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ABSTRACT

Betweenness is a project questioning the relation between 
us and what we surround us with. To reveal our assumptions 
around artifacts and by doing so create an conversation 
between us viewers/ users and the objects themselves. 
Who owns the dialogue: the object or the viewer? Taking 
a deeper dive into the symbols and languages of objects, 
the quiet voices they posses and the functions surfaces, the 
visualization circle around words such as visual function, 
ornamentation,  material displacement and attraction. 
By trying to convey the objects “inner thoughts” and creating a 
dialogue it pushes our ideas of what is desirable, what is strange, 
what is useful or even beautiful. The trick is in the contrast 
between what we see and what we know, bordering into 
imaginary, creating voices for ambiguous objects. 
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My personal interest in Betweenness derives 
from my own state of being double, being a 
twin, and the implication this has on how I 
view the world and things surrounding me. 
My identity is strongly connected to being 
a twin, and the struggles of trying to separate 
myself from it. I have been viewed as an entity, 
a pair, and has often been objectified for 
being something exotic and strange to 
look at. It has also been a safe space to stay 
in, being an us instead of a me, and a way to 
feel more like a thing than an actual person. 
Through this I have developed a strong 
connection to things and objects, relating 
to how we use them and want to own them, 
and have more and more played with the 
idea of bringing objects to the same level as 
humans when it comes to interaction, 
relationships and conversations.
We always spoke through our objects, me 
and my sister, and they always spoke back 
to us. 

Everything man made that we fill the world 
with has an impact on us. We surround us 
with things that we use or possess or look 
at in different ways. What does this possessing 
actually do to us? We understand that objects are 
shaped by us, and in return we are being shaped 
and altered. The hand making the handle are 
being altered, though time and evolution, 
to grasp the handle better. We are putting 
things out into the world to be used, and 

in return we are changed by them. My role 
as a maker is to understand what and how 
I want to be a part of this, in what way I 
want my creations to change people.
In this paper I wish to discuss these 
changes, in the way our minds gets altered 
when viewing things we are attracted to 
and drawn to. We have an urge to possess 
and own, we want to understand what we 
see and we are drawn to different things 
depending on every single individuals back-
ground and preferences.

Betweenness stands for the communication 
that happens between objects, surround-
ings and people, as well as objects that we 
can’t quite place or understand but we still 
are drawn to.

RESEARCH QUESTION

 How can I as a designer help others question 
the norms we have around beauty and uglyness?

What is the function of ornaments, decoration 
and surfaces?

INTRODUCTION
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I have been fascinated with transformations 
my whole life, when something is altered 
into another state, chang-
es, breaks, mirrors or 
doubles. During my 
bachelor in Contemporary 
Jewelery I investigated this 
as well, where the concept 
of materialization and 
storytelling went hand in 
hand in any exploration 
we were encouraged to 
take. The only restriction 
was that it had to be body 
related, and that for me was trapping and 
narrowing my work to only wearable pieces 
when in fact i was hungering for a larger 
scale. I then called my project for The Fold 
(inspired from Deleuze book 
The Fold) where I created 
wearable pieces of papers 
with drawings, scribbles 
and words on them, an 
act of wearing thoughts 
we usually keep in our 
minds on the outside. My 
vessel then was the paper, 
or what seemingly looked 
like A4 papers or pieces 
of papers. They were in fact made out of 
silicone, the necklaces with a cut in them to 
create wearability and the brooches made 
to look like ripped pieces of papers with the 
spiral back that in fact was the pin to wear 
the pieces. 

These Jewelry pieces did in a way play with 
the expectation of the wearer, as well as the 

perception we have of 
objects that surrounds us 
(the paper is never 
expected to be worn as a 
jewelry piece).

The other part behind 
the making of my paper 
jewelry was the story of 
twinship. I filled the pa-
pers with bits and pieces 

of myself, my thoughts and feelings came 
out as words and scribbles, and created a 
narrative for my precious objects.
These were in fact my communication to my 

sister; secretive, private 
and filled with dribbles 
of phone conversations 
and late night chats (we 
lived at the time in two 
different countries).

I finalized the project with 
a film, going back to my sis-
ter and recorded a “silent” 
talk we had between us, 

where the papers were physically pulled out 
of our mouths one by one and layed down 
to be displayed in a very close up view, like a 
dreamy landscape of our conversation.

BACKGROUND

2



We have a tendency to separate aesthetics from 
function, considering the most useful or handy 
tools to have a clear purpose, with the aesthetic 
seen as less important. A knife is built to solve 
a need: cutting. To be able to hold it we made a 
handle, and over time created different blades to 
cut specific things. We could have stopped there. 
Eventually the knife got more and more attributes 
that wasn’t all that necessary from the first function; 
we would cast it in gold, lay in stones, give it colors 
and features, make it rough and heavy or delicate 
and small. All of this isn’t important for the use of 
the knife, not in the way we classify “usefulness” 
or “functional”, but it gives something else to the 
essence of it. 

This dialogue between what we consider ”functional” 
or mere decorative has evolved us into creating more 
and more variations of things, setting some aside 
from others to create distinctions between us and 
them. We see an object, a vase, and get drawn to its 
surface as it complements our homes or matches our 
cutlery. We look to see if it can contain water, can 
withstand cold, is durable over a long time, is big 
enough or small enough or share the atmosphere of 
our home. Or it reminds us of something, someone. 
This vase is made out of white porcelain with the 
signature pattern of a famous designer. That one 
belonged to my mother. Sentimental value, money 
value, style and taste. Every object surrounding us, 
everything man made, is a sign of either the one or 
the other, creating a melodious tune to dial into and 
follow.  

Roland Barthes was a French literary theorist, 
philosopher, critic, and semiotician. He explored 
the a range of fields from anthropology, semiot-
ics, design theory and post-structuralism. What 
Barthes in the paragraph below is describing are 
pictures of food, displayed in women’s magazine 
Elle, where he questions the desire to decorate and 
ornament dishes. The example of cooking in maga-
zines, he argues, is not that it describes recipes and 
steps of making the dishes, but rather the inven-
tiveness that is only applied to garnishings. It takes 
the reader to a fairy-land reality, without touching 

upon the real problems concerning food: it is not  to  
have  the idea  of sticking  cherries into  a partridge,  
it is  to  have  the  partridge,  that  is to  say,  to  pay  
for  it. 

