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Three years ago when we began to talk about 
curating this exhibition we spoke at length of 
process. We agreed that as makers our experiences 
are commonly bound in process but that this hidden 
process was a peculiarly singular language born of 
the individual and their experiences. This mainly 
unspoken and perhaps indescribable experience is 
that which wholly informs the ‘finished’ outcome - in 
this case jewellery.

Jewellery is largely imbued and framed within concepts 
of value: that of material quality, material value or 
emotional value, a precious heirloom or symbol of love. 
But how do we understand more - beyond the face of it 
as commodity or symbol, behind glass with a price tag or 
discreet value attached?

Feeling the lack of a more informed view on how many 
layers of hidden process a ‘final’ piece may contain 
and in the context of an overburdened market place 
where emulation and copying have become an everyday 
occurrence, we set out to put together an exhibition 
that focussed on a discrete group of artists, each with 
crossing points but each with a singular view. 

How do you describe a process in words? 

Perhaps a series of events that together create a whole, 
a journey with meaning and no end? A cycle that rolls 
on developing and growing, interspersed with chance 
encounters, thoughts, developments and finished work or 
as Paul Harper describes in his text ‘resting points’

Often artefacts are seen out of context. Jewellery, 
as adornment or communicator is habitually seen 

behind glass in a showcase. How do we imagine its 
connection to the human, its tactility, the way that it 
may be worn? The way that it communicates and what 
it communicates? Furthermore how do we imagine how 
these objects came into being? Not only in the sense of 
a technical curiosity, how was that made? But through 
an awareness of an individual language its maker has 
employed. 

The act of making is such a tangibly human process. How 
is this understood? Do we understand it better when we 
are able to encounter the process? The meanderings of 
a process that usually lay unseen - the quiet moments, 
crossroads, noodlings, investigations, conversations, 
collections that all say something of the work’s beginning 
and developments. All these are human qualities and 
devices that we find understandable – will they act as an 
aid memoire or as a source of confusion for the viewer?

Process is rarely examined in exhibitions of made 
artefacts and yet making implies a process - a journey, an 
examining of thought, of meaning and a putting together 
of elements, materials and ideas.The desire to elucidate 
the processes of construction of works can be seen to 
transcend disciplines. As the composer Steve Reich said, 
“I am interested in the perceptible processes - I want to 
be able to hear the processes happening throughout the 
sounding music” 

As I put together my work for the exhibition I encounter 
a new and peculiar difficulty. Whilst experiencing 
the freedom to work in a particularly instinctive and 
exhilarating way I find myself having to curate my 
process. What do I put in or leave out? Can I do this 
without being totally contrived? How do I get across what 

Introduction



The exhibition is usually an end point in the making 
process. Artists who describe their work as ‘process-
led’ commonly mean that they have carried out some 
discrete action, outside of the normal processes 
of living, which has been documented. The record, 
the documentation of the act becomes an artefact, 
suitable for placing in the gallery where it acquires 
value. It may be possible to regard artists who are 
engaged in a craft in this way. The work represents 
a record of the particular processes of making. This 
may be traced explicitly in the marks left by those 
processes or there may be a more subtle evocation of 
the sensual experience of making. 

However, this exhibition acknowledges something more: 
that the ‘work’ is only ever a resting point in an endless 
process of making that is continuous with other aspects 
of the makers life and that this process, indivisible from 
the maker, the making space and the context of making, 
forms a secret part of the content of the work - perhaps 
the greater part.

Taken individually all the artists represented here make 
very different work, but set aside their different aesthetic 
and practical concerns and it becomes clear that all are 
engaged in a common, fundamental making process. 
Their studios, shaped by their distinctive practices 

and reflecting something of their personalities, are all 
different, and yet they are all familiar, human spaces 
animated by the presence of the artist. They have 
evolved on a human scale, everything within reach. 
They each have tools in common of course, and a 
kind of order, linked to action and purpose. There are 
models, experiments, waste materials, all the detritus 
of making. There are photographs, images and objects 
that represent reference points for the work, and always 
a radio. But more than these things, they share a sense 
of intimate introspection. They have gathered this 
space around themselves to facilitate reverie as well as 
production.

