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Abstract 

 

Recent turns in International Relations mark a shift towards a more reflective and interpretive 

practice but it has some way to go before it moves away from the hegemony of text-based 

analysis and empirical evidence. Practice Based Research provides an alternative to this by 

working with multifaceted methodologies, eclectic entanglements and sensory subversions to 

pose previously unasked questions about the political. The im/material monument is a practice 

based engagement with Troubles commemoration in Northern Ireland. It utilises a thinking 

through making process to imagine a Troubles memorial/s where issues such as names, form, 

location and scale are addressed through making, speculation and reflection. The ‘epistemic 

objects’ produced as part of this Practice Based Research include models, drawings and 

ephemera which are experimental, associative, unresolved and non-linear. I argue that just as 

the Troubles are not conclusively over, so any Troubles memorial should not suggest 

foreclosure.  

The thesis shares the outcomes of the creative research - the making - because Practice Based 

Research is not practice alone but also the textual analysis and reflection that translates the 

objects into wider epistemological domains. Artistically, therefore, this project is one of 

creative investigations that aim to trouble the established parameters of commemorative 

practice and unsettle the hegemony of text-based analysis in International Relations. I do this 

in three ways: i) through the production of material artefacts; ii) through the insertion of 

reflections on the creative process as they took place; and iii) through critical and creative 

engagement with relevant literature. Based on historical precedents, I set out (after Foucault) 

an alternative genealogy of memorial forms to show how my ideas for a Troubles memorial 

envisage plurality, ambiguity and immateriality. These ideas move from the personal to the 

local and the international. Following Derrida, a hauntological approach is taken throughout. 

The research in this thesis, therefore, enacts the plurality of approach and the assemblage of 

methodologies that Bleiker (2001) and others have stated is necessary to bring the arts into 

International Relations on its own terms and according to its own logic.  

 

 

 

ii 



 
 

 

CONTENTS 
   

   

Acknowledgements  i 

Abstract  ii 

Contents  iii 

List of Figures 

A Reader’s Guide                                                

 v 

viii 

 

 

Prologue  1 

   

Chapter One: Building Bridges 3 

   

1.1 Material Matters: avoiding the issue 3 

1.2 Presence Matters: confronting material in the field 7 

1.3 Research Matters: turning to practice 8 

1.4 Material Pleasures: reflecting process 13 

      Contexts and Contours  16 

   

Chapter Two: The Architecture of a Thinking Space 19 

   

2.1 Introduction: Building the Scaffold 19 

2.2 Archaeology and Genealogy: recovering hidden pasts 20 

2.3 New Materialism: troubling dichotomies 24 

2.4 Expanded Field Theory: resisting categorisation through intermediality 26 

2.5 Critical Reflection and Practice 30 

      Conclusion  34 

   

Chapter Three: Hauntology  37 

   

3.1 Introduction: Seeing Ghosts 37 

3.2 The Blind Field  40 

3.3 Looking for Frank   42 

i) Reflection  42 

ii) Image  43 

iii) Response  43 

3.4 Crossing Thresholds: from dust to salt 46 

i) Dust at 9/11 47 

ii) The problem of ashes when mourning 51 

3.5 Accommodating the Ghosts of 1916 51 

      Conclusion  59 

   

Chapter Four: Monuments and Memorials 61 

   

4.1 Introduction: Stretching the Memorial Arc 61 

4.2 The Origin of the Counter Memorial Form 64 

4.3 A New Genealogy of Counter Memorials 77 

i) The unrealised 79 

ii) The material  89 

iii) The plural  95 

4.4.4 The Missing  101 

4.      Conclusion  106 



 
 

   

     

Chapter Five: Time. A Structure of Nothingness 

              

108 

   

5.1 Introduction: Finding Time 109 

5.2 Time and Memorials 110 

5.3 Time and the Troubles 118 

5.4 Troubling Time  122 

      Conclusion  127 

   

Chapter Six: Memory and Forgetting 130 

   

6.1 Introduction: The Inconsistency of Memory 130 

6.2 The Construction and Destruction of Memory 132 

i) Forgetting or forgiving 136 

ii) Creative response: the transaction of blame 138 

iii) Iconoclasm and Fallism 141 

6.3 The Transmission of Memory 144 

i) Mediated  144 

ii) Agonistic  146 

iii) Cyclical  148 

      Conclusion  150 

   

Chapter Seven: Commemoration in Northern Ireland 152 

   

7.1 Introduction: Continuities and Change 152 

7.2 Contested Commemoration in Ireland 154 

7.3 The CAIN Archive: a critical conversation 158 

7.4 Artistic Interventions: the issue with names 165 

7.5 Naming the Dead of the Troubles 170 

7.6 Personal Interventions: then and now 177 

      Conclusion  181 

   

Chapter Eight: The Creative Response  185 

   

8.1 Sharing Process  185 

8.2 Acknowledging Ephemera 205 

8.3 Acknowledging Failure 206 

8.4 Accepting Incompleteness 208 

      Synthesis of Ideas 210 

  

Epilogue 213 

   

Bibliography  215 

   

 

 

 

 

iv  



 
 

List of Figures 

Chapter One   

Figure 1 Studio model of glass arch 14 

Figure 2 Sketchbook page, glass arch 15 

Chapter Two   

Figure 3 Memorial in the Head  19 

Chapter Three   

Figure 4 Ancestral Memories  43 

Figure 5 Home for Ghosts model  56 

Chapter Four   

Figure 6 Artillery Memorial Hyde Park, London 68 

Figure 7 Soviet War Memorial, Berlin 69 

Figure 8 Memorial to the Murdered Jews in Europe, Berlin 72 

Figure 9 Sketchbook. Reflecting through Barad through Eisenman 72 

Figure 10 Reflecting Absence, New York 73 

Figure 11 Cenotaph for Newton 80 

Figure 12 The Cenotaph. Whitehall, London 82 

Figure 13 Sculpture to be seen from Mars 84 

Figure 14 Model for Memorial to the Dead, Hiroshima 85 

Figure 15 Underground Memorial for President John F. Kennedy 87 

Figure 16 The Vagrant Light to the Stars 88 

Figure 17 Monument against Fascism, Harburg 90 

Figure 18 The Bornhagen Memorial from Höcke’s house 98 

Figure 19 Missing House, Berlin 102 

Figure 20 Nameless Library, Vienna 104 

Chapter Five   

Figure 21 Thinking through time 108 

Figure 22 Bio-sphere habitat for inter-species healing 127 

Chapter Six   

  Figure 23 Sketchbook page. Model for Forgiving and Forgetting 139 

Figure 24 Detail of model for Forgiving and Forgetting  139 

   

v 



 
 

Chapter Seven   

Figure 25 War Memorial Series, 2009 153 

Figure 26 UDA Memorial, Belfast 160 

Figure 27 Hunger Strike Memorial, Downpatrick 160 

Figure 28 Memorial for Critters (after Haraway) 161 

Figure 29 Omagh Bomb Memorial Garden 166 

Figure 30 Omagh Bomb Memorial, Market Street 166 

Figure 31 Sherds. Studio drawing of model 167 

Figure 32 Ulster Ash Grove Memorial, Staffordshire, England 169 

Figure 33 Text projection, Neukölln, Berlin 171 

Figure 34 Text projection, Florence  172 

Figure 35 Counting the Dead of the Troubles 175 

Figure 36 Wounded Poppies, 2009 178 

Figure 37 Ring 41 from Tree Ring Series 180 

Chapter Eight   

Figure 38  Museum entrance as double-slit 185 

Figure 39 A breath held in tension 187 

Figure 40 Breathing and remembering 188 

Figure 41 Some dropped, others drifted away 188 

Figure 42 Air held by air 189 

Figure 43 Memorial as a visual disturbance, casting shadows 190 

Figure 44 A tidal breath; plaster and air 191 

Figure 45 Melting memorial. Me, you, us, them 192 

Figure 46 Counting the Dead in threes: you, me, other 193 

Figure 47 Memorial in the head: unfinished model 194 

Figure 48 Burning all the paperwork 195 

Figure 49 An incomplete song as darkness falls 195 

Figure 50  Silent time 196 

Figure 51 Family (fragments) 196 

Figure 52 Studio model under construction/destruction 197 

Figure 53 Studio model under construction 197 

vi 



 
 

Figure 54 Interior view, House of Cards model 198 

Figure 55 Copper House of Cards, interior view, with visitors 198 

Figure 56 Model for a Museum of Present Absence 199 

Figure 57 Cloak Room (study) 200 

Figure 58 Elegies. Trial pieces 201 

Figure 59 Bio-plastic petals, shaped by hand 203 

Figure 60 Forming petals into a wreath 203 

Figure 61 Petal re-submerged in water 203 

Figure 62 Petals re-shaped as pebbles 204 

Figure 63 The shape of mourning is granular 204 

Figure 64 Smashed pottery encased in resin 205 

Figure 65 Coat hanger ends, partially interred 206 

Figure 66 Model under construction 207 

Figure 67 Coat hanger model superimposed in field 207 

Figure 68 Wire maquette for an airship 208 

Figure 69 Veiled floating memorial 209 

Figure 70 Veiled memorial, adrift 209 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                               

vii 



 
 

A Reader’s Guide 

The structure of this thesis is not conventional nor is the approach taken to the production of 

knowledge. There is no beginning or end because there is no telos towards a solution. 

Therefore, rather than a traditional introduction and conclusion there is a prologue and 

epilogue. The chapters are numbered from one to eight and follow each other chronologically 

but the first seven chapters could be read in any order. However, despite the avoidance of 

linearity, these chapters are intended to prepare the reader for the last chapter, Chapter Eight. 

Here, I bring together the written and the practice-based elements of the research to suggest the 

diverse forms that a memorial for the Troubles could take. Even then, the work is not complete. 

Chapter Eight describes artworks and concepts that were developed in the studio in tandem 

with the written research.  Many of the drawings, sculptures and maquettes were not resolved 

by the time of the submission of this thesis (they may never be) and therefore the images used 

herein are indicative of work in progress. The final artworks were publicly exhibited at the 

Naughton Gallery, Queen’s University, Belfast from 2 June to 19 June 2022. The exhibition, 

The im/material monument, was documented and images of both the individual works and 

installation views are contained in a separate folder (Appendix I). This folder also contains a 

PDF brochure from the exhibition with an essay by Prof. Debbie Lisle, a short film showing 

the processes which sit behind the making (and un-making) of the work in the studio and an 

image list for the titles, dimensions, medium and dates for all artworks shown. 

An exhibition can be experienced in many ways. One does not need to adhere to a prescribed 

route through the gallery space so that the works are encountered in the order that the artist 

intended.  That said, there is a logic to the way the work is hung and as an artist one hopes to 

achieve a balance which allows, through the rhythm of the spacing, all works (whether large 

or small) to occupy their own space and retain a sense of autonomy. A similar approach was 

taken to the writing of this thesis. Though the reader can navigate the text at will, it may be 

useful here, to share insights into the written elements of the research to prepare the reader for 

what is to come. 

In Chapter One, for example, I set out the importance of paying attention to materiality as a 

modality to think with and through the political. I argue that International Relations, despite its 

receptivity to art as a valid means of knowledge production, is still primarily engaged in text- 

based analysis of art which is informed by the political. An artist, however, who makes and 

contextualises their work and who articulates it in their own voice can offer fresh insights into 



 
 

the political by sharing the process of how a particular work comes into being. When that work 

is a monument then the artist can speak to the materiality of its tangible, visibly external 

presence and its invisible, intangible interior spaces because they are entangled with the 

materiality of its production. The unseen thoughts, reveries and memories that accompany the 

making process in the studio flow between the maker and the object in a continuous loop. I 

have included examples of these studio based reflections throughout this thesis.  

Space is the focus of Chapter Two. In particular, I bring together a diverse range of scholarship 

from different disciplinary fields to help me to construct a creative thinking space that is 

unbounded and pluralistic. In this space, I engage with quantum physics, call up memories of 

memorial museums and begin to imagine creating a memorial within an expanded field of 

possibilities that allows for something to exist in the gap between two things it is not. The ghost 

is such an entity and in Chapter Three, I allow myself to become haunted by the ghosts of 9/11 

in New York and 1916 in Ireland. These international and national events are drawn down into 

the more intimate setting of the home to show how the ghost is present in the domestic realm 

as well as on the world stage. In this milieu, I ask how it feels to be haunted and reflect on 

memories that wound. Is this why we build memorials – to absolve us of pain? This question 

is one that can be better answered if we understand what the nature and function of a monument 

or a memorial is and the differences and ambiguities between the two. These distinctions are 

discussed at the start of Chapter Four and having established how I will use the terms, I then 

consider the development of the counter-memorial form in the 1980s. I propose that its origins 

can be traced back to eighteenth-century Paris and progressed through an alternative genealogy 

of forgotten or destroyed memorial forms which includes those conceived of by Picasso and 

Claus Oldenburg. Their concepts of there/not there memorials can be linked to the work of 

contemporary artists including Christian Boltanski and Rachael Whiteread. Having established 

an alternative canon of memorial forms within which to locate my own concepts, I then 

consider the memorial’s relationship to time in Chapter Five. The key question here is when is 

the time right for a Troubles memorial? Is it already too late or too soon? Reflecting through 

different concepts of time in relation to the complex, linear time of the Troubles brings me to 

the conclusion that in this project, my thinking should be polychronic and my ideas ungoverned 

by absolutes.  

Memory is also ungovernable if not elusive and unreliable. It is subjective. In Northern Ireland 

it is contested. In Chapter Six I consider what type of memory might be mobilised in the 

creation of a memorial for the Troubles. In order to do so, one must also consider the opposite 



 
 

of memory which is not-memory, or forgetting. How does history temper memory and 

forgetting and what tensions are evoked in the interplay between historical reality and creative 

imagination? I suggest, circling back to the previous chapter, that memory itself is a haunting 

and that by entangling history, memory, reality and imagination we can begin to materialise 

our anxieties about the past, or at least our version of it, which may be contested.   

Chapter Seven begins with an overview of the different circumstances in which 

commemoration in the UK and Ireland was enacted after the First World War. I then show how 

Troubles commemoration in more recent times is partisan and contested and how artistic 

interventions into this arena are either accepted or rejected according to their material 

execution. This discussion allows me to locate my artistic practice, past and present, in relation 

to other works which engage with commemorative forms. I trace the development of my ideas 

from the production of artefacts in time and space towards a preference for conceptual forms 

that exist in multiple realities and materialities. In Chapter Eight, I return to the main argument 

from Chapter One, namely that an artist’s voice is different to one used in a traditional text-

based analysis. I demonstrate this by speaking back to International Relations in my own voice, 

amplifying themes that connect the preceding chapters such as ambiguity, multiplicity and the 

development of a memorial sensibility through praxis. I have attempted to synthesise my ideas 

to show how thinking through making as part of practice-based research is a valid way to think 

about the political and as far as possible, I have attempted to give the artworks autonomy.  I 

hope that Chapters 1-7 have prepared you, the reader, for what lies ahead so that by the end of 

Chapter Eight you will have gained an understanding of how the inner life of a memorial is 

formed. This process is not formulaic or empirically driven nor is it linear and focused on 

success. Instead, it is elliptical and layered. It includes reflections on quantum physics, 

descriptions of how to blow bubbles in the studio, cooking recipes for materialising mourning, 

elegies for the dead, examples of failure,  pronouns made from ice-letters that dissolve into the 

sea circulating our grief around the shoreline and monumental floating airships, invisible and 

inflated with collective exhalations of remembering. The thesis ends as it begins, in the studio, 

reflecting on the Troubles, and the trouble we are in.  I hope you, the reader, will stay with the 

trouble.   

 

 

 



 

Prologue 

 

Studio. 29th October 2018. Sketchbook entry. 

Drawing circles to understand Jenny Edkins’ trauma time. What colour is trauma? 

Studio. 30th October 2018. Sketchbook entry. 

I am listening to the radio. An ambulance driver is giving his account of attending the aftermath 

of the Greysteel massacre in County Londonderry which happened on this day twenty-five 

years ago.  Four Loyalist paramilitaries entered the Rising Sun bar. They were armed and 

before opening fire, one of them shouted ‘trick or treat’.  Eight people were killed and many 

more were injured. Last week, it was the 25th anniversary of the Shankhill bomb. Two members 

of the IRA entered Frizzell’s fish shop on the Shankill Road carrying a bomb. It detonated 

prematurely, killing one of the bombers as well as nine people inside the shop. Many more 

were injured. The Greysteel murders were a reprisal for the Shankhill bomb. Tit for tat. 

Studio. 31st October 2018. Sketchbook entry. 

I drew a chameleon on a twig. Made a scribbled observation about camouflage and invisible 

cloaks; noted that just as a chameleon could disguise itself as a leaf so a terrorist could move 

amongst us unseen, merely another leaf on our tree.   

*  *  *  *  * 

This project began in October 2018 with the aim of creating concepts for a memorial for the 

Northern Ireland Troubles. The time seemed right, for me at least, to consider such an enterprise 

even with the understanding that the Troubles were not an abstract historical phenomenon, but 

something that persisted into the present, never resolved and never forgotten. Every day is 

someone’s anniversary; there will always be memories that haunt. Working in such a milieu, 

therefore, would serve to keep me memorially minded and conscious of how the Troubles, 

though they might seem to be over, were never far away. Listening to an account of a traumatic 

event on the radio while evolving ideas for a memorial may have helped to shape the forms I 

made, but so too would my own memories of those times. Both become entangled with 

influences from other sources; academic and artistic, local and international.  Mid-way through 

this project trouble arrived in different and unexpected form. Globally, we were all in trouble 

and, if we were fortunate, we worked through it from home.  
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Home. March 2020. Sketchbook entry. 

I turn over a page in my sketch book. The day before and the day after are in stark contrast. 

The first page is a sequence of diagrams to work through a concept I call Letters to the absent. 

A series of individual post boxes are arranged as columns spaced out in a field. I name them 

Child, Parent, Sibling, Friend, Stranger and I imagine them as an invisible archive holding 

messages from those who have lost someone to those who have gone. I note the similarity of 

the columns to standing stones or grave slabs but I don’t materialise them. They are just a 

sketch for a future idea. Overleaf, a diary begins. There are no drawings, just anxious notes and 

a margin to keep a tally of the rising deaths. It stops in May with a comment: You. Early this 

morning.  

NOW 

Today, 3,292 people have died in Northern Ireland as a result of Covid-19. Over 3,700 people 

died as a result of the Troubles. Will we ever know the true figure of either? Will we ever stop 

counting? I cannot deny that the events of the past two years have impacted on the development 

of this project. Creatively, it has not been detrimental, even though it was not foreseen nor 

wanted. Rather, my engagement with theme of memorials has deepened so that throughout this 

project I have been attentive to loss and what it means on different scales from the 

individual/local to the collective/global. Although I do not conflate the past with the present, I 

am aware that deaths from Covid-19 are approaching the number of fatalities caused by the 

Troubles – indeed they may even surpass them. Commemorating the Troubles, in this instance, 

has been shot through with an awareness of the troubles we are in. Mnemonically and 

materially they cannot be separated. 

Studio. January 2022. Sketchbook entry. Experiments with bio-plastic II. 

 

The shape of mourning is the edge of emotion, 

torn up and thinned. 

Now stretched, now compacted and rolled into a ball. 

A petal petrifies. 

Molecules weep.  
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Chapter One: Building Bridges 

 

1.1 Material matters: avoiding the issue 

The film Toilet Adventures (2015) was made by William Callahan to address the ‘politics of 

shit’ in China (2015: 891). For him, the film was a vehicle through which he could “creatively 

address some of the self/Other issues at the cutting edge of critical international relations” (ibid: 

982) while at the same time showing that visual research could add to an understanding of 

unfamiliar phenomenon, such as Chinese squat toilets, in ways that went beyond knowledge 

gained from textual descriptions or audio recordings. The film consisted of a series of on-

camera interviews with people who had travelled to China for work or leisure intercut with 

official Chinese promotional material about health and sanitation.1 It showed how exposure to 

the practices of a different culture can make us – meaning ‘outsiders’ - feel uncomfortable 

when we are there, and subsequently how, from the security of our home, the recounting of our 

embarrassing toilet adventures can be made humorous and entertaining. For Callahan, it is not 

just the totality of the film that becomes a site of knowledge but also the processes that underpin 

its making. For example, decisions about cutting and editing become part of the critique and 

can be used by the film maker to highlight or occlude aspects of the narrative so that our 

affective response to the film is highly managed. In a later reappraisal of Toilet Adventures, 

Callahan acknowledged that in many ways the film was complicit in reinforcing stereotypical 

“East/West and backward/advanced” Orientalist tropes but that his aim, overall, was to 

challenge these binaries by using the toilet to “create new sites and senses of international 

politics” (2020: 88-89).  

I agree with Callahan’s argument that “visuals can work in nonlinear, nonnarrative and 

nonverbal ways that excite affect through visceral connections and performative experiences” 

(2020: 5). But I do not believe that his film fully addressed the visceral and performative 

characteristics of his subject matter, which was human faeces. Instead, the shit at the centre of 

the film was avoided altogether along with its multi-sensorial effects. In my view, Callahan’s 

film missed the opportunity to “…explore the nature of visual politics in a way that does as 

much justice as possible to its unique and nonverbal status” (Bleiker, 2018: 11). For example, 

those who appeared on camera were a mix of writers, historians and scientists. Their accounts 

of using squat toilets in China were verbally descriptive but emotionally restrained and the 

                                                           
1 Toilet Adventures (15 minutes duration) can be seen on Vimeo at https://vimeo.com/113096878 (Accessed 15 

February 2021) 

https://vimeo.com/113096878
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participants were filmed against familiar office backgrounds with potted plants and fully 

stacked bookshelves. At no point in the film was the inside of a public toilet shown, nor were 

the views or lived experiences of locals who used such toilets on a daily basis sought. I found 

the narrow parameters of this film troubling because, for me, it reinforced the very Othering 

that Callahan hoped to call attention to. 

There were points in the film I could identify with, having travelled around China in 2012 and 

2016. Using public squat toilets required a physicality which was unfamiliar to my normal 

Western reality. Chinese people might find Western toilets equally strange and uncomfortable 

to use. Usability, however, is not determined by the style or location of a toilet as without 

doubt, wherever they are, some will be clean and others dirty. When the politics of shit, as 

Callahan calls it, were represented on screen they were, inevitably, a heavily sanitised versions 

of events. For reasons of taste perhaps, the fullness of the “multi-sensory affective register” 

that he aspired to represent was not achieved because all of the available modalities that could 

have added to our sensory understanding of shit were not deployed (2020: 86). I concede that 

film is a visual medium that relies heavily on sound. It is not olfactory nor haptic and given the 

subject matter of Toilet Adventures these limitations were perhaps for the best. But it is 

surprising to me that a film about close encounters with our own bodily excretions, juxtaposed 

with those of unknown others, avoids confronting the material possibilities of the topic. This 

reticence is not found in other forms of Visual Art. 

In 1961, for instance, Italian artist Piero Manzoni made a limited edition of ninety sculptures 

called Merda d’artista. These took the form of sealed tin cans which contained samples of the 

artist’s faeces. In 2000, the Tate Gallery purchased one of these cans at auction and its medium 

is described on the Tate website as ‘Tin can, printed paper and excrement’ (Tate, 2022). As 

noted by the Tate, there is some ambiguity about whether the cans actually contain organic 

matter. The only way to know for sure would be to open the can and thus devalue the artwork, 

nevertheless, the artist’s satirical critique of art (and artist) as commodifiable objects still 

stands. This builds on the work of artists such as Marcel Duchamp who famously, in 1917, 

exhibited a piece called The Fountain, although it was a pre-existing urinal that he repurposed 

as sculpture. It also anticipates the work of artists such as Andy Warhol who used friends’ urine 

to oxidise copper sheets, resulting in a series of abstract works known as the Oxidisation 

Paintings which were made from the late 1970s to mid-1980s (The Warhol, 2022). There are 

many other examples of artists using bodily fluids in their work, including faeces (Embuscado, 

2016) but most relevant to this project is a series of paintings made by artist British artist 
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Richard Hamilton (1922 – 2011). Within this work, which is based on Northern Ireland during 

the Troubles, there is a specific painting that captures the visual, visceral and performative 

qualities of the politics of shit in ways that Callahan’s film does not.  

Between 1981 and 1990, Hamilton made three large scale diptych paintings which were a 

response to images shown on a television documentary about the Troubles. The Tate Gallery 

owns the paintings which are titled The Citizen (1981-1983), The Subject (1988-1990) and The 

State (1993). The Subject depicted a member of a Loyalist marching order and The State 

showed a British soldier on patrol in Belfast. My focus here is on The Citizen. This painting 

combines the abstract and the figurative. The right-hand panel shows a full-size figure of a long 

haired, bearded man who stares out at us from the interior of a prison cell. He is naked but 

wrapped in a blanket with his chest and bare feet on show. His bedding is strewn around him 

on the floor and he is backlit by a window which has a grill fixed to the outside. The wall 

behind him is partially covered in washes of orange stain with more heavily rendered swirls of 

dark brown. These daubs and washes continue on the left panel of the painting, covering most 

of its surface in painterly shades of ochre, umber and burnt sienna. What is it about? 

The painting shows a republican prisoner during the so called ‘dirty protests’ at Maze/Long 

Kesh prison (a subject I will revisit in subsequent chapters).2 When the British Government 

revoked the special category status of paramilitaries held at the Maze, rendering them ordinary 

criminals rather than political prisoners, many refused to wear uniforms or to wash or maintain 

hygiene in their cells. Instead, they smeared the walls with their own urine-diluted excrement 

and wore only blankets thus earning the name ‘blanketmen’ (McConville, 2021). Hamilton 

made this work in response to the images of these men in their cells based on a BBC television 

programme.3 He did not visit the prison at the time of the protests but in the catalogue that 

accompanied the painting he describes how the images of the blanketmen reminded him of 

Christ’s agony, of dignity through suffering and that even with the most limited of means, 

people will find a way to protest. Going further, he speaks of the paradoxically aesthetic 

                                                           
2 The prisoner shown is Hugh Rooney who was jailed in 1977 for causing an explosion. It is not, as many people 

think, Bobby Sands who later died as part of the Hunger Strikes at the same prison. For more on Rooney and on 

Hamilton’s impulse to make the work see the Belfast Telegraph, 9 May 2013. Available at: 

https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/northern-ireland/the-citizen-painting-to-take-centre-stage-at-the-tate-

modern-29253440.html (Accessed: 20 January 2022). 
3 A three minute film clip from BBC Newsnight (1980) is available on the BBC website at 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p078l4nb published online 8 May 2019. At time point 02.52 one can see 

Hugh Rooney in the pose Hamilton used in his painting. (Accessed: 21 January 2022). 

https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/northern-ireland/the-citizen-painting-to-take-centre-stage-at-the-tate-modern-29253440.html
https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/northern-ireland/the-citizen-painting-to-take-centre-stage-at-the-tate-modern-29253440.html
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p078l4nb
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potency of the marks on the wall and compares them to prehistoric stone carvings or the 

decorative arabesques found in illuminated manuscripts such as the Irish Book of Kells.  

In The Citizen, Hamilton’s painting has captured something of the performative and graphic 

potential of biologically produced matter as a material for creative protest and it is much more 

effective than the effort made in Callahan’s film. Hamilton reproduced another’s matter 

(faeces) in a different material (paint) and with an artist’s eye just as Callahan filmed people 

describing, long after the event, their struggles with intimate matters in a foreign country. I 

appreciate that no singular text - whether a film, a painting or a performance - can fully capture 

that which it seeks to represent, as there is “…inevitably a process of interpretation and 

abstraction” (Bleiker, 2001: 532). However, as critical IR scholars remind us, there is always 

a politics to representation, the question of what has been excluded, or rendered invisible and 

why (Doty, 1996; George, 1994, Shapiro, 1988; Shapiro and Der Derian, 1989; Van Veeren, 

2018).  

Toilet Adventures, as I have noted, did not include the views of poor or rural Chinese 

inhabitants. Their voices were not heard and so we don’t know about their experience of using 

shared toilet facilities. Was it as traumatic for them as it was for visitors and tourists? Or are 

these rituals normalised as part of everyday social life? Questions of inclusion and exclusion 

also apply to Hamilton’s series of paintings which show a republican prisoner, a British soldier 

and a member of the Orange Order in full regalia. Even understanding the highly symbolic 

nature of visual art, this is a simplistic understanding of Northern Ireland during the Troubles 

and there are many other people who were not part of this reductive cast of characters. With 

The Citizen and The Subject, or republican prisoner / loyal Orangeman, Hamilton presents 

Northern Ireland politics as a battle between fanaticism and intransigence. This zero-sum game, 

while true for those whose beliefs are ideologically opposed, ignores other players on the field 

(Snoddy, 1993). Where, for example, are paintings of people who had radical political views 

but who did not end up in jail, did not actively protest or who never took part in a parade? 

Where too, are the prison wardens whose job it was to hose down the excrement covered walls 

- what hues, symbols and brushstrokes describe their dignity?  

What Callahan and Hamilton share, from their different disciplinary fields of international 

relations (IR) and visual art respectively, is the desire to present the familiar in a new way - a 

way that makes it strange - so that viewers are challenged to rethink their preconceptions. I 

share this desire (though not their choice of subject matter) and I have the same interest in using 
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materiality to foreground multi-sensory, non-verbal, nonlinear ways of knowing. However, in 

my view, both Callahan and Hamilton fail to take seriously the embodied and material 

experience of making work about the subject they describe. They present mediated accounts 

which use the memories and images of others’ somatic experiences. In separate ways, their 

visual appropriations render the politics of shit as a polite enterprise: this work is risqué but not 

radical. Importantly, they miss the process of thinking through making that a direct engagement 

with materials elicits and the memories, sensations and emotions that such an engagement can 

provoke.  

1.2 Presence matters: confronting material in the field  

When different fields such as visual art and IR come together, they can create new knowledge 

by dissolving the disciplinary boundaries that keep established ways of working apart. For 

example, Jill Gibbon and Christine Sylvester (2017: 252), from their respective fields of art 

and IR propose that “… art practice might be put to radical use” by testing those aspects of the 

international that defy rational explanation such as state violence or the war against terror. They 

use the example of Gibbon’s visual art practice to expose the unseen realities of international 

arms fairs and deepen this critical examination by enfolding Gibbon’s embodied experience of 

making work at these arms fairs into their discussion. Their account is one which gets to the 

sense of how it feels to encounter unusual phenomenon and what is at stake by fully immersing 

oneself, as an artist, into that unfamiliar terrain. 

Gibbon enters arms fairs such as the UK Defence and Security Equipment International (DSEI) 

in disguise. She is dressed in a business suit and wears a lanyard bearing the name of the fake 

corporation she has set up to establish her credentials as the manager of an arms company. 

Posing as a potential buyer, she wonders around, catalogue in hand ostensibly noting products 

that are of interest. She seems to be behaving as she should but she is not. Instead, Gibbon is 

drawing.  Not just what she sees as a form of objective reportage but what she wants to show 

us. She states that her focus in on “…the ‘miserable gap’ in arms traders’ performances that 

disrupt the civility of the show – a lecherous leer, an overly enthusiastic turn with a gun, the 

continual desperate drinking” (ibid: 256). Concealed within her catalogue is a sketchbook in 

concertina format. This allows Gibbon to compose fluid and responsive drawings that show 

corpulent gentlemen in suits, drinking champagne with their glamourous companions against 

a background of tanks, guns and body armour. The authors note the bizarre juxtapositions that 

are found at these events, “A string quartet plays Mozart from the back of a military truck” and 
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they state that “The polite rituals hide a corrupt trade” (ibid: 249). Gibbon acknowledges that 

in order to gain entry to arms fairs she too must hide behind a façade.  

I am particularly interested in Gibbon’s account of how it feels to be present as an artist at an 

arms fair. She says of her constructed persona “I may be wearing a suit, but I know I am a fake. 

The first day of an arms fair is the worst. I am gripped by fear – twisting guts, tense shoulders, 

creeping skin” (ibid: 255). Thus, she is acting covertly while performing a role, surrounded by 

others who do not need to conceal their true identities. She draws while feeling disoriented but 

she is there, immersed in her performance, an artist researcher who is acting as buyer. In my 

view, there is much to admire in this approach. For instance, Gibbon has shared the process of 

how the work was made and articulated how making this work in situ made her feel nauseous. 

Her interest was in how people behaved at arms fairs and she knows that while watching them 

she is also being observed by security cameras. Figures are foregrounded in the drawings. She 

does not fetishize the armaments thus weaponry such as missiles, tanks and guns are in the 

background. Gibbon both produced the drawings and contextualised them in a co-authored 

paper with Christine Sylvester. The paper was critical, conversational and in parts, reflective. 

I want to draw on Gibbon and Sylvester’s intervention to outline my position as an 

artist/researcher in the study of memorials.   

In the next section, therefore, I will develop themes that have arisen from the above discussion 

to better position my starting point in the relationship between visual art practice and the ‘visual 

turn’ in IR scholarship so that visual research methods can be examined in more detail. I 

introduce practice based research as an approach that brings these two domains into a more 

productive conversation and this allows me to argue that while extant historical memorials are 

subjected to a text based critique they are also used as points of departure for the development 

of alternative forms. The artefacts I make in the studio as well as the making process itself are 

fundamental aspects of my research. 

