clandestine—and well-funded—efforts to influence elections 

or public opinion on a massive scale via social media and grassroots 

propaganda such as the recently rumbled Cambridge Analytica. As it 

transpired, the participants, many of whom were artists and practitioners 

operating outside of an institutional context, declined to be involved in 

the trolling. They cited fairly and justifiably that this was additional labour 

and they were already involved in precarious situations in relation to time 

and production to maintain their livelihoods and creative practices and, 

ultimately, were not responsible for the advocacy of a whole sector. 

The final session of the day, ‘ADVOCACY <-> PROPAGANDA’, was intended 

to provide an opportunity to brainstorm a number of motivational, 

inspirational or epithetical phrases that could be transformed into 

marketing collateral for contemporary art as an industry. These would 

then be printed on a letterpress printer in a subsequent workshop and 

distributed around public and private spaces in the vicinity of The 

Physics Room’s central city location. Again, there was a semi-reluctance, 

a reticence among the participants, to contribute fully to the idea of 

marketing themselves. I could speculate that this feeling was part of a 

collective—though by no means formalised—understanding that the 

contemporary arts community holds itself to higher moral and ethical 

standards than other industries—whether these are achieved or not. And 

further, that within public and non-commercial art practice especially, 

there is a reluctance among artists to sell or promote themselves for fear 

of appearing to inhabit too fully, or earnestly, the hype-beast image of 

Richard Florida’s ‘creative class’ that is so inextricably tied to the neo-

liberal agendas of gentrification and economic growth as measures of 

success. Somewhat serendipitously in this session, while looking for some 

entity to define ourselves in relation to, we unearthed the spatial planning 

document for the immediate geographic and economic area surrounding 

The Physics Room: the Christchurch Innovation Precinct. Prepared for the 

Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment, the plan 

describes and illustrates a spatial framework for the Innovation Precinct 

as identified and described in the CCDU Blueprint Plan for Christchurch 
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and the vision identified by the Ministry of Business Innovation and 

Employment (MBIE). This framework sets out the high level urban 

design, public realm and architectural principles for the Christchurch 

Innovation Precinct (ChIP) site. It takes a staged development approach 

with one or two ‘Innovation HUB’ areas proposed to kick start the ChIP, 

providing a place for innovators to ‘collide’ while acting as an anchor for 

adjacent development.2 

The precinct-ification of the city occurred during the immediate planning 

and rebuild process following the series of major earthquakes in 

Canterbury in 2010 and 2011.3 Pre-quake, the space around The Physics 

Room used to be a bustling area of commercial and non-commercial 

galleries, studios, affordable apartments, and independent businesses 

but is now an artificially constructed warren of laneways edging around 

monolithic concrete and glass buildings intended to hold the technological 

heart of Christchurch: the new (new?) Silicon Valley. The ChIP site is 

bounded by Lichfield Street to the north, Manchester Street to the west, 

Madras Street to the east, and St Asaph Street to the south. The area 

is not quite a full square or block; the area occupied by Ara Institute of 

Technology (formerly Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology) 

has been cut out, so from a bird’s-eye view the area looks like an open-

mouthed Pacman. That a major educational institute was left out of the 

ChIP is baffling, but probably has more to do with the potential (or limits) 

for development—and thus control—of the site, rather than any other 

reasoning. However, The Physics Room, an organisation that has been 

present at the site since 1999 and has some claim to being creative and 

innovative, is not mentioned once in a 47-page document. Sour grapes? 

Perhaps. But the omission of The Physics Room can potentially be seen as 

a blindspot in the future development of the city: a city built on profit-

driven innovation, a city without non-profit organisations or the value(s) 

they bring. 