The artists each discuss the content of their work in 
different ways. Lin Cheung and Hélèné Turbe both 
foreground narrative elements, whilst Susan Cross, 
Helen Carnac and Katy Hackney are concerned with more 
purely formal properties to do with materials, techniques, 
surface qualities. Nevertheless, unpick the distinctive 
language of each and a common understanding of 
process emerges. The discourse resolves itself into 
shared themes: the workshop; the specific making 
processes; the integration of those processes with their 
wider experience; strategies for beginning, for creating 
the right conditions for making work; the ‘product’ of their 
work and the role of the exhibition.

is important to me, or is it already obvious? Do I really 
want to show some of my ‘hidden’ process? This is in fact 
very difficult, it is new to me but I know it is all part of the 
process. 

Helen Carnac
January 2007

Reference: From Steve Reich’s essay: ‘Music as a Gradual 
Process’ 1968 as quoted in Minimalists by K. Robert 
Schwarz. Phaidon Press Ltd 1996. Page 11

The exhibition provides an opportunity to observe 
how 5 very different jewellers develop their ideas. 
The jewellery can be appreciated in its own right but 
shown integrated with the development process 
the work presents an insightful and intriguing 
narrative communicating the story of how ideas 
become manifest.   This exhibition seeks to open up 
to the viewer each maker’s visual approach, their 
personal aesthetic and thinking processes to enable a 
perceptive and intellectually stimulating insight into 
the normally unseen world of these artists.

The notion of process, the progression of ideas, is 
frequently discussed and debated within the arena of 
craft but within the context of jewellery this element of 
an artists work is rarely on show to an audience.    
In Process Works the development of the concept is 
an integral part of the artefact giving the audience the 
opportunity to observe the breadth and variety of the 
reflective dialogue of each of the five artists and to 
observe their different visual references and creative 
language.   By documenting this process the exhibition 
draws the audience into the world of each maker, 
making visible their tools of investigation, this may 
include drawing, text, objects, experimental work – the 
supporting paraphernalia that contributes to a body of 
work.   This exhibition captures what is often hidden - the 
picture of how the jewellery came to fruition.  

Through their jewellery and the myriad of ways in 
which these designers explore and filter their ideas, 
they consider, question and are inspired by themes of 
value, beauty, communication, humanity and personal 
history.  This is jewellery with content.  The work evolves 
from a personal agenda and grows through a journey of 
discovery, the resulting visual dialogue illustrates themes 
explored and is narrated through each artists process of 
exploration and reflection.

Though these artists produce very different work there 
are common themes, not least that they all imaginatively 
refine ideas and convey concepts exploiting well honed 
craftsmanship and expertise using a diverse range of 
techniques and materials, precious, non precious and a 
combination of both, in the fabrication and construction 
of objects.  Through their work these makers all display 
a distinctive understanding of form, its integration and 
relationship to the body.

The completed body of work can to be seen as a 
temporary conclusion giving an opportunity to pause for 
reflection.  This may be perceived as a time to take stock, 
to question, to sift and generate ideas, to move forward 
in the cyclical process of the creative life and work of the 
artist.

The decision to own and wear a piece of jewellery is 
intensely personal, weighted with meaning, intimacy 
and aesthetic consideration. The jewellery is not an end 
in itself, rather another stage in the process. Each piece 
will take on a new significance - maybe different to that 
intended by the maker - through its relationship to its 
new owner, who intentionally or not, will imbue the 
object with different and personalised meanings, these 
inevitably layering with time, experience and ownership 
thereby adding another dimension in the process and 
evolution of the work.

Ruth Rushby
January 2007
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Lin Cheung
Lin Cheung’s studio is a tightly organised space. It fits 
neatly into her efficiently designed home. Hammers 
are arranged in descending order of size. Anything not 
in current use is stowed tidily away. This is her space. 
She describes it as unchanging, whilst the rest of the 
world constantly shifts. It is always a blank page, full 
of potential.

When Lin begins to make she has already gone through 
a process of detailed imagining, “I’ve bashed the metal 
in my mind before I go into the workshop and worked 
out what it is going to do.” She has imagined the physical 
sensation of working the metal. Although the work 
will always be enriched through the making, she is not 
working out her ideas in action. It is always directed and 
purposeful. The making processes are chosen to match 
her vision. 