1.3 Research matters: turning to practice 

In 2001, Roland Bleiker argued that the discipline of IR could be practiced differently if 

knowledge gained through a textual analyses of the political included insights from other 

modes of enquiry, such as aesthetics. He reasoned that this did not mean discarding objective 

realism or empirical data in favour of a wholly subjective approach, but that aesthetics could 

provide “… an important and necessary addition to our interpretive repertoire” (2001: 519). 

Given the complexities of global politics Bleiker contended that it made sense to bring other 
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sensibilities into the frame. In this way “…the unknown, the unseen and the unthought” 

concepts that had previously been hidden or marginalised by the hegemony of textual 

knowledge production could be materialised through more creative ideas such as visual art, 

literature and film (ibid: 530). 

Following Bleiker’s call for the inclusion of aesthetics within IR, other scholars took up the 

debate. This was not to determine whether, for example, the arts were a valid method of 

knowledge production (they are) but rather to ask when the arts in IR might arrive as an 

autonomous force and not simply relegated as the research-object of a text-based analysis. 

Holden (2006), for example, claimed that the use of the arts within IR was instrumental. He 

stated that when visual images are used to illustrate a related point made by an author, who was 

not themselves the originator of the artwork, then this was neither critical aesthetic IR, nor a 

critical analysis of the artwork itself. Criticality, in this case, should arise from the ontology of 

the artwork. Danchev and Lisle (2009: 775-778) expressed similar views. They questioned why 

art is still “the missing dimension in the study of International Relations” and why, in IR, 

responses to artworks are academically framed. They argue that when an artwork or an image 

is haunting or troubling to the viewer then the response should include a measure of feeling by 

way of reciprocity.  This would establish a more immersive relationship with the artwork and, 

as Danchev and Lisle suggest, a way to open up the possibilities of collaborative working 

between art/IR. Gibbon and Sylvester (2017) provide an example of how this might work in 

practice. 

For IR scholars such as Sylvester, the question is not “… whether the arts belong with IR, but 

how they belong and what they can contribute” (2013: 319). Edkins argues that creative works, 

such as narrative fiction, should be brought into the fold of IR not as the subject of a discursive 

analysis but as an “unashamedly aesthetic practice” which offers new ways to read the political 

(2013:292). The ways in which art, particularly visual art, connects to the international are 

numerous. It is deeply political and connected to power. Sylvester (2009) has examined how 

art circulates globally through museums and auction houses but also through looting and the 

trade in stolen antiquities. One thinks also of the ongoing difficulties that surround the 

restitution of art stolen by the Nazis or the control of images following the destruction of the 

Twin Towers in New York on 9/11 (Auchter, 2017).  Bleiker, as editor of the anthology Visual 

Global Politics (2018) examines the circulation of images in the present day stating that the 

speed of digital technology poses both an opportunity and a threat. Sharing images has been 

democratised, at least for those with access to a smart phone and this has enabled, “…an 
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unprecedented visualisation of both our private lives and our political landscape” (2018:6). 

Injustices and protests can be made visual and shared but images can also be harnessed by 

terrorists for propaganda and recruitment.  

Visual Global Politics contains fifty-one essays by IR scholars which focus on the visibility 

and visuality of images as a way to understand what visuals mean and what they say (see also 

Callahan, 2020; Lisle, 2019). Bleiker acknowledges that to describe images and objects, words 

are needed and that the essays are just one of the ways to bring us to an understanding of their 

political content. He states that in order for images to retain their autonomy so that they might 

speak for themselves, a pluralist approach is required and this challenges traditional IR 

methodologies. It seems to me, that from Bleiker’s initial call for the inclusion of aesthetics in 

IR in 2001 to the anthology of the visual in 2018, the discipline is still reliant on largely textual 

analysis of visual forms and that there is some anxiety about what it would mean to fully follow 

this ‘turn’ so that it includes methodology and practice.  

In other words, for IR to really push its claims to be engaged with visual and creative work, 

researchers in the field might consider acting as artists, just as artists sometimes act as 

researchers, or indeed buyers at an art fair. This is not to deny the years of training and 

experience that have gone into being either an academic or an artist, but writing is a craft and 

the lessons learned from the construction of an article could be transferable into other domains 

of knowledge production such as making an object in wood or a paper collage. Disciplinary 

jumping ship is a leap into the unknown.  It should not be thought of as an abandonment but 

an opportunity to engage with another environment or a “different mode of articulation”, 

knowing, if one needs to, that the ship awaits your return (Lisle, 2019). Toilet Adventures 

suggested murky waters but it was not a deep dive. However, I can appreciate Callahan’s efforts 

to move IR beyond a text-based analysis of the visual, even if, in the end, the object of his 

research (the toilet) was not represented visually or sensually. To coin a phrase, it did not do 

what it said on the tin, unlike Manzoni who (allegedly) did.  

For me, the leap undertaken by Sophie Harmen from an IR scholar who focused on global 

health and humanitarian issues to a film producer, enacts the plurality of approach and the 

assemblage of methodologies that Bleiker and others have stated is necessary to bring the arts 

into IR on its own terms. Harman produced a full-length feature film, Pili (2017) and 

subsequently wrote a book Seeing Politics (2019) that described the making of the film but one 

is not contingent on the other. Harmen says that the impetus to make the film was borne out of 
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her frustration over the lack of attention IR paid to global health issues particularly those 

affecting women with HIV/Aids in Africa. For her, the people were not visible in the politics 

and the policies, and she wanted to address the everyday lives of women who lived with the 

condition. Moreover, she recognised that if these women could be seen and heard as fully 

agentive beings beyond the borders of NGO’s, charities and academia, then she needed a new 

medium and a new method of engagement. Film provided such a means. 

In Seeing Politics Harmen argues that creative modes of expression, including narrative film, 

are valid methods for the production of knowledge in IR. Importantly, Harmen’s sharing of the 

process of how her film was made exposed another set of factors which, for an audience, would 

have remained unseen but which were nonetheless relevant to explaining how disciplinary 

boundaries work to maintain a hegemony of epistemological practices. On one hand, Harmen 

had to learn and navigate the world of film from a logistical perspective – sourcing funding, 

hiring crew, obtaining permits and so on. On the other, she had to cooperate with the complex 

demands of the Tanzanian Film Board. This exposed her to a world of power relations 

involving negotiations over final approval of the film, discussions about whether it was a film 

or a medical research project and the questioning of her authority as an unknown entity who 

had approached the Film Board without pre-introduction by a local fixer. In Harmen’s view, 

the many bureaucratic obstacles put in her way were because the Tanzanian State did not want 

the film to be made, although she acknowledges that she cannot prove this. She does say that 

uncomfortable as doing something new is, “It is the discomfort and challenge that advances 

knowledge”. In other words, when we are unsettled we can see politics in a new way 

(2019:221).   

Film was the method Harmen used to draw attention to the plight of women living with 

HIV/AIDS in Tanzania. It could stand alone as a narrative picture, yet Harmen chose to write 

about it afterwards to “…demystify the process for those interested in employing film as 

research” and to “confront disciplinary boundaries” that act as gatekeepers blocking access for 

experimental, informal and reflexive methodologies in IR. This project aims to build on 

Harmen’s example of making as a methodology in IR, but not through film. Instead, I combine 

the process of making things (models, drawings, sculptures) with writing about them in order 

to generate new ways of thinking about memorials and materiality. Although this suggests 

working within a field of visual research methods, or VRM, it is not fully aligned to the practice 

of studying pre-existing images to support evidence. Geographers, anthropologists and 

sociologists, for example, make use of a range of visual materials from charts, maps, artefacts 
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and photographs to answer research questions relevant to their field. Mostly, but not 

exclusively, these visuals already exist or are produced by participants in a study.  

As explained by Gillian Rose (2014), VRM have found traction in sociology where 

photographs are used to make facets of everyday life visible. For example, in Participant Action 

Research (PAR), children are given cameras that allow them to document interactions within 

their world, such as playgrounds, and the resultant photographs can then be analysed by the 

researcher. VRM thus studies what can be seen in an image or what is made visible. Critical 

IR questions visuality. It is concerned with what the image says and questions who/what has 

been included and who/what has been left out of the frame. In other words, what we see and 

how it has been represented, is as important as what we do not see (Bleiker, 2018; Johnson, 

2011 and 2018).  Both VRM and IR allow for reflexive and relational responses to the visual 

but, in both instances, there is a reliance on words to describe what is seen and thus images 

(whether from film, photography or painting) are enfolded into a pre-given theory. In this 

scenario, the work of the artist contributes to new knowledge (i.e. it becomes the object of 

research and study) but it is not a co-curation of that knowledge between the artist and the 

academic. Certainly, the work of the artist can be considered an autonomous iteration of 

knowledge, but critical consideration of that practice would belong in art schools. My point 

here is that in fields that claim to be doing interdisciplinary work that takes art seriously, the 

practice of the artist in making visual work is secondary. The idea that art, and the practice of 

making art, produces theory has not been widely accepted in the recent “interdisciplinary 

dispensations” that have seen other fields such as literature become theoretical drivers for other 

domains of research such as trauma or memory studies (Bennett, 2005:150). 

 I am not claiming that the art I produce as part of this project will generate any sort of grand 

theory. However, by sharing the process of how a memorial comes into being, this project 

might align itself with other innovative art/IR projects such as film (Harmen) and 

performance/dialogic collaboration (Gibbon and Sylvester). In my view, Gibbon and Harmen, 

from their respective interests have undertaken their projects as practice-based researchers. 

They both made creative artefacts (drawings/film) and subsequentially contextualised their 

work so that their intrinsic knowledge could be externalised and shared.  

In practice-based research (PBR) the artist both produces the work and contextualises it. 

Making and process become directly linked to thought; the artefacts or artworks produced as 

part of this thinking through making process are identified by Carole Gray (2019, n.p.) as 
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‘epistemic objects’. They are experimental, associative and unresolved just as artistic thinking 

is nonlinear, speculative, open and divergent. When these objects are described by the artist, 

one hears the voice of the originator in pursuit of their own logic or concerns, but it might only 

be heard and understood by those attuned to the language of the arts. It might not speak to those 

from other disciplines or to those for whom the arts hold no appeal. In that sense the knowledge 

generated may have a narrow application and the artist becomes gatekeeper of their own ideas 

and methods. The thesis shares the outcomes of the creative research - the making - because 

PBR is not practice alone but also the textual analysis and reflection that translates the objects 

into wider epistemological domains. Thus, when the made objects are reproduced as images in 

the written reflections, they are not merely secondary illustrations that punctuate more 

privileged textual claims (Candy and Edmonds, 2018; Skains, 2018). 

The findings of a practice-based approach can be articulated in such a way that they can be 

understood by diverse disciplines, including IR. Working in this way dissolves disciplinary 

boundaries by stimulating conversation not competition. If IR (through recent turns towards 

the aesthetic and the visual) is willing to be more attuned to creative praxis as a way of thinking 

differently and offering fresh perspectives, then the artist’s voice must contribute to the debate 

from its own disciplinary standpoint. Recent turns in IR mark a shift towards a more reflective 

and interpretive practice, but it has some way to go before it moves away from the hegemony 

of empirical evidence and rational thought. PBR provides an alternative to this by working with 

multifaceted methodologies, eclectic entanglements and sensory subversions to pose 

previously unasked questions about the political. It might not be rational or make common 

sense but it can make sensual and sensitive interventions into the political that align with John 

Law’s argument that research “needs to be messy” and that this entails working with 

assemblages of methodologies that test conventional beliefs of single realities (2006:2).  

 

1.4 Material pleasures: reflecting process 

A memorial, for example, can be thought of as a physical object that exists in the world in its 

finished state. But it can also be envisaged as an epistemic object that is in a state of ongoing-

ness or ambiguity i.e. it is never resolved. Richard Sennett captures the importance of the 

thinking/making dynamic when he says that “Material challenges like working with resistance 

or managing ambiguity are instructive in understanding the resistances people harbor to one 

another or the uncertain boundaries between people” (2009: 289). In practice, describing the 
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fabrication of a sculptural model reveals choices about the materials used and how they work 

together as well as the maker’s doubts about its structural viability. From this reflection arise 

analogies, metaphors and memories that connect to fragments of other remembered texts which 

show one way of thinking materially about, say, reconciliation in post-conflict Northern Ireland 

(see Figs. 1 and 2 below). Not all of these factors – thoughts, feelings, reflections and 

frustrations - or what Sennett calls “… the inner sequence of development in practicing a craft” 

are manifested as materially expressed ideas (ibid: 296). Yet they exist, and to me, knowing 

about them is instructive in ways that extend beyond an understanding of human relationships. 

They can be applied to non-human entities so that the sequence of development includes the 

material reality of the object as it is crafted. 

 

 

Figure 1 Studio model of glass arch. Beach rolled glass and driftwood. 9 x 23 x 6 cm. 2019. 
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Figure 2 Sketch book page. Thinking about the Troubles by making a model bridge in glass. 2019. 

 

A memorial (Fig. 1) shows itself as it is in the present through its exteriority. But what of its 

interiority and its past? One is visible, the other is not. The finished exterior state of a memorial 

would form the subject of a traditional IR analysis of its visual properties. The artist’s voice, 

however, can reveal the inner life of a material object by articulating what is there, but cannot 

be seen. It enters the debate as a critical provocation showing that a creative approach is a valid 

site of enquiry for the production of knowledge within, and beyond, IR. Figure 2 textually 

describes the finished object (in Fig. 1) in its materiality. It is made of burnt wood and 

fragments of glass found on a beach. The notes explain its making; how both sides of the arch 

were simultaneously formed from the base upwards in layers, over a semi-circular support. 

This took time and the process is tedious and precarious. There is doubt as to whether the 
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structure will hold once the support has been removed and under the line depends on the choice 

of materials the words precarity, fragility, support and collapse are listed. Beside this are the 

words steady, unbreakable and solid. Along the bottom of the page is a fragment of a paraphrase 

from Marc Augé’s Oblivion: memory is framed by forgetting as the shoreline is by the sea. In 

reality, Augé says “Memories are crafted by oblivion as the outlines of the shore are created 

by the sea” (2004:20).   

The artist’s voice (mine in this instance) is contradictory. The material pleasure taken in the 

object is in tension with the time it takes to make it. Thinking about peace in Northern Ireland 

by making an arch in broken glass and burnt wood? Is the fragility expressed through the model 

a realistic comparison or a pessimistic prediction? Had the choice of materials been different, 

concrete instead of glass, would this have conveyed a less anxious expectation of the future? 

And why is Augé there? Is this a note to self that over time, even memories of the Troubles 

will be eroded or become less sharp, like the edges of beach rolled glass? Sennett proposed the 

analogy that working with material challenges could help us to understand the boundaries 

between people or their resistance to each other. Following this, I would suggest a 

material/memorial correspondence. Just as materiality breaks down over time through natural 

or other forces, so too the monuments that are constructed to materialise or reinforce certain 

relational boundaries might reflect material vulnerability and susceptibility to time. 

Consider, for example, the inner and outer life of a monument (Young, 1993:14).  How might 

both be described when the latter is visually evident but the former is concealed in the often 

closed world of artistic creation, and therefore the subject of speculation? What might be said 

of the interface between the two? Thinking spatially with Bachelard, the dialectical relationship 

of inner/outer is intimate and reversible, yet the interface or borderline is “painful to both 

sides”. Through reversal, according to Bachelard, each side can “exchange their hostility” 

(2014: 217). Although Bachelard used the domestic sphere as the locus for a meditation on 

memory (as Augé used the sea) his metaphorical use of the home as a site of security, freedom, 

access and secrecy resonates with international politics.  

Contexts and Contours 

Given critical IR’s preoccupation with borders and how constructs of inner/outer operate 

politically through a critical analysis of the Self/Other or visible/invisible (Choi, 2018, 

Neumann, 2018, Bulley, 2017), perhaps it is the work of the IR scholar to analyse what is 

evidentially there and the work of the artist to imagine what is not? The inner life of the 
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monument, for IR, is only meaningful to the extent that it reflects the political power structure 

behind its genesis and guiding its public reception; the outer life is much more important in its 

embellishments (text, figuration, symbols) and what they mean or represent (Dwyer, 2004; 

Abousnnouga and Machin, 2010; Sumartojo, 2018). When the artist is the designer and 

fabricator of a monument, their knowledge of its inner life pertains only to its making. This is 

not limited to its materiality but to the thoughts, memories, metaphors and emotions that 

formed part of the artist’s conceptual process. Structure, if incorporated as a physical support 

or armature, has a radically different meaning for the artist. This is not to deny the artist’s 

awareness of politics – indeed in Northern Ireland one is hardly exempt. My question here is 

as follows:  Is the invisible inner life of a monument - from an artist’s perspective - a privileged 

secret or a narrative that can be shared and made visible?   

Working in a silo is not the best way to bring the known and unknown together to complete the 

biography of the monument. Art and IR will interpret a monument from their own perspective 

and each approach is valid. Moving between borders, or in this instance, between the surface 

tension that separates inner from outer should be viewed less as a disciplinary exchange of 

hostilities and more of a curious encounter.  I would argue that the artist’s voice when it 

articulates the process of thinking through making is a powerful way to answer the research 

question. Thinking through making is a concurrent process. It is, as Bachelard noted, intimate 

and reversible and therefore making through thinking also plays a part. 

This thesis is not a novel, nor an autobiography (two of the potential ways described by Edkins 

(2013) that allow a researcher to write themselves into the research) but it does include a degree 

of reflection. These reflections draw on personal and ancestral memories as well as on the 

immersive physicality of working with diverse materials in the studio. Edkins explains how 

“… tracing the tracks of thoughts generated when the attempt to write collides with the 

impossibility of doing so” is a process which, when described, can reveal something “…about 

the nature of thinking itself” (2019:4). Here, the written reflections that are included as part of 

a thinking through making process are my attempt to allow others to follow the traces of 

conceptual ideas as they develop. In this way, the project responds to Harmen’s call for the 

inclusion of reflexive methods in IR and for Edkins’ argument that creative practice, which is 

not limited to narrative writing, can challenge traditional readings of the political by disrupting 

it.  
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My efforts to develop these ideas which unsettle the hegemony of text-based analysis are 

threefold: i) through the production of material artefacts; ii) through the insertion of reflections 

on the creative process as they took place; and iii) through critical and creative engagement 

with relevant literature.  These responses relate to the personal memories that animate the 

making process as well as encounters with the sensuality of working with materials in the 

studio. Making these personal and processual reflections available to the reader decentre my 

own privileged/specialised artistic knowledge.  In this way, I would argue, the barriers between 

theory/method or academic/artist can be dissolved and, to me, this is the best way to show how 

the research question has been answered through creative praxis. Speaking back to IR by 

showing what the visual/multi sensual turn is/looks like/feels like in pure form would be the 

presentation of images and artefacts without text. We know, of course, that purity is impossible 

and in this instance, I align my creative work with critical analysis. Throughout the project I 

have endeavoured to keep the relationship between the creative elements and the critical 

analysis connected rather than conflicted. This pairing is not seamless, nor equal, but it does 

allow for one to disrupt the other.  

At the core of this project, after Bleiker (2017:264), is a “search for thinking space” that can 

accommodate a multiplicity of sensual and pluralistic interactions with commemoration. This 

thinking space is unbounded. It contains many rooms and in one of them, the inner life of a 

monument is formed. To help give it shape, I engage with the work of other scholars who have 

demonstrated their understandings of inner/outer, visible/invisible and there/not there 

oppositions. Their insights are part of the biography.  
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Chapter Two: The Architecture of a Thinking Space 

 

 

Figure 3 Memorial in the head. Charcoal on paper drawing (digitally inverted). 50 x 70 cm. 2020. 

 

2.1 Introduction: building the scaffold 

The previous chapter concluded with a question: Can the hidden inner life of a monument be 

revealed so that its biography is made knowable? To answer, one must first acknowledge that 

when something is hidden there is the potential to reveal it. Where there is an inner, there is 

also an outer just as where there is life, there is also death. These things are generally known.  

If we subscribe to the view that monuments are inanimate objects devoid of life and therefore 

not subject to death (although death may be their subject) then the question may seem absurd. 

If, however, we are open to other possibilities and receptive to the idea that inanimate objects 

are not necessarily inert, then we have created the circumstances that allow for a troubling of 

the inner/outer, known/unknown and even alive/dead dichotomies that constitute the ontology 

of a monument. Taking such a position is not without risk. The question is a simple one yet the 

themes contained within it are complex and require substantial reflection. To support this 
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thinking process, I engage with the work of other scholars who have critically interrogated the 

constitutive oppositions noted above. My goal is to construct the architecture of a “thinking 

space” wherein memorial concepts can be formed (Bleiker, 2017:264). 

What follows is an analysis of diverse concepts from across a range of disciplinary fields. Each 

of these fields responds to my enquiry from their own logic. Following a discussion of each 

one, I then begin an analysis of how these logics add to the conceptual architecture I am trying 

to build and consider the extent to which they help us understand the inner life of a monument. 

In the conclusion, I specify the key contribution each field has made to my own understanding 

of this issue.  I begin with Michel Foucault’s archaeological and genealogical methods to assess 

how knowledge – historical, archival and embodied - can be revealed and recovered and how 

metaphors, in relation to monuments, can be duplicitous. This is not a bad thing. Next, I 

introduce New Materialism as an approach which allows me to articulate my concerns about 

visible and invisible matter in relation to the fabrication of a memorial. I extend these material 

concerns into the domain of IR to unsettle the hegemony of the visible so that what is invisible 

and even ambivalent becomes a powerful formation. Finally, I introduce two art historical 

perspectives. The first, Expanded Field Theory, sets out how post- modern sculpture can exist 

as a negative space or a void. The second, Intermediality, is used to further extend and 

destabilise the expanded field through a discussion of how artforms and tropes such as the void 

resist categorisation. It also shows how biographies can be reconstructed through the presence 

of artefacts and imagined through their absence.  

 

2.2 Archaeology and Genealogy: recovering hidden pasts  

To construct the architecture of a thinking space in order to critically engage the dichotomies 

noted above, I want to consider here the appeal and difficulty of two of Michel Foucault’s 

approaches to writing history namely his archaeological and genealogical methods.  These 

methods are not “mutually exclusive” as one can weave through and support the other (Scott, 

2015: 170) but there are differences that are relevant to specific aspects of this study and which 

I would like to explore. 

On first reading, Foucault’s archaeology seems ripe with metaphorical potential. The recovery 

of lost or hidden knowledge in the archive is analogous to the uncovering of material remains 

through the process of excavation. For someone like me, drawn to the language of metaphor 

and experienced in the knee-locking demands of the dig, the comparison is tempting. And 
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therein lies the problem. Foucault categorically denounced any such comparison stating that 

“every geological metaphor” must be set aside (Foucault, 1998: 310). Archaeology, in his 

usage, is not the excavation of material culture. Rather, it relates to “a domain of research” and 

it is used as a method to describe the relationships between distinct discourses as they exist 

within the archive (1998: 261). Foucault clarified that the archive is not a collection of historical 

texts and documents that accumulate through time, instead it is “… the set of all statements 

that constitute a discourse” at a particular point in time (Lynch, 2015: 20).  In this account 

statements are the collection of what was sayable or said in relation to a given subject (Scott, 

2015). Foucault is interested in how statements are representative of knowledge at a specific 

historical juncture and the extent to which their inclusion in the archive constitutes a 

contemporary understanding of historical knowledge.  

Foucault’s archaeological analysis exposes the unseen structural order of the archive. It 

uncovers the relationships between the rules and regulations that determine the governance of 

the archive, which in turn, establishes the parameters for the inclusion and exclusion of 

statements (Garland, 2014: 371). For Foucault, these statements are bound within a discourse 

and they exist - paradoxically - as “events and things”; not as documents, but as “monuments” 

(Foucault, 1989:139 and 1998:310). I will return to this treatment of monuments below but for 

me, archaeological analysis is important because it explicitly positions the historical archive as 

a production of present concerns rather than fixed for all time.   

Just as Foucault’s archaeology takes a horizontal rather than linear approach to historical 

research, so too genealogy is not a regressive “search for origins” (Garland, 2014: 372). A 

genealogical approach to history pays attention to:   

…the accidents, the minute deviations or conversely the complete reversals, the 

errors, the false appraisals and the faulty calculations that gave birth to those things 

that continue to exist and have value for us. (Foucault, 1998: 374) 

Genealogy, therefore, rejects history’s “teleologies and totalisations” and it does not conform 

to the belief that the past emerged into the present through the linear progression of ideas and 

values (Foucault, 1989:16). This returns us to monuments and how they are normatively 

understood as the physical expression of values which have survived from the past.  Do they 

still have value in the present? If so, for whom, and what is the nature of the value? Applying 

Foucault’s archaeological approach to these questions would uncover statements from across 

a range of disciplines such as history, heritage, culture, economics and so that the significance 
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of a monument at a specific point in time can be understood. These statements are an 

anthropocentric understanding of the value of an object but they tell us nothing about value 

from the object’s perspective.  A traditional archaeological approach where excavation is 

combined with archival research would ostensibly operate in the same way.  For me, Foucault 

was too emphatic in his rejection of any correspondence between his method and the science 

of archaeology. Both seek to uncover knowledge from the past through a cross sectional, as 

opposed to linear, research technique. Neither, however, can never fully recover the past. The 

findings from an excavation, whether in the field or in the archive, uncovers only what has 

survived into the present - physically or as traces - not that which has been lost or left no trace.   

A genealogical approach addresses these concerns by looking at different value systems and 

even, I would suggest, for invisible statements. When, for example, Foucault searched for those 

things that are without history such as “sentiments, love, conscience, instincts” (1998: 369) he 

identified alternative histories that can challenge the established truths, practices and attitudes 

that reign in the present.  Recovering such erratic histories can destabilise the structural order 

of the archive so that the hidden histories of the oppressed and the marginalised are exposed to 

present day contestation (Scott, 2015). For Shapiro (2013:7), genealogy is Foucault’s “… 

historically sensitive analysis of problematisation”; a way of thinking about what was deemed 

to be historically problematic and a way of thinking differently about history. For me, it is a 

way of recovering the nuances of a process, the fragments of an idea or even the residue of a 

memory from a particular time and place. My recovery of these hidden histories of thoughts, 

objects and impulses are personalised and subjective. They will not align with dominant 

narratives; indeed they may clash with them, uncomfortable as that can be. The objects I make 

are part of this genealogy; they have their own erratic history. My role is to enable their history 

to emerge into the present dialogue even if their story is incomplete. 

Foucault’s archaeology and genealogy are not mutually exclusive and one method can support 

the other. In The Archaeology of Knowledge Foucault proposed that his archaeological method 

could be used to increase knowledge of how sexuality was comprehended in the nineteenth 

century.  He argued that whilst this could be understood epistemologically through scientific 

discourses (such as biology and psychology) an archaeological approach could reveal both 

what is and is not contained in the archive. To complete the history of sexuality, Foucault stated 

that “… prohibitions, exclusions, limitations, values, freedoms and transgressions of sexuality 

… all its manifestations, verbal or otherwise” should be included as these are linked to the 

discourse, but they are not found in the archive (1989: 193). It is these aspects of reveal 
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(archaeology) and recover (genealogy) that bring the unseen and unheard to the surface and 

into the present. The finds, whether archaeological or genealogical, are not always complete. 

Foucault understood this incompleteness when he applied his archaeological method to 

painting. He reasoned that whilst this approach could be used to recover the history of a 

painting in an archival sense it would never reveal the totality of circumstances that enabled 

the artwork to emerge. Its history will always be unfinished.  With painting, Foucault brought 

together the conceptual with the visible and the material. To a description that followed the 

production of a work of art (physical effort, paint applied to canvas) Foucault added external 

influences such as space and light as well as the social and political environment in which the 

work was made.  He argued that these elements should be part of the discourse pertaining to 

the finished work.  Just as a painting forms part of an art historical discourse situated in a 

specific time and space, and consequently analysed in terms of its contemporary meaning and 

technique, so too are the thoughts, gestures and feelings of the artist part of the discourse despite 

the fact that they operate on a register which is not visible or documented (1998: 193-194).  

Importantly, this addresses my concerns about what is missing from dominant accounts of 

visuality in IR, namely, attention to materiality, process, the development of conceptual 

thinking and the acceptance of the artwork as a form of knowledge independent of textual 

analysis. Foucault’s archaeological approach to painting allows for the embodied knowledge 

of the artist to be included as part of the discourse. What is interesting to me is that genealogy 

would disrupt that now-inclusive discourse. Applied to the biography of a monument, for 

example, its genealogy– as revealed by the artist who made it – would be a recovery of those 

things that are without history: errors, intuition and false appraisals. This applies not only to 

the making process (what went wrong) but also to the thought process (reveries, memories, 

speculations); the ways in which one relates to the other and the extent to which I choose to 

reveal these intimate manifestations of practice. Concepts for a Troubles memorial emerge 

from these processes which are perforce guided by my memories of those times. This personal 

history can be used to construct an alternative History in which remembering through material 

artefacts is practiced, and valued, differently. 

My intention here is twofold (a) to include the artist explicitly in the system of discursive 

meaning making (archaeology); and (b) to dig underneath that system to find out what has been 

omitted and obscured (genealogy).  This is not to claim that the artworks I produce nor the 

motivations that sit behind them should be the subject of an archaeological and/or genealogical 
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analysis but simply to suggest that I am subject to the discursive practices of my society and 

therefore part of the same archive; shaped by the same events and things.  

What is held within the finished artefact? How have events and things shaped it?  

In the studio, what unseen sketches and models were rejected or discarded and 

why? What trajectories of practice were adapted and pursued and which were 

discarded?  If these are never shown then the process of designing a memorial is 

framed as seamless and resolved, a linear and progressive telos towards 

completion, despite the traces of prototypes that remain.  What is lost by 

concealing failure?  Should a memorial tell only the approved narrative of that 

which it commemorates but remain silent on the challenges - personal and 

political - that brought about its being? If failures are concealed, its inner and 

outer life are forever divided and disconnected and its genealogy is incomplete.  I 

am interested in the transfers between the inner and outer, thresholds, chances 

and deviations, surfaces and interruptions. 

 

2.3 New Materialism: troubling dichotomies 

A new materialist approach would dispute the inner/outer binary of the monument by arguing 

that inanimate objects need not be viewed as inert but can be ascribed agency. When they exist 

in the physical world of matter, they exist materially, as humans do. These objects or things 

are described by Jane Bennett as “vibrant matter” and to deny their “material power” is to 

remain blind or insensitive to their effectivity (2010, ix). Bennett’s concerns are ecological; 

she argues that it is only by fully understanding what vibrant matter is and how it acts, through 

an acceptance of its agency and vitality, that we can stop our instrumental consumption of 

global material resources. In Bennett’s thesis, it is not a just lack of knowledge which has 

brought about “our earth destroying fantasies of conquest and consumption” (ibid) but also a 

lack of respect. Melinda Benson makes a similar claim about matter stating that its “Ontology 

(what is) and epistemology (how we know what is) are not two separate things” as they are 

connected, relational and active (2019:258). Knowing matter and recognising its “material 

power” is political and international despite the fact that matter is not always solid and it is not 

always seen. According to Mark Salter (2015, xvii) “… the international is evoked, enrolled, 

assembled and deployed in the material world” through the visible and tangible stuff of IR.  

This includes the materials associated with borders, security, war and their attendant 
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technological or diplomatic trappings, but also and more fundamentally, with invisible and 

intangible phenomena, like air.  

Scholars from disciplines such as philosophy, geopolitics and gender studies (Sloterdijk, 2011; 

Adey, 2015; Górska, 2016) have recognised the potency of air as a political force. Knowing its 

material power has enabled them to examine, for example, breathing as a “material and 

discursive phenomena” (Górska, 2016: 34) or the nature of the “political atmosphere” into 

which people must breathe and speak (Adey, 2015: 173). Most relevant to this study is 

Sloterdijk’s reflection “what will happen to those who are nobody’s exhalation?” (2011: 19). 

The question stimulates a response in me.  I can use my breath and my voice as a material to 

remember those who have died.  We are part of the political atmosphere of our times. We 

breathe air in with pollution and pathogens and we breathe air out with part of our inner selves; 

the exhalation circulates as part of the ether. I blow air through liquid film to form a bubble 

that floats away as a moment of memory for those who can no longer breathe. My contention 

here is that we are not separate from our environment, from the things we cannot see or feel, 

we are materially entangled with it.  

By thinking in this way boundaries such as inner/outer become less knowable. Binaries such 

as alive/dead lose the hegemonic positioning of life and vitality can be redeployed as a non-

human force (Gamble, Hanan and Nail, 2019). This hegemony, when applied to 

presence/absence in respect of casualties of war, as Lisle has shown, reinforces “a trope of 

pity” that denies the vitality of the lived experience of victims. It also denies the agency of their 

ghosts and subsequently the power they have to problematise our understanding of the 

circumstances that created their condition (2010:886). Dead bodies, according to Jessica 

Auchter, are “vital materiality” (2015:130).   They are “… human yet dead; hypervisible yet 

invisible; silent yet questioning; grievable person yet thing” (ibid: 132). Viewing the dead body 

through a vital materialist lens (Auchter) or through one that renders it ambivalent (Lisle) is 

not dissimilar to viewing the monument through a diffracted one, following Karen Barad 

(2014:168). These perspectives trouble our perception of reality by complicating and 

contradicting - as Benson stated - what is and how we know what is. According to Lisle (2010: 

883) it is by “trafficking between binary logics” and by the “holding in suspension of 

contradictory truth claims” that we can recognise the power of ambivalence as a condition of 

resistance against hegemonic definitions and ontological foreclosure. 
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Troubling the dyadic relationship between inner/outer, animate/inanimate and alive/dead in 

ways that challenge and reconfigure an understanding of ontology is similar to understanding 

the world through diffraction. To be in the world of diffraction is to be neither here nor there 

and simultaneously, both here and there. In relation to the monument, after Barad, “There is 

no absolute outside; the outside is already inside” and thus a traditional understanding of 

borders and boundaries that keeps the monument’s inside separated from its outside is 

destabilised, made fluid and indeterminate (2014:178). According to Barad, we cannot separate 

ourselves from the practice of knowing as we are part of the material world and therefore we 

are “partly constituted by that which [we] observe” (Gamble, Hanan and Nail, 2019:123).  

