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My research focus is on the material history of computer-generated graphics and how the 
interface informs the construction of cultural techniques. I am intrigued by the importance of the 
technical specificity of post-photographic image production in the contemporary visual 
culture—a topic that is often misunderstood. My approach to digital imaging is multifaceted, on a 
historical level and also conceptually, and the intention of my research is to demystify technical 
processes and philosophical perspectives on media operations. 
  
I root this abstract media operation of computation, inscription, clicking, and rendering in 
materialist and haptic terms. One focus of my work is to engage more explicitly with the new 
German media theory term “cultural techniques,” formulated after Friedrich Kittler. This school of 
thought helps conceive computation without computers through a view of computation as a 
processual media operation spanning different media. Along with conducting theoretical 
research, I will put theory into practice with further development of ongoing studio work. 
 
 

Crispy Hard, Crispy Fat is an extrapolation of my theoretical interest in materiality into the art 
studio practice. This project started a few years ago, before I moved to Cambridge, when I was 
exploring the remediation of surfaces, translating them from analog to digital using imaging tools 
such as photography, scanners, and 3D modeling software. Later, surfaces—now digital—were 
transformed into analog by carving a multilayered large acrylic painting with a Computer 
Numerical Control machine. 
  
On a studio visit with artist Stephen Prina, we looked at large canvases carved out by a CNC 
machine, which unveiled the painting’s history. The CNC, through acrylic paint, made 
inscriptions, showing the hand labor and marks over time. Simultaneously, the CNC bit was 
leaving its stamp and translating the G-code (the language used by the computer to translate 
the parameters into the surface). Along the large canvases, debris and fragments of paint 
scattered on the floor, reminiscent of the workplace where the painting was carved, registering 
the marks of the painting’s history. While looking at a fragment, Stephen asked me, “Is that a 
painting?” At this moment, I noticed how the small pieces were paintings on their own, and 
needed to be treated with the same methodology as before: translated into a digital model and 
reproduced into another medium. I started collecting the debris from the studio and 
photographed and archived each piece, creating a database of fragments. 
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Arriving back at my studio in Spain, I looked for the same type of debris to continue building up 
the archive. Typically, being part of the same operation, each fragment has similar 
characteristics; however, sometimes exceptions occur. 
  
Back in Cambridge, I met James Weaver, a biologist and technologist expert on scientific 
objects from the Wyss Institute. Among other things, he has made his own 3D printers and 
microscopes used for bioengineering studies. He 3D-scanned a small fragment from my studio 
in Spain using a high-precision machine. The results were a stunning .STL digital model that 
was the base for my project Crispy Hard, Crispy Fat. 
  
The 3D model was manipulated in 3D software, changing its materiality digitally, and it was 
rendered in other environments. Using a EPSON Stylus Pro 9900, it was printed on different 
media, such as Glossy Paper and Polyester fabric, and the prints were displayed, playing with 
the architecture of the Carpenter Center. The installation served as a dialog with the institution, 
questioning the materiality of the art object. 
  
Behind the large prints, a collection of photographs showed the placement of different fragments 
on the institutional setup, precisely at MASS MOCA and DIA Beacon, as part of ephemeral 
exhibitions. 
  
Part of the research for Crispy Hard, Crispy Fat was supported by other art objects, such a 
one-channel video played on a monitor on top of a copy of Flusseriana: An Intellectual Toolbox 
(2015), by Siegfried Zielinkski, Peter Weibel and Daniel Irrgang. This video showed the process 
of the CNC machine carving out the canvas and generating the fragments. The installation 
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included a table with a collections of fragments, along with a replica of the fragment from the 
studio in Spain that was 3D-printed on a larger scale using equipment from the Graduate School 
of Design, a photobook with images from a personal archive from Cybernetics and Art practices 
in dialog, and a book with poetry generated with the platform Amazon Mechanical Turk in 
response to photos of the fragments. 
  
Surface and labor are two key elements in this research. Labor comes in the discussion of 
automation and human labor: the hand and the interface. In an attempt to manifest these two 
fundamental elements, there is a small silicon rubber painting that is a cast of the work table’s 
surface used during this semester. 
 