Lin’s work is both conceptual and practical. Sometimes 
she carries out research and constructs a narrative: 
for instance she is currently fascinated by the life 
stories behind the bald catalogue descriptions used by 
Bonham’s, the auctioneers in their “unwanted jewellery” 
sales. Sometimes an idea arrives fully formed in her mind. 
She keeps notebooks but her notes are never explicit. 
Notes and drawings are basic memory prompts, or even 

records made in hindsight. Lin will model the work in 
her imagination and make a mental list of requirements 
- gather techniques to realise the idea. Beyond this 
mostly introspective preparation Lin wants to get to the 
making as soon as possible. Anything more and she feels 
obstructed, that she is loosing momentum.

None of this is to suggest that Lin has no interest in 
making. Her work is beautifully and finely realised and 
making is a reflective time. The studio is a retreat, a 
contemplative space. She will have a number of pieces 
on the go at any one time which she may leave and come 
back to. But her thinking will be directed forward, towards 
the next project.

Lin’s vision extends beyond the thing itself. As she 
visualises the process and the object she also imagines 
the object in use. She wants it to be worn and to carry its 
freight of ideas quietly. She comfortably acknowledges 
that once it leaves her knowledge, people will make what 
they will of her work, and indeed she is curious about the 
user and the accumulation of meaning that will gather 
around it through use. Given that Lin’s work seems to be 
so fully worked out, her openness and humility regarding 
meaning is both surprising and charming.



DEAR LIN,
I like the idea of an ‘e conversation’ -  if we talk a little, 
we can edit it down, maybe. So far I have been on a train, 
and I’m here in my dressing gown at the computer in the 
studio, not sure about a photo!

I know what you mean about talking to someone 
- you have to respect and trust their responses, even if 
they are not eventually taken on board. The person I used 
to talk a lot to - I don’t any more - was vital in my thinking 
and development, but he used to complain that he would 
offer up responses / suggestions and then I did the 
opposite! but he had a very important role in the process 
of dialogue, sometimes, just the ordering enough to put 
into words did it, settled something that I couldn’t resolve 
without. I always valued his involvement. It is interesting 
that ‘putting into words’ when it involves writing is much 
more painful, putting it into words for another person is 
more active, a softer activity somehow.

I have noticed that a sense of emptiness, uncertainty 
is a key phase. It is the prowling round the studio, 
starting things, throwing them away, reading, stopping 
reading, drawing, sometimes getting absorbed, then 
realising it’s rubbish etc.  In this phase, it is hard to keep 
concentrating, but slowly something develops, and 
becomes ‘the thing’, and sometimes I realise some of the 
‘rubbish’ has been absorbed into it and makes sense.

You seem to be able to juggle many projects / ideas 
at the same time, which I rather envy. I find more and 
more that I want to work on one thing, and somehow I 
end up with a definitive version, rather than playing round 
the subject.

I liked all your ideas for the show, the book titles 
gave me two things - one, that I really wanted to open 
them and look inside, but, in a way, I had already done 
that in my mind, entering a world where all levels of 
understanding were documented, from intellectual 
thought and analysis, dsicusssions of taste and advice, 
gossip, etc so the imaginative journey had started. Two, 
it was also a journey into a jeweller’s/ your imagination, 
where jewellery is all consuming, become the conduit 
through which all is seen. I liked that, because there is 
a phase of making where you are so involved, nothing 
else seems to matter. Ros often says to students, when 
you start to dream about your work, you know you’ve got 
something right.
It is also funny, but I haven’t really worked out why yet.
Regards
Caroline

DEAR CAROLINE,
‘Prowling’ is a great word. All my workshops/ studio 
spaces have been the size of an average room so, for 
me it’s probably more rummaging and shuffling, with the 
prowling taking place in the mind. I don’t draw very often 
and I only seem to sketch on a technical, problem-solving 
level.  For some reason it all takes place in my mind and 
I can hang onto several ideas for a long period of time. 
I do use ‘markers’ to jog my memory: I have particular 
objects, bits of old work, notes, etc. lying around that 
have particular meanings and even though they have no 
obvious connection to the idea at hand, they represent 
the leap of imagination I still need to perform to conclude 
an idea. 

It is all consuming and it does also ‘consume’ me 
from time to time. Sideways thinking, creative mental 
activity; call it what you will, isn’t always conducive to 
conventional life! 