     Imagine creating a memorial for the Troubles through diffraction. Imagine a 

memorial in a borderless land, which is neither here nor there and where 

polarities are dispersed, dispelled and entangled. In this reconfiguration of time 

and space, there is no Other and so there is no need for a memorial yet should 

one exist, then its inner and outer life are one. Perhaps it appears/disappears only 

to those who need it, visible yet invisible, a flickering disturbance at the edge of 

our vision. To what extent have my memories of the Troubles been constituted by 

what I have seen and heard and to what extent are memories of this troubled time 

entangled with the making of a memorial? In the studio, the glass fibre pierces my 

skin unnoticed; the fumes permeate within. Active matter activating memories of 

small wounds.  

 

2.4 Expanded Field Theory: resisting categorisation through intermediality 

An art historical approach as demonstrated by Rosalind Krauss (Sculpture in the Expanded 

Field, 1979) organises artform polarities in a theoretical space where they can be inversed or 

negated, overlapped and interlinked. The expanded field is based on a mathematical Klein 

grouping in which “a set of binaries is transformed into a quaternary field which both mirrors 

the original opposition and at the same time opens it” (ibid: 37). Krauss applies this grouping 

to an analysis of sculpture. She uses landscape art and architecture to form a grid diagram with 

four anchor points (landscape, not-landscape, architecture, not-architecture) and places 

sculpture midway between not landscape and not architecture. Krauss argues that by 

suspending the category of sculpture between two things which it is not (in the Western Art 

canon) we can think expansively about all of the categories it could potentially be within a field 

of “differently structured possibilities” (ibid: 38). Krauss began her argument by asking where 

modern sculpture should sit within the expanded field given the acceptance of landscape and 

architecture as autonomous artforms. She argued that “the logic of the monument” as a positive, 
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static presence had been usurped by the post-modern sculptural void and by sculptures that 

were ephemeral or nomadic (ibid: 34). In this respect, Krauss’s expanded field theory 

anticipates the development of the counter memorial form in Germany in the mid-1980s and 

the use of the void as a trope to evoke absence and loss (see also Young, 1993 and Chapter IV 

in this thesis).  For me, Krauss’ interrogation of sculptural categories in relation to monuments 

can be further developed by introducing the concept of intermediality. I do this to show how 

the fixing of artform specific categorisations can be further resisted.   

Arnold-de Simine (2012) juxtaposed the work of architect Daniel Libeskind with the author 

W.G. Sebald through a study of Libeskind’s Jewish Museum in Berlin and Sebald’s novel 

Austerlitz. According to Simine, the museum could be read as a text and the novel as a 

Holocaust museum. In this sense, they were characteristic of intermedial forms in that they 

resisted the normative confines of their genre and they each blurred the boundaries between 

distinct types of media (2012: 14). The museum was opened to the public in 1999 and for the 

next two years, until 2001, there were no artefacts or visuals exhibited.  Sebald’s novel was 

published in 2001. According to Simine, the dilemma for both the architect and the author was 

how to represent German-Jewish history without misappropriating it (ibid: 28). Despite 

working in different disciplines, Libeskind and Sebald met the challenge of representation 

through the treatment of artefacts. I am interested in the connections between their ideas; how 

one approach was an inversion of the other.  Both speak to the agency of inanimate objects and 

evoke the present/absent dilemma in ways which suggest the there/not there possibilities of 

diffraction. What follows is a brief discussion of the museum and the novel, based on my 

personal experiences of each one, but revisited through a reading of Simine’s more recent 

analysis. I begin with the museum.   

Two motifs were integral to the design of the museum: the repetition of voids as vast and 

inaccessible spaces and interior walls that were offset from the vertical plane. The disorienting 

effect of this was not immediately felt. It was sensed rather than seen.  The impact on one’s 

equilibrium was intensified by floors that were slightly cambered.   I can attest to the unsettling 

experience of moving through the empty space of the Jewish Museum having been there, in 

1999, not long after it opened.  The double effect of sloping walls and listing floors impacted 

one’s sense of balance and I recall having to reach out both arms for stability as I moved along 

a narrow corridor. Normal perspectives were warped. Nothing was as it seemed.  
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 As an empty building the museum articulated the architect’s use of the void as a metaphor for 

the absence of Jewish life and culture in Berlin. For Simine, it could therefore be read as a 

counter-museum or counter-memorial (2012: 30). The absence of information panels, images 

and artefacts are interpreted by Simine as the refusal of the architecture of the museum to 

“function as a blank and neutral canvas” (ibid: 21) or act as a “neutral container” into which 

objects are placed (ibid: 30). There are important points at stake here. When it opened, in my 

opinion, the museum was a blank canvas but it was not neutral. The empty spaces and voids 

were a statement. It refused to act like a history museum as it did not extend a sense of 

familiarity or hospitality nor did it provide any pedagogical material to aid our understanding 

of its function.  Our engagement was with the spatial and the sensual – even if these encounters 

produced an unsettling effect. With nothing to see, we had to feel.  The architecture exerted its 

agency and we felt its discomfiting power. To me, this was the intent of the architect, acting as 

an artist, who leaves space for the viewer to complete in the work and for the building to value 

its emptiness.  

The Jewish Museum was bereft of artefacts when it opened. Conversely, Sebald’s novel is 

filled with descriptions, lists and photographs of artefacts. Austerlitz is an attempt by the 

eponymous protagonist to recover the circumstances of his early (and forgotten) childhood. He 

achieves this through the recovery of small things from ticket stubs to faded photographs; from 

hearing fragments of forgotten music and even by studying the paraphernalia displayed in the 

window of an antique shop (Sebald, 2001).  The objects and the emotions they elicit are 

recovered by the narrator through time and space. His disjointed memories of travelling to 

Wales on a Kindertransport lead him back to his birthplace in Vienna, and from there to the 

ghetto of Therezín, the last known location of his barely remembered mother.  Taken together, 

Simine (ibid: 14) makes the argument that Libeskind’s empty museum could be read as a text, 

a commentary on absence, and Sebald’s novel could be read as a museum of memory; both 

transcend the boundaries of their particular medial field through their method and output.  

Sebald’s use of photographs within many of his novels, including Austerlitz, is beyond the 

scope of this study - as are museums of memory.4 What I want to note is how the practice of 

                                                           
4 For a global overview of memory museums see Williams, P. (2007). Memorial Museums. The global rush to 

commemorate atrocities. Oxford: Berg. See also Sodaro, A. (2018). Exhibiting Atrocity. Memorial museums and 

the politics of past violence. New Jersey. Rutgers University Press. Libeskind’s Museum of Jewish History in 

Berlin is featured in a critique by Young, J.E. (2016b). Information on the life and work of W.G. Sebald is 

widely available online but a useful starting point is the archive held by the University of East Anglia, 

https://archivecollections.uea.ac.uk/wgs . 

https://archivecollections.uea.ac.uk/wgs
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reading Austerlitz is not unlike moving through a museum. Following Sebald’s prose is akin to 

being directed through an exhibition space. In the novel, for example, a single sentence runs 

for eleven pages and educates us on the life of the people who were incarcerated in the Therezín 

camp. We learn of their professional backgrounds before they were deported and of the jobs 

they were forced to undertake in the camp. We are told about the hardships and diseases they 

endured. Woven through this information are lists of activities from the “shearing of rabbit fur” 

to “potato peeling” to the making of “deal coffins” and of the “crazed administrative zeal” 

required to manage “the extinction of life” (2001:331-342). Contained within Sebald’s novel 

is the type of information one would expect to see in a museum of German-Jewish history. Not 

seeing it, in Libeskind’s museum which was designed for the purpose of recovering that 

history, unsettles us in a different but no less powerful way.  

Sebald’s protagonist tried to recover the story of his childhood (and thereby restore the gaps in 

his memory) by tracing his past through the history of the few artefacts that remained to him. 

His journey ends at Therezín with the apprehension of his mother’s fate.  Libeskind’s museum 

described the history of German-Jews through the complete absence of artefacts. The 

architectural space is the statement that unsettles us. In doing so, it breaks down the divisions 

between what Lefebvre (1991: 14) termed the “physical space, mental space and social space” 

so that in navigating the spatial we engage with the sensual and the psychological, sensing that 

all is not right. To me this is a powerful device that transfers our present unease to the past 

through spatial rather than didactic means.  

Working through Simine’s comparison of the Jewish Museum and the novel Austerlitz has 

activated my memories of personal encounters with both. I am interested in how the theory of 

intermediality aligns with Krauss’ expanded field to allow for heterogeneous interpretations of 

material forms and how this defies conventional categorisations of type. This has important 

implications for the development of creative ideas in relation to commemorative forms and 

how they might diverge from standard practices or outputs. Intermediality, or the means by 

which one distinct media is amalgamated with or transferred to another, blurs the boundaries 

between, for example, the museum and the memorial or the novel and the museum. Adding the 

concept of intermediality to an already expanded field, wherein the monument might be 

expressed in one of its iterations as a non- monument or void, allows for these distinctions to 

be further dissolved so that differently structured possibilities become amorphous and 

transposable.  
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In the studio I think of differently structured possibilities and of expansion. Of 

how Northern Ireland might be differently structured without sectarian binaries 

and borders and how I had always felt suspended between two things I was not. 

Why must identity be mapped and framed in this politically polarising way? What 

is the logic? If I look at you and see myself reflected as a negative space then how 

should we stand together in a field of Others who are opposite to us? How do we 

get from this un/common ground to another realm so that what matters becomes 

immaterial? The monument exists simultaneously as a fragment of memory and a 

memorial in the head. It does not behave as it should. 

 

2.5 Critical Reflection and Practice 

If we agree with Foucault’s definition of archaeology as “the analysis of discourse in its 

archival form” and that discourses and statements are events and things (as are monuments) 

then we have shifted our thinking from a textual to an intertextual to an intermedial dimension. 

Something that has been said, or written down, becomes an object.  I want to concede that 

Foucault’s knowledge of the “rules of the etymological game” differ to mine (Foucault, 1998: 

310).  As with archaeology and genealogy one can be misdirected by Foucault’s use of the 

word monument. I suggest that in his usage the evocation is from the original Greek meaning 

to remind or to warn. If so, then the implication is that the governance of the archive can be 

challenged. By questioning the rules that affect inclusion in, or erasure from the archive, its 

governance is less likely to become concretised. Genealogy is the mode of critical analysis that 

addresses these erasures and permanencies.  

Monuments, whether standing as edifices in stone or existing metaphorically as statements in 

the archive, are both subject to destruction so that only traces of them remain visible in the 

present. Foucault’s metaphorical use of monument to describe these statements is therefore 

both a caution and an opportunity to develop our thinking. I agree with this understanding. 

Setting things in stone and accepting that ‘events and things’ from the past are absolute does 

not allow for alternative histories and correspondingly different or difficult memories to unfold 

in the present. The monument/statement analogy is an opportunity to exteriorise our thinking.   

As Fontana-Giusti (2013:94) identified, Foucault achieved this by moving us from the 

metaphorical to the spatial. In the spatial realm, such as a city, a monument can be physically 

mapped and contextualised by understanding the forces that enabled its being. I wonder how 

memorials for those who were no-one’s exhalation might be mapped into the crowded 

cityscape today? 
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Foucault’s metaphorical use of the monument as statements was used as a means to challenge 

how we think about the past. When combined with a genealogical approach to studying 

monuments as commemorative entities, my argument is that one does not need to adhere to the 

chronological development of their form and function to understand their history.  This being 

so, we can now imagine the memorials that could have existed if the past had been different.  

From here, it seems reasonable to suggest that historic commemorative practices that have been 

concretised in the present can be imagined otherwise, even if this practice of imagination is 

contested. This brings a fresh perspective to historical enquiry. It makes possible the search for 

alternative pasts and consequently allows us to imagine all of the potential futures that could 

emerge in the present. Imagining the past as otherwise allows for speculation. This anticipates 

the work of Lloyd (2008) and Laird (2016) who consider the past through such speculative and 

imaginative lenses (their ideas will be discussed in more depth in subsequent chapters). 

Foucault’s figurative use of the monument was itself an imaginative device. It set in motion 

the thought that historic practices need not be ossified in our present. His argument that events, 

things and monuments are statements seems illogical but it becomes less so if the monument 

is tested through an expanded field which allows this multiplicity of being. Both Foucault and 

Krauss are concerned with structural parameters and the relationships between (respectively) 

different discourses and/or disciplines which maintain those structures through adherence to 

disciplinary categorisations.  

The paradox of Krauss’ theory is that it seeks to locate post-modern sculpture within a specific 

field, whilst simultaneously expanding the possibilities of what sculpture is and could be within 

that field. It rejects the notion that modern sculpture has evolved from a historic lineage of 

evolving forms and in that way it moves towards a genealogical method.   By suspending 

sculpture or holding it in tension between not-landscape and not-architecture “It is no longer 

the privileged middle term between two things it isn’t” (1979: 38). In other words, Krauss 

dispels with the hegemonic conventions of art forms and considers similarities and differences 

on an equal plane within the field. It is emphatic in its declarations of how polarities can be 

mirrored and inverted i.e. this but not that. It does allow for connections to be drawn between 

neither/nor and for double negative speculations so that (in my thesis) we might think of not 

memorial/not monument as an inversion of something which a final design iteration could be. 

For me, in order to fully explore (after Krauss) the “differently structured possibilities” which 

a memorial/not memorial for the NI Troubles could be, then the issue is not one of identifying 

polarities such as Nationalist/Unionist and inverting them to not-Nationalist/not-Unionist 
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(despite its use as a device to always keep ‘the other’ in play) but one of how to inhabit the 

conceptual space which sits in the gap between two constructed polarities. A new materialist 

approach (after Barad) allows for the possibilities that matter can be both this and that which 

is an intriguing notion when extrapolated to material practices that try to deconstruct the binary 

logics of ideology and identity.  

I would argue that whilst Krauss and Foucault propose an expanded form of knowledge 

production and classification (each from their own logic) their theories do not go as far as this 

project requires. To me, Krauss’ field is expansive but also highly structured. It could be used, 

for example, to interrogate Libeskind’s Jewish Museum or Sebald’s novel through a mirrored 

or linear opposition. Is the former a museum or a counter museum; is the latter a literary project 

or not? Both, I would argue, sit within the field of differently structured intermedial 

possibilities that do not need to be defined within a category to be valued.  In this sense, Krauss’ 

expanded field has some resonance with Foucault’s archaeological method in that both 

examine structural order and the ways in which this can be hegemonic. Genealogy, however, 

problematises the hegemony of this structural order as it allows for errors, omissions and 

chance to emerge as part of an alternative or hidden account of the past. It could be used to 

recover the lost histories behind the artefacts that Sebald describes during his visit to Therezín. 

Krauss, Foucault and Simine are discursive in their approach in that the object 

(document/artwork/ architecture) is described or analysed textually by a critic/analyst who 

draws out the power arrangements within it (as noted by Bennett, 2005; Callahan, 2020).  By 

thinking in more materialist terms, it is possible to argue that all three enact an anthropocentric 

interpretation of an object.  

The appeal of a new materialist approach, to an artist, seems obvious as it gives the agency of 

the object and its material components equal authority.  To me, wax, clay, charcoal and plaster 

are sensual materials from which objects are made. The actions used in the construction have 

a performative dimension.  Cutting, melting, pouring and grinding materials are haptic 

encounters which provoke a deeper thinking about making (in general) and making a memorial 

(more specifically). Technical terms such as “curing”, “bleeding”, “going off” and “hardening” 

are made political through analogy – plaster goes off, as do bombs, but after Bleiker (2009: 90-

91), I will avoid developing and potentially misrepresenting their metaphorical potency here. 

Objects have their own nonverbal, non-linguistic meaning (Bleiker, 2018) as does the matter 

which constitutes the materials. The entanglement of artist/concept/ materials/object in pursuit 

of a given work of art is difficult to unfold and articulate. This is something that Foucault did 
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not investigate fully given his concerns about structures and networks of power relations that 

enable a person to speak or an object to emerge. What social and political structures must be 

in place for an artist to emerge? What power does the artist possess that enables an object to 

speak? How does an idea materialise as a thing? These are the questions that I hope to answer, 

despite the difficulty of articulating them.  

When material suggests a form, I am the fabricator who shapes it and thus, I am entangled with 

it. Entanglement, as I experience it, goes beyond the metaphorical. It is not simply to be caught 

up in something. Rather, as Lisle explains, “… entanglement has emerged as a generative 

concept” and its nature is “opened ended, turbulent and bumpy”. Reading through Lisle’s 

Speculative Lexicon of Entanglement (2021: 457) I comprehend how I interact with the more 

than human. These interactions are given their own space in Chapters VIII. Here, I want to 

draw attention to the ways in which (after Lisle) ecological, haptic, kinetic, quantum and 

speculative entanglements permeate through the fabrication of objects as part of a processual 

enquiry. The process itself is generative and reciprocal. In this way, it is associated with new 

materialism and the agency of the object it allows for. The hierarchical relationship between 

maker and matter is destabilised as they encounter each other in motion – an ontological and 

epistemological clash. This performative and relational materiality, as identified by Barad 

(2007:134-137) is “agential realism” wherein the performativity of coming together with 

matter (and apart, as part of that constitutive materiality) allow for infinite reconfigurations and 

possibilities of being in the world.  Reflecting on this, I wonder how a memorial can perform 

its ontological reality in this world?  How can I share my knowledge of its coming in to being? 

If I create a memorial form to be encountered only by humans living today, I tilt towards an 

anthropocentric approach which is contra to new materialism. If, however, I were to imagine a 

memorial for an event beyond the Anthropocene, for an epoch yet to come such as Haraway’s 

(2016) Chthulucene, an era of interspecies survival and remembrance of extinct life-forms, 

then I am back within the realm of the new materialist and the nature of that encounter is 

changed. It is now an opportunity to eschew the didactics of the traditional monument in favour 

of a multi-species invitation to become entangled in a constitutive relationship with the 

memorial form. 

That said, and despite the alignment of new materialism with the very stuff of materiality, I 

cannot remove myself from the process of making a memorial, nor of conceiving of one, in 

relation to this project. What I can do is be attentive to what Gamble, Hanan and Nail (after 
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Barad, 2007) call ‘performative materialism’ (2019) wherein the materials that I use in the 

realisation of this project are as influenced by me as I am by them. I cannot speak for them, but 

where possible, I will speak of them as an acknowledgement of how they have spoken to me. 

This keeps the inner life of the memorial in play. 

Conclusion 

Each of the themes outlined above have contributed to the construction of a thinking space. 

Just as Bleiker (2018:12) argued that a “multitude of approaches and perspectives” are 

necessary to allow the visual to speak “even if they are, at times, not compatible” and Shapiro 

(2013: xv) proposed that thinking with artistic texts can create connections that challenge 

“institutionalised ways of reproducing and understanding phenomena”, so I have endeavoured 

to bring together a diverse range of scholarship foundational to the architecture of a thinking 

space that will help me develop my writing and thinking. Unlike Shapiro and others discussed 

in Chapter One who rely on text based analysis of artistic texts (thinking with) my process is to 

think through by making as part of praxis. Making things need not adhere to reifying the end 

point of a specific art form. It is, to me, a multi-disciplinary and multi-modal way of working 

that demonstrates Bleiker’s (2017: 263) call for a pluralistic response to aesthetic politics and 

aligns with Law’s (2006) proposition that assemblages of methodologies can challenge 

conventional research practices. Working in this way disrupts the hegemony of theory before 

practice as a mode of knowledge production (Sennett, 2009).  

In summary, this chapter has assembled theoretical and methodological approaches from 

diverse disciplines including Foucault’s Archaeological and Genealogical methods; Krauss’ 

Expanded Field Theory; Simine’s Intermediality and New Materialism as utilised by scholars 

such as Auchter, Barad and Bennett. Respectively, these approaches have opened up how, in 

relation to historical research, knowledge is acquired through an examination of what exists in 

the archive as much as an awareness of what has been omitted or erased. It has made possible 

the idea that reductive binaries can become at least quaternaries through mirrored inversions in 

a way that allows opposites to reflect rather than repel, although this is not without tension or 

limitation. By extension, these reflections can be imagined not as mirror images, but as material 

forms that can be expressed in materially different ways and yet retain a shared function, such 

as the evocation of loss through the presence/absence of artefacts. The boundaries between 

different disciplinary fields are dissolved and from here a more immersive engagement with 
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materiality and mediality can take place. A novel can be a museum; a particle can be a wave; 

a statement can be a monument and a monument can be the memory in our head. 

Foucault hypothesises a more expansive reading of the archive through the inclusion of 

synchronous discursive practices. His method could be used, for example, to uncover the power 

mechanisms behind the history of (Western) art and the practices that allowed some work to 

achieve canonical status whilst other work was forgotten or erased.  It could also be used to 

investigate the reason why certain memorials were designed but never built. In this sense, I see 

archaeology as a process of uncovering and genealogy as recovering. Krauss’ argument thinks 

through how works of art are categorised and subsequently expected to perform within 

disciplinary parameters. Categorisation, in relation to matter, is complex. Can a monument 

exist as a void? How can nothing be something?   In the world of quantum mechanics particles 

sometimes behave as particles and sometimes, for unknown reasons, as a wave. Our 

understanding of them is suspended between two things which they simultaneously are and are 

not. This uncertainty brings back ambivalence (after Lisle) and how we might be suspended 

between opposing ownerships of truth. By extrapolation, I accord this ambivalence to an 

understanding of things, including the past. Understanding things (and events) in only one of 

their dimensions is reductive and precipitates an untimely foreclosure of knowledge.  If we 

allow for the concept of intermediality, following Simine, then a novel can be read 

interchangeably as a literary text or as a museum. A memorial could be designed as a physical 

presence or as a psychological construct. It could also, in answer to the questions above, assert 

its presence through absence.   I understand the placement of objects within an expanded field 

as a process of assembling of tensions and intermediality as a form of resistance that refuses 

categorisation. 

New Materialism is an approach which challenges “a mechanistic view of reality” (Benson, 

2019: 257) and this allows for a more relational, less rigid perspective on what we know, or 

think we know about the world and how it operates. In this respect, it aligns with much of the 

aesthetic turn in IR.  As I have argued previously, creative practice as a research method, cannot 

be bound to a singular approach, theory or concept.   If, for example, we think of a memorial 

only in the expanded (art) field, we must also think of its opposite i.e. not memorial or invert 

its positive physical presence into the negative space of a void. This does not finish the work, 

for as Barad has argued a void is not nothing. It was definitely something for Libeskind given 

its prevalence as a motif throughout the Jewish Museum in Berlin. For Barad (and perhaps for 

Libeskind) the void is part of the spectral realm where “life and death originally entangled” 
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and “not even nothing can be free of ghosts” (2018: 78).  Following Barad’s lead, I think 

through New Materialism as a process of entanglement. 

How then can the architectonics of the thinking space be described? It is one of overlapping 

logics and influences that shift binaries to pluralities to multiplicities in motion. It is an 

assemblage of theory, method, metaphor and attention to matter that has enabled me to 

formulate the network of connections necessary for the unfettered development of creative 

ideas that do not cleave to a singular source of inspiration or influence.  Driving this project is 

the creation of concepts for a Troubles memorial and therefore the key tension, in my view, is 

between the commemorative needs of the living and the dead which might/might not be the 

same. An expanded field approach to this would include the inverse condition of not-alive/not-

dead but this requires an understanding of the gap or threshold that exists between these two 

states of being. Expanded field theory exposes polarities by plotting their opposite equivalents 

in a conceptual realm but it does not go far enough in explaining how to move around or 

between them. It is paradoxical, yet logical. It suggests infinite possibilities but also closure. 

Archaeology would permit an analysis of the historic dead through uncovering records (where 

they exist) and by disclosing the circumstances of, for example, who was commemorated and 

why. A genealogical approach would go beyond tangible evidence to recover the history of 

those for whom no evidence remains by imagining their history otherwise and by speculating 

why their lived experience and vitality has been erased from the present. But we are still in the 

Anthropocene; in the present looking back to the past. This is limited.  

In order to create concepts for a memorial for the Troubles, one must be able to step back from 

restrictive temporal, spatial and ideological dualities and categorisations. From a distance, one 

can begin to see what is suspended between the binaries of past/present, North/South and even 

Nationalist/Unionist. It is perhaps another option; the possibility of another time, another place 

and another way of being.  Even then, the suspended Other - whatever that is - might resist 

categorisation and refuse to move towards the interface, from either direction. Studying this 

interface or threshold is, for me, to creatively examine what is “painful to both sides” 

(Bachelard, 2014:217). To explore it, so that I may attune to the multiplicities I envisage here, 

I need to call forward that which is suspended between two things it is not.  To understand how 

time and being may be differently structured, I need to speak with ghosts.  
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Chapter Three:  Hauntology 

The spectre is also, among other things, what one imagines, what one thinks one sees and which 

one projects – on an imaginary screen where there is nothing to see. Derrida (1994: 101) 

 

I see dead people. 

(Sixth Sense, 1999) 

 

3.1 Introduction: Seeing ghosts 

 

Derrida stated in Spectres of Marx that “… it is necessary to introduce Hauntology into the 

very construction of a concept. Of every concept beginning with being and time” (1994: 161). 

Barad (2010; 2018), took up this call. She utilises the paradoxical nature of the ghost to 

problematise the already complex field of quantum mechanics by observing it through a 

hauntological lens. By activating the ghost, time and the ontology of matter are made strange 

and illogical. Our understanding of things is unsettled. As explained by Derrida (1994:10) the 

ghost has the ability to be both here and not-here through its presence/non-presence at either 

the first or last time of an event which, hauntologically speaking, are the same. Spectral 

ambiguity of presence and the refusal of linear time disrupt binary thinking and fixed notions 

of identity, but they are also, as Barad explains, “An opportunity to engage in an imaginative 

journey that is akin to how an electron experiences the world” (2010:244). Electrons inhabit a 

materially entangled world of space-time as does the ghost. In each case, their behaviour 

changes when it is observed.   Derrida and Barad use the figure of the ghost to probe issues of 

alterity, justice and the in/visibility of marginalised others from their respective philosophical 

and theoretical positions.  

Following their example, this chapter considers hauntology from an artistic perspective so that 

I can engage imaginatively and critically with memorialisation. Hauntology, as explained by 

Davis (2005), does not denote a belief in the supernatural as, to him, it is a critical site of 

enquiry which marks an ethical turn in deconstruction. It is also more than this. As Zehfuss has 

argued, “Deconstruction is a form of critique based on careful reading” (2009: 143) the purpose 

of which is not to draw out meaning from the text (we can’t) but to think instead of how our 

understanding of a concept has been challenged. From here, Zehfuss states that “a second move 

is necessary” (ibid: 141) so that we might develop and even subvert established categories of 
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knowledge. A spectral conversation, as part of a hauntological concept, is therefore “…an 

essential unknowing which underlies and may undermine what we think we know” (Davis, 

2005: 377). Haunting then, is an experience wherein one’s sense of self in the present is 

dislodged by the arrival of the unseen historical Other (the lost, the hidden or the overlooked) 

and /or the spectre of events that are yet to come. Is this how the figure of the ghost is 

manifested in the realm of global politics? Does the ghost reside in the spaces of conflict and 

contestation that Northern Ireland belongs to?  

To answer these questions we can consider many examples of how critical scholars examining 

various tensions within global politics have used the ghost to engage with the simultaneous 

traces and futures of conflict. For example, Hoag (2014) uses the ghost to draw our attention 

to the socio-economic politics of the Occupy Movement in relation to demonstrations in 2011 

on Wall Street, New York. According to Harris (2015:21), South Africa is “full of ghosts”, and 

the post-apartheid archive “is haunted by what it is ghosting” (ibid: 22). In the UK, Clark (2018) 

uses the figure of the ghost to investigate the gap that exists between the established binaries 

of male/female and the gender realities of those who serve in the military. Closer to home, in 

Ireland, both Graff-McRae (2010) and Evershed (2018) use hauntology to deconstruct 

significant historical events that occurred in 1916, namely, the Easter Rising and the Battle of 

the Somme. Their research focuses on how the spectre traverses ethno-nationalist boundaries 

across time and space on this island and the ways in which the ghosts of the past disturb the 

political present.  Given the contestation that accompanies commemorative events in Northern 

Ireland, including the Troubles, I will return to 1916 in the latter sections of this chapter and in 

other chapters of this thesis. The point I want to make here is that Northern Ireland is not unique 

in its haunting. As the previous examples have shown, and as Blanco and Peeren demonstrate 

in Popular Ghosts – The Haunted Spaces of Everyday Culture “It seems that ghosts are 

everywhere these days” (2010: ix).  

The ghost has long been a subject of academic study from philosophy to theology, but it is also 

considered a form of entertainment and titillation, with television programmes and magazines 

devoted to exposing its presence. The multidisciplinary approach taken in Popular Ghosts 

includes a range of cultural genre including literature, film, television, art and music as well as 

politics and societal anxieties about globalisation. Blanco and Peeren do not discriminate 

between these “high” and “low” cultures but propose that they haunt each other (ibid: xii). 

They argue that we have gone beyond Derrida’s argument that we need to “learn to live with 

ghosts” (Derrida, 1994: xviii) as we are living with them already. In their contention, we have 
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grown so accustomed to the presence of ghosts, we no longer shriek and run away, or try to 

exorcise them, but we are in danger of ignoring them and tuning out what they have to say 

(Blanco and Peeren, 2010: xiv). We ghost them. A similar concern is expressed by Jessica 

Auchter (2017: 18) who states that “the ghostly has become a catch all for the unrepresentable”, 

a means of interrogating “language, time and space” by asking the ghost to expose those things 

which are invisible to us such as, in her thesis, the hidden power of statecraft (ibid:19). Auchter 

recognises the irony of asking that which we cannot see to make visible that which we do not 

know even as we ourselves are seen by the ghost. As Peeren (2014: 16) makes clear, despite 

the invisibility of the ghost, it is agentive and possesses “spectral agency”. These last two points 

bring up questions of symmetry and power. Applying a second move to these concepts (after 

Zehfuss) impels me to question them thus: What if we can see the ghost just as it can see us? 

Going further, if individual agency is deployed to make oneself spectral, in order to speak to 

ghosts, then what is the power relationship of such an encounter? What thresholds have been 

crossed?  

For Derrida, crossing thresholds “… always remains a transgressive step” (Dufourmantelle and 

Derrida, 2000:75) and to me, this is how a deconstructive approach can achieve its potential. 

Derrida, I believe, would have been aware of the linguistic potency of what it means to 

transgress, from sinning to trespassing to noncompliance and how these are the very spaces of 

critical intervention. In relation to Northern Ireland, Vaughan-Williams (2006) argues that a 

deconstructive approach is one which enables researchers to take an unconventional approach 

to established political discourses. To proceed in that way, I need to introduce Hauntology into 

my thinking space, in ways which speak to my logic. Contra Davis (2005), this space does not 

exclude the supernatural.     

What follows, therefore, is a search for places of expansion, tension, gaps, ghosts and instances 

of spectral performance that will support an unsettled reading of memorials and their 

constituent parts of time, memory and forgetting, and commemoration. These will form the 

substantive themes of subsequent chapters. In this chapter, I engage with the practice of 

deconstruction by considering the hauntological potential of the portrait photograph drawing 

on Roland Barthes (1993) and Avery Gordon (2008). From this, I revisit an example of my 

own artwork, made in 2013, which used the medium of photography to communicate with the 

spirit of a dead ancestor. This suggests how artistic agency can become spectral. As I will show 

this artwork, like the ghost, is not temporally nor spatially fixed and the impetus behind its 

creation may never be resolved. The discussion then widens into a critical and creative 
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engagement with others who have sought out the ghost. In particular I connect with Jessica 

Auchter (2017) and her efforts to go beyond discourse analysis by allowing herself to be 

haunted by her experiences at memorial sites. For me, Auchter’s approach provides a 

substantial platform from which I hope to develop my own ideas. Auchter draws on Derrida’s 

hauntology, as do I, but her focus on the material aspects of the spectral have been most 

compelling for me. This is demonstrated by following Auchter through the rubble of 9/11 and 

by responding with a micro tale of the problematics of ashes when mourning. Each of these 

moves shows a progressive “tuning in” as opposed to “tuning out” of spectral voices and in 

this way the concerns that Blanco and Peeren raised are addressed. Through this deep 

engagement the groundwork is prepared for an analysis of the ghosts of 1916 in Ireland. I aim 

to show how a creative reading of Hauntology can subvert a traditional understanding of 

contentious commemorations and how deceptively simple concepts such as friendship and 

hospitality can have political implications. The ideas which have arisen from hospitality as 

described by Derrida (1994) when critiqued, updated and expanded by IR scholars (Bulley, 

2017; Bulley and Lisle, 2012; Baker, 2013) have aesthetic implications when translated to the 

temporal and spatial aspects of memorial design.  