Crispy Hard, Crispy Fat, is an exhibition of a theoretical research on technical specificity of 
post-photographic image production expanding into the art studio practice, more precisely in the 
“painting culture”. It questions operations about artistic research practice, the art object and 
institutions, in dialog with science and technology.  
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Title 
The Materiality of Material (Touching Sounding) 
 
 
Question (one sentence, around 50 words): what drives you? what do you want to 
discover? It can be wider than the actual project but should explain your trajectory 
as an artist-researcher in relation to the project. 
 
[Preview: 
When I grew up, I often heard sounds around me in the house that I tried to identify. 
With the time, I had gotten quite good at it, and for those and other reasons, the 
arrival of my mother was, even though TV or radio were running, no real secret—at 
least most of the time; I simply heard her car, the way the motor revved up for the 
last corrections, the door to the house, finally her steps in the hallway, then the key 
looking for the keyhole—and the first »hello«, which gave me an impression on how 
she felt; few moments, and I was oriented, prepared, ›in place‹. — There were some 
sounds, though, that I couldn’t identify. One of them sounded like something falling 
onto the tiles of our neighbors’ kitchen floor, something that had to be quite round 
and hard itself, like a marble, which didn’t make any sense though regarding that 
they were an elderly couple and I knew their flat quite well… It always remained a 
mystery, up until she died and he turned into a lonely old man—and I moved out.] 
 
How do we relate to materials, how do ›they‹ react to us, especially in their sonic 
and tactile, i.e., surface properties? Whatever it is, it frames, supports, surrounds, 
and influences us every day and demands constant attention and deciphering, while 
at the same time rejecting simple meaningfulness. 
 
 
 
Project Description (max 300 words): what is your project? how does it manifest 
itself? what is it about? how does it look/feel like? After reading this description a 
person should be able to get a clear sense of what your work is like. 
 
The project sounds, resounds of and from the surfaces of selected materials. From 
within two cubes made from the materials the project investigates—wood (pine) and 
metal (steel)—we hear the sound of objects brusquely touching others—yet more a 
drone of dark vibration than the usual, familiar short attack and quick decay of a hit. 
At the same time, we also hear those common sounds, less obtrusively emanating 
from the speakers on the same table that hosts the rattling cubes: clicking, popping 
sounds that repeat after some time. The table also offers a chance for experimental 
engagement and repetition: The materials, now appearing on the CRT screen in the 
background (where also the steel cube can be seen in the process of welding), can 
be used to create sounds, Cage-like, in concurrence or re-enactment of the video, 
the audio—and to echo the pictures that are hanging on the wall over the table: four 
close-ups from the very probes that are lying in front of us; while we touch them, 
can we feel what we see in the magnification, do we feel the cuts in the aluminum 
plate, the split-offs in the pieces of slate, the hair-like fibers of the wood? This is an 
invitation to dive into the small and personal experiences with objects or materials. 
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Technical Description (max 500 words): what technology do you use or intend to 
use? what do you need to make it happen? wood? metal? plaster? software? how 
do you plan to make it? Based on this it should be clear how the work functions 
and/or is built and/or is managed. 
 
I mainly used three materials, wood (pine, a bit of beech, and a third wood I still do 
not know the origin of), metal (steel and a bit of aluminum), and stone (different kind 
and forms of slate)—small probes of which I used to produce sounds and photos. I 
made two films: one of me welding and one of me creating the sounds in a halfway 
experimental setting. For filming, I used a Sony PXW-Z150. For the pictures, I used 
a Canon 7D. For audio recording, I used a Zoom H4nPro and the Rode NTG-3-B, a 
shotgun microphone. I further used some LED lights that were mounted on a small 
stand each. So I used the latter instruments to experiment on the named probes of 
materials and filmed all the processes. In the installation, a CRT screen showed the 
whole filmed process, or rather excerpts of it, including the welding of the one cube, 
all that playing from a media player. I then used all the recorded sounds in a sound 
installation: I played some of the sounds on two active stereo speakers, here using 
a computer for playback, as well as some modified sounds through both the steel 
and the wooden cube (through a two channel mono signal), using a transducer in 
each cube. I then also took some of the vibrations in the metal cube with a contact 
microphone and used this quasi-live recording of the cubes reacting on the table to 
the sounds made together with a bit of the background noise (vents and acoustics) 
of the original experiments to embed and disturb the clarity of the recordings a bit. I 
further used granular synthesis and some reverbs, compressors, and other effects 
on the sounds I had recorded to make the cubes vibrate. All the sound editing was 
done on Ableton Live. 
 