I spend so much time thinking away from the 
obvious, unconventionally that frequently Nick and I 
will have conversations about someone that minutes 
later, discover that we were not talking about the same 
person. I would choose to conjure up a ‘Dan’ we vaguely 
knew, perhaps only met the once whilst Nick is of course 
referring to the most obvious ‘Dan’: our close friend and 
colleague. Whilst we seem to get it 80% right (which 
I think is quite high considering our little eccentricities) 
there is a small part of the process that craves the implicit 
understanding from another. They would have to have felt 
the same thrill of seeing a solder joint flow beautifully, or 
understand why a 0.5mm off here and not there would 
make a huge difference. I don’t socialise with other 
makers but I do enjoy these oppourtunities when they 
come along, to share these small details; perhaps it’s why 
I also enjoy the teaching I do; when it’s really working, 
there is an unspoken sense of understanding, a levelling 
experience.
All the best for now,
Lin

DEAR LIN, 
I have just realised a week has gone by, and I feel like 
I have been through a washing machine, hot cycle. 
Too many things to think about – not enough of them 
interesting, worthwhile, or inspiring! 

I am away this weekend, but on my mobile, it would 
be good to discuss and it will be easier to decide ear to 
ear, if not face to face.

I did a talk at Goldsmiths’ textiles this week and one 
of the questions was what rules do you set yourself? 
This was interesting as I do work logically, and there are 

always perimeters that I set myself, but am constantly 
throwing these ‘rules’ out and then retrieving them as 
and when they feel right. These may be to do with is 
it textiles I am working with? And why? or what level 
of engagement should there be? to am I making this 
myself? how does it change if I get a subcontractor to 
do it? What audience am I aiming at? Is it possible to be 
specific on this? Etc

So your comment on the accuracy of half a millimetre 
is maybe one of your rules – the perfection of making. 
I wonder what other rules you may have in the process 
of thinking and making, how do you open things up and 
narrow them down again?
Speak soon
Caroline

DEAR CAROLINE,
Thanks for our meeting the other night, it was really 
helpful, delicious and fun to speak to you about it all!

You could easily decide to leave it here or send 
more thoughts. in particular I found your analysis of the 
whole ‘Process Works’ very interesting by comparing 
it to a similar experience/exhibition you have taken part 
in. A sense of exposing oneself, of perhaps not wanting 
to show the process at all – that because it is not as 
apparent as one would expect (sketch books, models, 
related ephemera, bit & bobs etc.) that the process is 
perhaps not meant to be seen...?

I have realised that you can never narrow down 
enough! It’s a false sense of security to think that keeping 
my options open yields a greater outcome - it inevitably 
makes me indecisive and  when I do finally arrive at a 
decision, the real work begins and there is always a rush 
to conclude it. Things also have to ‘work’. I don’t know 
if this is a rule as such and it certainly isn’t the driving 
force but I do aim for something that works physically as 
well as conceptually. The idea or concept needs to make 
sense and generally each piece is wearable and useable 
for its intended task;  sometimes extra wearable and very 
user friendly to carry the idea further and more logically 
than if it just remained as an object. It is similar to your 
set of ‘rules’: What is the relationship to jewellery?, What 
am I trying/wanting to say? Who is it aimed at? Who 
might be using/wearing it?  It can be a laborious process 
or quite quick and i go by a gut feeling that I’ve got it 
‘right’. I take the idea and begin to make it in my mind, 
then imagine myself or someone else using or wearing it 
to decide if I need to tweak it here or there to encourage 
afavourable outcome. 

The imagination is a wondrous and torturous tool; if 
I picture a circle, it’s always a perfect circle. It can have 

a different texture or edge depending on how I think 
about it but a perfectly round circle non the less. The joy 
or frustration of making comes in trying to achieve this 
‘perfection’ in reality. In the mind, all is easy:  you can add 
a bit here, take a bit away there to achieve your desires; 
in reality there are so many factors at play that can hinder 
and deceive the process that it’s at this point it becomes 
exciting; matching the piece I have in my hands to the 
one I have made in my mind.