 

3.2 The Blind Field 

Roland Barthes (1993) examined the visible and invisible aspects of the portrait photograph 

and the ways that, when combined, these facets can unsettle our comprehension. He uses the 

terms studium and punctum to describe integral components of the image which layer and 

complicate its meaning. The studium is that which excites general interest; it is the initial 

surface reading of the subject matter – the people, the places or the objects that are shown. The 

punctum ruptures the studium; it disturbs or disrupts the scene as it “shoots out of it like an 

arrow” and thus it has the power to wound (ibid: 26). The punctum animates the image and 

extends its meaning through, as Barthes describes it, the “dynamics” of the “blind field” (ibid: 

56). Unlike the visual field of the photograph the blind field is signposted by the punctum but 

not overtly expressed. It is not present or visible in the image itself but it pulls something 

unseen out of it. We have to search for it and be receptive to its presence when we find it. Avery 

Gordon (2008), on Barthes, states that “The punctum is what haunts” (ibid: 108) and that “The 

blind field is what the ghost’s arrival signals” (ibid: 107). Following Gordon, reflecting on 

Barthes, we can begin to comprehend “… how photographs participate in haunting” (ibid: 106). 
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Consider then a photograph of an unknown stranger or a distant ancestor. The studium is 

applicable to the general, if not polite, interest shown to the image which you may have 

discovered amongst inherited ephemera. One might presume a distant connection, or wonder 

when and where the photograph was taken, and what the personal and social history of the 

individual might be. Using visual research methods, we can speculate on their social status or 

profession and the nature of the occasion when the photograph was taken but this is the very 

process that I am trying to work against. It is a textual analysis of an image by someone who 

was not involved in its creation. The facts are interesting but dry. To me, the studium of a 

photograph is transferable to other works of art, from painting to sculpture, in that it can be 

used to describe the visible elements of colour, composition and so on which stimulate an initial 

interest in the work. I am interested in what is not there, what is invisible, and how this absence 

can be evoked and re-presented in memorial design.  In respect of a portrait photograph it is 

the punctum or wound that goes beyond the visibility/visuality factor discussed in Chapter I.  

It is more than an understanding or questioning of what is inside and outside of the frame (from 

a critical IR perspective) as to me, the punctum can enact a material or dimensional shift where 

even momentarily one is entangled with the past. When Barthes (1993:113) found a photograph 

of his recently deceased mother as a young girl he described the wound caused by seeing it as 

a combination of the reality of the image with its truth. The amalgamation of “that has been” 

with “there she is” threw him out of time and into another cognitive realm. He was haunted by 

memories that were pushing in from the blind field.  

Gordon describes the blind field persuasively as that which is “pressing in from the other side 

of the fullness of the image displayed within the frame” (2008:107) and she states that 

“Haunting recognition is a special way of knowing what has happened or is happening” (ibid: 

23). I believe that one can be haunted by photographs. Haven’t we all been unsettled by them? 

Barthes, of course, knew and loved his mother. He may even have physically resembled her 

and this added to the “ghost effect” of the photograph (Derrida, 1994:126). Conversely, I 

wonder if the ghost effect is intensified when there is an immediate recognition, through 

resemblance, but there is no memory (because there was no possibility) of an encounter. For 

instance, what happens when rather than accepting the ghost only as a spectral manifestation, 

we make the attempt to allow ourselves to feel haunted and to become ghostly? What if we 

push ourselves into the frame, reversing the dynamics, so that the blind field is determined by 

what has been pulled out of the image and also by what has been put in?  
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I want to show how my art practice has answered these questions in the past and suggest how 

this type of engagement can operate in the current research. This is done through a reflective 

analysis of an inherited photograph of my great-grandfather Francis Ritchie (1884-1918).   Can 

we be haunted by people we did not know and things we did not witness? Jessica Auchter 

(2017) has explained how her research of memorialisation practices utilises discourse analysis 

and ethnography as a method to examine the hauntological aspects of, for instance, 9/11 and 

the Rwandan genocide. The example I provide here aims to show how visual art practice and 

biography can be used to perform a hauntological response to the First World War. This 

response is part of an open-ended, unresolved project called Looking for Frank and it is 

described in three parts: i) a reflection, ii) a photographic image and iii) a practice-based 

response to both. 

3.3 Looking for Frank 

 

i) Reflection 

An obsessive quest ends. I found you. After all these years of asking, of research, of 

visiting war memorials, of travelling to France to keep a promise, there you are. 

After so much time with only a name and rank to go on, now your face falls out of 

the loose pages of a photo album and what a rogue’s face it is. You look pissed. 

Leery.  The photograph must be one hundred years old. It shows you in uniform so 

perhaps it was taken after a last hoorah before going over the top, or at a knees- up 

after making it through, though you never did come home. I hold what memories of 

you remain, the half-truths and the mysteries and the hopes others had of finding 

you. You haunted me. I conjured you in metaphor, in poppies, pigeons and 

memorials. I became a scholar of the Great War so I could track you down but I 

never finished the job. In your face, I see generations of family and service and I 

see myself, the one who drew the line under it all. When you died, the oldest boy 

had to leave school and the family was evicted from the farm. When you died, there 

was no war diary listing, just the sum of that week’s Fallen from the ranks. No local 

memorial bears your name and there is no grave for you in France. I want to speak 

to you, to acknowledge the ghostly draw and to make you seen and remembered 

again. So I imagined myself as you (I am part of you) and put myself beside you in 

time. I draw the line again. An incomplete exorcism.   
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ii)  Image 

 

Figure 4 Ancestral Memories. Digital Print on Aluminium. 20 x 30 cm. 2014. 

 

The image above (Fig. 4) shows the original photograph of my great-grandfather (left panel), 

with a corresponding image of me as him (right panel).  To achieve this effect I dressed up in 

a facsimile of an army uniform and took a series of self-portraits using a digital camera. After 

each image of me was taken and reviewed against the original, I adapted my pose and 

demeanour before beginning again. Once the desired effect was achieved, the image was 

digitally aged and colourised so that both images corresponded in tonality and scale.  

iii)  Response 

The combined image Ancestral Memories existed only as a digital image for several years 

before it was printed for exhibition purposes in 2016. Deborah Withers (2017, n.p) described 

this image as a “kind of temporal and gender drag” in which I am both out of place and in 

place. She (to me) rightly connects the image and the process of its making to a private 

commemoration of the First World War rather than one which is played out in the public realm. 
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Withers also identifies how digital technology aided the manipulation of the image and how 

this, in turn, enabled me to “re-compose the mnemonic terrain” (ibid). The effect of this re-

composition is, according to Withers, to “make memory strange” (ibid). I want to dwell here 

on the ways in which the photograph Ancestral Memories has been made strange and on how 

the temporal and spatial disturbances/connections it suggests reflect aspects of hauntology.  

John Berger, in his book About Looking (2009) provides a useful context when he states that 

photographs, in relation to memory, are not linear nor merely illustrative. In a position similar 

to Barthes, Berger states that the photograph must respect the laws of memory and that it exists 

between what was and what is. If the temporal gap between the two is disrupted, or “out of 

joint” (Derrida, 1994: 49) then time and memory lose their context. Berger argues that a historic 

photograph can only assume the memory of the time when it was taken through narration. He 

explains that the account of the photograph should be diverse so that the image “may be seen 

in terms which are simultaneously personal, political, economic, dramatic, every day and 

historic” (ibid: 67). A contextualisation such as this instructs us on how to read a photograph 

so that we can understand what we see. As with a text-based analysis, however, it is less 

instructive on how a photograph makes us feel and what to do with the feelings when it haunts 

us.   

The image Ancestral Memories has been explained and critiqued textually (Ritchie, 2015; 

Withers, 2017).  These exegeses drew in the political and economic history of the First World 

War and the impact of an individual soldier’s death on his family. One death seems 

unremarkable amongst so many and the temporal gap between now and then is wide but, as 

Auchter explains, ghosts operate in the gaps and the margins (2017:19). From this, it could be 

argued that my artwork was trying to make visible the invisible and unknown circumstances 

behind an individual’s overlooked death and subsequently, to respond to this neglect. The 

photograph, together with its written contextualisation, was thus a form of historical 

witnessing. In relation to war photography, Alex Danchev (2018: 335) explains that witnessing 

“need not be instantaneous or contemporaneous” nor is it a corrective to events in the past but 

it does “make possible their reappraisal” (ibid: 338). I am not arguing that Ancestral Memories 

is a war photograph in the traditional sense of documenting the spectacle of battle and its 

pathetic aftermath but I believe it fits within Danchev’s definition of witnessing.  It is a form 

of photography that fits within the category of war art broadly defined by Laura Brandon as 

“art shaped by war” (2009: 3) and by Kathleen Palmer as that which encompasses a “creative 

response to all aspects of war” (2011:1). In this instance, the response was mimetic.  
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The image was made in 2014, the centenary of the outbreak of the First World War, and it was 

a time of reappraisal of my wider artistic practice and the work that drew inspiration from that 

war. Was finding the long searched for photograph of my relation in 2013 a sign from the past? 

A ghostly voice that prompted me to move on from what was essentially a stranger’s war to 

confront the conflict that ran parallel to the timeline of my lived experience? Was it a caution 

not to attach my memories to what I imagined someone else’s to be? I did, artistically at least, 

move on but not before placing myself beside my ancestor on the same pictorial plane. The 

only way to be temporally and spatially connected to the past is to call forward the ghost so by 

making myself the “ghostly double” of my great-grandfather (Derrida, 1994:126) through 

performative and technological means, I spirited myself into his history and brought him 

forward into my present. Thresholds were crossed. 

The impulse that drove this action was instinctive. To describe it with words, or to provide 

more narration to the many instances of difference that exist within the photograph (alive/dead, 

past/present, male/female etc.) would be to drive out what Derrida calls “the ghost effect” 

(ibid). To be overly prescriptive in spectral encounters is to fix the ghost, or bind it, within 

what Auchter calls a “stable life/death dichotomy” (2017:18) which in this instance is 

hierarchical and reductive. By fixing the meaning of my actions through textual analysis the 

strangeness of the image and its making is lost and the ghostly presence disintegrates. By 

positioning myself beside a ghost, digitally (and therefore with the ability to remove either one 

of us from the frame) I assume what is, to me, an openness towards the unknown and a 

receptivity to change. Others might interpret this ability to manipulate the image, or to call 

forward the ghost, as the unequal exertion of power and control. It was both a conjuring and an 

exorcism.  Going forward, creatively, these are important precepts to hold in mind in relation 

to memorial practices.  

As Withers (2017) noted, I could not be in the same space as my great grandfather (physically, 

temporally and emotionally) but I could occupy an empathetic space which acknowledged that 

war had made him a ghost. Performative engagement with his photograph allowed for a 

melding of fact and fiction and for the inclusion of imagination and reflexivity. That said, other 

people who are shown the same photograph will have different responses to it. Not everyone 

will be wounded by the same punctum in the same way as we all have different wounds and 

points of vulnerability. Perhaps only a few will be receptive to the blind field. Those who are 

prepared to feel, and to see beyond the edges of the frame (as well as putting themselves in it) 

are those who are willing to engage with ghosts; to be haunted. Applying this approach to 
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memorial design is an intriguing possibility; a challenge both to myself and to others who will 

receive it. To progress our knowledge and understanding of all ghostly matters, Gordon 

suggests that “… we must learn how to identify hauntings and reckon with ghosts, we must 

learn how to make contact with what is without doubt painful, difficult and unsettling” 

(ibid:23). In this sentiment, there are echoes of Bachelard’s (2014) entreaty to be attuned to the 

pain of crossing thresholds and the toll this takes for each side of the divide if (after Derrida) 

such a move is perceived as transgressive. Thresholds, borders, barriers and frontiers are 

subjects which can be explored emotionally, materially and politically.  

Through photography the spatio-temporal barriers that separated me from a figure in the past 

could be overcome and the effect, and its implications, are unsettling. Were my actions entirely 

empathetic as Withers suggests? To be “empathetically unsettled” is, according to La Capra, 

to be open to the other but not to identify with them (2001:97). The empathetic (pictorial) space 

I shared with my ancestor was achieved by bodily imitating him so that identities were made 

strange. Had I the authority to do so even when he was long dead? How does artistic agency 

speak to the spectral without reinforcing the hierarchy of alive/dead? Ancestral Memories 

exists digitally as an image on a website and as part of a journal article. It is also an artwork in 

the form of a physical print. It manifests as the memory of a performance and through the traces 

and fragments of research ephemera: notes, sketches, internet searches, photographs of war 

cemeteries etc. so that it can be exhibited in diverse and distinguishable ways - materially and 

ephemerally - and thus it constitutes a personal archive. The boundaries between the different 

types of artwork are clear but the impetus behind their creation is less so. Why did I decide to 

re-imagine myself as my long dead ancestor? Was it instinctive empathy or a wound of 

recognition? Does knowing the answer change anything?  The point is this: I had a choice in 

my ghostly pretence. For others, as I will discuss below, there was no choice nor forewarning 

of the events that made them simultaneously ghosts and beings who were materially 

indistinguishable from the remnants of the buildings in which they died.  

 

3. 4 Crossing Thresholds: from dust to salt  

The threshold crossed by those caught up in the events of 9/11 in New York was not achieved 

in a singular move from alive to dead. Instead, it was a series of moves that demolished the 

borders between alive/dead, present/absent and visible/invisible so that the corporeal became 

one with rubble and dust. The aftermath of the events of 9/11, specifically in relation to Lower 
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Manhattan and the site of the World Trade Centre (Ground Zero) are well documented and I 

draw on them as part of my research in relation to contemporary memorial voids in Chapter 

IV.5 Here, I want to consider the hauntological aspects of the site with a particular focus on 

rubble and dust. Patricia Yaeger (2003:190), writing about 9/11 described “The value of rubble 

as it fluctuates from sheer matter to the stuff of mourning to debris as polluting agent or 

antimatter…the detritus itself quakes with the power of the uncanny” and this, for me, raises 

important issues about the hauntological value of the mundane as a memorial concept. Freud 

(in Strachey, 1975), as is well known, connected the uncanny to ambiguity in the sense that it 

was a “special core of feeling” that existed between the familiar and unfamiliar, or the real and 

imagined. As he wrote in German, one of the pairings he used was heimlich and unheimlich or 

homely and unhomely (ibid: 219) although he conceded that the translation was not an exact 

equivalent. I note it here to suggest that the uncanny can be a powerful force in the public arena 

(such as Ground Zero) as well as in the private space of the home. In the next section, I consider 

the spectral after affects of dust at Ground Zero immediately after 9/11, as examined by Jessica 

Auchter. I then respond through a personal reflection to show that the pain of loss is no less 

keenly felt when the numbers are reduced in scale from several thousand to one.  This move 

from the macro to the micro shifts the discussion from the public to the private and from the 

international to the local while maintaining focus on materiality. 

 

i) Dust at 9/11 

Following Auchter (2017) through the rubble of Ground Zero addresses a point made in 

Chapter II namely that not enough attention is given to materiality in IR. As we know, a new 

materialist approach challenges polarities such as alive/dead and animate/inanimate so that 

established hierarchies can be rearranged if not dispelled. The analysis provided by Auchter 

                                                           
5 Patricia Yaeger (2003), Marita Sturken (2004, 2020) and Christine Sylvester (2009) have discussed 9/11 at 

Ground Zero in ways which reflect their own research focus. Yeager writes insightfully about the spectral quality 

of dust and debris. She also considers absence/presence through the invisibility of labour in the construction of 

the Twin Towers and the efforts made by sanitisation crews after their destruction. Sturken (2004) has a similar 

focus on materiality and the sacralisation of debris at Ground Zero. Her discussion includes the input of artists 

and architects as part of creative efforts to re-imagine and reconstruct the site. In later work, Sturken (2020) 

considers the tensions within the site through an analysis of how the emotional and memorial needs of victims’ 

families intersect with touristic and commercial interests. Sylvester (2009) provides a historic account of Lower 

Manhattan from colonial times to the present and she outlines its strategic importance to business. She examines 

the impact of 9/11 on US foreign policy and widens this into a discussion on post 9/11 xenophobia. Sylvester 

provides a detailed chronology of the development of survivors groups and the families of victims as activists in 

the debates surrounding reconstruction. As these groups factionalised and their demands diverged so the design 

competition for a memorial became contested.  
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illustrates such a dispersal. For her, the bodies that were destroyed as a consequence of the 

attacks on the Twin Towers are beings that are suspended in an ambiguous state of neither/nor. 

People and buildings were subjected to the same cataclysmic events, at the same time, and so 

death and destruction became materially commingled. One might say that the threshold that 

separates a person from a thing was not just crossed, it was demolished. Transgressed.   In the 

wreckage, it was difficult to discern the difference between body parts and rubble. For Auchter, 

the rubble is spectral because of its ambiguous quality. She states that “… it exists in an 

interstitial space: it is neither body nor strict rubbish material. It is remnants of both building 

and body, and yet it is neither” (2017:143). This recalls, in part, my reflection on the inner life 

of a memorial and Barad’s argument that there is no inner/outer as the outside is already inside. 

The ambiguity of the neither/nor challenges ontological foreclosure (Lisle, 2011) and thus one 

might think of the rubble of 9/11 as intermedial: a body that is rubble; rubble as human remains. 

Both resist categorisation.  

Archaeology, discussed in Chapter II, is a method of archival analysis (after Foucault) and the 

scientific practice of excavation. Both are ways to expose the past. At Ground Zero, this became 

forensic archaeology, dedicated to the retrieval of the smallest physical fragments of human 

remains so that DNA analysis, and therefore identification of the victims, was possible 

(Auchter, 2017; Sturken, 2020).  Yeager proposed that shifting through all of the remains – 

human and non-human – is itself a narration of events in the sense that “… each part object or 

crumpled portfolio offers an archive for exploring an already vanished era” (2003:192). The 

smallest remnants found, and perhaps the most pervasive, was dust.  As parts of buildings and 

people atomised and became air born particles so the atmosphere in Lower Manhattan filled 

with toxic dust. What interests me here is the transformative and performative indeterminacy 

of the material and how it circulates. Yeager suggested that the rubble enacted a form “shape 

shifting” and that it had agency as “dirt that bites back” (2003:189).  Similarly, Auchter (2017) 

identified the dust as transformative through its ability to make familiar locations 

unrecognizable and unsafe. 

From her account of the clothing store, Chelsea Jeans, close to the site of the attack, we learn 

how the garments in the window display became covered with toxic dust. The window was 

blown out by the explosions and subsequently sealed up, for health rather than security reasons, 

so that the display became a material archive that preserved the traumatic events of the day. In 
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2006, the artefacts were removed to the care of the New York Historical Society6 where they 

were exhibited in a sealed case due to the ongoing toxicity of the dust covered garments. To 

me, this account recalls the potency of air as a political force and the atmospheres in which we 

speak and breathe. In the present moment want of air, particularly oxygen, has made ghosts of 

many. I am also reminded, tangentially of the ruins of Pompeii. Here, following a volcanic 

eruption, the shapes of bodies were preserved in a hard casing formed by falling ash. As the 

casing solidified, so the bodies decayed, leaving an internal void. This starts to make memorial 

connections in my mind about the role of the ground (earth), ashes and dust as elemental 

components in the burial process. How might these be recomposed?  But as Auchter, and others 

have shown (Edkins, 2003: 227; Sylvester, 2009: 151) a traditional burial at home was not an 

option for many of those who died on 9/11. The force of the explosions caused by the impact 

of the planes meant that they vanished instantly. Terrorist attacks and natural disasters intersect 

at the point where things that fall unexpectedly out of the sky are fatal to us; this includes 

choking dust. 

At Ground Zero, dust was entangled with rubble, and rubble with body parts. Removal of 

detritus from the site was became contentious as it was a burial ground of uncertain 

materialities. Consequently, the dust was collected, blessed (and thus ritualised) before being 

placed into urns and given as ashes to the relatives of the victims. (Auchter, 2017; Yeager, 

2013; Sturken, 2020).  Some worried that these collective ashes might also contain the remains 

of perpetrators and so they rejected such an intermingling. When the remains of perpetrators 

were identified, they were removed and stored separately (Sturken, 2020).  Ground Zero then, 

can be thought of as an expanded field of burial and exhumation where the bodies of those who 

died are suspended between two things they are and are not: present/absent; body/building; 

sovereign individual/national dead. As Edkins explains, “They did not die as individuals; they 

were obliterated, rubbed out, disappeared. They didn’t die, they vanished” (2003:227). 

Fundamentally, they were people going about their everyday business and because of an act of 

terrorism, they did not come home. 

In this aspect, 9/11 can be connected to the Troubles in Northern Ireland but I do not conflate 

the two. In the course of one day in September 2001, four planes crashed: two in New York 

City, one in Washington DC and one in Pennsylvania. The attacks were geographically specific 

                                                           
6 For more on this see the website of the NYC Historical Society. Available at:   

https://www.nyhistory.org/exhibit/chelsea-jeans-memorial-world-trade-center-attacks-september-11-2001 

(Accessed 12 May 2021)  

https://www.nyhistory.org/exhibit/chelsea-jeans-memorial-world-trade-center-attacks-september-11-2001
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and temporally condensed. It is estimated that overall, and including the terrorists, over 3,300 

people died and of those, 2, 753 died at the Twin Towers. Sturken (2020) claims that this figure 

is underestimated as the deaths of undocumented or ghost workers may have gone unreported. 

The date for the beginning of the most recent troubles in Northern Ireland is 1968. In 1998 the 

Belfast/Good Friday Agreement was signed and this was seen as end to the conflict. During 

the years from 1968-1998, over 3,700 people died (CAIN, 2021).  Their deaths came from 

within as part of an ethno-nationalist conflict and they occurred throughout (and beyond) 

Northern Ireland. Auchter questioned why “Memorialising discourses surrounding 9/11 focus 

on how to memorialise Ground Zero based on what happened there rather than on how to 

memorialise those who died on 11 September 2001” (2017: 143). In Northern Ireland “what 

happened” during the course of the Troubles is contested and there is no “single societal 

narrative” about the past and how it should be commemorated (Johnson, 2012:238).  What 

happened at Ground Zero was the deaths of thousands of people within the space of a day. The 

unfolding events could not be contested as they were televised as they happened and images 

were broadcast live and globally (Edkins, 2003: 224-227). The focus thereafter was on how to 

fill the void left by the destruction of the towers and not, as Auchter, has argued on how to fill 

the void left by those who died.  

What interests me, in relation to the Troubles, is that if consensus about the past is a prerequisite 

for a memorial to the Troubles, then it will never happen. I agree with Vaughan-Williams’ 

argument that constantly seeking to answer what happened in relation to the Troubles or trying 

to unlock what the problem with Northern Ireland is “reproduces rather than unravels” the 

conventional accounts of the conflict (2006:513).  I have no interest in reproducing the conflict 

in a memorial form. Rather, I take up the question posed by Auchter which is how to respond 

to the deaths of so many.  Over 3,300 people died during 9/11; over 3,700 died during the 

Troubles, but these generalisations and rounding ups deny the individual and subsume their 

autonomy within the collective whole. William Watkin is critical of such generalisations and 

questioned how individual deaths that occurred in atrocities such as 9/11 or in longer conflicts 

such as the Troubles could be commemorated in ways which paid attention to the “singularity 

of the event” (2004: 231). I return to Watkin in Chapter VII but I want to dwell here on his 

concern with how to mark an individual death within a mass event without homogenising it. 

Does the work I made about my great-grandfather, for example, draw attention to the collective 

dead of the war he fought in or am I just seeing the same ghost and hence being troubled by an 

issue which is only relevant to me? Can remembering one individual repeatedly, albeit in 
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different ways over a period of time, count as commemorating the entirety of the dead?  By 

including other ghosts from other times, can counting one count for many? 

 

ii) The problem of ashes when mourning 

Not long after you died, he appeared at my house unannounced, with a small 

wooden box under his arm. I stood back to let him in. “Right”, he said, “clear all 

those ashes out of the fireplace while I chop this up outside. Make sure the grate 

is clean”. He returned with a fragments of chopped wood and more instructions: 

Where’s your lighter? Get me some newspaper, hold this, let that burn. He sat 

down and smoked a cigarette, looking into the fire and at the flames consuming 

the now broken up box. I looked at what was in my hand. It was a small brass 

plaque with a hole in each corner. A name and two dates were engraved in the 

centre: birth and death. “That won’t burn”, he said. “You’ll have to get rid of it”. 

The wood had turned to ash. “That’s that”, he said, and left, leaving me to piece 

together what had happened. He had scattered your remains alone. How strange.  

Now I had the ashes of the casket that held your ashes and the weight of the 

realisation was crushing. What to do? What to do if there was any bit of you in 

there mixed up with the wood and the cinders? In the end, and with forensic care, 

I brushed everything from the grate into an empty coffee jar, telling myself this 

was ok. It was your favourite brand. I drove to the shore and waited. When the 

tide was far enough out, I walked over to the island to where I knew the rest of 

you would be. As I tipped the contents of the jar into the wind I saw that the glass 

inside was coated with dust. Ash. You. How can you be so reduced, I wondered? 

Where will it end? The tide was coming in again so I walked to the water line and 

rinsed the jar in seawater. It was the last of you and the best of me; circulating, 

salted and infinite. 

 

3.5 Accommodating the ghosts of 1916 

Ghosts haunt Ireland, North and South, through an endless repetition of commemorative 

anniversaries. For Guy Beiner, the contestation of present day centenary commemorations can 

be understood if we go back in time far beyond the date of the original event. For instance, to 

establish why the commemoration of the Battle of the Somme and the Easter Rising (both in 
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1916) are events which are contested by opposing traditions on the island of Ireland we need 

to consider the historical events which preceded them.  The “chronology of anxieties” which 

Beiner develops (2007: 371) describes a historiography of Ireland from the mid-seventeenth 

century to the present day. He demonstrates how Nationalist and Unionist angst has historically 

swung between the polarities of triumphalism or defeat. Beiner argues that these polarised 

readings of the past are “burdensome legacies” (ibid) which ignore nuance and that a more 

accommodating means of remembering the past should be found as not everyone thinks in such 

binary terms. Jarman claims that viewing key historical events such as 1916 through the 

polarities of different political aspirations ignores the “awkward grey areas that point towards 

common ground” that was established during the war years of 1914-1918 when high casualty 

numbers at the front led to the reorganisation of resources (1999:191). Divisions which had 

previously been demarcated by political or religious belief i.e. Unionist/Nationalist or 

Protestant/Catholic were, by 1918, more mixed than separated (Grayson, 2016). This is an 

inconvenient truth for those with fixed notions of history today.   

Viewing the past through the lens of present-day politics or via a top down approach, as 

O’Callaghan (2017: 119) explains, hinders a “whole range of subaltern attempts by individuals, 

groups and subgroups to make sense of the past in their own manner”. Similarly, Graff-McRae 

(2017:516) asks what history looks like when “viewed from the perspective of those whose 

positions were complicated, undecided and not able to be easily packaged”. Leonard’s (1996) 

account of Irish veterans of the First World War demonstrates the complicated and hidden 

history that troubles the narrative of the Easter Rising and the emergent Irish Republic. These 

histories of divided allegiances and shared service are the awkward grey areas to which Jarman 

refers. They point to why commemoration in Northern Ireland can be a divisive and polarising 

force for those who hold oppositional views but not everyone does. (I consider the complexities 

and restrictions of the two communities thesis in Chapter VII). The focus here is on the ghosts 

of 1916 to show how that specific point in time might be troubled in unconventional ways.  

Following O’Callaghan’s contention that a top-down approach to understanding the past is 

restrictive, I negotiate my own understanding of 1916 to speculate on the grey areas and the 

unknown places where ghosts might be found and even accommodated by the provision of 

hospitality through a memorial form. 

Graff-McRae (2010) and Evershed (2018) use hauntology as a deconstructive device to 

examine why the Easter Rising and the Battle of the Somme in 1916 are problematic in the 

political present. In separate but similar arguments, they postulate that interpreting these events 
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as foundational myths for either Irish Republicanism or Ulster Loyalism is reductive and 

simplistic and that this in turn polarises commemoration. That said, as Grayson and McGarry 

(2016:1) explain, the importance of the Easter Rising for Nationalists and the Battle of the 

Somme for Unionists are currently understood as significant historical events that respectively  

led to the establishment of the Irish Republic and Northern Ireland. In their view, both events 

have been mythologised and are subject to revision. The fact that neither of these historical 

events (and their legacies) have been adequately dealt with in the political present has 

occasioned a gap to open up between past aspirations and present reality. As Evershed argues, 

in relation to Republican desire for an all-Ireland State and Unionist desire for hegemony in a 

Protestant one, “Both are political projects guided and guaranteed by their own ghosts of 1916” 

(2018:165) and for him, both projects are yet to arrive. This is a gap in which haunting can take 

place.  

The theoretical and analytical exploration of 1916 as a contentious date that persists into the 

present has already been substantially mapped out.7 I want to discover other gaps and different 

hauntings. If, for example, Republicans and Unionists are waiting for the arrival of their 

separate projects, from a future they do not envisage in the same way, then this is problematic, 

not least because it occludes the futures that are not bound to either ideology. It also suggests 

that the ghost is the subject of linear time, part of a telos of past/present/future and that the 

aspirational future, when it does arrive will be better than the past.  This temporal logic denies 

Derrida’s out of jointness and in my opinion it is a false hope because it disciplines all 

aspirations within a linear teleology.  Returning to Beiner’s point that the roots of Ireland’s 

troubles go deep into the past, well beyond 1916, then one must ask, how far into the future 

should we travel before it changes? Or, more importantly, which future trajectories should we 

follow? All this is all predicated on human time and a search for closure, not on ghost time, 

which repeats and does not foreclose. The ghost is temporally agile, and in my view, its 

movements are neither linear nor predictable. Its appearance suggests a wound, or a punctum, 

not a salve. When we mourn the dead, privately or through public commemoration, we are in 

the present, looking back to the past and this, as David Lloyd explains, “… fixes the dead in 

the past, when what the dead require is a place in the futures denied them” (2008: 40). If we 

are constantly recycling the ghosts of the past through repetitive commemorations then we 

                                                           
7 A useful starting point to understand the context of 1916 is provided by the collection of essays from a range of 

disciplines in Grayson and McGarry (2016). The main focus of the collection is memory and commemoration but 

there are also substantive chapters on literary and material cultures as well as essays on post-ceasefire 

commemorative politics in Northern Ireland.  



54 
 

should at least be prepared to receive them, with the offer of something new, even if this is to 

imagine the futures that they never had. If we accept that there are multiple versions of the past, 

including those that are hidden or not easily explained, then it follows that there are multiple 

potential futures and that not all of them will be ideal (Laird, 2018). The ghost is polychronic. 

It is, in Derridean terms, both arrivant and revenant with the latter suggesting it has been here 

before. Given this, when ghosts appear, they might hope to encounter something different in 

the present and not the same rehashing of events from the past. 

These are the imaginative conversations about the past that we do not have in the present. If 

we could “reimagine the inheritance of the past” (O’Brien, 2007: 130) then we might speculate 

on the possibility of a different future/s. There are people who would prefer that such 

communion does not take place and I concede that it is a difficult idea. That said, anything can 

happen in the ghostly sphere. Consider the possibility that the ghosts of the Easter Rising and 

of the Somme were simply known as the Ghosts of 1916. A collective dead who, having fought 

with and against each other in this world, made peace between themselves in another.  I wonder 

about their spectral conversations and the reach of their agency into this world. How can ghosts 

be accommodated - figuratively and literally? Would we be open to what they have to say? The 

key to finding out, I suggest, is hospitality.  

Historically, IR has paid little attention to the everyday and the domestic, focusing instead on 

‘big’ subjects such as wars and borders (Bulley, 2017; Baker, 2013). As Sylvester (2009:5) 

shows, since the 1990’s the discipline of IR has “rearranged” its boundaries and it is now a 

more expansive field which is receptive to new methodologies. With this in mind, I am 

interested pursuing an examination of the frontiers of the domestic space i.e. the home and 

what it means to open it to others. Having briefly introduced Freud’s use of unheimlich to 

describe the unsettling effects of the uncanny and having reflected on this through an account 

of processing ashes in the home, I now want to consider the ghosts of 1916 in Ireland. I do this 

to speculate on how these ghosts might be accommodated in the design for a Troubles memorial 

and what boundaries might be broken by doing so. Traversing thresholds, and thinking about 

the ghosts caused by war, terrorism and border crossings, is difficult.  But it is also an 

opportunity to remember differently, to value disparity and to make a home for these variations, 

in whatever dimension. Derrida recognised the tensions associated with welcoming difference 

when he stated that “As soon as there is some spectre, hospitality and exclusion go together” 

(1994:141) and this is instructive in its suggestion that hospitality is not unconditional and that 

welcoming the ghost is not without risk. Whether speaking of ghosts, arrivants, foreigners, or 



55 
 

the Other, Derrida states that the offer of hospitality does not demand anything in return nor 

ask for any allegiance to the welcoming power – be that power individual or State. Instead, and 

simply, he states that “… one must leave an empty place, always, in memory of the hope – and 

this is the very place of spectrality” (ibid: 65). To me, this is a lyrical evocation of loss and if 

we accept its veracity we could move on. But there is a moment of contention. Although the 

empty place suggests, to me, a space left at a table the location is not determined. Is it the dinner 

table of the home or the negotiating table of the state?  