Ornamentation  proceeds in  two  contradictory  ways, 
which  we  shall in  a moment  see dialectically  recon-
ciled:  on  the one  hand, fleeing from  nature  thanks 
to  a  kind  of  frenzied baroque  (sticking  shrimps in  a  
lemon,  making a  chicken  look  pink,  serving  grapefruit  
hot), and  on  the  other,  trying  to reconstitute it  through  
an  incongruous artifice  (strewing meringue  mushrooms  
and  holly  leaves  on  a traditional log-shaped  Christ-
mas cake,  replacing  the  heads  of crayfish  around  the 
sophisticated bechamel  which  hides  their bodies). It  is 
in fact  the same pattern  which  one  finds in  the elabora-
tion of  petit-bourgeois trinkets (ashtrays in  the shape of  
a saddle,  lighters in  the  shape  of  a  cigarette,  terrines  
in the shape  of  a hare).  1

The ornamental cooking is supported by a mythi-
cal economic system, one that does not go into 
the consumption of food but the consumption of 
advertisement, totally magical, detached from the 
reality of food waste. Still this is something we love 
to view, to take in and look upon, to take us to an-
other time and place where a log-shaped Christ-
mas cake we see in a glossy magazine might just be 
the solution for our problems Christmas dinner 
plans, even if it would only stay on our imagined 
Christmas table. The same way a film would take us 
to another dimension not unlike ours to tell a story 
we never otherwise would experience. This need for 
alternatives has always been an outlet for communities 
throughout history. 
The same craving is now bigger than ever, fueled by 
social media and streaming sites, allowing us to flee 
for a moment from our problems to instead focus in 
on the perfect lunch setting or the latest sci-fi serie. 
We have a need to explore, a need to think outside 
ourselves, that leads us to create and garnish what 
we surround us with. But what does that mean to 
our further development?

1  Mythologies, Barthes, Roland. The Noonday Press - 
New York Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1957 translation 1972,p.78 

THE FUNCTION OF ORNAMENTS
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Barthes proposed an analysis of everyday objects 
beyond their function, to point out their ability to 
embody and give meaning to a cultural and gen-
der stereotypical society of the late fifties, with its 
cooking equipments that are designed towards ”fe-
male usage” or beer commercials deliberated directed 
towards men. At the same time Barthes talks about 
the more complex objects, as when he writes about 
the Citroen DS which with its new and streamlined 
look created a dreamy and imagined ideal of a car 
during the 50s. The image of a modern lifestyle 
with a beautiful and exotic looking vehicle, creating 
an ideal for a contemporary type of living that we 
today connect to rockabilly and Elvis Presley. 2

He also stressed the value and meaning of materials; how 
objects come to produce, and reproduce, meanings, 
rules for use, and interpretation of the object itself 
precisely through its use. This type of communica-
tion is not to be confused with our use of language, he 
argues, in fact everyday objects do not use the 
same set of rules and meaning as we do when we 
speak; they make new rules every time we interact 
with them. Barthes wants us to understand that 
we have to discover the communicative codes that 
allow us to interpret the objects that surround us 
each time, to decipher what the objects are telling 
us.

 

2	 Mythologies,	Barthes,	Roland.	The	Noonday	Press	-	New	
York	Farrar,	Straus	and	Giroux,	1957	translation	1972,	p.88.	

4



The Bowerbird is a fascinating breed of bird that is 
unusual in many ways. When mating it will build 
a structure made out of sticks, three feet tall, that 
looks like a nest but is really more like a seduction 
theater for females. On and around this bower, the 
structure, the male will array a variety of precious 
objects, beautiful objects. Pheasant feathers and 
flowers and berries and leafs, things that the bird 
gathers from the forest. These structure can be 
very ornamented and elaborated. Every bowerbird 
species has its own style, some will decorate their 
structures all in blue with blueberries, blue flowers 
or even blue trash bottle caps or drinking straws. 
Others pick specific shells that they arrange around 
the bow.
This creative display 
has for centuries been 
what scientists1 has 
interpreted as signs of 
courtship, elaborate 
signals that males are 
sending to females 
of fitness, showing 
off how healthy and 
strong their offsprings 
would be. Peacocks males 
parade their feathers to 
view their size and daz-
zling patterns, other 
birds are brightly col-
ored in strong reds and blues to expose their gran-
deur. But the bowerbirds are not following the same 
pattern. For them it is all about the females, when 
they want to mate or what color they are attracted 
to or which things they are drawn to around the 
bower. All of this is not very clear signs of fitness 
or strength. These birds has evolved based on style 
and taste, on their specific estetical choices that 
rather reflect more on what the female likes than 
what the male represents. These choices are not 
only entitled to exotic birds, we humans have as 
well a strong need to choose from the preferences of 
appearance; as material properties and objects such 

1 Gail Patricelli, professor of evolution and ecology at 
UC Davis, The Beauty Puzzle, RadioLab NPR,2019

as watches, jewelry, cars, house and clothes.
In Darwin’s Sexual Selection, a supplemented part 
to his Natural Selection, the idea of ornaments 
is described to be a crucial part of attraction. He 
classif ied two sub-groups within his Sexual 
Selection: one group being the development of 
horns, tusks, teeth and mane of fur seen in lions 
for instance, where the fight for females and display 
between males are crucial, whereas the other group 
he describes having a less aggressive approach; with 
the pattern of fur or feathers, calling for a mate, 
dance or collection are the way to attract a mate.2 

The human species have always had the ability to 
create objects. We have 
an urge to make artifacts, 
seeing ourselves in the 
things we make, or see-
ing our possibilities in 
those things we want 
to make or have made. 
We will create a knife-
like object to help cut 
the grass, while making 
the object we see ourselves 
cutting and creates some-
thing similar to help us 
do the task. At the same 
time this new artifact 
evolves our grip, sculpts 

our hands to the ultimate knife-like-grasping tool 
through generation of evolution. The knife itself 
will eventually become more elaborate and defined, 
creating more ways of visualizing tasks in which 
the body eventually can adapt to. Human design, 
over time, redesign the human.