 I think it’s why i am drawn to ordinary objects: with 
so many available, it is interesting to note how and why 
we might select and use them. With jewellery, I have 
reached a stage where I have used this level of inquiry 
as a form of ‘design tool’ in the sense that I use it to 
influence the form and function of the actual pieces I 
make. There is a sense of freedom to this: if I look upon 
jewellery without my own personal aesthetic set of rules, 
a lot more is opened up for exploration so perhaps i 
might reach a sense of the ‘essence’ of wearing jewellery 
from a subject matter that is constantly redefining itself 
physically, culturally and socially. it’s all a rather selfish 
pursuit of trying to understand it all myself!
Best regards,
Lin

DEAR LIN,
At the moment, I think it is very important for you (and 
some other jewellers) to use what is out there i.e. rings / 
lockets / earrings etc - the forms of jewellery that speak 
to the widest possible audience. It draws people in as 
the ‘known’ element works with the ’unknown’ element. 
It is this recontextualising that brings tradition up to the 
present, adding another phrase to the sentence.

I also know the ‘false sense of security’ and the 
elusiveness of a simple idea – when is simple obvious 
and when is it pure?

I also know the gap between the imagined object/ 
outcome and the ‘struggled with’ reality, which needs a 
lot of attention to make it seem not struggled with. Is this 
illusion always there? Are simple ideas sometimes just 
that?

It is sometimes so hard to start making things, as the 
comfort and success in your mind does not want to be 
upset and challenged. I find that with students, too. The 
fear of having nothing if the reality does not match the 
intention, the possibility fizzles out and condemns it to be 
only and ever in the imagination.
Speak soon
Caroline

THE E-CORRESPONDENCE MONDAY 20 NOVEMBER 2006



Hélène Turbé
Hélène’s work always begins with a narrative, a story. 
The story is developed through research and image-
making using drawing and photography. Helene 
has young children and so her time in the studio is 
limited. But she has learned that a story can unfold 
over time. She finds herself absorbed in a process of 
thinking and dreaming about the work as she goes 
about her daily life, carrying out domestic chores, 
watching the children in the park. In her minds eye 
she has an audience to whom the story is addressed. 
Through this long period of immersion Hélène’s 
emotional involvement in her story becomes intense. 
Sometimes the demands of domestic life make it 
hard to stay in this state of reverie and Helene can 
become “switched off” from the work. On a Friday, as 
she prepares for the weekend, she will make notes, 
using key words, to help her find a way back on 
Monday morning.

When Hélène begins to make, she has planned the work 
and fixed it in her mind. As she makes her attention 
moves onto the next story. Making facilitates more 
dreaming. She combines silversmithing practices with 
textiles. As well as printing photographic images on to 
fabric, she uses more traditional textile techniques such 
as embroidery and stitching. Hélène loves the close 

attention that such work demands. It fosters a sense of 
isolation, a state where she is completely in the work. 
Working at the kitchen table late at night is another 
strategy for losing herself.

Helene’s studio is within sight of her home. It is in a 
complex of artist’s studios, but it is not artist-led and 
there is no sense of a studio group. The artists all work 
separately and have little contact with each other. Hélène 
desires seclusion for her practice but it is not without 
risks. She acknowledges that the emotional intensity of 
her work can be overwhelming. Also, Helene has come 
to this practice relatively recently and feels that without a 
dialogue with other artists, or an established audience, it 
is difficult for her to evaluate her work. She invests a lot 
in the work and develops an intense attachment to it. This 
can lead to some anxiety about letting go, about whether 
it will be understood.

For Helene this exhibition assumes a particular 
importance. With the opportunity to reveal the intimate 
nature of her practice, the exhibition represents not just 
an opportunity to test her work, but a bridge between 
the personal space of the studio and the public domain. 
To open up her interior narrative into a dialogue with her 
peers and with her audience.
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Katy Hackney 

Katy’s workshop is a small room within her home. 
She apologises for the untidiness and suggests that 
if she had more time she would sort it out. But there 
is never enough time, and this disorder has a sense of 
something assembled. It is cluttered with juxtaposed 
objects and images that hover between the random 
and a kind of rationality based in a visual language. 
This language is both peculiar to Katy and universal. 
It comes from her habits of close observation, of 
looking at the world. She records her observations in 
identical black, moleskin-bound notebooks, where, 
interestingly the language is mostly written in short 
note form. She also takes photographs, which, again 
taken separately, seem arbitrary, but seen together 
they cohere into a visual universe that we instantly 
recognize in Katy’s work. A note about a mirror 
seen in a café in Amsterdam, or a photograph of an 
abandoned caravan, it’s colours brilliant in a washed-
out landscape, bring vividly to mind Katy’s palate of 
materials and forms. Katy’s work makes sense of the 
world that she observes. Through it she helps us to 
see what she sees.