Bulley (2017: 8) argues that Derrida’s use of hospitality focuses on the temporal, on the 

moment of encounter with the Other and not on the arena in which it takes place. Blanco and 

Peeren (2010: xi) level the same critique at Derrida’s hauntology, stating that it does not address 

the spatial aspects of the ghost. In both arguments, the proposition is that hospitality and 

hauntology are temporal and spatial phenomena and that Derrida favours the former over the 

latter. I am not certain. Based on my understanding of Spectres of Marx, Derrida is aware of 

the spatial aspects of hauntology and of the performative aspects of the ghosts who follow each 

other in different guises and who appear to us, in our domain. Derrida’s thesis starts and ends 

with the Shakespearian tragedy Hamlet which he uses to stage his own communion with the 

spirit of Marx. That said, Bulley’s discussion of the spatial aspects of hospitality extend 

Derrida’s concept of it into, what seems to me, an aesthetic realm. For example, when Bulley 

(2017:7) states that “… hospitality is a spatial relational practice with affective dimensions” I 

think of sculpture. When he proposes that “The space produced by hospitality is the home” 

(ibid: 9) I think of Freud’s use of heimlich/unheimlich to describe the uncanny and how (as 

Bulley explains it) the home is equally the site of security and insecurity and the cause of 

feeling comfort or discomfort. Think of how uneasy one feels as a guest who cannot leave. 

When extrapolated to thresholds or borders, hospitality is limited if it extends only to letting 

someone in. To be a true exchange, crossing over (to the other side) should be multidirectional 

for people and for ghosts. These tensions can be sculpturally explored (see Fig. 5 below). 
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Figure 5 Home for ghosts. Wooden model. 20 x 15 x 15 cm. 2020. 

 

In the model for Home for Ghosts I materialise these tensions by suggesting the aesthetic 

dimension in which a spectral encounter might take place. From one perspective, the model 

contains familiar motifs: a hearth and a mantelpiece with a clock, pictures on the wall. It is 

Heimlich. We see doors which suggest they might open into rooms. These are recognisable and 

comforting things. Moving around the sculpture, we see that spatially, things are not as they 

should be. The doors behind the fireplace lead into a claustrophobic chamber where there is a 

single chair. It is not on the floor but suspended upside down and above our heads. To stand 

before it is to be between two thresholds or frames and to feel unheimlich. The chair is for the 

ghost. Although the model could offer a sculptural response to Sylvester’s proposition that IR 

should pay more attention to the domestic, and to Bulley’s argument that the home is both the 

site of security and comfort (as well as the inverse of insecurity and discomfort) it should not 

be understood only in this way as this is reductive.  Its roots go deeper than a creative 

materialisation of a text-based analysis and they were seeded by Bachelard (2014:224) who 

said: 

How concrete everything becomes in the world of the spirit when an object, a mere 

door can give images of hesitation, temptation, desire, security, welcome and 
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respect.  If one were to give an account of all the doors one has closed and opened, 

of all the doors one would like to re-open, one would have to tell the story of one’s 

entire life.  

 

Bachelard’s understanding of the psychological impact of the door draws in my memories of 

their significance specifically in relation to domestic security during the Troubles.  Growing 

up during this time, I had an awareness of doors. Doors are liminal spaces. They are portals 

to other worlds and thus they let us in or keep us out. Equally, they can keep others out and 

keep us safe within. A solid door is inscrutable. There is no way to see who comes knocking 

late at night causing tensions and fear within the home. I remember those occasions when my 

parents whispered anxiously on the stairs, arguing who should be the one to open the door to 

the unknown. Doors leave psychological footprints that are not easily erased. Home for 

Ghosts, to me, is not just a space for spectral encounters but a space that we might move 

through and around in a circular motion, moving constantly through doors, crossing thresholds 

and feeling endlessly at home and then not at home. Practicing the art of meeting unfamiliar 

ghosts whilst simultaneously letting go of our own hesitations and ghostly vulnerabilities is 

not without tension. 

Further tensions are introduced when the hierarchical aspects of hospitality are considered. As 

Bulley and Lisle (2012) have shown in their analysis of 2012 Olympic Games in London, 

welcoming guests from around the globe entailed a logistical effort that extended beyond the 

provision of accommodation for athletes and tourists. There were issues of security, transport 

and extra-curricular events that required an army of support workers and thousands of volunteer 

hosts who worked in both public facing and screened roles. Vital to the smooth running of the 

Games was the unseen labour of cooks, cleaners and refuse workers who were the hidden hosts 

of the Olympics. For Bulley and Lisle, they were the “… unlabelled (g)hosts of urban 

hospitality” (ibid: 202). The there/not there or present but unseen reality of the “guest-hosts” 

(ibid: 201) evokes the spectral and alerts us to the hierarchical structuring of hospitality within 

a cosmopolitan city espousing the inclusivity of its welcome. What of hospitality in the ghost 

world? If hospitality is not limited to crossing a threshold in one direction only but rather 

permits a coming and going at will, how might we think of the ghosts of 1916 in their world 

and in ours?   Is there a hierarchy of ghosts and ghostly hospitality? And might that hierarchy 

persist as much in the ghostly realm as it does in the here and now, so that the ghostly realm is 
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just as politically divided as present-day Northern Ireland? I am troubled to think that the 

divisions which bisect a society along sectarian lines could be replicated in the otherworld of 

ghosts and that certain ghostly actors may even seek dominance within that realm. As ghosts 

can exist in other times such as the future, including the future denied to us, then they can find 

another way of being in that temporality. Free from the weight of the past in this world, they 

may have found peace in another.  

To develop these points, it is necessary to return to Derrida (1994) and to revisit the concept of 

the ghost as he described it. The definitions Derrida provides are ambiguous, complex and 

contrary. The appellations used throughout Spectres of Marx are spectre, spirit and ghost, 

which if taken together, could become a trinity of the unknowable and the indefinable. Derrida, 

however, does makes distinctions. These are not fully heterogeneous but they are (to me) 

somewhat hierarchical in how they are described.  Given Derrida’s assertion that the “The spirit 

and the spectre are not the same thing” (ibid: 6) and that “The spectre is of the spirit, it 

participates in the latter and stems from it even as it follows it as its ghostly double” (ibid: 125, 

126), the inference is that ghost follows spectre follows spirit with the latter as the higher entity. 

But perhaps this is too pedantic a reading.  The ghost is “… the deferred spirit, the promise or 

calculation of an expiation” (ibid:136) and this statement is one which brings an understanding 

of the character of the ghost and what it represents in the field of Hauntology into sharper view.  

If we are aware of the presence of the ghost, then we are sensitive to other ways of being, to 

other realities and to the temporal patterns which make us relive the past, sometimes 

repetitively. If the ghost signals a delayed hope or the promise of reparation for those who seek 

it then, even though this hope is always in a state of a future expectation which may never 

arrive, it also never fully departs. The past and the future are intermingled with the present.  

My inclination to disorder Derrida’s rather hierarchical linearity of ghost follows spectre which 

is of the spirit, as outlined above, stands. Rather than a simple re-ordering, however, I will 

consider them as entangled phenomena that react with and respond to each other. If the 

memorial is for the living as well as the dead and for living ghosts then, after Derrida (ibid: 

168) it should extend “absolute hospitality” to all. Unconditional hospitality, however, cannot 

be understood, or offered, without knowing the restrictions of a conditional hospitality (Bulley, 

2017:6). In other words, rather than positioning ourselves as benevolent hosts in this world and 

the next we might consider ourselves as perpetual guests.  In this way, we can imagine 

thresholds from another perspective. We could, for example, imagine hospitality offered by 

ghosts to ghosts in the spectral realm. We can’t know what this would be like but we can 
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speculate.  I can ask if those who were made ghosts by the separate events of 1916 arrived in 

the spectral realm with their political identities and allegiances intact. Was there an empty place 

at the table for them - a hope - and if so who was hosting?  Isn’t it possible that such things are 

immaterial in the spectral realm, and that one arrives there without the burden of the allegiance 

which brought about your demise? In other words, is it possible just to be individually ghostly 

without the weight of inherited history anchoring you to this world? I like to think so. As 

Derrida said, the ghost is a projection, a reflection of what you want to see. It is worth 

considering that in Northern Ireland, the ghosts of 1916 who persist into the present, are 

manifestations of what certain sectors of society want them to be: fixed, immutable and 

divisive. This ignores what they might become through their own spectral agency if we left 

them in peace. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has shown how a deconstructive approach can unsettle conventional 

understandings of the past by speculating on more unconventional renderings of memory and 

memorialisation such as the ghost. I have critically engaged with the work of other scholars 

such as Barthes and Gordon to reflect on the hauntological aspects of the portrait photograph 

and revisited an example of my own artwork in response. I then reflected on the material 

aspects of 9/11 and distilled its international setting to the domestic space of the home. Both of 

these examples are illustrative of my receptivity to what pushes in from the blind field and of 

how it feels to be haunted. They also acknowledge, in different ways, the punctum, or wound, 

of remembering and the tensions associated with the hospitality of the home. These intimate 

recollections expose a sensitivity which animates how this project operates creatively, in 

thought and practice. Openness challenges the foreclosure which a traditional memorial 

suggests and personal experience can be made universally relevant in fundamental matters such 

as loss.  The epistemic objects (Fig.5) made as part of this research are - like the ghost - 

ontologically ambivalent. They form part of an ongoing exploration of what is still to be made 

and yet they are imbued with the fragmented and haunted memories that I draw on to make 

them. They represent what I know so far but they are also incomplete. In this way they share 

my uncertainty.  

There is also a suggested vulnerability in the ghosts of 1916 if we think of what is gained or 

lost by forgetting them. Is this why they repeat? Space was given to considering how they 
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might be accommodated in the present because, to me, a memorial to the Troubles might be 

thought of in the same way, from a future perspective. The chapter began with an example of 

how quantum mechanics (as used by Barad) has connections to hauntology through its 

ambiguity and susceptibility to observation. To close, I want to speculate that hauntology 

entangled with quantum mechanics considers the memory of something which both did and 

did not happen, and how this can be changed according to how it was observed. Transferred to 

the Troubles, this calls into question how events were experienced and remembered, and the 

impact of the former on the latter. We might ask why trouble in NI repeats and returns over 

time whenever Time itself can be troubled by disturbing its linear chronology. Through 

hauntology, the future is already a lost past and memorial concepts may never be finalised as 

they are already in a state of ruin. The subsequent chapters will consider these questions 

beginning with (a) Monuments and Memorials, then (b) Time, (c) Memory and Forgetting and 

(d) Commemoration in Northern Ireland. 
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Chapter Four: Monuments and Memorials 

 

4.1 Introduction: Stretching the memorial arc 

 

In this chapter I will explore the development of counter-memorials, not to reproduce their 

form and character but rather to trouble the dominant, linear account of their emergence. 

Reflecting on the conceptual ideas behind a ‘thinking space’ I propose an alternative genealogy 

of counter-memorials. I do this by focusing on examples that speak to my wider concerns with 

haunting and the ambiguity of there/not there memorials and through the recovery of concepts 

and forms that despite their originality and ambition have been forgotten or overlooked. In the 

previous chapter I showed how conventional understandings of the past can be unsettled by 

speculating with and through the ghost to render memory and memorialisation strange or 

uncanny. I suggested that, as with the ghost, a memorial for the Troubles could explore these 

spatial and temporal ambiguities through an experimental approach to visuality and materiality. 

Artistically, therefore, this project is one of creative investigations and speculations that aim to 

trouble the established parameters of commemorative practice.  

 

Within traditional commemorative practice (in the West) the word monumental is used to 

describe something that is vast in scale and made of durable materials that persist through time 

and reflect back to society the collective and consensual effort that enabled its construction 

(Lefebvre, 1991; Stevens, Franck and Fazakerly, 2012). One might think of the megaliths of 

Stonehenge or the Egyptian pyramids or even a European cathedral (Neumann, 2018). 

Memorials, generally, might be understood as something smaller than a monument and this 

reduction in scale reflects individual rather than societal concerns. For example, flowers and 

trinkets left at the scene of a road accident mark an individual response to the loss of life and 

an effort to materialise remembering through the placements of objects and memorabilia at the 

site of the trauma (Margry and Carretero, 2011). These temporary memorials, although 

makeshift, are a spontaneous response to contemporary events that precede any formal 

commemoration of those events which may take years to arrange. 

 

As this chapter will show, commemorative structures which are monumental in scale can have 

the intimacy of a memorial. Memorials, where the scale of the collective memorabilia assumes 
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significant magnitude (such as tributes left to the dead at Ground Zero in the aftermath of 9/11 

or flowers left at Kensington Palace after the death of Princess Diana) can assume monumental 

proportions. The distinctions between what constitutes a monument or a memorial are not clear 

cut. Historically, however, monumentality was associated with specific political ideologies 

which were rooted in the social and cultural milieux in which they were formed (Huyssen, 

2003). Monuments which were erected to celebrate victory in war asserted the power of the 

victors in symbolic form (Niven, 2007). Where temples and obelisks from antiquity may offer 

recognisably benign motifs from the distant past, confederate statues or National Socialist 

monuments from more recent times are arguably repugnant and contested. It would be 

reductive, however, to read all 19th C. monuments as bellicose and/or kitsch and all memorials 

as a personal, more impulsive way of remembering. With reference to Chapter II of this thesis, 

categorisations can be resisted through an expanded field of analysis and through 

intermediality. In other words, both monuments and memorials (and their inversions of not-

monument / not-memorial) have values which need not exist only in their physicality but also 

in the memories they evoke (Küchler, 1999; Johnson, 2004).  

Young (1993:3) identifies monuments as a subset of memorials. He argues that “… many 

presume that ‘memorials’ recall only past deaths or tragic events and provide places to mourn, 

while ‘monuments’ remain celebratory markers of triumphs and past individuals”. Young’s 

expanded subset of memorials includes material objects and activities from books, films and 

sculptures as well as  remembrance  days and festivals. Erika Doss (2010) takes a similar view 

to Young and states that the “… distinctions between monuments and memorials are tenuous”. 

In the States, according to Doss, the terms are used interchangeably as both perform the work 

of memory. Huyssen (2003) outlines how, in post-1980s Germany, monuments and 

monumental architecture can have new layers of meaning and memory added through artistic 

interventions. He cites the famous example of the Reichstag in Berlin which was covered in 

fabric by the artists Christo and Jeanne-Claude in 1995. Logistically, this was an intervention 

of monumental proportions, but it was also un-monumental through its impermanency. For 

Tanović (2019: 3), “… the distinction between monument and memorial remains ambiguous” 

as both do the work of memory albeit in different ways.    

Throughout this chapter therefore, the terms monument and memorial are used either as given 

in the source material or interchangeably, when expressing my own views. After Huyssen 

(2003: 38), I do not consider the use of the term monumental to be inherently “aesthetically 

suspect” but I do acknowledge that today, monuments, like many other things are morally and 
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historically contested and therefore open to challenge.  Conflict never ends and so, for me, an 

object that materialises remembrance should not facilitate foreclosure (Gough, 2018). 

Commemoration, in material form, can be expressed through the construction of monuments 

and memorials but I reject the notion of remaining within the bounds of received convention 

or typology. Instead, I have a preference towards commemorative forms that are uncertain, 

unresolved and even unmade. In order to confront established forms, and to locate my concepts 

within a more expansive field of practice, my alternative genealogy will provide a critical 

response to late 20th C. counter-memorials which themselves emerged as a critical reaction to 

19th C. examples. The chapter is organised into three main parts.  

 

Part I, shows how the counter-monument was both i) a critical reaction against the celebratory 

and/or didactic monuments of the 19th C. and ii) a specific critique that emerged in the 1980s 

to challenge how the Holocaust was being remembered in Germany. Despite the distinctive 

emergence of the counter-memorial form, however, I argue that it has now become an 

established trope for loss through the use of recurring motifs such as the void. As a conceptual 

device, the void is transferable to the memorialisation of other events, such as 9/11.  Counter-

memorials, in my view, have become mainstream. They are no longer an alternative to 

memorials of the past and could be considered as memorials in another aesthetic form (Auchter, 

2017; Niven, 2013, Lupu, 2003). Through a critical engagement with Young’s (2016a) essay 

on the “counter-memorial arc” I show its limitations and trouble its chronology in different 

ways. In my argument, the conventions of the counter-memorial can be expanded to include 

anti-memorials (Stevens, Franck and Fazakerley, 2012) and combi-memorials (Niven, 2013). 

By stretching and pluralising Young’s arc, I explain how my creative concepts can be located 

in a more polyvalent field of practice which does not rely only on 20th C. antecedents as a 

source of interest and/or inspiration. 

 

In Part II, I set out my alternative genealogy to show the multiplicity of forms that a stretched 

arc of memorials could contain. By extending the temporal reach of the arc, the ‘unrealised’ 

and speculative designs of Etienne-Louis Boullée, Isamu Noguchi, Lebbeus Woods and Claes 

Oldenburg can be brought into view. I argue that ideas for subterranean memorial forms did 

not begin with the counter-memorial project in Germany as earlier examples exist in the work 

of Boullée, Picasso and Oldenburg. I then consider the ‘material forms’ of extant memorials 

using the work of Jochen Gerz and Ester Shalev-Gerz to show that material ‘disgrace’ is not a 

counter- memorial phenomenon nor is minimalism for, as I will demonstrate, its roots can be 
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traced back to the First World War to Sir Edwin Lutyens, and forward again to Maya Lin. 

Having critically engaged with the work of individuals (and collaborative pairs) I introduce 

plurality through an illustration of the work of artistic collectives in Germany, Slovenia and 

the United States. These actors are engaged in memorial practices that are performative, 

collaborative and archival, and to me, they suggest a shift towards a memorial activism that 

can be responsive to the changing background discourse within which they operate.   

 

In Part III, I return to individual artists working in an expanded counter-memorial field to 

critically engage with the work of Christian Boltanski and Rachael Whiteread. Their memorials 

in Berlin and Vienna, respectively, have influenced my research as each artist foregrounds 

haunting and memory from a different perspective. In response to their work, as well as to the 

speculative and unrealised works of others, I reflect on whether I am drawn to the ethos of 

collective endeavour or the tradition of the individual artist. I contend that by reading with and 

against the grain of Young’s counter-memorial arc, I have shifted its terminals so that it no 

longer encapsulates just 20th C. examples. This expansion has allowed me to begin my research 

from a different place and to respond to an alternative genealogy of memorials which is more 

aligned to my own concerns.  

 

4.2 Part I:  The origin of the counter-memorial form 

 

Sergiusz Michalski (1998:49) describes the shift in the erection of public monuments in Paris 

between 1870 and 1918 as a move from “habitual statuomania” to “extreme statuophobia”. 

Nineteenth-century memorials that were didactic in tone, or that sought to educate and enforce 

a hegemonic version of history to legitimise or celebrate the gains of colonial expansion (Miles, 

1997) were not suitable forms to confront the trauma of the First World War (Edkins, 2003). 

After 1918, the appetite for celebratory and triumphalist figures on a plinth or pedestal had 

diminished (Doss, 2010) and in Europe, there was a “search for an appropriate language of 

loss” that expressed mourning rather than a celebration of victory (Winter, 1995:4). Critic 

Arthur C. Danto said, “We erect monuments so that we always remember, and build memorials 

so that we never forget” (1985:152). Thus, in the United Kingdom, for example, the community 

of the dead were remembered by the living through State-funded initiatives such as the (then) 

Imperial War Graves Commission and small-scale civic interventions such as the voluntary 

efforts of village fundraising committees. The final decision regarding the choice of memorial 
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was achieved by negotiating different degrees of contestation and consensus (King, 1999; 

Edkins, 2003). However, the aftermath of the Great War in Britain was a largely consensual 

milieu: the British dead at home and abroad were absolutely not to be forgotten and critics of 

the war were deemed to be disrespectful of the blood sacrifices made (Abousnnouga and 

Machin, 2011). 8 The scale of the tragedies was echoed in the scale of grief, public and private, 

(Winter, 1995) and this in turn resulted in the most expansive period of memorial building in 

the Western world since the nineteenth century (Bowdler, 2019).  

 

To simplify the process for those tasked with commissioning a memorial in the UK and to 

ensure that design standards remained high, the Royal Academy of Arts in London held an 

exhibition in 1919 with the aim of guiding the public by “… providing them with a visual 

survey of modern work by competent artists and by suggesting the various forms which 

memorials may suitably take” (Royal Academy, 2022). The options ranged from modest 

plaques and rolls of honour to more grandly scaled fountains, figurative sculptures and 

altarpieces. Remembrance, therefore, was materially diverse. It included works of art, the 

creation of monuments and memorials as well as new projects such as the construction of a 

hospital wing or the provision of homes for returning veterans (King, 1999). Conventional 

expressions of commemoration (the cross, the standing infantryman, the sorrowful angel) 

denied the violence of war and emphasised the “moral excellence” of those who served and 

sacrificed their lives (King, 1999:152; Abousnnouga and Machin, 2011). These conservative 

memorials were not in step with modern art movements of the times such as Dadaism and 

Vorticism (or Futurism in Europe).  

 

According to Young (2009), avant-garde sculptors are rarely asked to produce commemorative 

work and he suggests that, if they were, they would not be interested in reproducing the heroic. 

For instance, in 1913, Jewish artist Jacob Epstein who had moved London from his native New 

York, created Rock Drill, a free standing sculpture of a cyborg-like figure perched on a 

mechanical drill. In 1916, sensitive to the brutality of the ongoing war, he dismembered the 

sculpture and removed it from the drill, renaming it as Torso in Metal (Cork, 2021).  Epstein’s 

                                                           
8 Commemoration was not, however, wholly consensual. Following the Bolshevik revolution in 1917, there was 

opposition to both the war and those who profited from supplying the war effort. In Britain, the construction of 

memorials were part of an effort to recontextualise death as heroic sacrifice and this was not always successful. 

In Dundee, in 1921, for example, a riot ensued when The Red Flag was sung during a remembrance ceremony. 

For a detailed analysis of the social and economic impact of the war, and the threat of Bolshevism see: A.J.P. 

Taylor (1967).  
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original Rock Drill was a celebration of the machine age, true to the ethos of the Vorticist 

movement. Its subsequent dismemberment by the artist is, to me, a powerful commentary on 

the corporeal mutilations caused by war. It is also perhaps a reaction against the technology 

that so enthralled Vorticists but which at the same time enabled the loss of life on an industrial 

scale.  Winter (1995) argues that the schism between traditionalism and modernism is not 

clearly defined and so one is not better than the other. In his view, after the First World War, 

traditional, romantic and classical forms were more suited to grieving. By extension, 

modernism may have been more suited to depicting war’s physical reality but as Winter 

suggests these distinctions are not hard edged. 

 

Paul Gough (2010) explains how British artists who saw active service in the First World War 

as medics, soldiers, or as official war artists, did not shy away from depicting its brutal reality 

in their paintings. Their use of Expressionist and Vorticist techniques was imminently suited 

to representing the chaos and destruction of war through paintings which were conceived of at 

the front and exhibited at home both during and after the war (Tolson, 2008).9 Here, I want to 

show how sculptor Charles Sargeant Jagger (1885-1934) used his war experience to traverse 

the field of traditionalism and modernism to show the reality of war. Jagger had been awarded 

the Military Cross for bravery and he saw active service at Gallipoli and the Western Front. On 

his return, he was commissioned to make a memorial for the Royal Artillery which is located 

in Hyde Park Corner, London.  

 

The Artillery Memorial (1925) [See Fig. 6 below] is made of traditional materials of Portland 

stone and bronze. On each side of a stepped square base are four soldiers cast in bronze and on 

the top of the base is an oversized howitzer gun which is angled towards the sky. The sculpture 

departs from the compositional traditions of the time in that one of the four soldiers shown is 

recumbent, not sleeping, but dead. His face is covered with his great coat and his helmet is on 

his chest. The carved reliefs around the base of the sculpture show warfare from a gunner’s 

perspective.10  Jagger, who served in the artillery, would have had first-hand knowledge of the 

physical work required to operate the howitzer and he would have seen the effects of its 

                                                           
9 A useful visual summary of British, French and German art produced during and post-WW1, including 

Expressionist and Vorticist examples, can be found on the website of the Tate Britain Gallery: 

https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/exhibition/aftermath/exhibition-guide (Accessed: 15 July 2021) 
10 The Imperial War Museum holds a collection of photographs that show the unveiling of the Artillery 

Monument on 18th October 1925 by the Duke of Connaught. These can be found at : 

https://www.iwm.org.uk/memorials/item/memorial/128 (Accessed 19 July 2021) 

https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/exhibition/aftermath/exhibition-guide
https://www.iwm.org.uk/memorials/item/memorial/128
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destructive power. In Artillery Memorial, he was not celebrating technology so much as 

acknowledging the vital part it played in winning the war.   

 

Jonathan Black (2010) has made a study of the Artillery Memorial and of Jagger’s archive. He 

states that the monument’s relief panels around the base were influenced by Assyrian art which 

Jagger saw in the newly opened galleries in the British Museum in 1920. Others, such as 

Abousnnouga and Machin (2011) see an Egyptian influence, particularly in the powerful stance 

of the three upright figures. Jagger’s panels were realistic but not overtly graphic; neither were 

they idealised for the general public but were designed so that veterans could see their war time 

experiences represented in the way they remembered them (Black, 2010: 165). Jagger’s figures, 

to me, are heroic in scale but not in posture. They are at ease, leaning or lying down. They are 

muscular and stoic; intact not disfigured. Death is present but veiled and in my view this adds 

an ambiguous note to its monumentality and to the didacticism of war memorials. The artist 

witnessed the material reality of the ‘greatest sacrifice’ at the Front. This was made in flesh 

blood but Jagger portrayed it in stone and bronze. Though it is a monument made by a veteran 

for fellow veterans, its visual language of soldiers with impassive expressions and solid stances, 

would have made the loss of loved ones more palatable for families in mourning than would a 

representation of the visceral reality of war.  Having walked around it in 2018, I was impressed 

by its assertion of life and death in the crowded memorial-scape of Hyde Park. On a plaque on 

the ground, which lists the countries involved in the war, is the Latin word ubique – 

everywhere. We know that the First World War was not the end to all wars, and that where 

there is war, there is death. To me, the somewhat Teutonic appearance of Jagger’s figures seem 

to anticipate memorial forms for a war which was yet to come. 
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Figure 6 Jagger, C.S. (1925). Artillery Memorial Hyde Park, London. Source: Author, 2018. 

 

Between the First and Second World Wars, the commemorative architecture of the totalitarian 

regimes of Germany and Russia remained monumental and heroic. The human form, either as 

a celebration of the Communist proletariat or the Nazi ideal of the Aryan race, was an officially 

sanctioned trope of these regimes (Young, 2009). It is well known that Hitler was interested in 

architecture on a monumental scale. He was aware of its potential as a tool for propaganda and 

self-aggrandisement as the Olympic stadium in Berlin or the parade grounds at Nuremberg 

show.  Having lost the war, however, Hitler’s monumental plans, including the redesign of 

central Berlin as the metropolis Germania,11 were unrealised and it was the Russians who 

constructed their own propagandist and pedagogical memorials in Berlin, at Tiergarten and 

Treptow (Stevens and Franck, 2016) [see  Fig. 7 below]. Michalski (1998) proposes that the 

Treptow complex embraced a strange mix of symbolism from Christianity to paganism and 

classical decorative motifs, making it an unusual example within the communist pantheon of 

heroic memorial sculpture. 

                                                           
11 Hitler’s plans for the redesign of Berlin were developed by architect Albert Speer. A permanent multi-media 

exhibition which includes a scale model of Germania is located in Berlin at the Gesundbrunnen Underground, on 

the U8 line. For more information see : https://www.berliner-unterwelten.de/en/myth-of-germania/permanent-

exhibition.html ( Accessed: 15 July 2021)  

https://www.berliner-unterwelten.de/en/myth-of-germania/permanent-exhibition.html
https://www.berliner-unterwelten.de/en/myth-of-germania/permanent-exhibition.html
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Figure 7 Soviet War Memorial (1945). Tiergarten, Berlin. Source: Author. 

 

According to Young (2009;1993), almost fifty years after the defeat of the Nazi regime, 

German artists found the concept of ideological, heroic monuments problematic not least 

because of their associations with the Third Reich. Curl (1993: 354) explains that “… the great 

monuments of National Socialism had an unmistakeable Neoclassical pedigree as did those of 

Fascist Italy” and so for a generation of artists who were born after the war there was a 

reluctance to use the language of Neoclassicism for commemorative forms. German artists in 

the 1980s were not searching for a visual language that could articulate national mourning 

through sculptural pathos or materialisations of heroic sacrifice. Rather, as they were working 

in the post-modern era (and within Krauss’ expanded field of sculptural possibilities) they 

wanted to explore the tensions that existed between Germany’s desire to build on a newly 

unified state and its ability to confront the terrible crimes of its past namely the Holocaust and 

the legacy of the GDR. For Winter, the 1980s were part of the second “memory boom” of the 

20th C. The commemorative aspect of the first boom which followed 1918 shifted towards a 

critical examination of the World War II as part of the second (2017: 204-205).  In Germany, 

whilst narratives of resistance were an important part of remembering all aspects of the war, 

there was increasing interest in the role and testimony of survivors of the Holocaust (Lupu, 

2003; Koshar, 2012).  
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The counter-monument (or Gegendenkmal in German) was an “aesthetic and political 

response” to how the Holocaust was being remembered in Germany (Lupu, 2003:131). Artists 

who were active in the 1980s had no lived experience of the Holocaust but many were the 

“grandchild generation” of those who had survived it so they wanted to remember in ways that 

did not refer to the commemorative traditions of the past (Ashplant, Dawson and Roper, 2000: 

3-5). Indeed, these artists questioned whether the monument/memorial was even a suitable 

form to remember these terrible events. Therefore in place of monumentality, they chose to 

work in miniature or created voids rather than soaring edifices and they eschewed stoic 

observance in favour of interaction, dialogue and debate. Young’s seminal work (1993) charts 

the development of these early counter-memorials from Horst Hoheisel’s inverted and negative 

form fountain, to Jochen Gerz and Ester Shalev-Gerz’s disappearing column, to Norbert 

Radermacher’s light installations projected onto walls at the site of former labour camps.12 

These post-modern monuments countered established commemorative tropes of celebration or 

solace and they disturbed the memorial status quo through both their form and function. 

According to Young (1993: 30) the purpose of the counter-monument was: 

 

… not to console but to provoke; not to be fixed but to change; not to be 

everlasting but to disappear; not to be ignored by passers-by but to demand 

interaction; not to remain pristine but to invite its own violation and 

desanctification; not to accept the burden of memory but to throw it back at 

the town’s feet. 

 

This definition set out the paradigmatic form and function of the counter-memorial but it 

paradoxically established the conventions for counter-memorial practice. For instance, in 

2000, Young described his experience as a judge for the 1995 competition for a national 

Holocaust Memorial, to be sited in Berlin. This work provides an update to the counter- 

memorial forms he described in his 1993 study (see also Young, 2009). The competition 

received 528 entries. Included in the submissions was Horst Hoheisel’s proposal to blow up 

                                                           
12 Not included, as the project began in 1993 (and continues today) was German artist Gunter Demnig’s 

Stolpersteine or “stumbling stone” miniature memorials. Without permission, and beginning in Berlin, Demnig 

dug up single cobble stones from pavements outside the buildings from where persecuted people (including Jews) 

had been deported and murdered by the Nazis.  He replaced the removed stone with a brass replica. Each stone is 

inscribed with the name, date of birth, date and location of death of the former inhabitants and each stone begins 

with the words ‘here lived’. As of December 2019 there are 75,000 stolpersteine in over 2000 locations in 

Germany, wider Europe, Russia and Argentina. Further information, including the cost and logistics of installing 

a “stumbling stone” can be found at: http://www.stolpersteine.eu/en/home/ (Accessed 21 July 2021).  

http://www.stolpersteine.eu/en/home/
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the Brandenburg Gate, reduce it to powder, and re-cover the destroyed area with granite slabs. 

According to Young (2000), the destruction of the historic 18th C. monument was to make 

room for the memory of the destruction of a people. Another submission, by artists Renata 

Stih and Frieder Schnock, was to turn the proposed memorial site into a bus station with tours 

departing hourly to concentration and labour camps within and beyond Germany. The range 

of approaches showed that the Holocaust could be remembered in radically different ways. 

Destruction and dispersal could now be added to disappearance as part of the provocative 

characteristics of the counter-memorial form. Memory was not just thrown back; it could 

potentially be blown up or transported to multiple sites.  

 

After much debate and consultation, the commission was awarded to architect Peter 

Eisenman, for his undulating field of 2,711 concrete stelae which is known as the Memorial 

for the Murdered Jews of Europe (hereafter MMJE) [see Fig. 8 below].13 This is a memorial 

I have visited many times. It is rarely empty. People wander between the stones; they play 

hide and seek; they chase; they kiss. They also sit on the lower stones to sunbathe and drink 

coffee and they can enter and exit the memorial from myriad points. There is an information 

centre below the monument which fulfils the didactic function that the blank stelae above do 

not (Deturk, 2017).  Lack of deference at the monument is problematic for many but not for 

Eisenman.14 For him, “It’s not about guilt” but about experience. In order to achieve the sense 

of dislocation that inhabits the memorial and to give visitors the sense of “being lost, or other, 

in space and time” he knew that it had to be big (Eisenman, 2020). 