During the 18th century, a new kind of evidence of 
human intelligence emerged. Having found relics of 
teardrop-shaped stone objects alongside the graves 
of mammals in digs in France and England, a heated 
discussion erupted about how the humans specie 
has evolved. The artifacts were not only manufac-

2 Darwin, C. The descent of man and selection in rela-
tion to sex. London, Murray. 1871,p.123

THE BIRDS AND THE BEES AND THE BODILY
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tured but also thought, they were not merely broken 
of pieces of stone from a rock but manufactured 
through “blows of design”, as geologist Joseph 
Prestwich puts it in his paper from 1859 to the sci-
entific elite at the Royal Society and the Society of 
Antiquaries in London.3 At that same year Darwin 
had published his idea of natural selection, which 
quickly got questioned by critiques and alternative 
theories. The finding of the ancient objects had 
place the human race in history much earlier than 
ever before, testing the christian worldview and put-
ting human ancestors closer to the animal kingdom 
rather than separate them from it. This spun the 
whole idea of the human 
race being superior to other 
species, being the only ones 
with the ability to take a 
stone, shipp away pieces to 
make a weapon and hunt 
with it. At the same time 
the discovery of the ancients 
artifacts was questioned and 
discussed, the objects lifted 
out of the ground looked 
as if they never really been 
used. The vast number of 
objects made even Darwin 
question if they in fact was 
man made at all.4  Through 
his Sexual Selection theory 
Darwin argued that the tear-
drop-shaped stone objects 
were in fact a type of or-
namental tool used for at-
tracting mates and show-
ing of skillful craftsmanship rather than being 
used for hunting or carving, saying that in the end 
humans earliest tools might be as much about their 
ornamental beauty as about defined function, much 
like the colorful feathers of a bird. 

3 Beatriz Colomina & Mark Wigley, Blows of Design, 
Are We Human? Notes on an archeology of design. Lars Müller 
Publishers, 2016 / 2018, p.39 

4 Beatriz Colomina & Mark Wigley, Are We Human? 
Notes on an archeology of design. Lars Müller Publishers, 2016 
/ 2018,p.43 

“..we can judge, as already remarked, of choice being 
exerted, only from the analogy of our own minds; and 
the mental powers of birds, if reason be excluded, do not 
fundamentally differ from ours.”

– Charles Darwin The descent of man 
and selection in relation to sex, 1871.

The idea of us evolving not only for the sake of fitness 
and strength, but for the choices of mates, changes 
the discussion of survival. Darwin’s sexual selection 
got not as much attention and has been the quieter 
sibling to his more renowned natural selection.
If we take the teardrop-shaped stones as an example; 

what would be the point of 
making hundreds of stone tools 
to kill animals if you can’t find 
sexual partners to reproduce? 
The survival advantages lies 
closer to attracting a mate, 
offering potential ideas to do 
things, such as how to use a 
stone in another way. Ornament 
in this sense is both a tool of 
communication and the opening 
to new forms of tools. Artifacts 
themselves are thoughts that 
potentially also trigger new 
modes of thought. The bow-
birds are in a way a perfect 
example of how we have to 
rethink the workings of evolu-
tion, as Darwin speculates, go-
ing from the classical survival 
of the fittest to choices made 
from entirely different reasons: 
for the sake of beauty.

“What then are we to conclude from these facts and 
considerations? Does the male parade his charms with 
so much pomp and rivalry for no purpose? Are we not 
justified in believing that the female exerts a choice, and 
that she receives the addresses of the male who pleases 
her most? It is not probable that she consciously deliberates; 
but she is most excited or attracted by the most beautiful, or 
melodious, or gallant males” 

– Charles Darwin The descent of man 
and selection in relation to sex, 1871. 
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When stepping into the subject of attraction, we 
humans have an ambivalent relationship with what 
we find attractive, what we wish to own and for what 
purpose we want to own it. Sometimes this need to 
have attractive objects, in order to fit into a system of 
power or wealth, leads us to do questionable things.

Edwin Rist’s interest for fly tying had started in-
nocently enough, as a 10-year-old he got fascinated 
with the craft through an Orvis instructional video 
on trout flies and started with materials that are 
common for beginners, mostly for their cheaper 
qualities: elk hair, rabbit fur, wool and chicken feathers. 
It wasn’t until he visited the North East Fly 
Tying Championship a couple of years later that he, still a 
young boy, laid eyes on 
the glimmering thing 
that would take his 
hobby to a new high 
and turn it into an 
obsession. He had 
never seen anything 
like it: iridescent 
turquoise, emerald, 
crimson and gold, 
the stunning colors of 
60 Victorian salmon 
flies. They were a far 
way from the brown 
and black flies he 
was used to tying, these seemed to be from an-
other world.

What Edwin had discovered would eventually 
lead him on a path towards one of our times most 
bizarre and biggest heist of the world’s greatest 
archive of exotic birds: the British Natural History 
Museum at Tring. One night in November 2009 the 
young 20-year-old American decided to break into 
the museum and steal nearly 300 of the rarest, most 
dazzling species of riflebirds, quetzals, birds of para-
dise and many more. He got charged for the crime, a 
small fine and a slap at the wrist, but the birds were 
never to be seen again.1

1 The Feather Thief, Wallace Johnson, Kirk, Viking, an 
imprint of Penguin Publishing Group, a division of Penguin 
Random House, LLC. 2018

The demand for exquisite salmon flyties combined 
with a young man’s passion for the fly tying craft set in 
motion a crime that would eventually extinguished 
hundreds of rare bird species, and for what cost? 
The salmons wouldn’t exactly know the differ-
ence; they could hardly tell if they would bite into 
a prey made out of elk hair and rabbit, or fifteen 
types of birds of paradise. The fish would in fact 
probably go for the most colourful, biggest flies that 
flopped down onto the dark surface of the stream, 
most likely for the simple reason of not seeing to 
well in the grummy water. It would as well be a 
false prey; the fish did not try to catch bird feath-
ers but a fresh and juicy flie. The target for these 
strange objects would more likely be the wealthy 

hobbyist that wants 
rare fly ties made out 
of endangered birds, 
as a valuable piece 
for their collections. 
The human race has 
gotten so far as to 
create things that 
we don’t really need, 
more likely crave, to 
own and display. It 
is the role that orna-
mentations always 
has played, except 
now the need to 

pass on genes has been replaced with something 
else, some sense of grouping, belonging or owning. 

If we develop our species dependent on choices of 
attraction, what would then happen if what we find 
attractive drives a black market of objects that are 
sold and collected? What happens if we are attracted 
to things that we don’t understand, that are not easily 
placed within the framework of beauty? 