The simplicity of Katy’s works belies her meticulous 
attention to fine detail and the precision of her making. 
She takes pleasure in the exactness of the hidden 
construction and she loves the physical demands of 

working closely, of shaping, sanding and finishing. 
These details of her actual making are all of a piece with 
travelling, collecting, looking, sourcing materials, playing 
in the studio with form and surface treatment. But so is 
the domestic routine of cleaning, shopping listening to 
the radio, answering the phone. So too is teaching and 
working in the shop that she runs with a friend. The shop 
sells “stuff that we like” collected at random. It allows 
Katy to indulge in her fascination with other people’s 
manufacturing processes. She used to work in a group 
studio, but found herself too easily distracted by what 
everybody else did. She has to constrain her curiosity, but 
all of these things amount to Katy’s process. 

Katy makes a simple statement, “I love to sit and make.” 
There are moments in the intimate solitude of the 
workshop when all distractions are set aside and she can 
lose herself in the making, when the process temporarily 
coalesces and is given form. However, as she describes 
it, her making has no real beginning or end. The things 
that Katy makes are never ends in themselves. They 
are always contingent, resting points. She says that she 
needs the discipline of deadlines, of the need to sell. They 
give shape to her labours and necessarily pull her out of a 
potentially formless, dreamy immersion in the process.
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Susan Cross
Susan has her workspace in a studio complex 
occupied by a range of artists and makers. The group 
studio offers a supportive community and a critical 
context for her practice. The environment facilitates 
critical conversation, and encounters with other 
practitioners and their work. Points of contact that 
are centred around practice. Furthermore there is an 
atmosphere of work, of artists turning away from 
teaching and other distractions to make work.

The journey between home and studio takes about 10 
minutes. The closeness is important to Susan, whose life, 
divided between teaching, making and home, could easily 
be fragmented. Going to and coming back has become 
a vital space in Susan’s routine. As she journeys to the 
studio she settles into a frame of mind, on the way home 
she reflects on the day’s work. Teaching is important; an 
outward looking occupation that feeds a habit of critique 
and dialogue, but the demands that it makes on Susan 
can draw her out of her practice. Away from the studio, 
activities that take her out of doors and into open spaces: 
horse-riding; walking and gardening, throw Susan back 
into herself and stimulate a reflective state. In the studio 

she needs to re-occupy the space, change gear and 
prepare herself for work. Having arrived by mid-morning, 
it will be late afternoon before she is settled into what 
she describes as a “heightened state”, where the work 
can flow.

Susan uses a variety of techniques to develop her work: 
drawing; collage; model-making. Drawing is particularly 
useful for generating ideas and Susan aspires to translate 
the quality of drawn marks into her making. But once 
she begins to handle her material she moves out from 
these starting points and the work becomes more open 
and fluid, driven by an intuitive process. Although Susan 
works principally with metal, the techniques she employs 
are often associated with textiles. She is drawn to textiles 
as a primary making practice. A practice that provides 
us with schema and a vocabulary for making sense of 
the world: threading; stitching; knitting. She likes the 
openness, the visual clarity of weaving and looping as 
constructional techniques. The forms are almost self-
generating and the material is exposed to speak for itself.
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Helen Carnac
For Helen, making, teaching, research, dialogues 
are separate but integrated parts of one practice. 
The diversity of Helen’s interests and the different 
demands on her attention mean that there is a 
disrupted pattern to her experience. Whilst each 
aspect of the process feeds the others, it can also 
take away and Helen has to have strategies for 
shifting her focus. In particular she has to carve out 
dedicated time for her making, which is the source for 
everything else.

Her studio is in the basement of her home, which she 
shares with her partner David, a furniture maker. She 
describes the pleasure of coming home and re-entering 
the space. For Helen and David, the domestic rhythm 
revolves around making. It is a short and well-worn step 
between the conversation at the kitchen table and the 
studio. So the home is both refuge, anchor point and 
springboard or catalyst for work.