 
 
Space Requirements (max 500 words): where is it or where will it be? Will you 
need a wall? and how much space? if you are building something, how big is the 
object and where would you like to put it?  
 
The project needs an approximately 3*6 feet table against a wall and a few outlets. 
The scattered objects take up half of the table, the other half is used for screen and 
speakers as well as the cubes, which are connected to devices that are standing on 
a separate table, cart, or something similar. The photos take up a similar space on 
the wall above the table. 
 
 
 
Images (with captions) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Student Work 2



Installation view 1 
 

 
 
Installation view 2 
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Installation view 3 
 

 
 
 
Boxes 
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Video installation 
 

 
 
 
 
Pictures (full images, excerpts on display) 
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Buse Aktas  
 
Title:  
Dear _________ , will you come with me or shall I come with you?  
 
------ 
 
Question 
In what points along the journey of a material’s evolution can we see the 
vulnerability and fragility of the human condition? Can I - as a researcher developing 
new structures using existing materials - make and tell stories of these precarious 
moments, by affect-ively investigating the past, present and future of these 
materials?  
 
Project Description 
My project starts with the urge and desire to develop a complex connection with the 
materials I work with which has technical/intellectual/emotional facets all at once. I 
try to genuinely follow this urge by actions and gestures through correspondences 
with: the materials themselves, the institutions and people who supply these 
materials, people who study these materials, and people who work with these 
materials. These correspondences inevitably connect to not only the tactile and 
material properties of the materials but also social, economical, and political 
systems which surround and affect them. This project -hopefully- feels tense, 
intimate, industrial, particular, generalizable, visceral, cold, subjective and objective, 
all at the same time, in a way that is deliberate. The correspondences and their 
documentation involves textual, visual and tactile elements.  
It manifests itself mainly through tactility and textuality, since the correspondences 
are mostly with ‘words’, whereas the reality of these materials are with ‘matter’ 
itself. The visual/physical manifestation hopefully taps into this tension by showing 
that there are layers of interactions and transactions, which lay in stark contrast to 
the ‘plain’ and ‘fundamental’ nature of the steel shim itself.  
 
Technical Description 
For the majority of the project I will be using ordinary communication technologies 
like e-mail, telephone, mail and in-person meetings. I will also be using imaging 
equipment such as gel elastomer based scanners, electron microscopes and 
ultrasound. I will be focusing on metal and paper as my two media and will “work” 
with those, both as my medium and as the subject matter. There will be two levels 
of material: some will be ‘primary sources’, things which are already ‘there’. These 
include: the materials themselves, things which already come with the materials 
when purchased: manuals, material sheets, packaging, and my letters to the 
materials. The letters mostly involve around me trying to understand my own 
position within these material’s history, while also letting the material know what I’m 
doing externally. The ‘secondary sources’, which are the the things external to the 
direct relationship between me and the material, include my correspondences with 
manufacturers and distributors. These will be arranged so that the direct 
correspondences between me and the material mirror each other, while the external 
correspondences me and all the other parties will mirror each other.  
 
These correspondences and connections will be shown via the main material being 
researched: the steel. The textual and visual information will be transferred to the 
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steel using paper, using a less-than-perfect technique. It’s important that the texture 
of the steel and the paper is apparent, and that the materials themselves also 
dictate the transfer process. Rolls of steel will be used for this piece, since shim 
stock is industrially manufactured in rolls. A roll also lends itself to the idea of a 
continued story, a scroll, which is accurate for the case of this project. The 
investigation will keep going after the exhibition. It won’t be ‘linear’, since I will be 
facing many roadblocks due to corporate policies and will have to find detours, but 
it will be a continuous story. It will also be almost never-ending, since one can keep 
researching more back in time, or more smaller in scale. The roll/spiral form alludes 
to the fact that ‘getting to know’ a material is a long and unwinding yet almost 
infinite process. The way this project is exhibited, as an unraveling roll, is like a 
cross-section in the timeline of the story.  
 