Occurring concurrently with the physical transformation of the city has 

been a change in the discourse of creativity, precipitated by global trends 

and localised factors including the move towards creative cities discourse 

in local government policy.4 Grassroots creative organisations such as 

Gap Filler captured the mood of the post-quake city with creative and 

participatory interventions into the spaces left vacant by demolished or 
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destroyed buildings. These initiatives were seized upon and valorised by 

media and government alike. In 2014, the visit of New York Times writer 

Justin Bergman meant that Christchurch featured twice on the paper’s 

online platform: once in a feature titled ‘After Earthquakes, a Creative 

Rebirth in Christchurch’, and then again taking the number-two spot in ‘52 

Places to Go in 2014’ the Times’ annual travel anthology, which name-

checked Greening the Rubble, Gap Filler, and the Transitional Cathedral 

designed by Japanese architect Shigeru Ban. Two years later in September 

2016, Christchurch-based writer Mike Yardley described how ‘Christchurch 

has shaken off the quake and a bold and creative new city is rising from 

the rubble’.5 The piece discussed the proliferation of street art and in a 

further Kia Ora piece on Christchurch in 2017, it was noted that Lonely 

Planet had named Christchurch one of the global capitals for street art.6 

In these portrayals a certain type of creativity is instrumentalised in 

the service of the rebuild, a rebuild that is fundamentally about a feel-

good economic resurgence of a city. Visitors mean customers. Business 

is equated with wellbeing. Renewal, like the term activation, is a more 

palatable way of talking about gentrification, which may ‘renew’ a city but 

does not necessarily support artists or arts organisations in a long-term or 

sustainable way, if they themselves are not interested in turning a profit. 

In the recently published ‘Arts Management, Urban Regeneration, and 

Disaster in the New Zealand Context’, University of Canterbury sociologist 

Alison Loveridge covers the arts-funding situation in Christchurch 

immediately post-quake. The report highlights the disconnect between  

the focus of resources on the built environment and the strict level 

of control in the shaping of the city via the blueprint with the public 

valorisation of loosely organised and poorly funded and supported artists. 

As Loveridge states, ‘Even though practicing artists themselves are not 

earning high incomes, they contribute directly to place making and to 

spin-offs to more commercially oriented design- and innovation-based 

business.’7 She concludes,

whoever is included as innovative, they have given back on their 

investment many times in terms of creation of a new Christchurch 

brand. Nevertheless, these innovators, who may be strongly oriented 

towards experimentation with participatory development models, don’t 

provide tenants for the arts precinct.8 
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And so, Loveridge concludes, these artists are overlooked for funding. 

These languages of promotion also seep into policy. Christchurch City 

Council earthquake funding was targeted at activating the central city. One 

question in a funding document explicitly asked what the activity would do 

to bring people into the centre of town. The possibly unseen irony is that 

the commercial success of the rebuild may not impact positively on the 

non-commercial, non-profit organisations of the city, whose activities also 

bring people into the central city, as property demand in the centre of town 

leads to rent rises. 

Share/Cheat/Unite provided an opportunity to interrogate some of the 

ideas raised by the spatial plan and the new context of Christchurch 

city, as well as its celebration in mainstream media. The tension of 

what a healthy arts ecology might look like in the midst of the ongoing 

flood of neoliberal agendas is a question relevant to all non-profit arts 

organisations, but is perhaps felt more keenly in the wake of a disaster 

when crisis demands (economic) stability. How do we demonstrate that 

the arts have their own unique value, separate and distinct from the 

associated value that galleries, studios, and artists bring to the marketing 

of a city or to property propositions? Or do we accept that our existence is 

inextricably tied to these systems and leverage what we can?

Drawing on the potentialities of shifting registers of language and fictive 

narratives, Gemma Banks’ work Lola in Orb IP/SP was the sole new 

commission in the Ōtautahi iteration of Share/Cheat/Unite. The text-based 

work took three different forms in three locations: within the gallery in 

the form of a three-channel video installation; at the interstices of the 

gallery and exterior as a moving-image work projected onto a window, 

visible to passersby on the street after hours; and as a poster campaign 

on bollards and fences around the CBD. Lifting language directly from the 

Spatial Plan, Banks collaged particular phrases with her own writing to 

create a dichotomous world comprised of the Innovation Precinct and the 

Shadow Precinct. The heroine of these fictional worlds, Lola, is tasked with 

retrieving information unlawfully kept by a mysterious corporation inside 

the Shadow Precinct. 
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In a city where urban development seeks to expose everything via light

it is significant that the clandestine narrative section of Banks’ work, when 

Lola conducts her mission, takes part in and relies on darkness. Mirroring 

this reliance on the cover of night, Banks’ exterior projection was only 

activated in the evening. And inside the gallery, Banks fitted the usual 

house lights with coloured gels to create an eerie green crepuscular haze. 