AMBIGUOUS OBJECTS
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In 1936, what started as a joke over lunch 
evolved into one of the most known example 
of the Surrealist movement; Object by Meret 
Oppenheim. It was at a Paris café together with 
Dora Maar and Pablo Picasso that the remark on 
Merets fur-lined, polished metal bracelet brought 
on an playful comment that literally anything could 
be covered with fur, “even this cup and saucer”, that 
sparked the idea. Not long after this conversation 
Oppenheim went into a department store 
and bought a white teacup, saucer and spoon, and 
wrapped them in the speckled tan fur of a Chinese 
gazelle.  In doing so, she transformed items traditionally 
associated with decency and feminine refinement into 
an astonishing Surrealist sculpture. Something that 
the poet and founder of 
the Surrealism movement 
André Breton later argued: 
that mundane things 
presented in unexpected 
ways has the power to 
challenge reason, to urge 
the rest of society to con-
nect to their subconscious 
— whether they were 
ready for it or not.2

When we come across 
artifacts that evokes 
curiosity, we try to 
make sense of it. We want to be able to put these 
objects into neat and ordered categories, and if 
we can’t a new question emerged: where do they 
belong? As with the fur teacup: it becomes soft and 
highly tactile, seeming very attractive to touch. On 
the other hand, to have a taste from its soft brim 
would fill your mouth with wet fur. Meret Oppen-
heim’s fur cup initiated a full blown discussion 
about imagination, juxtaposing contexts of every-
day items with disturbing or humoristic settings. 
The Surrealists created work by tapping into the 
unconscious, its desiring, dreaming, irrational 
portion, as far away from the analyzing dominate 
consciousness as possible. 

2 Josephine Withers, “The Famous Fur-Lined Teacup 
and the Anonymous Meret Oppenheim”, New York: Arts Maga-
zine, Vol. 52, November 1977, 88–93.

Another idea that follows this question is equally 
interesting: what happens when we design some-
thing that is on purpose hard to categorize?
Some designers has of late precisely done this to 
challenge our notion of understanding objects: a 
classic example is the designer Philip Starck.3 He 
made a controversial statement when he mad a citrus 
press that were a far way from how we normally see it, 
sparking the question: Why isn’t it clear that Philippe 
Starck’s citrus squeezer is in fact a citrus squeezer? 
Some see instruments for sexual recreation when 
looking at it for the first time, others see a spaceship 
leaving us to explore beyond our galaxy, or some per-
ceive it as something to help unblock the toilet. 
For starters, it is missing 2 of the 3 traits that 

makes a citrus squeezer 
recognisable: the pip filter 
and the container. The 
dome is there but it 
has an unusual shape, 
like an upside-down 
teardrop. And if that 
wasn’t enough, Stack 
then added three legs 
that has nothing to do 
with squeezing the juic-
es out of a citrus fruit. 
The whole object fails 
to communicate any-
thing close to what it 

is supposed to be used for. This has generated 
discussions on what is more dominant: the form 
or the function?

3 25 Years Without Squeezing a Lemon, Alberto Alessi 
and Michele Cogo, Litopat, 2015
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Jean M. Floch analyses how we humans recognize 
an object based on experience: we tend to read 
an object based on its characteristic traits, and 
then place this object within a category we think 
it belongs to. But then again it is very hard to say 
if these traits are natural to us, or if they follow the 
local ques of particular cultures. In other words, she 
explains, we don’t know if Form follows Function or 
if Form is nothing more than a product relating to a 
specific historical context and time.4 This back and 
forth between Form and Function is a discussion 
within semiotics best 
described as the “decorative 
veil”, which covers every object 
made by man. Floch goes on 
to say that this decorative 
veil is “the manifestation of 
the object’s mythical and 
aesthetic dimensions”, saying 
that there is always a “certain 
freedom in the interpretation 
of the relationship between 
Form and Function”.

Another important author for the 
semiotics of design is Baudrillard 
for his work on The System of 
Objects. He was probably one 
of the first to talk about the fact 
that everyday objects creates 
situations for us to make sense 
of the world. The way objects 
signal how they can be used, like 
a handle of a knife or the void 
in the vase, creates a set of 
motions that we do: grab the 
knife, fill the vase, which then creates a bond of 
usage with the things, a sort of relationship. We 
humans develop feelings of ownership and attachment 
to objects, often because of personal interests, mate-
rial, colour or marketing strategies. Baudrillard also 
point out the importance of everyday objects, and 
how we should not forget to interpret them in rela-

4 The Fundamental Anthropology of Design: the 
Opinel knife, Jean M. Floch, M. P. Pozzato’s Estetica e Vita 
quotidiana, Lupetti, 1995

tion to the systems in which they belong; like our 
example with the fly ties belonging to the economi-
cal system of bird feathers and collectors, their func-
tion when used for fishing (if ever) as well as their 
social status, colour, form etc. He proposed that we 
use various classifications when identifying objects, 
saying that despite the use of different languages 
and other systems when describing, we should as 
well place them into categories, starting from the 
fact that objects do not have meaning of their own. 
In his work Baudrillard focuses on the value of every-

day object that can be identified as 
symbolic, focusing on their functional 
use and, more importantly, on aesthetics 
and style. 

Could we classify the luxuriant growth 
of objects as we do a flora or fauna, 
complete with tropical and glacial spe-
cies, sudden mutations, and varieties 
threatened by extinction?

 – Jean Baudrillard  
The System of Objects, 1996
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I started this project, my master exam work, with a 
notion of creating something that could talk about 
how we are attracted to things, wanting to own 
them, and at the same time these things could show 
us another, uglier side aswell. I wanted to make 
an object tell a story, and to find the right story to 
convey: something that gives friction to the object 
itself. In my mind I wanted to find a meaningful 
subject to create these objects from. I visualized a 
beautiful vase with a ugly surface, and my first step 
was to look for subjects that could tell the story of 
that surface. The subject could be about things we 
normally look away from, that are “not like we are” 
or not “our” sense of community. I contacted my 
friend and former classmate Matilda at Förnyelse-
labbet, a system and service design company located 
i Stockholm, and started talking about the possible 
ways to delivering this message. She told me that they 
were in fact starting a project for young asylum seekers 
in Österåker that I could join. 
For me the meeting with these young group of 
people could open up a way to translate their 
experiences into an object, that later could talk 
about these experiences back to us viewers. I 
wanted to try to visualize what we can’t see; 
emotions and choices, and the translation of 
this into materials and objects. 