The studio is a purposeful space, set up to allow Helen 
to pick up her work quickly and to re-establish a frame of 
mind in which her work can flow. Despite its functionality, 
this is a welcoming, human space, the essential order 
softened by use. The tidiness is subverted by an accretion 
of experiments and half-made things. These create 
their own narrative of making and add to the sense of 
intention. The tools are arranged systematically, but the 
order is particular, belonging to Helen and to her individual 
practice. 

Describing her work Helen uses cooking as an analogy. 
She talks about assembling and combining ingredients. 

Although metal is her principal material she resists 
specialization. Her detailed understanding of metal 
gives her insight that she applies to other less familiar 
materials. She likes the risk of working at the limits 
of her knowledge, of balancing a sense of control 
with surrender to the properties of different materials. 
Enamelling is a process that excites Helen because of 
the possibility of surprising, unpredictable outcomes and 
because of its spontaneous quality. Drawing has been a 
consistent ingredient, a rhythmic, repetitive process of 
making and eradicating marks. Again, drawing appeals 
as a spontaneous act contrasting with the fine, often 
technical processes of working metals. 

Beyond these making processes, Helen’s dialogue with 
other artists and other disciplines is a key ingredient in 
her practice. She actively seeks out opportunities for 
dialogue and collaboration, such as her association with 
the enamelling research group at UWE in Bristol, or 
her long-standing correspondence with the American 
artist Bob Ebendorf. The open-ended nature of these 
dialogues is a vital characteristic of Helen’s work. Whilst 
she is constantly making, she is not currently producing 
work to sell, but rather sees herself in a developmental 
mode. She is reluctant to bring her work to any sort of 
conclusion. She has a passion to communicate through 
her making, and is not satisfied with communicating 
through a finished object. This passion feeds her teaching, 
but it also seeks creative expression in other forms, 
including curating this exhibition. Process gathers it’s own 
momentum and establishes its own rhythm. It drives 
Helen’s making, but it also pushes her out of the studio 
and into a wider sphere.
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Curating their own work and that of their fellows has 
become an established part of practice for fine artists. 
This has done much to create a greater understanding 
between artists and galleries/professional curators 
and to give artists a clearer sense of their audience. 
It has also helped artists to better realise their own 
vision for their work and to foreground what they 
believe is important in their practice. This practice is 
still a rarity in the crafts, one example being Susan 
Cross, who curated Interface for the Scottish Gallery 
in 2005.

All the artists taking part in this exhibition have talked in 
different ways about the integration of making into their 
lives, so that their experience is not compartmentalised. 
However each has described a disjunction at the point 
when the work leaves them and takes its place in 
the gallery. For Katy exhibiting means simply handing 
over the work. Not only does she lose control of its 
presentation but the work becomes detached from the 
context that was essential to its invention. Susan talks 
about exhibiting as an anti-climax. Without a dialogue 
with her audience there seems to be void. Exhibiting, 
communicating, exposing and selling the work, so vital to 
these artists, actually seems to sit outside of the ongoing 
process in which they are all engaged.

Perhaps there is an unnecessary anxiety at play here. It is 
easy, in the void that Susan describes, to underestimate 
the ability of the audience to trace something of the 
process in the work, to feel vicariously through the work 
something of the artists experience. Surely some part 
of the thinking and dreaming, the looking, the drawing 
and the careful making, some part of the workshop and 
actuality, of the lived experience of the maker adheres 
to the work. Surely this all becomes the secret content 
of the work, and perhaps it is this, beyond any other 
quality that lies behind the powerful and enduring appeal 
of things made by an individual hand, out of an individual 
imagination. 

Nevertheless, something is missing. Most exhibitions, 
concerned with selling or with curating artefacts, detach 
the work from the process and emphasise other qualities 
that make more sense within the gallery culture. This 
exhibition by pulling the object back in to the context of 
its making, makes explicit the secret content described 
above and opens up a dialogue about meaning. Each 
artist talked about the desire to communicate through 
their work and the dissatisfaction of not having a more 
developed dialogue with their audience. By focusing on 
process the exhibition allows the artists to articulate what 
is important to them.
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