As Jonathan Crary states in 24/7: Late Capitalism and the Ends of Sleep

The illumination of the nighttime was a symbolic demonstration of 

what apologists for capitalism had promised throughout the nineteenth 

century: it would be the twin guarantee of security and increased 

possibilities for prosperity, supposedly improving the fabric of social 

existence for everyone. In this sense, the triumphal installation of a 

24/7 world is a fulfillment of that earlier project, but with benefits and 

prosperity accruing mainly to a powerful global elite.9 

The text Banks has composed turns the language of the Spatial Plan in 

on itself through the juxtaposition of electric fiction with the discourse 

of sterile economic development. Lines like, ‘THIS CLUSTERING WILL 

ACHIEVE THE NECESSARY CRITICAL MASS TO ENSURE INNOVATION 

ACTIVITIES ARE CONDUCTED’ are presented on equal footing with 

phrases such as, ‘TEETH SCATTERED EVERYWHERE INCISORS, CANINES, 

PREMOLARS’. This particular combination repeats three times in the 

video—the chaos embodied in a throbbing, inescapable manner. Banks 

has imbued the text lifted directly from the plan with an authoritarian tone 

that resembles a kind of Orwellian Newspeak. In Susan Stewart’s Nonsense 

the author argues that, ‘all discourse bears reference to a commonly held 

world. The discourse of common sense refers to the “real world.” The 

discourse of nonsense refers to “nothing.” In other words, it refers to 

itself, even though it must manufacture this “nothing” out of a system of 

differences from the everyday world—the common stuff of social life—in 

order to be recognised as “nothing.”’10

Even if one has read the Spatial Plan, it is extremely difficult to distinguish 

the authentic text from Banks’ modifications; her work highlights the plan’s 

lack of real-world references and shows the document to be self-referential 

in the extreme, accountable only to its own self-fulfilment. 



81

Alongside the exhibition, a number of public programming events 

were organised to explore some of the issues raised. Continuing the 

interrogation of post-quake rebuild discourse we invited researchers 

from the University of Canterbury’s Department of Psychology to discuss 

their work at The Physics Room on the potency of positive and negative 

earthquake-related imagery to affect behaviour. In 2014, the university 

promoted the findings of this research by issuing a press release titled, 

‘Positive thoughts potentially dangerous’, and followed with the statement, 

‘Positive images of the Christchurch recovery are a “time travel dream 

machine”, but more distracting than negative ones’.11 Postgraduate 

student Nicola Hancock described the research methodology which drew 

on the ‘“think-aloud” protocol in the vigilance tasks, recording what is 

thought and coding it to off-task or on-task to ascertain if unfiltered mind 

wandering is affecting performance’.12 This testing is currently being used 

for businesses, the air traffic control industry in particular, where mental 

alacrity is crucial in workplace performance. Using positive images of the 

rebuild, the researchers found that the subjects’ reaction times decreased, 

whereas negative images increased awareness. The potential for this 

research to be used for visual culture practices is compelling. Art has long 

been touted as an alternative therapy that can lead to increased health 

and wellbeing, but it is rarely connected with direct economic results other 

than the tourism or gentrification. The possibility to advocate for an art 

that shocked or disturbed in order to stimulate production is a strange and 

dark path. 