By combining narrative storytelling with materiali-
zation and scientific methods, I wished to come 
closer to understand why we make certain choices, 
why we believe certain things, and how we behave 
according to these. To talk about the conflicting 
opinions we carry within us, how hard it is to make 
a choice, and what it means to do it. And ultimately 
how we judge others for their choices, what we choose 
to believe in and not believe in. Facts, fake news, 
personal connections, religion, upbringing or 
traumas; all these factors make us take paths in 
life, or forces us to take completely different ones 
from which we intended in the beginning.
But I ended up feeling that there were a lot of 
complicated issues that I needed to address when 
meeting the group: What is my own interest in 
their situation? Why did I feel that I could translate 
and express their situation and background? Did I 

have a personal relation to the situation of being an 
asylum seeker? What was the end result of the 
object, and why objects at all? The more I got into 
the research of the project the more quest ions 
a r r ived that made it  clea r for me that th is 
was not the way I wanted to go. I didn’t feel it 
would be right for me to meet this group and take 
away a bit of them to show on an object that I de-
signed. It all became to complicated. 

METHODS

STEP ONE – ÖSTERÅKER
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When I  took a step back and re-evaluated my 
original search, I realized that it was the aspect of 
people that made the process so complicated, and 
that I was actually more interested in the objects 
themselves and what they could convey. I focused 
in more on the objects, and the human qualities I 
could put upon them. I went from collecting a sub-
ject from a person to put on an object to actually 
letting the object itself become a person. I stared 
to use the word betweenness, a word which for me 
describes the area where I always end up looking: 
where two things meet. I started listing qualities of 
emotions we humans have and narrowed it down to 
the one I found most interesting: Lying. It got close 
to what I was trying to exploration; the perception 
of things and the double nature of them. The ques-
tion ”can an object lie?” was both intriguing and 
double natured. And a lie is in a way the ultimate 
betweenness; a state of things that can go both ways. A 
lie is something that doesn’t exist, it is a anti-thing, 
but through the act of us believing in it it comes to 
life. This investigation got me on a spiraling search 
through our beliefs systems, lying, truth, further 
into identity, dualism and the double narrative.
The lie for me in the beginning was in the object, 
how it looked and how it was used. I took a deep 
dive into affordances and usage of them, trying to 
be open for discussing the form and function with 
others and involving them in the process. It is at 
this point I organize two workshops within Konstfack, 
to see if workshoping and collective prototyping can bring 
my thought process further. 

STEP TWO – LIAR
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The workshops Imitation Games was an investigation 
into how people can train to look upon objects as 
entities, as things with traits and features. If one 
could change places with another, how would it 
look? I chose designers from our departement at 
school, and did two different workshops to see the 
outcome. I was interested in creative peoples way 
of connecting the different materials, surfaces and 
patterns from objects. 

My idea for the workshop was to take two things 
and merge them together, to compare or copy or 
create a betweenness. I held two workshops I called 
Imitation Game, where I had Batchelor 3 at ID and 
Master 1 at ISPD at Konstfack to participate. They 
had to choose two objects from a table of things I 
had collected, and after quickly deciding on a pair 
make one of the objects become the other.
Here follows a pick of participants I found most 
interesting, which gave me some insights into the 
methods they used and the thought that went into 
the choices they made on the way.

BONE + BANANA

The banana and the bone had similar shape and 
size, making them an interesting pair to her. She 
thought they fitted well together. The banana with 
its soft inside and semi hard exterior. The bone 
being hard and rigid. When getting the second 
part explained to her she just went for it and 
started to sculpture the bone shape out of the 
soft banana.

MY CONCLUSION:
She not only made one soft banana replica but 
three of them, using both the banana cutout 
leftovers and the peel itself.  By doing this she 
created four different bone-like objects.

DISH BRUSH + DRIED FLOWER

They seemed similar but different, that is the 
main reason she chose them. “They are both 
spiky and sprawling” she explained “but from 
completely opposite contexts”. 

One is clearly from nature whiles the other one is 
a mass-produced item. She liked the thought of the 
dish brush being clean and wet whilst the flower 
comes from dust and soil. They are each others 
opposites, but in a strange way very similar.
By cutting off the brush hair and replacing it with 
the dried pieces of flower, she aimed to connect the 
two in their similar scratchiness. 

MY CONCLUSION:
To look at these two very different object and pair them 
up by the contexts they came from is an interesting 
way of building bridges. She made a ready-made object 
without really knowing it herself.

STEP THREE – IMITATION GAMES
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TIE + DRIED FLOWER

She picked the tie and flowers because of the “soft” 
qualities.
The pattern of the tie looked to her like a rope, 
which she mimicked with the red cotton thread 
around the dried flowers, bunching them together 
and tying them with the string around her neck. 

MY CONCLUSION:
By tying the flowers together and placing them around 
her neck she copies the qualities and function of the 
tie as well as translates the pattern from the tie into 
material.
The complexity of these two different translations 
is interesting. How many can you do before it goes 
to far?

FOUNDATION +GARLIC

She picked these two because of the contrast 
between them, she thought it was interesting 
that the garlic had many parts and the foundation 
was liquid as well as hard.
The two objects switched places with each other; 
the garlic became a foundation and the foundation 
became garlic cloves. 

MY CONCLUSION:
The participant wanted both objects to become 
each other, taking the quality of liquidity to the 
other one, creating very funny new ideas of “smelly 
garlic foundation” and “sticky foundation cloves”.
The challenge in creating objects that simulate each 
other in different ways, trading places, is interesting 
and opens up a discussion of function connected to 
objects.
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I found that the format of workshops 
only led me so far to what I was 
searching for, I enjoyed the variety 
of ways the participants made these 
“translations”, but the object them-
selves didn’t really speak to me. I 
had an urge to control the whole 
visual aspect and structure of the 
artifacts, and later involve people 
to “make sense” of what they were 
looking for. The workshops gave me 
many variations on how to “mix” 
two items, either make one look like 
the other by imitation or by dealing 
with them on the same premises (by fire) or make 
them blend by looking at details and colors, but the 
lying aspect was lacking and I soon felt this to be a 
problem.

I wanted to do my own work-
shop, choosing my own two 
object to merge and see what I 
would come up with. The subject 
lying was playing in the back of 
my mind, how could I visualize a 
lying object, and at the same time 
merge two things together? What 
did this merging mean?

I started sketching out different 
thoughts, how would an object 
lie to me? How would others 
think an object could lie? 
The questions circled around 
affordances: properties that show the possible 
actions users can take with it, to suggesting how 
they can interact with that object. For instance, 
a button can look as if it needs to be turned or 
pushed. The characteristics of the button which 
make it look “turnable” or “pushable” together 
form its affordances.