Space Requirements 
I just need a wall, ideally white, about 6-8 feet wide. There are two rolls, each 3 feet 
wide, and about 7 feet of each roll is unraveled. They’re hung on the wall with towel 
bars.   
 
Image 
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Orbiting Cube 
A piece by Francisco Trujillo 
May 9th, 2019 
VES161 Harvard University 
Prof Sohin Hwang, TF Emilio Vavarella 

Motivation 
In the next few decades the majority of the current human jobs will be automated. It is a 
popular belief, even among experts in automation, that jobs involving creativity or insight 
cannot be automated. Most jobs that have been automated so far involve repetitive physical 
or computational tasks. Creativity and insight are usually considered uniquely human. 
But what is creativity? What does it take to have creativity? Can one be creative on-call, as 
in, can creativity be willingly triggered? Moreover, what is it (if anything) that prevents it from 
being automated? This project is an open exploration of these questions. 

Project Description 
Orbiting Cube is a performative experience of an artificially constructed creative process.  
A participant (the performer) is instructed to perform a creative task: given some input and a 
set of rules he/she must compose an output and communicate it verbally. Observers/ 
listeners are unaware of both the input and the prompt, but can hear the performer’s output. 
All participants, including the performer, enter the experience without prior knowledge of 
what it involves. The performer wears a Virtual Reality Headset (VRH) in which he/she 
visualizes cubes with images of (seemingly unrelated, yet recognizable) objects orbiting 
around him/her (the input). He/She is instructed to compose sentences involving such 
objects and announce them out loud (output), while the an audience observes and listens. 
The performer does not see the observers, and they in turn are unaware of what the 
performer sees, thus creating an isolating disconnection between them. This disconnection 
is strengthened by a translucent illuminated wall that physically circumscribes the performer, 
which also creates an aura of mystery. The performer’s voice as well as their motion, in 
addition to the calm and colorful lighting act as a target of the observer’s attention. At the 
same time, an ethereal background musical piece and the content of the sentences the 
performer is composing give the piece conceptual depth and nuance, as well as connecting 
performer and audience. The music chosen also conveys feelings of calmness and lack of 

direction, which may help the performer relax and forget they’re performing. 

The performer is the main attraction and is explicitly instructed to carry out a creative task. 
However, the minds of the observers are as active as the performer’s. Despite not being 
instructed, a side effect of the atmosphere is that they too will perform a creative task of no 
lesser effort: trying to imagine what the performer is experiencing.  
This piece thus comprises an exploration of two different triggers for creativity: an explicit 
instruction (in the mind of the performer) and an open-ended mystery (in the mind of the 
audience).  

Student Work 1



Technical requirements 
The performer either sits on rotating chair in the middle of the space, as he/she must be able 
to freely rotate his/her view 360 °.  

The performer is surrounded by a 8ft side-length translucent cube, which is illuminated by 

RGB LED strips. The translucence is achieved with white tulle fabric attached to a wooden 

structure (see images). 

The observers may walk or stand freely anywhere around the piece, but they’re asked to 

remain quiet. 

Adrift by Cooper Sams is the selected musical composition to play during the performance. 

One performance is expected to last about 5 min, and performers may only perform once, 

although they may perform after being a member of the audience. 
The experience should occur in a large, dark, quiet room with a high quality sound system 
that allows both the background music and the performer’s voice to be heard simultaneously 
and clearly. 
The experience also requires a VR headset with the Orbit Cube application installed. 

Images 
This are some images of the interactive installation in the Carpenter Center Open Studios on 
Friday May 3rd 2019. 
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Hanna Mularczyk 
Woo Me 
Strawberry Jell-O, remote-controlled vibrator, microphone, kazoo, CCVA 2nd floor. 
 
Question. How has technology, specifically remote-controlled sex toys, impacted the 
experience, intention, and spectacle of sex, and what does this say more broadly about 
consent? 
 
Technical Description. Prior to the performance, a bowl of Jell-O is made with strawberry Jell-O 
mix and a few extra packets of gelatin, for structure. A Lush 2 Lovense vibrator is to be 
submerged in the Jell-O, and a good technique for this is making half of the Jell-O, letting it set, 
placing the vibrator on top of that layer (keeping the power button near the edge of the bowl), 
filling in the rest of the bowl with mix, and, again, letting it set. 
 