The most direct response to the curatorial premise of using (potentially 

devious) communications strategies in order to hack the media 

environment was the development and soft launch of Contemporary 

Art Advocacy Aotearoa (CAAA)—a website in the vein of the Science 

Media Centre (SMC). The SMC is a platform that mediates between the 

science community of New Zealand and journalists and news outlets to 

assist with the accurate reporting and representation of science-related 

news.13 We organised a two-day workshop to crowd-source expertise 

in the establishment of CAAA, working with designers and those with 

backgrounds in art history. The site aims to ‘promote informed research-

based reporting on contemporary art in Aotearoa New Zealand by helping 

the media work more closely with the contemporary art community’.14 

The CAAA website includes an FAQ section on the historical basis of 
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contemporary art as well as its potentially controversial or taboo topics, 

the funding of contemporary art in New Zealand, and direct commentary 

on current articles in the style of Radio New Zealand’s Mediawatch.15 
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G E M M A  B A N K S

pp. 54–55, 84–85 (installation view, The Physics 

Room), pp.66–71 (page work)

Lola in Orb IP/SP, 2017

single channel video, 7:00 minutes; artist page 

work; street poster campaign located in the 

Christchurch Innovation Precinct,  

3 September–8 October 

courtesy of the artist and The Physics Room

photo by Daegan Wells

Y U - C H E N G  C H O U 

pp. 56–69 (installation view, The Physics Room), 

pp. 102–103 (detail, The Physics Room) 

A Working History Lu Chieh-Te, 2012 

installation, pattern painted on wooden deck, 

500 x 500 cm; booklet (Chinese and English),  

13 x 21 cm, 210 pages,

commissioned by Taipei Contemporary Centre in 

Taipei for the exhibition Trading Futures, 2012; 

commissioned by Te Tuhi in Auckland for the 

exhibition Share/Cheat/Unite, 2016

photo by Daegan Wells

A R T W O R K 
I N F O R M A T I O N

S A S H A  H U B E R

pp. 90–91 (install view, The Physics Room)

KARAKIA: The Resetting Ceremony, 2015 

video, 5:20 minutes, featuring Jeff Mahuika (Kāti 

Māhaki, Kāi Tahu) 

courtesy of the artist 

photo by Daegan Wells

pp. 92–93 (install view, The Physics Room)

Agassiz Down Under Poster, 2017 

The Physics Room, Christchurch

take away poster #3, edition of 100, 42 x 60 cm 

courtesy of the artist and The Physics Room

photo by Daegan Wells

A N Í B A L  L Ó P E Z  ( A - 1  5 3 1 6 7 ) 

Testimonio, 2012

video, 43:39 minutes

courtesy of Prometeo Gallery, Italy 

(see Share/Cheat/Unite Volume 2 for images)
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P I L V I  T A K A L A

pp. 98–101 (video still)

Drive with care, 2013

single channel video, 13:00 minutes 

courtesy of the artist and Helsinki 

Contemporary

photo by Daegan Wells

J O H N S O N  W I T E H I R A

pp. 94–95 (installation view, The Physics Room),  

pp. 96–97 (video still)

Half-blood, 2016

two-channel playable artwork 

courtesy of the artist 

photo by Daegan Wells

C H I M P O M

pp. 86–89 (installation view, The Physics Room)

Making the Sky of Hiroshima ‘PIKA!’, 2009

Single-channel video, 5:35 minutes

courtesy of the artists 

photo by Daegan Wells

Untitled, 2009

paper, pencil, coloured pencil, 312 × 201 mm

courtesy of the artists 

photo by Daegan Wells

Why Can’t We Make the Sky of Hiroshima 

‘PIKA!’?, 2009

artist publication 

courtesy of the artists 

photo by Daegan Wells
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G E M M A  B A N K S

Gemma Banks is a Christchurch-based multi-

disciplinary artist who graduated in 2016 with 

a BFA from Ilam School of Fine Art, where 

she is now completing her honours in graphic 

design. A prevalent methodology in her work 

is the questioning of perceived reality and the 

proposal of alternative realities through multiple 

narrative and storytelling techniques. 

Y U - C H E N G  C H O U 

Taipei-based artist Yu-Cheng Chou, born in 

1976 in Taipei, studied at the l’École Nationale 

Supérieure des Beaux-arts de Paris, and the 

research program ‘La Seine’. He specialises in 

the interplay between aesthetics and society. 

Chou’s artworks take various forms wherein he 

often plays the role of ‘intermediary’ between 

the individuals, enterprises, institutions and 

organisations that he negotiates with and for. 