If a cup had deceiving affordances, 
how would it behave? It would prob-
ably leak, or soak up the water, or 
spill out the content. Or it could 
have a soft handle, that would 
give way for the weight of the cup. 
It could have poison in the paint. 

A dish brush could dissolve in water 
or look soft and usable but be rock 
hard. It could disappear completely 
when put under the tap, being made 
out of ice or sugar or salt. 
Products with labels or content de-

scriptions could have another story told on them, or 
not have the content you thought of. 

The prototyping went slow. 
I wanted to make these 
objects, but at the same 
time felt annoyed for their 
lack of meaning. Why 
these objects? Where 
do I place them? In the 
home? Who am I talking 
to? Why everyday objects 
at all? I tried to go back 
to my original thoughts, 
my first idea, the dia-
logue between me and 
the things. What did 
they say to me?
To have a bit of peace and 
quiet from my question-

ing mind I decided to make a series of object from 
the shape of a bottle.
(I had one standing on my desk) to investigate a 
type of scale of lying, going from a very usable glass 
bottle to one that could express what it wanted to be 
(if it had a voice). 

15



The bottles were whispering to me. They were 
trying to say something but as much as I stared 
and stared at them I couldn’t make out what 
they meant. One said it wasn’t a bottle. Another 
was a dishcloth wanting to be a bottle, but 
failed to contain the water I was feeding it. 
The third one looked as if it was made like 
antique marble statues, with just the resemblance 
of the symbol of a bottle, without being able to 
hold any water at all. Another was in fact a glass 
jar of zucchini soup that had decapitated a plastic 
bottle and dressed itself with it, masquerading 
as a mynt and citrus 
lemonade water bottle. 
It just didn’t make any 
sense. There was a 
plastic ketchup bottle 
reshaped as a fine 
glass bottle and a pair 
of lemon juice and 
dish detergent bottles 
that had switch content 
with each other. I 
looked and looked. 

At the same time I 
wanted to search not only through the objects 
to find the context, but look at the contexts that 
are connected to object to find the right place-
ment for my lie. The lack of direction made me 
crave a bigger picture, a lie that was in the full 
construction of the project and not just how the 
objects could or could not be used. 
How can I combine my questions of what 
beauty and surface does to us, the secret 
agendas of objects, with the context of a lie?

I started looking into a wide arrange of objects, 
and ended up getting fascinated more on the 
story behind them. 

The fly fishing knot is lying to catch prey, 
imitating the insects to catch fish. The mate-
rial used to tie a fly knot is a combination of 
an exceeding amount of different feathers 
and fur from many animals, creating these 
beautiful but highly strange objects. There 
is even a story about a young man breaking 
into a historical museum to steal feathers of 

extinct birds, something 
he succeeded in doing, 
and went on tying the 
most exquisite flies to sell 
on the black market. This 
for me was getting closer to 
the beautiful but treacher-
ous objects, that lures us in 
but at the same time have 
a terrible history to tell. 
These objects, the flyties, 
are being created by some-
one taking ownership over 
materials and giving it new 
shapes. They are made to 

attract, and to be caught. They are made to be 
owned. 

STEP FOUR – THE VESSELS
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I wanted to find the vessel for my context, but I 
seemed to slip away from it. Every time I prototyped 
my hands told me one thing, and the more I theorized 
my head told me another. They just didn’t match up. I 
still couldn’t explain to myself why I was fascinated 
with the subject of a lie, more than it was a state of 
being in between things. Why was this for me per-
sonally important? What was it with this double 
nature that was drawing me to lies and deceit? I came 
to a point where I wanted to understand why a lie was 
important to me personally; why did I pick this sub-
ject? 

When I was a child, I was looked upon more as a 
commodity, a thing, than a person. People would 
look and stare when me and my sister walked past 
them on the street. Girls at preschool took turns on 
playing with either me or my sister, proclaimed it 
was so and so’s turn to play with the other one, when 
they had had enough time playing with me. We were 
toys, we were objects to be viewed and talked about, 
and we were used to it. We didn’t always like the 
attention, the constant gasping and awing when 
being showed to strangers, but it trained us in the 
act of being something strange to look at, more 
than to relate to. And for us, in our own world 
everything could be transformed, with a change 
of a voice or a gesture, we both would plunge into 
fantasy and indulge in playing out our imagina-
tive games. It was rich and full of make-believe and 
everything we had around us could come to life 
and become actors in our dialogues, much like all 
children play with their stuffed animals and toys. 
For us the toys spoke back through our voices and 
became animated and real. My identity evolved 
around the fact that I was not alone, we were an 
entity, a double thing, co creating living between 
us. 
My search for the double, for betweenness, started 
with the fact that I identify with being a double. My 
dialogue with objects is in fact my dialogue with my 
twin sister. 

I started to realize that the subject of lying objects 
were in fact me trying to relate to objects, to give 
them our trates, just as me and my sister used to do 
as children. I wanted a thing that tricked you into 
wanting it, but later at a closer glance showed you 
an entirely different side to the story. I wanted to 
play the twinness card, make people take a double 
glance, as they would do when we walked the 
streets, being amazed by the effect of a replica. 
But the more I tried to do it through the act of a 
lie, the further away I got. I had to make a choice: 
either stick to the subject of a lying object, since so 
much time and research had gone into it, or try to 
narrow it down and take away “the lie” in order to 
see what it was I really was looking for. I needed to  
see where my hands wanted to say. 

This was the end of the lie.

STEP FIVE – TWINS
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STEP SIX – CLAY

I realized that, in order to attract someone to my ob-
ject in the first place, I needed to make a shape that 
looked like one thing, but later actually revealed 
something else. I picked a shape, and took to 
make new versions of my previous tryouts of the 
bottles. This time I tweaked them a bit, making 
the bottle become a vase or a vessel. It gave me 
the freedom to create more ambigoues shapes 
that could still be readable. Besides that, a vase 
or vessel has the function to contain something 
as well as a surface and shape to signal some-
thing else, a sort of doubleness.

I took one of my bottles, the dishcloth bottle, 
and though of a continuation of it. I liked its soft 
look and strange shape, making it hard to place 
it or understand its purpose, and people were 
automatically drawn to it. Could I amplify this?