 

 

                                                           
13 Originally, the project was a collaboration between Eisenman and sculptor Richard Serra. Serra withdrew from 

the project due to the number of design changes required. Eisenman had to issue a public apology when it 

transpired that the company chosen to provide anti-graffiti material for the stones had supplied poison gas to 

concentration camps in WW2. For more on this and other contentious elements of the competition see Young 

(2000).  
14 Berlin based Israeli artist Shahak Shapira, finds inappropriate behaviour at Holocaust memorial sites 

problematic. In 2017, he took images from the social media posts of people who had taken playful/disrespectful 

‘selfies’ of themselves at these sites. He superimposed the selfies onto images of concentration camps and reposted 

the results. The composite images were removed when the person who had taken the selfie sent Shapira an apology 

to post on his website. The project is explained on https://www.yalocaust.de . The images are no longer available 

as all those identified have now apologised.  

https://www.yalocaust.de/
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Figure 8 Eisenman, P. (2005) Berlin Memorial to the Murdered Jews in Europe. Source: Eisenman Architects. 

 

Figure 9 Reflecting through Barad through Eisenman. Sketchbook page. 2019. 
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One might think then of how, within Young’s framework, counter-monuments encourage 

active engagement rather than passive observance. As with Eisenman’s MMJE, they invite all 

forms of interaction and the memories they ‘throw back’ might be those of a child playing 

amongst the stones, with no knowledge of the Second World War, as told to a grandparent 

who may have experienced it. For example, Fig. 9 (above) is a page from my sketchbook that 

reflects on Eisenman’s MMJE by putting it in conversation with Barad’s (2010) idea of the 

‘double slit’ as a filtering mechanism for identity. I considered the myriad pairings of slits that 

existed within Eisenman’s design and how in negotiating them, the memories of our 

experience could be filtered according to who we were when we visited the site, either as a 

child, an interested tourist or a survivor. Perhaps with multiple slits comes potential multiple 

ways of being; of being lost and of inhabiting a material representation of loss. Representing 

the loss of life through inversion, disappearance, destruction and dispersal are aesthetic means 

of evoking the void, the absence of life, which is somehow transferable to other events, such 

as 9/11, and to other material manifestations of remembering, such as memory museums. 

Indeed, Libeskind’s use of the void as a metaphor for the loss of Jewish life in Berlin was 

discussed in Chapter II of this thesis. The haunting materiality of the dust of 9/11 and the 

contested reconstruction of the Lower Manhattan site was considered in Chapter III.  Here, I 

want to develop these ideas through architect Michael Arad’s Reflecting Absence memorial at 

the site of the Twin Towers which was inaugurated in 2011, ten years after the attack [see Fig. 

10 below].  

 

 

Figure 10. Arad, M. (2011). Reflecting Absence. New York. Source: Author, 2016. 
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Reflecting Absence is in the form of two voids, walled in black granite, which descend into 

the ground on each of the footprints left by the destroyed Twin Towers. Now known as the 

9/11 Memorial, it is set in a landscaped plaza adjacent to the 9/11Memorial Museum. The 

memorial is large scale, modern and minimalist and it shares these characteristics with 

Eisenman’s memorial in Berlin. Although traffic noise is background acoustic to both, in 

Reflecting Absence, the sound of water rather than people provides the atmosphere. The effect 

is sombre not playful. Water pours down each granite void to a depth of 10 metres where the 

opening narrows and the water descends again through a central basin. Around the perimeter 

wall of both voids, the names of those who died on 9/11 are inscribed in metal.  The voids 

evoke the lost physical presence of the towers and those who worked in them (Sylvester, 2009; 

Deturk, 2017; Sturken 2020). We can look into them but we cannot see beyond the first level 

of descent nor follow the water as it disappears. In this, there are echoes of Horst Hoheisel’s 

inverted and negative form fountain, where the noise of water can be heard but not seen 

because all that remains at street level is the footprint of the base of the original fountain 

(Young, 2003; Deturk, 2017).15 Both works, however, require the observer to look down and 

both evoke the abyss as a metaphor for the deep wounds that are caused by the dark periods 

in our history. 

 

I consider whether Reflecting Absence and MMJE are counter-monuments that conform to 

Young’s paradigmatic framework or whether they should be thought of instead as the 

contemporary commemorative. Both are fixed, permanent structures that are animated by the 

external factors surrounding them. Being neither a victim nor survivor of the events they 

commemorate, I cannot speak to the power of their consolation but having visited both, I did 

not find either especially provocative. Of the two MMJE is highly interactive, even social and 

playful, whilst Reflecting Absence retains a sense that the scale of loss - represented 

metaphorically by the void - is observed from a distance. One can only lean over and look 

down into the darkness or follow its external perimeter to read the names of the dead. Both are 

urban, large scale and somehow smooth. They exhibit little of the subversive potential 

suggested by the archetypal counter-memorial framework nor do they exhibit the 

                                                           
15 Hoheisel’s negative form monument is located in Kassel, Germany on the site of a fountain which had been 

donated to the town in 1908 by Jewish businessman Sigmund Ashcrott. In 1939 it was destroyed by the Nazis 

and the site was filled in. In 1986, Hoheisel recreated the original monument, inverted it and installed it below 

ground. 
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performativity, through destruction and dispersion, of its descendants.  I wonder again, if this 

is because MMJE and Reflecting Absence were designed by architects whilst early iterations of 

the counter-memorial were not? 

 

In my view, counter-memorials have become mainstream and they are no longer an alternative 

to the conventional didactic or triumphalist memorials of the past. In fact, their aim of 

provocation and even interaction has become a form of didacticism in itself. They evoke 

remembrance of the past, as do conventional memorials, but they do it in a different way. 

Indeed, as others have argued, counter-memorials could be considered as memorials in another 

aesthetic form (Auchter, 2017; Niven, 2013, Lupu, 2003). Their use of the void or negative 

space is still, nonetheless, the construction of space (Auchter, 2017: 153) and therefore as 

Niven claims (2013:78), counter-monuments are no more than a “sophisticated attempt to 

tackle an old problem” of how to mourn the dead. To me, they need to be placed within a more 

expansive canon of memorials and commemorative practices that could include virtual 

memorials (Gough, 2018), anti-memorials (Stevens, Franck and Fazakerley, 2012) or combi-

memorials (Niven, 2013), (considered below) and memorial museums (Deturk, 2017), 

(considered in Chapter II).  

 

Stevens, Franck and Fazakerley (2012: 962) apply the term anti-monumental to “… design 

approaches [that] express subjects and meanings not represented in traditional monuments”. 

The examples they provide, however, include many of the counter-memorial forms previously 

described by James Young and to me, the two types - counter and anti - have been conflated. 

The distinction they do make, however, is that anti-monuments have a wider historical reach 

than Germany and the Holocaust. For me, one of their most illustrative examples, and the one 

which aligns most with their own definition of the anti-monumental is the 2005 installation on 

the Fourth Plinth at Trafalgar Square in London. Here, artist Marc Quinn’s 3.5 metre sculpture 

of a nude pregnant woman Alison Lapper who is disabled, took up a prominent position in the 

Square more traditionally associated with imperial confidence and military might. The 

figurative sculpture of Lapper is anti the norms of physical beauty associated with Classical 

sculpture although it is executed in the same style and materials i.e. it adheres to realism and is 

executed in Italian marble. Elevating an unknown woman (who is also a trained artist) beside 

those of esteemed national male figures challenges the principals of who we honour and what 

circumstances are considered heroic. Quinn’s is not a conventional memorial nor does it fall 

wholly within the parameters of the counter-memorial project. It does not console but it 
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provokes us to re-evaluate accepted and clichéd memorial tropes (and our own prejudices) as 

it celebrates the living rather than remembering the glorious dead. Space is constructed as a 

positive force and not as a void. Unlike the memorials that surround it, its presence is not 

permanent. It will disappear and so in this respect, it echoes another characteristic of the 

counter-memorial.  As part of a cycle of artworks that will take their place on top of an empty 

plinth for a monument that never was it will exist as a memory for those who saw it in situ. 16  

 

For Stevens, Franck and Fazakerley (2012: 968), the binary separation of monuments and 

counter-monuments is reductive as there are points where they merge and diverge. Quinn’s 

project is an example of this. Niven takes a similar view arguing that memory, whether 

confronted through traditional or non-traditional commemorative forms, is being superseded 

by contemporary approaches to remembrance which take a more “integrationist approach” 

(2013:78). He argues that we are now post counter-memorial and that the boundaries between 

the archive, the exhibition and the memorial are breaking down. Niven proposes the term 

“combi-memorial” to describe memorials that are the result of artistic collaborations with the 

public, where the latter contribute to both the research and to the construction of a memorial, 

or where the counter-memorial is combined with a museum or interpretive centre (ibid: 89). 

Eisenman’s MMJE in Berlin and Arad’s Reflecting Absence in New York might be considered 

examples of combi-memorials as, respectively, they are associated with an interpretive centre 

and a memorial museum. Stih and Schnock’s bus station concept for Berlin included plans for 

an information centre and, had it been realised, it would have constituted a combi-memorial as 

defined by Niven.   

 

These recent efforts to dissolve the borders between monument/counter-monument and to 

include other more eclectic ways of remembering the past are welcome, especially to someone 

who is actively engaged in the process of material commemoration. To expand this point, I 

want to explore the influence of Young’s scholarship on the study of counter-monuments 

(1993; 2000; 2009; 2016). In my view, his work dominates the discourse to the extent that 

research produced is often repetitive and limited in scope. It focuses on a limited number of 

artists and, importantly, it ignores the significance of materiality and the making process. 

                                                           
16 Artworks shown on the Fourth Plinth are not designed to be permanent. They are part of a public art 

programme co-ordinated by the Mayor of London’s Office. Current and past work, including Quinn’s sculpture 

of Alison Lapper are at: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/arts-and-culture/current-culture-

projects/fourth-plinth-trafalgar-square/fourth-plinth-past-commissions (Accessed 8 August 2021). 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/arts-and-culture/current-culture-projects/fourth-plinth-trafalgar-square/fourth-plinth-past-commissions
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/arts-and-culture/current-culture-projects/fourth-plinth-trafalgar-square/fourth-plinth-past-commissions
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When, for example, Young (2016a: 326) used the phrase “an arc of memorial forms” to connect 

Lutyens’ post-1918 memorials to Maya Lin’s design for the Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial 

(1982) and subsequently to German artists making counter-memorials in the 1980s, he was not 

wrong, but his thesis leaves out noteworthy examples which have also been influential on the 

development of the form. I do not deny the significance of either Lutyens or Lin, and I will 

discuss their work in Part II of this chapter, but for me, the narrow capacity of Young’s arc is 

problematic.  

The importance of his work and its relevance to this study is not denied and I concede that 

while his arc of memorial forms was not intended as an exhaustive or definitive collection, his 

work has resulted nonetheless in canon of counter-memorials and a rather narrow set of critical 

engagements. For me, the endpoints of the arc Young described can be stretched further back 

in time than the era of Lutyens and beyond the counter-memorial forms of the 1980’s to include 

contemporary designs for memorials of the future. In other words I want to mobilise a 

genealogical ethos to lengthen and thicken Young’s arc of counter-memorials. Such an 

expansion allows for the inclusion of anti or combi memorial forms as described above. It can 

also include examples of the speculative and unmade which have not received significant 

attention in the literature. By stretching and pluralising Young’s arc, I can situate my creative 

concepts into a more polyvalent field of practice which does not rely only on extant 20th C. 

antecedents as a source of interest and/or inspiration.  

The point I make in this chapter is that I am not trying to define or reify the start and end points 

of a counter-memorial arc, as Young has, but to extend it by illustrating an alternative origin 

point, trajectory and future for memorials without categorising them prescriptively. Therefore, 

in the next section, I show what a stretched and pluralised arc or new genealogy of memorial 

forms would include and I demonstrate how, collectively, the temporal and spatial 

characteristics of the work of a diverse grouping of artists and architects are of interest to my 

own conceptual formulations.  

 

4.3 Part II: A new genealogy of counter-memorial forms 

 

Part II of this chapter is in three sections. In the first, I use ‘the unrealised’ as a concept to 

trouble the chronology of Young’s arc of counter-memorial forms and I argue that Lutyens’ 

Cenotaph was not the origin point of void-like, minimalist compositions that led to the 
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development of the 1980s counter-memorial. In the second, ‘the material’ I return to Young’s 

paradigmatic counter memorial form, namely the Gerzs’ disappearing column, to show that by 

uncritically replicating Young’s scholarship, the literature on this example, misses the point of 

its materiality. In the third section, ‘the plural’ I consider contemporary practices that use 

performative, collective and collaborative ways of working to pluralise the counter-memorial 

form and I consider how, using Lin’s Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial (henceforth VVM), the 

singularity of a memorial can be challenged.  Throughout, I draw from the themes of my 

previous chapter to develop a genealogical approach. 

Centrally, genealogy can be used to challenge the linear development of ideas and 

classifications to which analysis of 19th and 20th century monuments adhere. It can also be used 

to expand Young’s arc of counter-memorial forms to include overlooked, unmade and/or 

speculative futuristic memorials so that the canon of memorialising practices extends beyond 

established binary tropes of monument/counter-monument to include there/not there 

memorials and examples of memorial forms which are the result of collective endeavour. As 

part of this genealogical approach, attention is given to materiality and immateriality as ways 

of bringing the often hidden process and practice of artistic making into view.  

Foucault’s genealogy, discussed in Chapter II, is not the search for origins but for “…the 

accidents, the minute deviations, the complete reversals, the false appraisals…” that went 

alongside the development of a form or concept (1998: 374).  In relation to memorials, this 

allows for a questioning of representations of power in public space and for a reappraisal of 

who gets remembered and why. There is a question in this. If it is only the great and the good 

who get remembered, then subsequently, is it only the work of the artists who commemorated 

these esteemed figures that gets written into the history of memorials? The sculpture of Alison 

Lapper by Marc Quinn in Trafalgar Square was a powerful challenge to these assumptions, but 

it was a temporary installation which has been replaced many times by other artworks. The 

sculptor is well known and established but the model (and her own artwork) less so. A new 

genealogy of memorials would address these concerns through the recovery of forgotten or 

unrealised commemorative works and the artists who made or inspired them. 

In Chapter III, I discussed the power of ambiguity and liminality, as well as the power of 

mundane materials that circulate in global spaces (such as dust at Ground Zero) and in intimate 

ones (such as ashes inside the home). Each has the power of the uncanny. Monuments and 

memorials have material power, which is often left unproblematised in the discourse, or left 
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out of it entirely. Paying attention to materiality, I believe, restores authority to the artistic ethos 

underlying the making process.  There is also power in the way I write myself into this research 

(Edkins, 2013; Ravecca and Dauphinée, 2018).  Overall, this project adds to the who and why 

of commemoration by revealing the power of thought, distilled in the process of how memorials 

are conceived of and made, from a maker’s perspective. This reanimated position of the artist 

forms an important part of a new genealogy of memorials.  

 

 

i) The unrealised  

 

Étienne-Louis Boullée (1728 – 1799) was a French architect whose opus consisted mainly of 

drawings and plans for unrealised funerary and military architecture on a monumental scale. 

Both Curl (1993) and Vidler (1992) connect his focus on death to the times he lived through as 

the last ten years of his life coincided with the 1789-1799 French Revolution. However, 

Boullée spent these years outside Paris in his country estate and it was here that he set out his 

thesis on architecture. While he would not have been unaware of bloody events in Paris his 

theories were based on the natural world rather than revolution.  At the core his ideas was the 

search for an architectural language that would enable him to define a “buried architecture” 

that used only “low sunken lines” and which eschewed tangible form in favour of an 

“architecture of shadows” (Boullée in Rosenau, 1976:106). The effect he sought to reproduce 

was one of mourning and melancholia, as to him, these were appropriate to the nature and 

function of monuments. Boullée also described how walls should be unembellished, how light 

and shade could be layered to create atmosphere and how shadows could be cast upon shadows 

to suggest volume and depth.  To me, this is an approach that anticipates the minimalist, modern 

“sunken” monuments such as Lin’s VVM and yet it also offers an account of the uncanny. As 

Vidler states, Boullée “… deliberately played on the ambiguities between absolute flatness and 

infinite depth; between his own shadow and the void” (1992:171). But in seeking to produce 

unsettling effects Boullée’s funerary architecture did not strive to be homely or familiar. The 

drawings he produced for a Cenotaph for Isaac Newton (1784) [see Fig.11 below] showed the 

extent of his ambition. The design, a hollow globe that was larger than the pyramids at Giza, 

was an homage to Newton’s understanding of natural forces but it was also an attempt by 

Boullée to envelop Newton in a symbolic iteration of his scientific discoveries. The interior of 



80 
 

the vast dome contained funnels, linking the inside to the outside, so that the light of the stars 

could permeate within. 

  

 

Figure 11 Boullée, E.L. (1784) Cenotaph for Newton, section. Source: Bibliothèque National de France. BNF-EST B7796 

 

Boullée made few buildings in his lifetime and his work remained relatively unknown until the 

mid-twentieth century.  Part of its recovery was due to a reappraisal of his work by Helen 

Rosenau (1976), who acknowledged him as a visionary. I agree he was unconventional and 

that his work should be more widely known especially for the way it foreshadowed counter- 

memorial forms. Young begins his counter-memorial arc with Lutyens’ 1919 Cenotaph, and 

as I show below, I acknowledge its importance.  However, I would argue that Boullée, through 

his Cenotaph for Isaac Newtown, his quest for the poetry of architecture and his efforts to pay 

tribute to the subject of his commemorative work by incorporating their interests into his 

designs, addresses and articulates counter-memorial forms well before Lutyens and  may have 

exerted more influence than is generally acknowledged.  

Sir Edwin Lutyens (1869 - 1944) was schooled in the architectural grammar of Classicism and 

Romanticism. Although his work was against the grain of encroaching modernist movements 

such as Vorticism, it was suited to the mood of mourning after the First World War (Curl, 1993; 

Winter, 1995). His designs for the Cenotaph (1919) in Whitehall, London and the Memorial to 

the Missing of the Somme (1932), at Thiepval in France were initially criticised by political and 
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religious leaders of the day but interestingly not by the general public. Stamp (2016: 45) records 

the response from the Catholic Herald who deemed the Cenotaph “a disgrace” for its lack of 

religious iconography which they considered pagan. Lutyens, however, was a theosophist and 

he was more interested in geometry than religion.   This is illustrated by the minimalist and 

non-denominational approach he used to construct the Cenotaph using a complex geometric 

technique known as entasis to add subtle curvature to a vertical surface (Winter,1995) [see 

Fig.12 below].17 Whether this nuance is discernible to the naked eye or not is moot - I use the 

point to emphasise that simplicity in outward appearance can mask a series of unseen 

deliberations. The first iteration of the Cenotaph was made by Lutyens at the request of Prime 

Minister David Lloyd George in time for a Victory Parade in July1919. It was always envisaged 

as a temporary structure and so it was made in eleven days from wood, plaster and canvas. 

Within a few days of its unveiling, over one million people had visited it, many of them leaving 

flowers and messages to their loved ones who had died abroad and whose bodies would not be 

repatriated. (Stamp, 2016; Edkins, 2003; Michalski, 1998; Winter, 1995). Such was the public 

response to this temporary structure that it was subsequently remade in Portland Stone and 

unveiled during the second anniversary of the Armistice, on 11 November 1920. It continues 

to be the focus of Remembrance Day events today.18 

 

                                                           
17 Known as entasis and first used in ancient Greece, entasis was achieved by calculating the circumference of 

an imagined, colossal circle and then, using a small section of the curve to inform the carving of a block of 

stone. In this way, vertical lines were not truly perpendicular.   
18 Jenny Edkins (2003: 233) likened the Cenotaph to a “stumbling block” which interrupts the flow of traffic in 

a central London street. Although Edkins does not make a connection between the Cenotaph and Gunter 

Demnig’s ‘stumbling stones’ in Berlin and elsewhere, I do, if both are considered as material objects which 

disrupt how we navigate the city.  
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Figure 12 Lutyens, E. (1919) The Cenotaph. Whitehall, London. Source: English Heritage.  
Available at https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/visit/places/the-cenotaph/history/ (Accessed: 7 Feb. 2022) 

 

At Thiepval, Lutyens’ Memorial to the Missing of the Somme was constructed on a monumental 

scale that Curl notes “would have appealed to Boullée” (1993:359).  Lutyens used arches to 

cut though a stepped, red brick form, not unlike a ziggurat. These piercings created a series of 

interconnected vaulted openings that were based on Roman architecture but they were not an 

homage to the triumphal arch.  The Somme was not a site of triumph. Lutyens’ interconnected 

arches were an elegant solution to the problem of having enough surface area to inscribe the 

names of the 73,357 missing. Stamp concludes that Lutyens’ memorial at Thiepval was “a form 

entirely without precedent” (2016:135). Winter states that “Just as in the case with the 

Cenotaph, Lutyens brilliantly managed to create an embodiment of nothingness, an abstract 

space unique among memorials of the Great War” (1995:105). The Cenotaph is a pylon, an 

empty sarcophagus and a site of pilgrimage. As Winter suggests, its abstraction and lack of 

hyperbole creates a stylistic link with subsequent memorial forms like Lin’s VVM. While I 

acknowledge this link between two prominent memorial examples, I want to argue that this 

link is explicit because they are both physically present and very well known. Using Boullée, 

I want to suggest that there are also 18th C. examples of speculative and unmade memorials 

that predate the now established counter- memorial tropes of voids, darkness and minimalism. 

There are also, however, lesser-known precedents that are contemporary to Lutyens’ Cenotaph 

and, to me, they make a stronger connection to the development of the main characteristics of 

the counter-memorial form than those proposed by Young.  

https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/visit/places/the-cenotaph/history/
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For instance, Lutyens’ ability to embody nothingness, as described by Winter, was not a unique 

concern at the time of the First World War. Both Michalski (1998) and Read (2008) discuss 

Picasso’s plans to commemorate his friend, the poet Guillaume Apollinaire, who died in 1918. 

Apollinaire was an influential figure in the development of Cubism and Surrealism mostly 

centred in Paris. In his 1916 autobiography, The Assassinated Poet, he describes the death of 

the fictional character Croniamantal (his alter ego) and how he should be buried by his friend, 

the Benin Bird (his affectionate name for Picasso). Apollinaire writes that the Benin Bird 

should construct a memorial to Croniamantal that is “… a deep statue made of nothing, like 

poetry and glory” and that the inverted statue should be used to form a hole “… so that the 

empty space was shaped like Croniamantal and the hole filled with his ghost” (Apollinaire 

cited in Read, 2008: 95). When Apollinaire, died in 1918 (from flu and not from his war wounds 

of 1916), Picasso was asked to design the memorial.  To honour his friend, he proposed a 

realisation of the fictional tomb that the Benin Bird had made for Croniamantal. The proposal 

was rejected by the commissioning committee and it was ten years before Picasso put forward 

his second idea. This was based on his geometric line drawings that were reproduced in welded 

iron and it was another attempt by the artist to capture the sense of Apollinaire’s statue made 

of nothing whilst simultaneously rejecting the use of traditional commemorative materials such 

as bronze or marble (MoMA, 2021).  Again, his radical approach was rejected and in 1959, in 

lieu of a memorial, Picasso donated a bronze sculpture of Surrealist photographer (and his 

former lover) Dora Maar, whom the poet had never met (Read, 2008).   

I wonder why Lutyens’ evocation of the emptiness of death through an abstract, minimalist 

design was made and, due to its popularity remade in permanent materials, whilst Picasso’s 

negative form memorial was rejected at the conceptual stage and so was never made. Perhaps, 

respectively, one was a consoling manifestation of the return to order after so much upheaval 

and the other was too literal a reminder of how many bodies filled the shape of the trenches 

where they died. The sombre Cenotaph suited the mood of national mourning but equally 

Picasso’s memorial for Apollinaire/Croniamantal reflected the poet’s support for the avant-

garde, the absurd and the surreal. Despite the innovation of Picasso’s first proposal to 

commemorate Apollinaire, he was not the first to think of a buried commemorative form, nor 

was he unique in having his ideas unrealised as Boullée’s work has shown. Picasso’s surrealist 

ideas and Boullée’s sense of the aesthetic sublime as expressed through their unrealised 

memorial designs were not without influence on those who thought imaginatively and 

speculatively about commemoration in the second half of the twentieth century.   
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For example, American architect and designer Isamu Noguchi (1904-1988), who studied in 

Paris in the 1920s, conceived of extra-terrestrial memorials on an epic scale yet he also 

experimented with the more traditional form of the cenotaph. His 1947 Sculpture to be seen 

from Mars (previously named Monument to Man) [see Fig.13 below] was a monumental land 

art construction of a stylised human face (Bailey, 2020). Theoretically it was to be made from 

soil that had been transported from Earth to the planet Mars. When complete, the massive face 

would look back to Earth, to witness its destruction. A small model of the sculpture was made 

and later destroyed by the artist. What remains today is a photograph of the model in the archive 

of the Noguchi Museum in New York (Noguchi Museum, 2021).  The Mars sculpture is dated 

1947, two years after Hiroshima and Nagasaki were destroyed by atomic bombs. 

 

Figure 13 Noguchi, I. (1947) Sculpture to be seen from Mars (unrealised model).  

Photographer: Soichi Sunami. Source: The Noguchi Museum Archives 01646. 

  

In 1951, Noguchi was invited to Hiroshima by Kenzo Tange, the chief architect for the planned 

Peace Park. Noguchi was commissioned to make a series of handrails for bridges which would 

lead to the park and on their successful completion, later in 1951, he was asked to design a 

cenotaph for the dead of Hiroshima. The designs he put forward were for a monument made of 

black granite wherein a parabolic arch, above ground, was supported by a series of underground 

pillars that formed a cavernous chamber that listed the names of the dead on the walls [see Fig. 

14 below). His plans were not accepted. It was not deemed politic to have an American artist 

design a memorial which commemorated an act of American aggression despite the fact that 
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Noguchi’s father was Japanese, and Noguchi had spent his childhood in Japan (Hart, 2021).19 

Some thirty years after the Memorial to the Dead, Hiroshima was rejected, Noguchi proposed 

a realisation of this cenotaph for Washington, D.C. Here, it would be renamed Memorial to the 

Atomic Dead, to commemorate Robert Oppenheimer (1904 -1967) who, as is known, came to 

regret his role in the development of the atomic bomb. Noguchi’s memorial designs range from 

the ostensibly playful to the powerfully apocalyptic. With the Mars sculpture, he anticipates 

the first flights into space and the moon landings but he also acknowledges the destructive 

power of the atomic bomb. I wonder if Noguchi’s use of soil, at the start of the Cold War, 

foresaw the end of the Anthropocene much as Claes Oldenburg’s speculative monumental 

proposals anticipated the end of the American Dream. 

 

 

Figure 14 Noguchi, I. (1952). Model for Memorial to the Dead, Hiroshima. Photographer: Soichi 
Sunami. Source: The Noguchi Museum Archives 08841.5 

 

Oldenburg’s work is more generally the subject of art journals and art books but here, I follow 

Doss (2010) and Michalski (1998) who cite the collected works he made between 1965 and 

1969, known as Proposals for Monuments and Buildings, to demonstrate their value as a 

deliberate parodies of the historically solemn language of monuments. Oldenburg embraced 

                                                           
19  From June – August 2021, the Noguchi Museum held an exhibition entitled Noguchi’s Memorials to the 

Atomic Dead. Included in the exhibition are the plans and models for the Hiroshima cenotaph. The introductory 

essay by Senior Curator Dakin Hart provides a chronology of the development of the work. It can be found at: 

https://www.noguchi.org/museum/exhibitions/view/memorials-to-the-atomic-dead/ (Accessed: 14 August 2021) 

https://www.noguchi.org/museum/exhibitions/view/memorials-to-the-atomic-dead/
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the scale of the monument whilst simultaneously critiquing its composition (Rose, 2012).  In 

1966, for example, one of Oldenburg’s proposals, in sketch form, showed colossal bowling 

balls rolling down 5th Avenue, New York. This challenged the fixed location of the traditional 

monument.  Another, in 1967, depicted clusters of building sized lipsticks standing in 

Piccadilly Circus, London. This could be interpreted variously as a celebration of kitsch, a 

comment on consumerist culture or an affirmation of the power of the everyday object against 

the prevailing Minimalism of the day (Rose, 2012). Oldenburg was operating within and 

beyond an expanded field of memorial practice before Rosalind Krauss (1979) had created the 

term and he moved between sculpture, monuments and architecture to trouble each of their 

traditional definitions.  However, it is from Jo Applin (2011) that we learn how Oldenburg’s 

colossi were influenced by his discovery of copies of Boullée’s monumental drawings in the 

Cooper Union Museum in New York and further, that despite the outlandish Pop Art 

sensibilities of Oldenburg’s giant lipsticks, fans and clothes pegs designed for international 

locations, they were in fact the artist’s comment on the dangers of the city and how the 

individual can feel strange, or be estranged, within them. This evocation of the uncanny 

resonates with Boullée’s efforts to unsettle us through his atmospheric and gigantically scaled 

architecture.   

Doss (2010: 43) interprets Oldenburg’s city-based monuments as intentional “obstacles” and 

“obstructions”. In this sense then, they were intended to provoke a response in the viewer 

through an assertion of their disturbing presence and potential threat, in the same way that 

counter-memorials through the use of voids and negative space evoke feelings about loss and 

absence through their non-presence (Young, 1993; Lupu, 2003; Stevens, Franck and 

Fazakerley, 2012). Before he began work on his unruly and speculative colossal memorials, 

Oldenburg, had explored voids, negative space and inverted forms in his unrealised Proposed 

Underground Memorial Tomb for John F. Kennedy (Michalski, 1998; Applin, 2011). Recalling 

Picasso’s designs for Apollinaire’s memorial, Oldenburg conceived of a sculpture of Kennedy, 

inserted into the ground upside down, so that the soles of the President’s feet were at ground 

level and turned towards the sky [see Fig. 15 below]. Oldenburg explained that the inside of 

the colossal figure could only be viewed through an opening the size of a golf course hole on 

the sole of one shoe (in Axsom and Platzker, 1997: 205).  
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Figure 15 Oldenburg, C. (1965). Proposed Underground Memorial for President John F. Kennedy. Drawing. 
Source: Reproduced in Michalski (1998:174) 

 

Although the sculpture was intended to replicate the colossal scale of the Statue of Liberty, 

there are strong echoes of Picasso’s more humanly proportioned memorial for Apollinaire. 

Both are memorials to individuals and their inverted form might challenge how we revere the 

person – or the ideals they espoused – after they are gone. Both foreshadow the non-human 

form of Hoheisal’s inverted fountain which is often cited (along with the Gerzs’ column) as an 

exemplar of the counter-memorial form through the use of inversion and subterranean void. 

However, as I have shown, the use of the void (after Auchter) is still the construction of space, 

especially when, for logistical reasons the void must be contained and constrained by the 

limitations of urban planning as was the case with Reflecting Absence. Oldenburg’s planned 

monumental sculptures disrupted the urban fabric as they were intended for specific locations 

within the city. With Noguchi we see an attempt to overcome the limitations of scale and site 

specificity through the creation of a memorial on Mars. Boullée also worked speculatively 

designing gargantuan structures that remained unmade but their destinations were unspecified. 

Limited only by his imagination, therefore, his creations were able to be vast. 
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The influence of Boullée’s unrestrained imagination extends deep into the twentieth century.  

American architect, Lebbeus Woods (1940-2012), acknowledged the impact of Boullée’s 

Cenotaph for Newton on his own designs for a monument for Albert Einstein. Like Boullée 

(and Picasso), Woods wanted to embed the subject into the work so that the designs captured 

something of Einstein’s research interests. Woods’ speculative and imaginative working 

drawings did progress to the production of a three dimensional model now in the collection of 

the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (2019)  but the memorial, named The Vagrant Light 

of Stars, was never made. It exists in pamphlet form (Woods, 1980) [see Fig. 16 below] through 

the writing on Woods’ blog (2009, 2010) and as an idea that awaits the technology to make it 

possible. Woods described the structure that he created as a tomb, “… a vessel journeying on 

a beam of light, following an immense arc through the stars” (1980, n.p.) It existed only in 

space-time and it would return to earth when we are no longer here to see it. What better way 

to remember Einstein’s memory than through the paradoxes of time and space that he spent his 

life researching? Just as Einstein’s work developed Newtonian mechanics, so Woods advanced 

Boullée’s efforts to bring starlight into a terrestrial void by imagining that his memorial would 

go into the void itself, towards the stars.  He did not construct a space that contained his 

memorial. Instead, he used the already existing void of space as an environment that would be 

hospitable to his ideas. 

 

Figure 16 Woods, L. (1980) The vagrant light to the stars, sketch. Source: Pamphlet Architecture. 
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In this discussion of commemorative work from Boullée to Woods, I wanted to show that a 

new genealogy of memorials, while it might include examples of memorials that were actually 

made, it should also recover and include examples of those that were not. Genealogy, in a 

Foucauldian frame, is not concerned with establishing origins, nor am I, but I wanted to 

demonstrate that Young’s counter-memorial arc can be temporally and conceptually stretched 

to trouble and pluralise the idea of a linear evolution of form that too often begins with Lutyens.  