For the performance, the Jell-O is set up on a plate with a sign that reads “PLEASE TOUCH,” 
across from a table with a microphone that is hooked up to the Lovense Remote phone app, on 
the microphone setting, on low sensitivity. A kazoo is left next to the mic. Viewers are allowed 
to come and interact with the performance however they please. 
 

 
 

Space Requirements. Enough space is needed for (1) a small table for the Jell-0 and (2) a small 
table for the microphone. Originally, the performance occurred in the Carpenter Center for the 
Visual Arts during open studios. While it was a good place to get a large number of viewers, the 
background sounds and echoes were picked up by the mic, and thus the mic was not very 
responsive to actual yelling or kazooing, which interfered with the performance. To fix this, the 
mic could have been placed in a separate, sound proof room, or the performance could be 
reframed as a more traditional performance, where there is a silent audience watching a 
volunteer or two interact with the exhibit.  
 
Project Description. Woo Me is an absurdist interpretation and critique of cybersex. Cybersex 
refers generally to a remote, online sexual encounter between two people. More recently, 
these encounters have been aided by remote-controlled sex toys that can be worn by one user 
and controlled by the other. While this is certainly used privately by long-distance couples, it 
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has notably also been used in the online sex webcam industry. Cam sites allow cam girls to 
wear one of these vibrators and have it set to go off every time someone, watching via 
webcam, donates a certain amount of money. The use of remote-controlled sex toys in any 
setting, but particularly by cam sites, blurs the lines of consent and intimacy. Firstly, the user 
(often female) has a sexual experience that is entirely in the hands of someone far away, often 
a stranger. Secondly, the physical divide between the operator of the device and the user of the 
device gives a sense of removal, where the operator can do whatever they want, for the sake of 
pure visual spectacle, without having to confront the user and their needs in person. 
 
In this performance, the Jell-O is the user, and the participant with the mic is the operator. A 
microphone is used as the mode of input into the vibrator, by the operator, because (1) it adds 
to the spectacle and performativity of the endeavor, (2) the sound, particularly the crude and 
ringing sound of a kazoo, invokes violence, and (3) it sets up a flawed dialogue between the 
audio (kazoo) and the tactile (vibrations), which exposes the flawed and mismatched dialogue 
of cybersex. The Jell-O acts as a pseudo-body representing the user. The 1950’s domesticity of 
the image of Jell-O invokes certain gender roles, while the Jell-O itself is unexpectedly playful 
and inviting in contrast to the stark discussion of sex and consent. Lastly, the Jell-O acts as the 
perfect medium for other viewers to literally feel the vibrations and thus possibly empathize 
with the user, while also exploiting the spectacle of the performance, just as the operator is. 
The microphone is purposely separated from the Jell-O so that the operator cannot feel the Jell-
O, simulating the actual distance and removal present in cybersex. 
 
The title “Woo Me” works in two directions. On one hand, the kazooing or other noise-making 
into the microphone makes the viewers feel as though they are trying to woo the Jell-O into 
moving. But, perhaps more importantly, it is ultimately the viewers who are wooed and 
gratified by their somewhat exploitative interaction with the Jell-O. 
 
During the original performance, many viewers were intrigued and excitedly surprised by the 
sensation of feeling the Jell-O, especially those who did not recognize what the object in the 
Jell-O was at first. Many willingly yelled, sang, or kazooed into the mic. It did not stop there, 
however. Notably, multiple people displayed particularly violent behavior, such as slapping the 
Jell-O. One viewer was seen sticking their fingers deep inside of the Jell-O. By the time the open 
studio had closed, the Jell-O was partially destroyed, with chunks missing. This demonstrates a 
tamer version of violence that can easily be imparted through such a removed “sexual” act. 
 
The performance did not stop there. After the show, the destroyed Jell-O was brought home 
and left sitting out for a few days, during which it sprouted mold, turning the somewhat sterile 
project into something disgustingly organic and alien. I personally found it quite beautiful and 
relevant to themes of misuse, waste, and decay in sexual settings. 
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The performance officially ended when the moldy Jell-O was thrown away (though the vibrator 
was too valuable to toss and will be saved for possibly a later piece of art). 
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