Chou has exhibited extensively throughout 

the world at galleries and museums such as 

Edouard Malingue Gallery, Hong Kong; Project 

Fulfill Art Space, Taipei, Taiwan; Grand Palais, 

Paris, France; Kunstlerhaus Bethanien, Berlin, 

Germany; Taipei Fine Arts Museum, Taipei, 

Taiwan; Centre for Chinese Contemporary 

Arts, Manchester, United Kingdom; National 

Taiwan Museum of Fine Arts, Taichung, Taiwan; 

Kuandu Museum, Taipei, Taiwan; Museum of 

Contemporary Art in Denver, Colorado, United 

States; Taipei Contemporary Art Center, Taipei, 

Taiwan; Arko Art Center, Seoul, Korea; New 

Museum, New York City, United States; Queens 

Museum, New York, United States; Bangkok Art 

& Culture Centre, Bangkok, Thailand; and Cité 

Internationale des Arts, Paris, France. 

yuchengchou.com 

C O N T R I B U T O R ’ S 
B I O G R A P H I E S

http://yuchengchou.com
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J A M I E  H A N T O N 

Jamie Hanton is currently the Director of The 

Physics Room in Christchurch where he has 

worked with many nationally and internationally 

renowned artists and has led an innovative 

programme of exhibitions across the South 

Island of New Zealand. Prior to this he was 

Kaitiaki Taonga Toi, Curator of Art Collections 

at the University of Canterbury (2014–16), and 

was also the Director of Blue Oyster Art Project 

Space (2011–14). In addition to these roles, Jamie 

has worked as an independent curator and 

writer, and has been a consistent voice in New 

Zealand’s contemporary art discourse.

S A S H A  H U B E R

Helsinki-based Sasha Huber is a visual artist 

of Swiss-Haitian heritage, born in Zurich in 

1975. Huber’s work is primarily concerned 

with the politics of memory and belonging, 

particularly in relation to the colonial residue 

left in the environment. Sensitive to the 

subtle threads connecting history and the 

present, she uses and responds to archival 

material within a layered creative practice that 

encompasses video, photography, collaborations 

with researchers and performance-based 

interventions. Using her voice and body 

to mediate the unfinished business of 

history, Huber’s work now attempts to heal 

environmental ruptures troubled by a colonial 

inheritance, while stepping inside the shoes of 

those who came before. She has participated in 

numerous international exhibitions, including 

the 56th International Art Exhibition–La 

Biennale di Venezia in 2015; 19th Biennale of 

Sydney in 2014; 2nd Changjiang International 

Photography and Video Biennale in 2017; the 1st 

Singapore Biennale in 2006; and has exhibited 

at galleries and museums such as the Center 

Pompidou, Paris, France; Museum of Latin 

American Art, Los Angeles, United States; Art 

in General, New York, United States; and Savvy 

Contemporary, Berlin, Germany. Huber also 

works in a creative partnership with artist Petri 

Saarikko and together they have been invited 

to artist residencies in Brazil, Sweden, Norway, 

Switzerland, New Zealand and Australia. 

sashahuber.com 

http://sashahuber.com


110

M E L I S S A  L A I N G

Dr Melissa Laing is the lead researcher for the 

Performance Ethics Working Group, an initiative 

of the University Without Conditions (UWC). 

Recent Working Group projects include a 

podcast series on ethics and performance (2014) 

and a collaborative investigation into the role 

and practice of conversation in art that launched 

with the support of Te Tuhi during Share/Cheat/

Unite (2016). The Negotiating Conversational 

Frequency Report was published by the UWC 

in 2017. A theorist, curator and artist, Laing 

focuses on the intersections of ethics, politics 

and art. Since 2014 she has been working on two 

major creative projects: Boat Dates, an ongoing 

series of conversational exchanges taking 

place on water; and Controlled Environment 

Laboratory, a history of the National Climate 

Laboratory in Palmerston North told through 

films, publications and sculptures. She currently 

works as the Whau Community Arts Broker in 

West Auckland. 

universitywithoutconditions.ac.nz 

melissalaing.com

A N Í B A L  L Ó P E Z  ( A - 1  5 3 1 6 7 ) 

Guatemalan artist Aníbal López (1964–2014) 

was a prominent artist also known by the alias 

A-1 53167, his Guatemalan identity-card number. 