With fabric sewn together I made a soft mold to 
pour in clay, to create soft looking hard vases. 
The fabric mold was created making one outer 
vase and one inner, stitched together to hold the 
shape. I then built a construction to support the 
fabric molds when pouring, to help the vase hold 
its shape and to give enough air around it to help 
with the drying process.
To create the hollow space inside I poured in 
different kind of grains: rice, couscous, bulgur 
and even sugar. I attempted to fill one with a 
balloon, which later deflated before the vase had 
time to fully dry. 
The shape that came out of this first tryout was 
for me stunning, they had the shape of a vase and 
at the same time reminded me of the upper body 
of an old man or a old sofa cushion. This was the 
tension I was looking for!
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Materialization. Finally. Going back to my original 
though; creating something that draws you in and 
at the same time makes you question it. To amplify 
the connection with an object I tried to make a 
big vessel, like a body, so that you would be face to 
face with something that attracts you. My original 
smaller shapes were made out of clay, but going up 
in size proved to be another challenge, both when 
it came to time (since the clay would take weeks to 
dry when made in a bigger size) and when manag-
ing something so large and 
heavy. I got a tip from a work-
shop teacher to try insulation 
foam just to quickly get a larg-
er size, and I instantly fell in 
love with the material itself. 
I got fascinated with the strange 
shapes I could make out of 
it, not being able to control 
the whole process but instead 
having to collaborate with the 
material back and forth. I’ve 
completely left out the potential 
aspect of taking a material and 
misplacing it, and soon I tried to 
make more attractive vessels in 
contrast to the harsh materials 
I was working with. I restricted 
myself to only work in building 
materials; such as concrete, 
cement, plaster and EPS spray 
foam. From these the idea grew 
of making someone getting 
attracted to things that are toxic. I take materials that 
are easily bought in a hardware store and misplace it 
to become a vase. All of these materials surrounds 
us, they are in our walls, filled around our win-
dows, tucked away or layed out underneath our feet 
as a hard foundation. We use all of these materials in 
almost all of our constructions, and we never question 
them. Will we start questioning the high toxicity, 
if I make something out of them that is ”just pretty 
to look at”? I wanted to take these highly practical 
materials and turn them into visual things. I want 
people to want them, and then later on realize that 
they are lured into this want by attraction. Like we 

are attracted to each other without really under-
standing why. Or the way we want a thing, just 
to own it, and we chose this thing from out of a 
bunch. We are attracted to colors. We are attracted 
to touch surfaces, to look at things we find beautiful. 

The context of the fly fishing knot had stuck with 
me, an object beautiful to attract both its prey of 
fish as well as the prey of the fly fishing community. 
The appeal of a pretty surface caught my interest. 

What does it mean when we want 
something? 

A crucial part of the making, a big 
part of me I have partly neglected 
during my investigation into my 
master, is my background in 
materialization and visual cues. 
Coming from the craft and 
jewelry field has made me a 
strong believer in form as a 
function, as well as material 
being an equally important part 
next to form. When making 
attractive and beautiful vases 
made out of building materials 
you normally never pay much 
attention to something happens 
to the viewer when they a r e 
a t t r a c t e d  t o  t h e m .  They 
start to recognize the way these 
materials can be manipulated.

I started making more and more vessels, to see 
where the line between beauty and ugly went. If I 
could stay just on that line, on that edge between 
something we like and at the same time dislike, 
than I might get a conversation about what we are 
attracted to, and why. 

STEP SEVEN – MATERIAL
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DOCUMENTATION OF PROCESS

21



22



23



We have these drawers in our heads that we use 
when we need to bring order to the things in the 
world. These drawers are filled with things that 
resemble one another: one is filled to the brim 
with birds, exotic and colorful and endangered or 
very plainly ordinary. Others are filled with knives, 
objects and trinkets and things we make and own. 
And if you come across something you have never 
seen before, let’s say a duck, you see that it has 
feathers and should therefore belong to the drawer 
with birds, and not with the one that have sharp 
and metallic things in it.
But when you see a platypus for the first time, and 
you know absolutely nothing about the creature you 
have discovered, you’ll definitely have a problem 
placing it in the right drawer; it has a beak like a 
duck but it is at the same time covered in fur, it is 
a mammal but lays eggs, it feeds its young milk but 
it has no teats. The platypus is also deadly, with a 
venomous spur that will kill you if you touch it. It 
is, to say the least, a strange mix of a variety of 
animals. To classify it you would have to kill it, 
cut up its different parts and put one bit here and 
one bit there. Or you make a new drawer, a single 
place for safekeep, just for it alone. 

The need to order and classify things, to have a 
placement for every single one, creates a pattern 
of systems and neatness. It keeps us occupied and 
creates meaning. But what is more interesting is 
when we come across something that doesn’t fit 
into our classifications, our boxes and drawers, 
what happens then? If we dare to venture outside 
of what we see, and into what we can imagine, than 
there is possibilities to create new pathways to fol-
low. One way I have chosen, through my long and not 
neat process of this project, is to focus in on the 
decorative elements of things, and the way we are drawn 
to them.

Ornament is for me a word strongly connected to 
attraction. When being attracted to something we 
automatically make choices: to own it or not, to 
touch it or not, to understand or not understand 
its meaning. Surfaces, decorations, ornaments all 
have that quality of creating a feeling in our minds, 

and associations that are different from person to 
person. This is for me an important function, a 
crucial one, in order to understand other people’s 
point of views and to see the norms that lies un-
derneath surfaces and beauty. 

So, how can I as a designer help others question the 
norms we have around beauty and uglyness?

We can never create something that doesn’t have a 
surface. There doesn’t exist an non-color, free from 
the color spectrum of this world. We can’t escape 
the classifications we automatically do when look-
ing around us, seeing objects, patterns, people, ani-
mals or plants. We, speaking for us right now in the 
Design field, have a tendency to want to strip the form to 
its bare minimal, in order to talk about the function. We 
priorities the ”function”, and add on the decorative 
parts as a veil for the final and last part of the form-
giving. It is this veil I want to focus in on. It is this 
function I want to highlight, and separate from the 
”practical function” we otherwise often discuss. For 
me it is interesting to make them trade places; to let 
the function of ornament and decoration come first, 
and the practical function come later. If we can at 
all separate them.

As I have discussed in this thesis, through the 
words of Barthes, Oppenheim, Baudrillard and 
Starck, the way we divide Form from Function is 
something I want to investigate further; I don’t see 
how one can be different from the other. How we 
read an object, how we relate to it and have previous 
experiences of it is in itself a equally important function: 
the one that had a central role of reproduction through-
out our evolution. Our attraction to things reshapes 
us, and at best helps us develop ourselves in body, 
or more importantly: in thought. What we find 
ornamental and form, the knife or the vase or the 
curtain, is in fact very functional for us, and vice versa. 