Boullée’s unembellished, large scale neoclassical monuments can be connected to the 

minimalism of Lutyens’ Cenotaph and the soaring vaults at Thiepval. Boullée’s theory of a 

buried architecture can be connected to Apollinaire’s concept of an underground tomb and to 

Oldenburg’s inverted Kennedy Memorial. Inversions and voids are part of the aesthetic 

language of counter-memorials and their artistic use predates the appearance of the form in 

Germany in the mid-1980s as described by Young. 

Collectively, within the work I have outlined here, there is playfulness, visual poetry, 

imagination and ambition all with the aim of remembering the dead either on an intimate or 

grand scale (e.g. terrestrially or in outer space). The possibilities of ‘nothing’, or the void as a 

memorial aesthetic, opens up the potential for new ways of exploring materiality but this is 

offset by the difficulties of how to show it.20 Speculative memorials can, however, exist as 

drawings, photographs, models and thoughts and they can exert their influence on the 

exploratory and unrealised ideas of other makers, including me. To develop these more lyrical 

and speculative propositions, I now want to examine how the sunken architecture that Boullée 

aspired to (but never made) together with the inverted, speculative figurations that Picasso and 

Oldenburg proposed (but were also never made) materialised in the late twentieth century as a 

memorial that was designed to be physically present and then to disappear.   

 

ii) The material 

Between 1986 and 1991 artists Jochen Gerz and Ester Shalev-Gerz maintained a connection 

with the city of Hamburg through their time-based sculpture known as the Monument against 

Fascism, War and Violence and for Peace and Human Rights (henceforth MaF). The sculpture 

                                                           
20 The concept of ‘nothing’ as an artistic device is not new, nor even is it a post-modern concern as explained by 

the online curatorial project The Museum of Nothing. Their collection consists of images of the work of over 500 

major artists from the 20th and 21st centuries, arranged in an imagined museum space. For more information see: 

https://www.noshowmuseum.com/en (Accessed 17 August 2020). 

 

 

https://www.noshowmuseum.com/en
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was a rectangular column that stood at a height of twelve metres with sides of one meter each 

(see Fig. 17 below).  The central core was of aluminium and the sides were covered in lead 

sheet. The memorial was situated (at the artists’ request) on the exterior mezzanine of a small 

shopping centre beside a busy traffic junction in the district of Harburg, within Hamburg.  

Adjacent to the sculpture was a small panel of instructions inviting visitors to use the stylus 

provided to write, draw, scribble or otherwise interact with the memorial around each of its 

four sides. When all sides were covered with responses, the memorial was lowered to a depth 

of approximately 1.5 metres so that the blank areas of the column were within reach and so the 

process of interaction could start again.  The monument was lowered for the last time in 1991. 

After this, only the top of the column remained visible and flush with the mezzanine floor but 

a section of the sunken memorial could be seen through a viewing panel at the lower street 

level.  

Young (1993:30) described the monument as “audacious” and for him, MaF was the archetypal 

counter-memorial that fulfilled his criteria of provocation, changeability, irreverence and 

challenge to how the past was remembered. MaF was never designed to be permanent or 

‘everlasting’ and it refused to do the memory work for its stakeholders. However, as I have 

shown, there is a wider canon of memorials that are equally audacious, if not more so, despite 

never having been made. Oldenburg’s proposition for a memorial for the murdered President 

Kennedy, for instance, would have provided little consolation for mourners. 

 

 

Figure 17 Gerz, J. and Shalev-Gerz, E. (1986) Monument Against Fascism. Sculpture. Still image from 
video. Source: www.shalev-gertz.net/portfolio/monument-against-fascism (Accessed: 5 February 2022) 

http://www.shalev-gertz.net/portfolio/monument-against-fascism
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Of all those (including Young, in 1993 and 2000) who have subsequently written about MaF 

(Forty, 1999; Michalski, 1998; Lupu, 2003; Doss, 2010; Winter, 2017 and Deturk, 2017) none 

have explored the symbolic use of lead as a material other than to note its inherent softness that 

is receptive to inscription. In failing to be attentive to the complex materiality of the monument 

those who critique it are missing other subversive trajectories which this monument generates. 

MaF was intended to serve as a warning. It was a rebuke to the citizens of Hamburg that these 

things should not happen again. Lead is poisonous. Like fascism. It is soft and therefore 

malleable or easily manipulated. It was used historically to make a variety of objects from toy 

soldiers to lead shot and as an ingredient in cosmetics to lighten skin or to conceal the ravages 

of smallpox. In more recent times, it is commonly associated with building materials such as 

roof flashing and water pipes.  More insidiously, lead does not occur naturally and so it must 

be extracted from other materials through a process of smelting, in a furnace. When the qualities 

and many uses of lead are included in a reading of the Gerzs’ monument it becomes, for me, 

more complex in its meaning. The use of a material which is easily obtained and manipulated 

yet toxic, is perhaps analogous to the rise of Fascism and its effects. Those who were drawn to 

it were ultimately tainted by it.  

Noam Lupu (2003:141) has documented the many public responses to the MaF from its 

installation to its final lowering. She records how, amongst many disparaging terms, it was 

called the Schandsäule or “column of disgrace”. Some denizens of Hamburg called for the 

column to disappear more quickly than its phased submersion allowed. They did not want it to 

be visible for longer than was necessary and this raises a question on the nature of the disgrace. 

Was the monument deemed shameful because it did not correspond to traditional forms of 

memorialisation such as grand fountains or figures on a plinth? Was it deemed disgraceful 

because it was fabricated from a mundane construction material (lead) and not a valued material 

such as marble or bronze? Or was it that the monument, while it was visible, was too strong a 

reminder of a dishonourable past that was best forgotten? Notable here is the extent of the 

hostile and complex reception to the Gerz’s work. Indeed, there are echoes with how Lutyens’ 

Cenotaph in London was initially denounced as a disgrace in 1919 by religious leaders but not 

by those who visited it in remembrance (Winter, 1995; Stamp, 2016).  

One wonders if the outrage felt by the citizens of Hamburg was partly due to the fact that once 

MaF was lowered for the final time, there was little left to see. Auchter (2017:153) argues that 

MaF, through its disappearance, privileged absence over presence and thus in this aspect it 

behaved ‘properly’ as a counter-memorial: the problem was this was not what the public 
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expected. Having commissioned a memorial, a memorial was what they expected to see; or at 

least the material manifestation of something that could provide a comforting and consensual 

narrative of the past. Their unease made the piece a success within Young’s framework of 

counter-memorial traits but for many citizens of Hamburg it may have provoked memories of 

a complicity that they did not want to confront. For that reason, there are some who may have 

welcomed its disappearance. But did it truly disappear? A section of MaF is partially visible at 

ground level and this is contextualised on the mezzanine by text panels and photographs that 

explain the history of the memorial. This recalls the conundrum of how to represent nothing 

through aesthetic means because, had the memorial truly disappeared, there would be nothing 

left to see and no indication that there had been commemorative activity on the site in the first 

place. 

As stated previously, connections and distinctions can be made between memorials and 

counter-memorials and between works of Boullée, Noguchi, Woods and Oldenburg but it is 

not my aim to conclusively define them. Categorisations can be helpful but they can also be 

reductive. If, for example, counter-monuments are deemed inherently provocative - spatially, 

affectively and mnemonically – then, one assumes, their aim is to produce a strong response in 

the viewer from outrage to regret.  Boullée’s monuments, true to their time, were designed to 

inspire awe and conjure the sublime through stars, moonlight and shadows. Consigning them 

to Romantic history is to miss his search for a buried or underground architecture that links it 

to the sinking MaF column in Harburg despite the differences in their scale and kinesis.  

Woods, in his tomb for Einstein, anticipates the technological developments that will enable 

his design to travel the universe whereas Noguchi seems to caution against the destructive 

power of technology. Both point to the future, not the past, and yet neither progressed their 

concepts beyond model form.  To that extent, they engaged creatively, speculatively and 

personally with commemoration whereas those engaged in counter-memorial practices, such 

as Gerz and Shalev-Gerz, take a more critical and public facing stance. Boullée and Oldenburg 

proposed work that was monumentally scaled but not traditionally structured. Likewise, 

Woods’ proposal for a monument that travels on a beam of light has a commemorative intent 

but is not traditional in its approach. Their work could be described as anti-monumental in that 

they are visual expressions of awe, absurdity and abstract or conceptual thought.  

Similarly anti-monumental, Maya Lin’s initial idea for the VVM was born out of a conceptual 

synthesis of futurity and the absurdly playful. As an architecture student at Yale, part of her 

course work entailed designing a memorial for a speculative World War III.  Lin’s research 
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into funerary architecture led her to WWI memorials in France and subsequently to the work 

of Lutyens. Lin was working on this memorial project when the competition for the VVM came 

to her attention. Her ideas for a potential future conflict were incorporated into her proposal for 

the competition which she famously won but not without controversy.   Lin’s initial concept 

for the VVM was made by sculpting the mashed potatoes she had cooked for dinner (Lin, 2000) 

However, the finished form (inaugurated in 1982), was a V-shaped wedge made of polished 

black granite which sloped from its highest point of ten metres into the ground seventy-five 

metres away. Along the retaining walls the names of over 58,000 dead were engraved in 

chronological order. The names had been arranged so that the first of those to die came together 

with the last, where the walls joined at the apex.   Much has been written about this influential 

memorial since its completion (Foss, 1986; Sturken, 1991; Edkins, 2003; Feldman, 2003) but 

Lin reserved comment until the publication of her artistic memoir Boundaries (2000). It is from 

Lin that the playful and gastronomic origins of the memorial are revealed. After its completion 

it was called amongst many other things, a “black gash of shame”. Sturken explains how this 

is a “racist reading of the colour black” and a sexist interpretation of the use of the earth to 

house a sunken memorial adjacent to other monuments along the Mall which were prominent, 

phallic and white (1991:122-123). Lin was subjected to vitriol not least because of her Chinese-

American heritage. For some, this made her an unsuitable candidate to design a memorial for 

what was, after all, an American defeat in Asia (Edkins, 2003; Sturken, 1991). I think here of 

how Isamu Noguchi’s proposals for a cenotaph for Hiroshima were rejected because of his 

heritage and how his underground chamber, also in black granite, prefigures Lin’s subterranean 

memorial form.  

Young (2016a) connects Lin to Lutyens in his counter-memorial arc and there are resonances 

through their minimalist approach to design. Lin’s memorial was for veterans, not for victory, 

as was Jagger’s Artillery Memorial. The VVM has become a shrine where the accumulation of 

over 250,000 tributes and mementoes has necessitated their ongoing removal and storage in 

the archive of the National Parks Service (2021), who are responsible for the memorial’s 

maintenance. For me, the stronger connection is one of openness, or lack of foreclosure. Earlier 

I noted how Lutyens’ use of entasis or invisible curvature, suggests the arc of a monumental 

circle which is always being described. Likewise, Lin’s V-shaped memorial, widening out from 

its apex, suggests an infinite descent to sections of the wall that we cannot see and names we 

cannot read. As the wall disappears below ground, we are no longer reflected against its surface 

and thus on the same plane as the names of the dead. They are beyond the terrestrial, like 
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Boullée’s buried architecture. Lutyens’ work is sombre and austere but to me, it does not 

possess the haunted quality of Lin’s design. Despite the positive response to the VVM by 

veterans and the families of those who had died, it was somehow not enough, as the Cenotaph 

was. Even though Lin objected, several more conventional additions have been made and 

funded by the Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund, the original funders of Lin’s design (VVMF, 

2021).  

In 1984, sculptor Frederick Hart, who came third in the initial VVM competition, made a trio 

of heroic bronze soldiers which were installed on the ground above the memorial. In 1993, 

after years of lobbying by the Vietnam Women’s Memorial Foundation, artist Glenna 

Goodacre had her memorial to the women who served in Vietnam installed in front of the 

memorial. Also in bronze, this depicted three women medics in fatigues attending to a wounded 

soldier. In 2000, a memorial plaque to commemorate those who died from wounds after 

returning from Vietnam was also erected at the site. Plans for an educational centre beside the 

memorial were put forward jointly by the National Parks Service and the Vietnam Veterans 

Fund in 2003, but these were cancelled in 2018 due to lack of funds. Currently, a three-quarter 

scale facsimile of the VVM, known as the Wall That Heals tours the States as part of a mobile 

educational exhibition designed to facilitate those who cannot travel to Washington to see the 

original (Sylvester, 2019).   

The VVM can be included within a genealogy of counter-memorial forms. It was literally a 

ground-breaking move away from the nearby Lincoln Memorial and the Washington 

Monument, but it would be difficult to credit it as the only progenitor of the counter- memorial 

form that developed in the 1980s in Germany pace Young, as my examination of the work of 

others from Boullée to Oldenburg has shown. What is interesting is how the simple elegance 

of Lin’s design has been added to over the years whilst Lutyens’ Cenotaph was not. The VVM 

which was conceived as spatially distinct from other memorials along the Mall (and anti-them 

in colour and composition) has become a combi-memorial through the addition of two sets of 

figurative sculptures and a panel of text. It has also been reproduced, scaled down and renamed 

as part of a mobile mimesis which tours the country in the back of a truck and sets up in the 

car parks of shopping malls. In my view, through this system of transmogrification, the VVM 

has been decentralised and diluted. It was not permitted to simply be, as Curl (1993) argued a 

true memorial should. Now, the sum of its parts includes a roadshow, an archive of artefacts, 

and supplementary figurative works that counter the abstract minimalism of the original. In 

this way the VVM - by default - has become aligned with contemporary memorial practices that 
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are deliberately diverse in approach, distribution and levels of engagement. The Wall That 

Heals is a benign reproduction that, for me, lacks the haunting quality of the original. Its role 

is pedagogical and didactic unlike the original, which was not. Memorial mimesis, or a 

combination of commemorative practices, however, can be powerful ways to reinvigorate or 

challenge memories of the past. In the next section I will consider these pluralities of practice 

and what they mean for the inner life of the monument. 

 

iii) The plural 

A substantial body of scholarly research exists which looks at the history, development and 

design of monuments and memorials from prehistory to the present. This is not surprising given 

that war and violence never cease and so there are an infinite procession of victims who need 

to be remembered. Despite this wealth of research which sets out the historical development of 

memorials (Michalski, 1998; Niven, 2007; Doss, 2010; Neumann, 2018; Sumartojo, 2018), or 

which critiques the aesthetics and symbolism associated with their physical appearance 

(Feldman, 2003; Carroll, 2005; Winter, 2017) and/or their change in use from static edifices of 

memory to sites of engagement (Lupu, 2003; Deturk, 2017; Stevens and Franck, 2016) there is 

little to be found within the literature that allows for an in depth analysis of their production as 

part of an artistic and intellectual engagement. In other words, the existing literature does not 

do enough to engage with the creative process that sits beneath the realisation of a memorial in 

material form. This is because monuments and memorials are analysed and critiqued at the end 

point of their design or manufacture, which means that most of the literature misses the creative 

(or research and development) phase as described and documented progressively by the maker. 

The result of this is that we frequently only see the results of what “worked” or was deemed 

successful, but not the ideas and concepts which were set aside, discarded or destroyed. What 

we fail to see, as described by James E. Young is the “inner life” of the monument (1993: 14).  

In Chapters II and III of this thesis, I considered this inner life through, for example, the 

polarities of in/out, visible/invisible and alive/dead. But for Young, the “inner life” applied to 

the “tempestuous social, political and aesthetic forces” that governed the monuments coming 

into being. These internal forces were masked by its exterior façade. Whilst I agree with Young 

that the inner life of a memorial exists, I interpret its formation in different way. The process 

of bringing a monument (or its design) into being is not linear. Rather, it is a progression of 

entangled and complex ideas that come together to produce one finished piece. Underpinning 
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this process is the simple question of what a monument, or counter-monument, is meant to do. 

Is it meant to console or provoke; to challenge our assumptions of beauty or bravery; to inspire 

awe or to make us laugh, albeit nervously, as Oldenburg would have us do? As I have shown, 

distinguishing one form from the other or setting them in opposition is not a helpful binary. Do 

expectations that it should be part of a social or political project dictate its aesthetic or can a 

focus on aesthetics encompass these wider concerns (Carroll, 2005)? As Curl says, “A true 

memorial should simply be and not be confused with good works” (1993:316). Karen Feldman 

has identified fundamental issues which are important for this project. She asks:  

What concrete shape does public mourning and memorialising take when this shape 

should accommodate, facilitate, or even perform these processes for many, many 

people? How can mourning, memorialising and the acknowledgement of terrible loss 

happen in an object, in a thing or a work? (2003:296).  

Young’s understanding of the inner life of a monument suggests that it was formed by the 

external forces acting upon it. This is a move from the outside to the inside of an object, and 

the implication is that exterior forces create the inner life, rendering the object as a passive 

receptacle that withholds and protects that which it receives. Feldman, in my opinion, accepts 

the inner life of an object but she questions how it got there and how it operates externally as 

part of commemorative practices. To answer these questions, I believe, one must know what 

has been put into the object by its maker and accept that this input extends beyond the material. 

When released, these unseen things (thoughts, reveries, speculations) are what has shaped the 

object and what engages with the mourning process. Returning to Young: as with the 

monument, the artist is equally subject to external social and political forces so one can say 

that the inner life of both are shaped by the same things when they are entangled in the process 

of making. They are, after Foucault, part of the same discursive practices but the social and 

political practices of the 1780s or 1980s are not the same as now. 

In late 2001, for example, artist Paul Gough installed a Faux Cenotaph in the foyer of the 

Watershed Media Centre in Bristol. The artwork was intended as a critique of the often high 

language of commemoration (honour, glory, sacrifice) and so the piece was about 

commemoration and not an act of commemoration. The work was installed soon after 9/11 and 

the subsequent bombing of Afghanistan. Over a six-week period, unseen members of the public 

reacted to the work by re-inscribing it; leaving their own messages, sticking sheets of paper 

over it with printed slogans and even placing objects and ephemera at its base – all on an anti-
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war theme.21 The artist did not try to prevent these progressively intrusive interventions and 

indeed, embraced them. For him, the artwork became a “… locus of discursive activity” that 

welcomed dialogue and contestation, rather than attempting to silence it (Gough and Morgan, 

2013:106). Once a memorial arrives in public space, the artist has little control over what 

happens to it. In Faux Cenotaph, as with the Gerzs’ lead column, public engagement extends 

beyond looking to allow the public to embellish and/or destroy the work. The memorial is 

therefore shaped by a multitude of forces, including the thoughts and feelings of the artist, the 

material choices they made and the interventions – sympathetic or otherwise – of the viewer. 

Faux Cenotaph is illustrative of a shift towards “memorial activism” (Niven, 2020: n.p). This 

phenomenon has reignited interest in monuments and memorials and recognises that their 

traditional function as mnemonic devices is problematic. Currently, the debate over history, 

memory and commemoration is focused on memorials. It is not enough to ask who gets 

remembered and why; one must also question how history was recorded and by whom. These 

issues were considered as part of the discussion of Foucault’s archaeological and genealogical 

method in Chapter II.  In this section, I want to illustrate how memorial activism operates at 

the different social, political and aesthetic levels that Young referred to in his thesis on the 

inner life of a monument. What interests me, in response to Feldman, is how and by whom the 

memorial object is shaped in the first place.  

The cases below are used to demonstrate the variety of social, political and aesthetic forces that 

bring a monument into being and the shape that an object takes when performing 

memorialisation. I am particularly interested in the artist’s role in this construction: how they 

navigate these external forces in their practice of making, and how the ‘inner life’ of a 

monument emerges in the interplay between the artist, the material and the discursive forces 

pressing in on the creative scene. 

Formed in Germany in 2009, the Centre for Political Beauty (henceforth CPB) argue that the 

State is apathetic towards its history and that its indifference to the past extends into the present 

through its approach to refugees. The aim of CPB is to fuse “… the power of fantasy with the 

power of history” through radical artistic interventions (CPB, 2021: n.p.). On their website, 

CPB invite the public to join their campaigns not as members but as accomplices and they 

describe their activities not as projects, but as operations. These operations are public, 

                                                           
21 At the same time that Faux Cenotaph was exhibited, the artist held a separate exhibition of drawings of 

memorial forms in the Bristol Architecture Centre which is located across the harbour from the Watershed 

venue. These drawings were not subject to controversy or interference (Gough and Morgan, 2013). 
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performative and provocative but they are underpinned with detailed logistical planning, legal 

support, media savvy and extensive documentation of all their activities including current court 

proceedings in which they are named (CPB, 2021). In 2017, for example, CPB rented a plot of 

land adjacent to the house of Björn Höcke in the small village of Bornhagen.  As a member of 

the right wing Alternative for Germany Party, Höcke had publicly condemned Eisenman’s 

MMJE stating that its presence in the heart of Berlin was a shame on the German people. In 

response, and under the pretext of house building, CPB recreated a section of Eisenman’s 

memorial on their property so that it could be seen from Höcke’s bedroom [see Fig. 18 below]. 

The operation took ten months from planning to installation. Twenty four concrete stelae were 

fabricated off-site. Each one was an exact replica of one of the columns in the Eisenman 

memorial. When ready, they were delivered and installed under tarpaulins so that until the final 

reveal, Höcke had no idea what his new neighbours had been planning. To date, out of seven 

legal actions taken against them, CPB have won five, with two still pending a decision. A 

statement on the group’s website claims that the project is “A monument against the creeping 

normalisation of fascism in Germany” and that it is their gift to Höcke.  

 

 

Figure 18 CPB, (2018). The Bornhagen memorial from Höcke’s view. Photograph. Source: 
https://politicalbeauty.com/memorial.html (Accessed: 7 February 2022) 

 

A less confrontational approach to the recovery of memory is taken by Nonument, an art and 

research collective which was started by The Museum of Transitory Art in Ljubljana, Slovenia. 

Nonuments, as defined in the group’s recent publication are “… twentieth century built spaces 

that used to have a strong symbolic value and have the potential to be repurposed, reclaimed 

https://politicalbeauty.com/memorial.html


99 
 

and reused” (Kosec, Tomsić and Baraga, 2020: 281).  To date, the group have studied, mapped 

and archived an eclectic range of spaces and buildings from former flak towers to forgotten 

railways as well as the Brutalist monuments, or spomeniks, found throughout the former 

Yugoslavia.22 The website also holds an extensive archive of European nonuments (Nonument 

Group, 2021). Although the history of some of these structures begins with Word War II, the 

recovery of memories from this time - including the Holocaust - is not the sole focus of the 

group which contrasts with the counter-memorial project in Germany the 1980’s.  On the 

group’s website each nonument has a condition report, documentary photographs and an oral 

history given by locals who remember, or took part in, the nonument’s construction. Members 

of the public are invited to send images for inclusion in the archive and in this way they are 

contributors to the construction of a nonumental genealogy.  In another section of the website, 

there are selected theoretical essays on nonuments as a global phenomenon. For the Nonument 

group, their archive is a “map of tensions” and their purpose is to explore what happens to 

memory when these tensions are released through the repurposing or even destruction of 

historical objects.  

In Philadelphia, Monument Lab take a similar critical and creative approach to the recovery of 

the past in the USA.  Founded in 2012 by art curator and historian Paul Farber and artist Ken 

Lum, the key question for Monument Lab is “What is an appropriate monument for the current 

city of Philadelphia?” (Farber and Lum, 2020: x). To answer this they work with artists, 

scholars, students and municipalities across the USA. Through a programme of community 

workshops and seminars, Monument Lab develop ideas for prototypes of monuments that may 

never get made but they also commission artists to create public sculpture which has relevance 

to its locale. By working in this open ended and consultative way, they seek to unearth the next 

generation of monuments. So far, the work produced by commissioned artists (working 

independently and with members of the public) has included monuments that are performative 

– using light and/or sound; poems, figurative and abstract sculpture and time based works 

where the remains of urban landmarks are archaeologically excavated and recorded. The 

monuments are based on issues and themes that have been raised by the participants in 

organised workshops. Rather than the commemoration of an individual or an event, the themes 

                                                           
22 Spomeniks are abstract memorials built between the 1960s and 1990s that commemorate the trauma of 

occupation by axis forces during World War II and the triumphs of Tito’s resistance army. Constructed in a 

Brutalist style, almost always in concrete, they are found throughout Slovenia, Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Kosovo and Montenegro and Macedonia. Although many have fallen into a ruinous state, renewed 

interest in their history has led to their preservation. See: Niebyl (2018).   
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address topics such as migration and immigration, regeneration and how to acknowledge the 

indigenous heritage of the city. Similar to CPB in Germany, and Nonument in Ljubljana, 

Monument Lab maintain an active website of their activities including essays by artists and 

academics, as well as video and podcast material on seminars and lectures (Monument Lab, 

2021).  

What I hoped to show by engaging with the work of CPB, Monument Lab and Nonument, is 

that the shape an object takes when performing mourning or memorialisation is not fixed, but 

fluid, dynamic and multi-disciplinary. It may not be shaped by one artist but by many through 

collective endeavour and collaboration. Each of these groups critically and creatively engages 

with the past, in different ways and for different reasons but all of them take a methodical 

approach to documenting and archiving their work so that it is widely accessible. In this way, 

the archives they construct are not concretised or fixed but rather part of an ongoing process of 

recovering the overlooked. The groups share a commitment to memory whether it is to 

remember people, events or buildings from the past but their interventions confront history in 

diverse ways from grass roots engagement to public spectacle. Aspects of their work may be 

considered anti-memorial where non-traditional subjects are commemorated in unconventional 

ways. For me, much of the work of these collectives results in combi-memorials (after Niven, 

2013) where the artwork or the subject of the research is understood through an archive which 

the public have helped to construct.  Just as Eisenmann’s MMJE was situated above an 

interpretive centre, so its partial replica recreated by CPB, extends its life through ongoing 

media debate and legal challenges advocating its removal.  

CPB are provocateurs. In all of their operations they seek to shame the German Government. 

Like a counter-monument, they throw this shame back at the state and demand action. 

However, unlike a counter-memorial which disappears into a void, CPB perform their 

memorial practices publicly and defiantly, confident of their moral authority and commitment 

to critical subversion. Nonument accept that there is a plurality of memories and therefore the 

ways in which they address defunct political ideologies and the legacy of their abandoned 

infrastructure is less about creating controversy and more about honouring the multiplicity of 

memory. Through the recovery of the traces and remains of the past, Nonument bring the past 

into the present to reassess and re-purpose it. Monument Lab recover and recontextualise the 

past through the creation of new memorial forms for the present. Politically, their projects 

engage with subjects such as civil rights, structural racism, colonial history and the contentious 

monuments these historical forces engendered. In 2021, they are undertaking a US wide 
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memorial audit which will inform the direction of their future work.  In sum, each of these 

three groups responds to the social and political forces that surround them but there is no 

singular aesthetic approach to the construction, performance and/or delivery of their memorial 

objects.  This is understandable as they have been shaped by different forces and the alternative 

genealogies they create are relevant to their specific interests. While the concerns of these 

collective projects shape my own approach to memorials, I am more interested in the work of 

the individual artists who, in my view, have made work which sits within an expanded counter- 

memorial field. This work troubles the construction of space, the use of the void and the shape 

that mourning takes through the presence and absence of material form. In the next section, I 

begin with the work of Christian Boltanski and follow this with the work of Rachel Whiteread. 

 

4.4 Part III: The missing 

 

There it is! Is that it? I admit, I was a little ashamed of myself but, if you are not 

sure what you are looking for then how can you know when you find it? Still, it 

was hard to have the image of myself as a Berlin flaneur dislodged so obviously 

by the realisation that what I was looking for had been there all the time. Over the 

years, I had often passed by it without knowing, even when I was actively trying to 

find it. There was little consolation to be had in the knowledge that when I first 

started this periodic quest, sleuthing was done the old fashioned way with a map 

and guidebook in hand. Now, a smart phone GPS plotted me as a little blue dot 

moving along a familiar street so I could be certain I was in the right place. Even 

so, on reaching the location I had to rotate myself a few times, doubting. Wasn’t I 

here before? I looked across the street to the gap between two houses. Is that it? 

That can’t be it. But it was and the clue was in the name. Missing House.  
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Figure 19 Boltanski, C. (1990). Missing House. Site specific installation. Source: Traces of War 
https://www.tracesofwar.com/sights/2991/The-Missing-House.htm (Accessed: 3 February 2022) 

 

The site of 15/16 Grosse Hamburger Strasse, Berlin was destroyed by allied bombing in 

February 1945. On either side of the gap, the houses remained intact with their gable ends 

exposed and facing each other across the breach.  Christian Boltanski (1944 - 2021) was one 

of a group of artists selected to make work in response to German reunification in 1990 and he 

chose this derelict site. On each gable end, level with former stairways and landings, he placed 

a series of plaques. These recorded the name, occupation, birth and death dates and length of 

tenancy of the people who had been killed when the house was destroyed (see Fig. 19 above). 

I had first sought out Missing House in the expectation of finding a memorial to the Holocaust 

in a concrete or recognisable form but this memorial had no physical presence. According to 

Küchler this type of assumption occurs because “We still customarily conceptualise the 

memorial’s value as residing in the object… rather than in a mental resource created by the 

object’s disappearance” (1999: 62). Furthermore, Missing House is not a Holocaust memorial. 

Solomon-Godeau (1998) states that the former Jewish tenants of the house would already have 

been deported by 1942 and presumed dead so the names commemorate the local residents or 

non-combatants who were still living in Berlin in 1945. The building had a layered history and 

as Solomon-Godeau explains “The gap in the building, its central void, presents obvious 

https://www.tracesofwar.com/sights/2991/The-Missing-House.htm
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analogies to what is now missing in German National Life, namely the presence of its once 

flourishing Jewish Community” (ibid: 17). Boltanski never aligned Missing House with the 

Holocaust although he was surely aware of its location across the street from Berlin’s oldest 

Jewish Cemetery and its proximity to nearby Jewish schools. Missing House, as with much of 

his work, is for all of the dead.23 

Missing House is a building that cannot be seen. Nameless Library has books that cannot be 

read. Both refuse entry. The former is not a Holocaust memorial but the latter is, as revealed 

by its more formal name, the Judenplatz Holocaust Memorial (see Fig. 20 below). In 1996, 

following an international competition, sculptor Rachel Whiteread (1963 - ) was awarded the 

commission to create a Holocaust memorial in Vienna. True to her artistic practice of casting 

interior spaces and exhibiting them as inverted sculptural forms (bookshelves, staircases, 

bathtubs), Whiteread created a cube shaped memorial that was surrounded on all four sides by 

books.  In this instance, however, the work was an assemblage of parts, rather than a single 

casting made from an individual space (Carley, 2010; Mullins, 2004). The monument, made of 

concrete, is located in a small pedestrian square of mainly Baroque buildings in the old Jewish 

Quarter of Vienna. Nameless Library has the scale of a room that might be found within one 

of these buildings, but as the memorial is sealed by double doors that have no handles, only the 

exterior is accessible and so we cannot compare the two.  Walking around the memorial (as I 

did in 2013) one sees rows of identically sized books, floating on invisible shelves, that are 

suggested by the darkness of the negative space above and below each row. The spines of the 

books face inwards. Carley (2010) proposes that the uniform height of the books is a reference 

to Nazi ideals of conformity on the one hand and their hatred for seditious books on the other. 

She explains that, for the Jewish people, the first memorials were in book form (ibid: 27) and 

therefore the choice of the book as a memorial device can be read in multiple ways.24  

 

                                                           
23 Both Christian Boltanski and Rachael Whiteread were invited to submit proposals for competition to design 

the Holocaust Memorial in Berlin which Eisenman eventually won.  Both refused the invitation as they were 

committed to developing their ideas for Missing House, also in Berlin and Nameless Library, in Vienna. The 

chronology of the competition is detailed by James Young (2000) who was one of the judges.  
24 In 1995 the memorial Empty Library was installed belowground in Bebelplatz, Berlin. The memorial was 

located on the site of the 1933 book burning by Nazi students and was formed by constructing an underground 

chamber that contained empty bookshelves. The interior could only be viewed from above, through a glass 

panel. For more on this see: Michalski (1998), Young (2016b), and Stevens and Franck (2016).   
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Figure 20 Whiteread, R. (2000) Judenplatz Holocaust Memorial, Vienna.  Source: Author, 2013. 

 

Whiteread, in my view, has made the books doubly illegible. By casting them in concrete, they 

cannot be removed and by reversing the traditional placement of books on a shelf, we have no 

indication of their subject matter. For me, there is a corporeal metaphor in this deliberate 

positioning. The spine is the hidden structural support of the body and this may be symbolic of 

the importance of books to Jewish life and belief. That Whiteread chose to conceal them 

suggests to me a degree of dignity and respect. Stevens and Franck (2016) likened its squat and 

austere appearance to a bunker and while there is a physical similarity, bunkers have openings 

that permitted observation whereas the Library does not. It is impenetrable.  The Nameless 

Library sits on a low platform around which are listed the names of the camps where Vienna’s 

Jews were deported – a depressing A to Z of inhumanity from Auschwitz to Zamośc. One 

leaves the square informed that in 1421 the first synagogue on the site was razed. That 1938 

was the year of the Anschluss and that in 2000 the memorial was complete. Made from 

concrete, it will not easily disappear. 