He was renowned for his confrontational 

actions and performances, which often 

courted controversy and questioned power 

structures in society. He had a successful 

career, exhibiting extensively around the world 

in international group exhibitions such as the 

Bienal de Pontevedra (2010); Mercosul Biennial 

(2007); the Prague Biennale (2003); and the 

49th International Art Exhibition–La Biennale 

di Venezia (2001), where he received the 

Golden Lion for the best young artist. López’s 

work Testimonio (2012), included in Share/

Cheat/Unite at Te Tuhi, was commissioned for 

dOCUMENTA 13 (2012). His work is represented 

by Prometeo Gallery, Italy. 

http://universitywithoutconditions.ac.nz
http://melissalaing.com


111

B R U C E  E .  P H I L L I P S

Bruce E. Phillips is a Wellington-based writer 

and curator. From 2011 to 2016 he was the 

Senior Curator at Te Tuhi and in 2017 he 

continued as Te Tuhi’s Curator at Large. He has 

curated many exhibitions featuring over 200 

artists such as Jonathas de Andrade, Tania 

Bruguera, Ruth Ewan, Newell Harry, Amanda 

Heng, Rangituhia Hollis, Tehching Hsieh, Toril 

Johannessen, Maddie Leach, William Pope.L, 

Santiago Sierra, Shannon Te Ao, Luke Willis 

Thompson, Kalisolaite ‘Uhila and The Otolith 

Group. Selected group exhibitions include 

Close Encounters at the Hyde Park Art Centre, 

Chicago (2008–2010); and What do you mean, 

we? (2012), Between Memory and Trace (2012), 

Unstuck in Time (2014), THE HIVE HUMS WITH 

MANY MINDS (2016) and Share/Cheat/Unite 

(2016) at Te Tuhi.

bruceephillips.com

P I L V I  T A K A L A

Pilvi Takala (b.1981, Helsinki) lives and works in 

Berlin and Helsinki. Takala uses performative 

interventions as a means to process social 

structures and question the normative rules 

and truths of our behaviour in different cultural 

contexts. Her works emerge out of research in a 

certain community and then reach out to a wider 

audience through different media, including 

video. Her works clearly show that it is often 

possible to learn about the implicit rules of a 

social situation only by its disruption.

http://bruceephillips.com
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J O H N S O N  W I T E H I R A

Johnson Witehira is an artist and designer of 

Tamahaki (Ngāti Hinekura), Ngā Puhi (Ngai-

tū-te-auru), Ngāti Haua and New Zealand 

European descent. His interest in Māori visual 

art led him to Massey University where he 

completed a doctorate (2013) that explored both 

the aesthetics and tikanga in customary Māori 

art. As an artist Witehira’s work often explores 

identity and the space between cultures.

C H I M P O M

Chim Pom is an artist collective formed in 2005 

in Tokyo with members Ryuta Ushiro, Yasutaka 

Hayashi, Ellie, Masataka Okada, Motomu 

Inaoka, and Toshinori Mizuno. Responding 

instinctively to the ‘real’ of their times, Chim

Pom has continuously released works that 

intervene in contemporary society with strong 

social messages. In addition to participating in 

exhibitions throughout the world, they develop 

various independent projects.
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N E G O T I A T I N G  C O N V E R S A T I O N A L 

F R E Q U E N C I E S

Alongside the research convener, Melissa Laing, 

and Te Tuhi Senior Curator Bruce E. Phillips a 

number of artists and researchers generously 

committed to helping facilitate and shape 

the Negotiating Conversational Frequencies 

research group. These included Leon Tan, 

Jeremy Leatinu‘u, Tosh Ahkit, John Vea and 

Xin Cheng. In addition, Chris Berthelsen, Amy 

Weng, Andrew Kennedy, Grace Wright, Raewyn 

Alexander, Kelly Carmichael, Ivan Mršić, Sean 

Curham and Kaoru Kodama all participated in 

the discussions.
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