This question of another function, the function 
of surfaces; how to read an object, to understand 
what it is and later on how to use it, is an subject 
I got closer to when going into my materialisation. 
When choosing materials we normally hide within 

CONCLUSION
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walls and under floors I wanted to understand how 
people would read them, if they could understand 
where they came from. For me the materials repre-
sent industries and systems that we are using  today, 
that are in different ways harmful for us. By mov-
ing them from a purely “practical” function into a 
“visual” function, the question of what we find attractive 
or not is put to test.

If we allow us to be open for new drawers, and place 
objects and experiences within those which doesn’t 
belong to one nor the other, then we dare to venture 
where we create what we can imagine, to explore 
our further borders of our minds, and eventually 
our own creation. 
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This exam exhibition has been an important part of 
me understanding where my project started growing, 
as well as where it is headed. 
The master has for me been a journey from trying 
to be create a serious design project, to getting a bit 
lost in the process, and finally getting to a point of 
trusting my own passion, interests and background. 
Having been burnt out in my previous attempt of 
doing my master, an experience that took two years 
to recover from, has given me large insights into my 
own levels of stress, and what this Master means to 
me in the bigger picture. 

Betweenness has grown 
to become a complex 
project, putting together 
different parts of my 
relation to design; the 
visual function and the 
meaning of attraction, 
the language of objects 
and the way we interact 
with them and finally 
the displacement of 
materials and the 
discussion that follows.

By choosing a subject 
with many contexts and 
a flowing philosophical 
view on design, the challenge has always been for 
me to understand how I can make my idea-world 
translatable to other people, and how to incorpo-
rate others into my practice. The working methods 
from my background within craft are still heavily in-
fluencing me when I work, and has haltered me into 
stepping out of myself and into bigger contexts. To 
summarize my exploration for myself I wanted to see 
how I could bring together the concept of beauty, 
attraction, ugly, bodily and material displacement 
into the space of an exhibition. 

I chose to create a platform for the smaller vessels 
to stand on, a sort of low rectangle on which they 
could interact and mingle between each other. The 
bigger vessels were placed directly on the floor, with 

flat squares underneath to give them a bit of space, 
as well as create a contrast between their bleak 
pallet against the bright blue colour. I chose the 
ultramarine blue as I wanted the vessels to pop 
and stand out against something, and I wanted to 
play with the connotations of a national museeum or 
gallery, which have frequently used the same color 
to display acient greek statues and bysts. I also had 
in mind to play with the gallery space, to highten 
the value of the objects as sculptural work of art 
displayed to be viewed and perhaps related to. I 
hoped that the bodily shapes of my vessels would 

inhance this associa-
tion to torso and meat, 
but with the contrast 
of not using marble 
and bronse, but rather 
insulation foam, plaster 
and concrete. By play-
ing with a gallery as a 
context, I wanted to 
see how we could still 
talk about design and 
materials with people 
who mostly see objects 
as something to own. 
To lure the viewer into 
wanting the vessels, I 
hoped to create some 
sort of reflection within 

them when they later realized from which complex 
and toxic building industry the vessels actually came 
from. 

At first I felt that my vessels didn’t spark that much 
of a discussion as I had hoped for, which would most 
likely be blamed on my stressed out mood and lack 
of concentration. It wasn’t until the end of the exhibit 
that I got a bit of feedback, and that might have been 
for the good feedback I got from my opponent.
During my 100% presentation my opponent Fredrik 
Stenberg (Uglycute, senior lecturer KTH) pointed 
out a few key notes that really made me think: he 
understood that I wanted to bring my objects to a 
point of where we don’t quite know if we like them 
or not, and don’t know why, and he agreed that the 
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vessels were a good representation for what I wanted 
to say. But at the same time he thought that I had made 
them very neat and tidy and safe. The display of them, 
with strong ultramarine blue podiums to draw you in, 
made them looking clean and nice, with a lot of focus 
on beauty and not so much on the other side of the 
project. I could agree that the story of the toxic 
material got lost, as well as the more repulsive 
luring side to the vessels. Thomas Laurén and 
Martin Avila were both on the same line of 
thought; wanting me to push that edge between 
what we like and don’t like, misplacing things and 
materials to stir up feelings, like a piece of hair in 
the bowl of soup. This critic was the best I’ve got-
ten, and gave me a big rush of ideas of what to 
do next, and how to explore further. It gave me a 
sense of releasing myself from the frames of school, 
giving me permission to go into the limbo of my 
abstract strange design research. 
Following that critic I saw my exhibition with renewed 
eyes, and I tried to formulate the material side to it 
more clearly, writing an additional sign that I put up 
beside my project description. Hopefully this made a 
deeper understanding to my work, but it was hard to 
say since it stayed with the viewer. 

The task of bringing all of our explorations and 
theory into the final visualisation, in the shape of a 
grand exhibition, is for us a huge accomplishment 
that is hard to master. I didn’t feel that I reach the 
full length of my project with what I showed at the 
exhibition. Partly because of my own exhaustion, 
mostly for my own inabilities to create that high 
level of displaying that I was aiming for, and a small 
part for a lack of guidance in the final steps of how 
to bring together all the parts.

The format of an exhibition is tricky; we try to 
convey everything we put into our work during a 
10 days viewing, where it is not at all sure peo-
ple will stop to listen to your ongoing rambles 
and complicated thought processes. It is an 
art in itself to be able to capture people’s atten-
tion long enough to make them stay interested. 
Given that you hopefully got a spot in the exhibi-
tion where people could find you. I was lucky, had 

a big part of a room with a front window to look at 
my work through the large corridors outside. But it 
wasn’t until I made people guess what materials my 
vessels were made out of, that I created some kind of 
interesting conversations. 

I feel that I still have a lot more work to put into 
incorporating others into my process. That is one 
of the things I didn’t succeed in doing. This could, 
I later realized, be with people from the different 
industries in which I want to bring the materials 
out from.
When I exhibit again, if I get the chance, I would love 
to explore more of the displacement of materials, and 
the way I can spark conversations of our pollution and 
usage of toxic production systems. 

I also would love to show my vessels again, but this 
time against the backdrop of a wall/ painting, using 
the same technique of manipulating the isulation 
foam and plaster and concrete into attractive surfaces. 
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