What interests me here is how Missing House and Nameless Library behave within the 

parameters of the exemplar counter-memorial form as defined by Young; how they operate 

within and against the canon. Both are provocative, but subtly so. The Gerzs’ disappearing 

Monument against Fascism, for me, is simultaneously didactic and dialogical through its 

invitation to interact with the memorial and its signalling of shame. Collectives like the CPB 



105 
 

make work that is confrontational as they do not aim for subtlety but for moral authority. The 

search for Missing House provoked a sense of embarrassment and frustration in me due to my 

inability to find it. Once there, however, I could appreciate the void as analogous to the space 

left by those who had been murdered or deported but they were not Jews and the artist stated 

that it was not a Holocaust memorial. It is the space between two walls. As noted in Chapter 

II, Barad tells us a void is not nothing but in Grosse Hamburger Strasse, I initially passed by 

the gap in the streetscape assuming it was a vacant site awaiting redevelopment.  Without the 

information panels on the walls I might never have found it.  These panels are not obtrusive 

but neither are those on the upper levels easily read. Boltanksi’s light touch, for me, expresses 

Curl’s sentiment of letting a memorial simply be by allowing the gap between two buildings to 

represent the memory of that which no longer exists. 

Nameless Library elicited an aesthetic response and a personal appreciation of Whiteread’s 

craft. The structure invited touch, but not violation, and its surface remains pristine. It is settled 

in place, fixed and solid, and so it will not disappear. As such, it does not behave wholly as a 

counter-memorial should (after Young).  The void left by Missing House has no materiality. 

Rather, it is an echo chamber for the noise generated by the living in the surrounding 

apartments, cafes and cars. When Robert Musil famously wrote in the 1930s “There is nothing 

in this world as invisible as a monument” he meant those 19th C. statues which occupy our 

streetscapes and which we ignore due to overfamiliarity (Musil in Wortsman, 1995:64). He 

continued that sculptors should borrow from the world of advertising and that monuments 

should develop a ‘gimmick’ to attract our attention “… in an age of noise and movement” 

(ibid). Blowing up the Brandenburg Gate, as Hoheisel proposed, was a conceptual gimmick 

that would never be executed. For me, it is the invisibility of the Missing House that makes it 

so powerful. It announces itself through absence in a way that reinvigorates the memorial and 

counter-memorial form.  Should the void be filled with a building, due to the demands for 

property in central Berlin, then the symbolic value of the site would be lost and its fundamental 

nature would have been changed although it would be enfolded into the palimpsest of German 

history. This lends it a vulnerability as its fate is subject to market forces. As such it aligns to 

the unsettledness of the counter-memorial form as it is not fixed but vulnerable to change. It 

might, therefore, be of interest to groups such as Nonument for inclusion on their database as 

evidence of a lost ideology and its infrastructure.   

In relation to memory, neither House nor Library “throw it back” at us as forcefully as Young 

suggests the counter-memorial does (1993 and 2000). They provide us with sufficient textual 
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information to do the memory work ourselves.  In Whiteread’s memorial, the memories are 

contained within a closed universe. The books are not ours to read. They cannot be opened and 

we can never fully comprehend the plight of those who owned them. Instead we are directed 

to the names of the concentration camps around the base so that, if inclined, we can undertake 

our own research. Similarly, Boltanski provides enough information on the occupants of the 

Missing House so that if traces of them remain in the archive, they might be recovered. The 

site is not pristine – few places in Berlin are free from graffiti - but that is not to say such 

violation is welcome.  

For me, both Library and House are examples of haunted memorials. One is a Holocaust 

memorial the other is not, yet neither is fully counter-memorial. Though they may share some 

values with the form, they execute them differently. House does not construct space, it re - uses 

it by existing in the gap between two things it is not.  Library is both there and yet not there in 

the sense that the living cannot enter or remove a book from the shelf but the dead may already 

be inside, reading. Neither is fully anti-memorial as, despite their unique execution of form, 

they address the Second World War and the Holocaust, subjects that are already well 

represented in traditional memorial practices. They are the result of individual not collective 

artistic endeavour and each has retained its autonomy without extraneous additions such as 

narrative figurative sculpture and/or interpretive centres so neither could be categorised as a 

combi-memorial.  

I describe them as haunted because, to me, they are shaped by the themes that were considered 

in the previous chapter. They are ambiguous and liminal; screens for our own thought 

projections. They wound. The punctum is evoked because these are memorials we either cannot 

see or enter. They are paradoxically dysfunctional. In Nameless Library, the inside is already 

the outside but the books are reversed. We have to feel for ourselves what pushes through from 

the blind field. The library is sealed; there is a threshold but we cannot cross it so there is no 

hospitality extended to the living. It is difficult to see where the anterior and posterior borders 

of Missing House start and end as it is defined by its side walls. The haunting is within this 

gap, in the unheimlich of the ambiguous domestic space.  

Conclusion  

This chapter has explained what monuments are through a consideration of the diverse forms 

that they take. I was particularly interested to challenge a dominant and very linear account of 

the origin and development of counter-memorials so that my concepts for a Troubles memorial 
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could sit within a more diverse field of practice. My work does not emulate Young’s nor could 

it hope to. Rather, it builds on his insights by developing a more expansive and pluralising arc 

of memorial forms that includes a multiplicity of structures and imaginings: this is the 

alternative genealogy that generates the core of my research. Moreover, by foregrounding the 

voice and practice of artists in my alternative genealogy – and as an artist myself – I am able to 

pay attention to gaps which Young and those using his work have not addressed.  

In summary, my alternative genealogy of counter-memorials now includes examples from the 

eighteenth-century to the present and it acknowledges a move towards more integrated 

memorial practices that deploy activism, conservation and criticality to engage with the past 

through collaboration and public engagement. I do not suggest I will follow this way of working 

despite my interest in those who do. Instead, I am drawn to the work of the individual artist and 

not the collective and to works which are ambitious and ambiguous. This work may exist in a 

world which sits below this one (Laird, 2016) or in outer space. It might exist in speculative 

form as a design, a model or a sketch but it could also remain only in the spaces of the 

imagination.   

And so it is primarily the work of Boullée, Woods, Noguchi and Boltanski that hold most appeal 

for me. Their ideas are speculative, monumentally ambitious, frequently unrealised and 

haunting. None of these works fits rigidly within the norms of the counter-memorial form as 

offered by Young, as all of them exceed its parameters. Of the four, Boltanksi’s Missing House 

is the one memorial that can be seen, albeit as an absence, and the one that exists, immaterially, 

between two things it is not. Just as the house that once stood on the site of Grosse Hamburger 

Strasse has a layered history so too do the memories of trying to find it form traces of searches 

in my memory. Its immateriality renders it an open wound in the streetscape and our mind must 

go into the gaps to seek out its ghosts. As with Nameless Library, the ghosts may be inside 

looking out at me. By seeing things from a different and strange perspective, we can begin to 

imagine how remembering the Troubles in a memorial form might start to materialise. It can 

exist as an idea that gets made when the time (technologically, economically and societally) is 

right to make it. Equally, the right time never arrive so it may never get made. If, as I have 

suggested, a new genealogy of memorials need not arise from a linear progression of historical 

form and ideas (as it includes memorials out of time and space) then it seems logical to consider 

alternative chronologies of Time in order to establish when a Troubles memorial might appear. 
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Chapter Five:  Time. A structure of nothingness. 

 

I imagine a round clock face that shows time differently, without numbers and without 

minutes moving into hours. Using my stretched out arms as sticks that end in charcoal, I 

describe a near perfect circle on the wall. The mechanism is me, my feet stand in the 

present, my head points to the past. I fit into the drawing, a circle on a square, and pose 

like Vitruvian man. The X of my body touches the circumference, not to measure 

perfection but to place myself inside time. My hands are the hands of the clock and my 

arms are equal in length so there is no dominance here. The second is not diminished by 

the minute and the minute is not swallowed by the hour. There is no big hand at twelve 

and small hand at three. There is no quarter to or half past. I face the clock and read the 

time as remember/forget; hold on/let go and blame/forgive. This is time cancelled out. Let 

go/then; now/forget. This is didactic, dictating time. The time of should. In the middle of 

this circle of time, my heart beats out its wounds. When is the right time to let go? Am I 

too fast to blame and too slow to forgive? I imagine this clock as a sun dial with me 

standing like a rod in the centre of the plate. Through me, the sun casts a shadow on time. 

Over time, I become both light and shade.  

 

 

                             Figure 21. Thinking through time. Drawing. Charcoal on paper. 150 cm x 150 cm. 2021 
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5.1 Introduction: Finding time 

How will we know when the time is right for a Troubles memorial? How do we know the right 

time for anything? We can tell time but we cannot make it. Like the White Rabbit in Alice and 

Wonderland, much of our time is spent proclaiming our lateness and the need for more time. 

But we are not fictional characters in an imagined world, nor are we ghosts. We do not share 

their temporal agility because our world relies on agreed measures of time. These are read and 

understood as a series of standardised units (minutes and hours) transposed to tangible objects 

such as wrist watches, and intangible ones, such as international time zones. Yearly calendars 

remind us of important secular and religious dates. Our work and leisure time revolve around 

them and so it seems that modern Western life is governed by the ticking of a clock and not by 

the setting sun. Is humanity out of joint with time? Time itself is a human construct that varies 

in how it is experienced. Memorials are not governed by time as we are; their relationship with 

time outlasts our own. In this chapter, I want to argue that just as memorials need not build on, 

or develop from, historic precedents (as they may be influenced by futuristic ideas that no 

longer exist) so too they need not conform to a linear chronology of time as we understand it. 

For example, two synchronised clocks will eventually become out of sync if they are placed at 

different altitudes. The higher clock will run faster than the lower because it is further from the 

pull of Earth’s gravity. Physicist Carlo Rovelli explains how “Time does not work as we 

customarily imagine it does” (2014: 153).  The difficulties of accurately measuring time due to 

localised variations mean we must think of it as a “localised phenomenon” despite the efforts 

of those from Galileo to Einstein who worked to universalise it through theory (ibid).  My focus 

here is not on the laws of time but on its immateriality and how it acts on/with/through material 

objects such as monuments and memorials. I want to think through different concepts of time 

to comprehend both time and timing in relation to a Troubles memorial in order to understand 

if the localised time of the Troubles is out of joint or even ruptured and where our understanding 

of it runs fast or slow. If memorials can be both there/not there, disappear over time and even 

withstand the test of time (as I showed in Chapter IV) then within what temporality - or when 

- should a Troubles memorial appear, if at all? This chapter is not a study of horology. Instead, 

it is a search for a polychronic temporality, a spectral moment that is not governed by absolutes 

and which can be understood from a multiplicity of perspectives. To guide this search and to 

help me to answer the questions above, I have divided the chapter into three parts. 



110 
 

In Part I, Time and Memorials, I examine the nature of time and some of the ways it operates 

in the physical world from an anthropocentric perspective. This serves to establish the 

connection between time and memorial representation and I develop this theme to reflect on 

time and materiality where, respectively, one renders the other as ruin. In Part II, Time and the 

Troubles, I consider the temporal aspect of the Troubles outside of the durational, to critically 

reflect on the timing of a Troubles memorial and to ask if thinking of one is still untimely. This 

brings in the work of scholars who have considered the localised nature of the Northern Ireland 

conflict against a wider field of commemorative practice. Part III, Troubling Time, outlines 

alternative temporalities as proposed by Jenny Edkins (2003), Karen Barad (2018), Heather 

Laird (2016) and Donna Haraway (2016). Their theories, arguments and speculations create 

the space for an imaginative reflection that helps me to visualise how time, rather than acting 

on a memorial (and thus witnessing its ruin or contemporary irrelevance) can become an 

agentive force within the memorial by measuring time in a non-numerical, non-linear way. In 

the conclusion, I explain my understanding of time and indicate how, as an entangled construct, 

it could be materialised in a memorial for the Troubles so that it is temporally ambiguous, non-

localised and yet paradoxically specific to Northern Ireland. 

 

5.2 Part I: Time and Memorials 

Using a clock to tell the time and a calendar to remind us of important dates are everyday 

actions that provide a simple means of locating ourselves within our own timeframe of chores 

and responsibilities. Time, in this sense, can be viewed as a controlling mechanism. For 

Derrida, it is out of joint; for Rovelli it can be out of sync and for Barbara Adam (2003) time 

is both in and out of control; it has been commodified, compressed and colonised. In her 

critique of industrial time in the developed Western world, she contends that as time is money 

and money is power, then speed in terms of production is preferred. When the rhythms of nature 

are not fast enough for our consumerist needs, then biology can be manipulated through 

genotechnology to increase the productivity of plants and animals. In Adam’s argument time 

has been colonised by the imposition of standardised time zones which force developing 

countries to conform to the demands of global industry. She asks if we have reached the limits 

of linear clock time. By interrogating our current teleological approach to time with its future 

facing agenda, Adam claims that as technology now operates at light speed, then no more 

velocity is achievable and we now need to think how time can operate in alternative ways.  In 
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a world where financiers can bet against the future and increasing use is made of zero-hour 

contracts, Adam concludes that “… there is no governance of time” and therefore no 

accountability in the present, for what is yet to come (ibid: 74 -75). However, I don’t believe it 

is the case that time is out of control so much as people are not in control of their time. Those 

with privilege are in a better position to ‘clock out’ than those who have no choice but to remain 

‘clocked in’. The issue is that the use of time is not equal with the exception of one thing: 

despite technological advances, it seems that we can’t turn back the clock or go back in time 

no matter how strong the urge to do so can be.  

Techno-temporal anxieties are not new (see, for example, Virilio 1989 and 2002) and futuristic 

developments such as A.I. may or may not give us some of our own time back (by making us 

redundant) but rather than explore these concerns I want to suggest ways to trouble temporal 

and calendrical obedience. Time’s arrow points to the future but this can be challenged. If we 

think more creatively and inclusively about the past then we might think of time not as an arrow 

with a singular, linear teleology but as spokes on a wheel which point in multiple directions.  

For instance, Andrew Hom (2017) questions why, in IR, commemorations focus on big events 

or round number anniversaries such as centenaries. He argues that this reinforces the 

hegemonic timing of the state by rendering some histories worthy of commemoration while 

ignoring or marginalising others. State time synchronises the populace; it suggests continuity 

and links us to events in the past in a form of “temporal patriotism” (ibid: 452). The linearity 

of state time will be discussed further, with particular reference to Jenny Edkins’ (2003) 

scholarship. What I want to note here are Hom’s alternatives to state time, particularly his 

proposition that commemorating specific dates such as 9/11 takes focus from the days that 

came before and after the main event. In his argument, 9/12, the day after, was a day of 

uncertainty; the time before the War on Terror narrative was written. Hom does not explain 

what commemorating the day or the year before an atrocity would entail in practice but he does 

suggest that an awareness of the geo-politics of 1913 or 1946 would challenge the established 

temporal boundaries that separate the two World Wars.  Hom’s temporality is expansive. He 

includes the micro-political (calendars that acknowledge spike days for domestic violence) and 

the global (dates that mark extinctions and rises in ocean temperatures). To me, Hom’s concept 

of temporality is appealing because it pays attention to the overlooked and it goes beyond 

human interests. It is also concerned with the events that come before and after a historical 

event and not just the event itself as an isolated singularity.   
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Relatedly, Roger MacGinty (2021) argues that IR should be more temporally expansive and 

inclusive. Rather than maintaining a research emphasis that is post-1989, or predicated on 

“recentism, or a disproportionate focus on the present and recent past” (ibid: 3), MacGinty 

proposes that the study of historic conflicts is relevant to building an understanding of 

contemporary conflict. Where Hom argues for a micro-political and non-human presence in 

commemorative calendars, MacGinty argues for the inclusion of micro-sociological evidence 

such as “wartime memoires and personal diaries” as these represent vernacular histories which 

may be occluded from official accounts (2021: 1).  He acknowledges, however, that there may 

be a temporal disconnect between events as they were experienced and subsequently written 

down at a later date. Rather than view this as a negative, MacGinty proposes that the route to 

understanding the past is not linear, it is “messy” and it is often reached “…through forgetting, 

misremembering and privileging some accounts over others” (ibid: 13). 

John Law has considered messiness and singularity in more detail through his work on 

methodological practice (2004, 2006). Law argues, for example, that whilst different 

perspectives on a single reality can exist this is not the same as acknowledging the existence 

of multiple realities. For Law, if research only focuses on what can be scientifically known or 

measured then we miss out on those things that cannot be fully known because they are elusive, 

vague, indistinct and even immaterial. This omission is a form of academic Othering where 

work that is invisible, mundane or obvious is not deemed worthy of inclusion (2006). 

According to Law, the world is messy so the methods we use to understand it should be messy 

too. As Law says, “Realities are not flat. They are not consistent, coherent and definite” (ibid: 

14).  

In other words, an account of how one person experienced a specific point in time can be 

susceptible to ‘messiness’ if it is written in hindsight and it is likely that such a bottom-up 

account will be out of sync with the top down version of events. The state and the citizen are 

active at different altitudes so their use of time and conversely, how their time is used, and 

understood through its own reality, is not synchronous.  As Lefebvre claims, the state “crushes” 

time by regulating it through the division of time allotted to work and leisure (1991:23) and 

although there are points of resistance, our lives are controlled by the state. Lefebvre proposes 

that “a sort of rhythm analysis” when applied to the study of the body would reveal the 

multiplicity of rhythms that are active in and on the body (ibid:  205-207). These are not limited 

to the flow of energy associated with production and labour but also to how we move in time 

and space, listen to music or dance and behave as an entity with internal organs that possess 
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rhythms of their own. For Lefebvre, each rhythm occupies a unique spatio-temporal reality and 

he states that when the temporal rhythms of social practice have become more complicated and 

dominant than our natural rhythms, then the effect on our bodies can be unsettling. Haven’t we 

all felt time pressing in on us or wanted to dance to our own tune? 

This last point brings me to the relationship between time and the material, or as Lefebvre 

would argue, time and the production of labour. The state, or the powerful individual, must be 

able to control the time of others so that goods - and indeed monuments - can be made. This 

has happened throughout time and although MacGinty states that current conflicts can be 

understood by historical research he cautions that this should not go so deep into the past that 

research becomes unmanageable. Law’s argument is contra to this linearity. He proposes that   

all research is unmanageable or at least unruly because of the inclusion/exclusion dichotomy 

of the subject matter (2004, 2006). We cannot know everything about everything. 

When, for example, Neumann proposes that “Monuments try to halt time by narrating it in a 

material that is intended to last” (2018: 334) we can speculate the ways in which this could be 

achieved but we will never know for sure. Material durability makes monuments seem 

unchanging. Edifices made in stone like the pyramids are still visibly here, unlike monuments 

(or workers’ houses) made from mud bricks, which are not. I am intrigued by the concept of a 

monument trying to stop time as contained within this effort is a suggestion of agency, of fight 

back. Although Neumann’s point was metaphorical, to me, a monument is more than the sum 

of its material parts. It may have been fabricated in stone or bronze but these are not the only 

elements of its making as time and labour are part of the effort.  I am not sure if monuments 

try to stop time for themselves or for us, or if our presence in front of them forces us to think 

of time in another way. Monuments such as Stonehenge are from a distant time that we will 

never fully comprehend. It could be argued that through their age and bearing, ancient 

monuments transmit a sense of time past into our present, and they absorb and retain these 

present moments so that they may be released into the future when we are no longer there to 

receive them.  

A monument that tries to disobey a calendar or does something as defiant as stopping time is 

intriguing. We know from Chapter IV, how the Gerzs’ lead covered column in Harburg slowly 

submerged over a seven-year period. Its appearance and phased disappearance, however, was 

a comment on the rise and fall of a fanatic ideology and not in commemoration of a singular 

event. Lutyens’ plaster and wood Cenotaph was remade in stone so that it has withstood a 
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century of time. It continues to mark a specific temporal point on the 11th hour on the 11th day 

in November each year, but does it stop time? It could be that it splits it. To accommodate the 

state calendar, Armistice Day is observed on the 11th November when the First World War 

officially ended but the main commemoration, Remembrance Day, falls on the nearest Sunday 

to the 11th.   Each event holds a two-minute silence but even then a clock is ticking somewhere. 

So time itself does not stop but people stand still. Why would we, or a monument, want to stop 

time? Even if we could, just for a moment, are we certain it could be restarted for without this 

certainty then where is the future? The notion of stopping time seems absolute and too defined. 

The durable materials used in the construction of a monument can last for centuries but as is 

known (and as I will discuss in the next chapter) they can be destroyed or pulled down.  

Therefore, to finish this section, I want to think differently about time and materiality and to 

be more cognisant that monuments occupy their own time and space. To think of them only as 

a screen onto which humanity’s concept of time is projected, is to miss the inner life of the 

monument, its autonomous relationship to time and its material power to witness those things 

that were and were not commemorated; the messy uncertainties that were not carved in stone 

and the temporal transmissions that were not received.  

In 1903, art historian Aloïs Riegl examined Austrian monuments relevant to his appraisal of 

early twentieth-century conservation practices. In his evaluation, he claimed that although all 

monuments could be deemed historical, distinctions could be made between intentional or 

unintentional monuments and those which he described as having ‘age value’. Intentional 

monuments were from ancient times and had their ritualistic value assigned to them by their 

makers. Unintentional monuments stemmed from the Renaissance, and they had an art 

historical value ascribed to them by those who appreciated their aesthetic qualities. The “age 

value” of a monument was distinguished by the affective response it produced in the viewer 

who might be moved by the sensual appeal of a patina, or the crumbling decay wrought by the 

passage of time (1982:4). Riegl was aware that the time of the 19th C. “cult of monuments” was 

waning in the face of encroaching modernism. He conceded that the significance of the age-

value monument was yet to be known but he argued that interest in it required no art/historical 

knowledge and therefore it would have mass appeal. Riegl’s own interest in monuments was 

grounded in conservation but his work anticipated “… age as the clue to the extension of 

heritage into mass culture” (Arrhenius, 2003:4). 

Heritage is outside the scope of this study but as I showed in Chapter IV, modern monuments 

such as Reflecting Absence in New York or MMJE in Berlin do have wide appeal despite their 
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lack of age. They were commissioned and so are intentional commemorative works.  They 

must remain pristine as they serve to remind us of events in the past that should not be forgotten, 

at least not in the lifetime of those who witnessed the events they commemorate. For a time, 

our lives are in sync with the monument and allowing it to fall into disrepair, or to show its 

age, would signal disrespect.  For Lefebvre, however, monuments are atemporal. They exist 

outside of time and are “… every bit as much a poem as a tragedy. A monument transmutes 

the fear of the passage of time and anxiety about death into splendour” (1991:221). Though 

Lefebvre continues that monuments can contain a “… horizon of meanings” which are not 

fixed (ibid: 222) I have reservations about the transformational certainties he applies to it. For 

me, a monument can no more stop time than it could alter our emotions about dying. Death is 

not glorious when it is squalid, brutal and unjust. These are the meanings that are often not 

monumentally inscribed but alluded to through the void of the counter-memorial or the dead 

soldier in Jagger’s heroically scaled Artillery Memorial.  

How then should the temporal value of a monument be considered if we position it freely 

between ancient and modern and in such a way that it resonates on an affective level without 

the need for art or art historical references? In what ways can different temporalities infuse the 

commemorative concept without crudely sticking a pastiche of a historical form onto a 

contemporary one? In this present moment of ecological uncertainty it seems to me that any 

new memorial should acknowledge that we are almost out of time.  There will be nothing 

splendid about our demise for us and so a future monument should anticipate either its ruin or 

isolation.   

Ruins form an important aspect of David Lloyd’s (2008) thesis on alternative temporalities. He 

argues that the past should not be considered a drag on the future, but neither should the concept 

of modernity as a progressive utopian ideal negate all that precedes it as this suggests that the 

past is something that needs to be improved.  Thus, for Lloyd, the cliché of the medieval period 

as one of mud, serfdom and superstition and the perception of ruins as the embodiment of a 

romantic past, does not allow for the “idea that residual elements of the past might persist into 

the present” beyond myth and folklore (ibid: 3). These elements can have a tempering effect 

on the rampage of modernity. In Ireland, as Lloyd explains, the ruin is not the enduring 

existence of a remnant in the landscape but the “… image of a continuing violence or ruination 

that affects at once the present and the unsubsumed remnants of the past” (ibid: 4). Lloyd’s use 

of the ruin as a symbol for the vestiges of past lives and a past way of living suggests, to me, a 

palimpsest of forgotten and compressed histories.  The medieval period was followed by the 
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Renaissance, which was followed by the Enlightenment and so on, therefore it follows that our 

time, the Anthropocene, will be subsumed and forgotten by the time that succeeds us. Indeed, 

there may not be an ‘us’ to succeed.  This is a sobering notion and Lloyd’s use of the ruin as a 

symbol of violence, when transposed to Belfast during the Troubles, makes one think less of 

ivy-covered stone walls and more of charred earth, broken glass, bombed out shops and the 

void in the streetscape. There is an aesthetic here and it is terrible but it is not the terrible beauty 

of the Romantic sublime. Rather it is what remains from the sectarian and piecemeal ruination 

of a city from within (and therefore I am not making the comparison to other cities such as 

Hiroshima or Berlin which were destroyed by external forces). 

Lloyd does offer a small point of redemption when he suggests that by looking in the spoil 

heaps of the past, for those things which were deemed to be without value, or by listening to 

those voices which went unheard, and to their ghosts, then we can attune ourselves to a rhythm 

which does not fall in with the forward march of modernity. After Lefebvre (1991), for 

example, we might be more attentive to the rhythm of our internal organs or the patterns that 

repetitive memories make over time.  In this way we can compose a new rhythm, an embodied, 

instinctive measure for thinking of how the past speaks to the future or is entangled with it.  To 

me, Lloyd’s argument is both hauntological and genealogical in that it is alert to the unresolved 

and the overlooked. He evokes the ruin not as an architectural folly but as a metaphor for the 

damage caused by conflict and I interpret this as analogous to how an individual or a society, 

like a building, can remain standing even when wounded and in a state that is less than whole.  

The spoil heaps and ruins that Lloyd describes exist at the level of the in-between. They are 

there/not there peripheral materialities which have outgrown their use. They are in a transitional 

state that expose the passage of time and which reveal, through their atrophy and reclamation 

by nature, the residue of their better days. The ruin, in particular, reveals itself as a dichotomy 

which is a dialectical opposition between the threat of destruction and the hope of endurance 

(Arnold-de Simine, 2015). Foucault (1998) describes objects and places that exist in an 

ambiguous or outlying state as heterotopic.25  A heterotopia is a space where relations with the 

wider world are changed, reflected or inverted. Included in the six principals of heterotopias 

that Foucault sets out are a diverse range of objects and places from mirrors, boats, cemeteries 

and prisons to retirement homes, brothels and fairgrounds. The overarching trait of a 

                                                           
25 In 1967 Foucault delivered a lecture to the French Circle of Architectural Studies and the lecture was 

transcribed, although the text was not published until 1984. Sometimes known as ‘Of other places’ the version 

of the text I am using is based on Robert Hurley’s translation which calls the paper ‘Different Spaces’ (Foucault, 

1998).  
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heterotopia is that it physically exists despite its strangeness, unlike a utopia, which is a 

fictional ideal. Of most interest to this study, is Foucault’s fourth principal where he introduces 

the temporal, or heterochronic, to the spatial or heterotopic. Although Foucault (1998: 182) 

uses the example of the cemetery, I wonder if his concept could be applied to the monument:  

More often than not, heterotopias are connected with temporal discontinuities; 

that is, they open onto what might be called, for the sake of symmetry… 

heterochronias. The heterotopia begins to function fully when men are in a kind 

of break with their traditional time; thus, the cemetery is indeed a highly 

heterotopian place, seeing that the cemetery begins with that strange 

heterochronia that loss of life constitutes for an individual, and that quasi-

eternity in which he perpetually dissolves and fades away.  

A two-minute silence in front of a cenotaph does not stop time but it does, as Foucault 

identifies, break into the activities associated with everyday time. We take time out to 

remember that others gave their lives for us and it is also a moment to contemplate our 

own mortality.  Foucault does not elaborate on heterochronias and so it is unclear if, using 

his examples of heterotopias, they refer to:  a) the way museums and libraries accrue 

material over time in a given space or b) the cyclical temporality of events such as 

travelling fairs and festivals which occur in the same place annually or c) the temporal 

rhythms of institutions and organisations which arrange events according to their specific 

calendar of observances or d) a combination of all of the above. Foucault ends his thesis 

by stating that, for him, “The sailing vessel is the heterotopia par excellence” as it is a 

“piece of floating space, a placeless place, that lives by its own devices” and it is a 

“reservoir of imagination” but he gives no succinct summation of heterochronia (1998: 

185).  

Geographers Osman, Seidenglanz and Mulíček have used Foucault’s work on heterotopia 

to investigate the temporal and spatial ambiguities of the city of Brno. To do so, they use 

the term heterochronotopic to describe a place “that opens out both spatially to other 

places and temporally to other times” (2016: 927) and they acknowledge that their use of 

heterochronotopia, as a critical approach to understanding the plurality of time and the 

function of place at a fixed location, builds on the work of others such as Foucault (1998) 

and Lefebvre (1991). For Osman, Seidenglanz and Mulíček (2016: 956) “The 

heterochronic concept … assumes that locality is linked also to locations, in other time 
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periods, both past and future”. For me, this reaffirms the hauntological aspect of time but 

it also locates time in space in such a way that is applicable to Foucault’s heterotopias, 

which are strange yet relational to more normative spaces. Northern Ireland contains 

many places that have been changed by events that happened at specific localities such 

as parks or beauty spots and these are part of a wider network of events which map out 

the Troubles and their atrocities. I engage with this more specifically in Chapter VII.  

As I have shown, in Chapter III, time repeats in Northern Ireland and commemorative 

events often occur at the same place, or follow the same route, like parades that leave 

unseen residues and rhythms in their wake. Here, I want to suggest that different temporal 

and spatial understandings can be accommodated within the material ideas that I am 

developing for a memorial. This form need not be localised as wherever it is situated, or 

whenever it appears, it is already relational to events that occurred throughout the 

Troubles and from other times that are entangled with them such as 1921 or 1916 or even 

1690. To define the start and end point of the Troubles is to attempt a tidy temporal 

solution to a messy period of time. Therefore, I do not believe we need to stand before a 

Troubles memorial in sombre reflection as we would at a cenotaph. The memorial need 

not be earth bound. It might drift past us without being seen, not as a sailing ship as 

Foucault evokes it (because memories of a ship that sank – the Titanic -  are strong in 

Northern Ireland) but something other that tows our imagination to a different time and 

place. Even as we sense it, it is already in another location. 

 

5.3 Part II: Time and the Troubles  

 

Michael Landzelius states that “Sectarian claims upon the past in terms of heritage and identity 

should be incisively critiqued and deconstructed” because in a democracy there is no “unbroken 

linkage and right to the past” and in his view, the past should be “disinherited” by everyone 

(2003:208). Graham and Whelan are critical of this argument stating that it exemplifies the gap 

between the academy and the reality of life on the ground in Northern Ireland. They counter 

Landzelius’ claim stating that it is not applicable to NI where Republican and Loyalist groups 

have incorporated “commemoration of the Troubles into a linear narrative that links the dead 

of the Troubles” to the historic events of the 1916 Easter Rising and the 1916 Battle of the 

Somme (2007: 485). In Chapter III, Beiner’s “chronology of anxieties” traced the sectarian 
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linear narrative back to the seventeenth century (2007:371). Graham and Whelan set out a 

similar chronology but the anxieties they focus on are ideological. They outline how anxieties, 

when translated to remembering, become “concretised as material realities in segregated lived 

spaces” through the erection of public or private memorials that respectively demarcate 

territory and identity or are contained within the domestic realm (2007:493). For Smyth 

(2017:5) “Remembering the Troubles was always a part of the Troubles as new dates were 

steadily added to the commemorative calendar”.  This is not surprising given the long length 

of the conflict but it also means that the past is always present (especially for victims) and it is 

not recognised as being different to the present. As La Capra (2001) explains, working through 

the trauma of the past enables us to mourn but rehearsing it, rather than consigning it to 

memory, leads to repeating melancholia. For me, even within this brief synopsis, the problem 

with time and the Troubles is exposed and we can begin to see how it is dis-jointed because it 

must remember and forget different things differently.  

For instance, Time, in Northern Ireland, has been equally inscribed into a linear narrative of 

the past and stuck in a repeating loop between the present and the recent past but not the future. 

There is the longue durée of the historical antecedents of the Troubles and the disproportionate 

focus on the recent past that seems, to me, to ignore the future. In my view, this would suggest 

that the memory of the Troubles haunts people in a physical, psychological and emotionally 

disturbing way because the ghost is not fully operational in its reality.  Issues from the past can 

never be resolved without the inclusion of future time. I am not proposing a singular agreed 

upon future because that is an unachievable utopia but rather for the consideration that a 

multiplicity of futures could exist. To reiterate Law (2006) this is not the same as a one 

future/many perspectives view. Rather, believing in potential multiple futures expands the 

commemorative calendar as it currently exists and makes possible the inclusion of dates that 

are adjacent to days that are presently celebrated or contested. From a future perspective, 

looking back to the present, we might assume that new dates have been added and that the 

historic events we believe to be important now need not be remembered in perpetuity. The 

distance of time could have a bearing on the nature of the memorial so how much time should 

elapse before a Troubles memorial appears in the right time?  

Sara McDowell describes the time lag between an event and its memorialisation as 

“commemorative temporality” and she demonstrates how this can span centuries or last for just 

a few years (2013:186).  It was only in 2006, for example, that the UK acknowledged its part 

in the international slave trade, which was abolished in 1807, whereas a memorial for the 2005 
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train bomb in London was unveiled in 2007. In Chapter IV, I discussed how counter- 

monuments developed in the 1980s to remember the Holocaust and how Reflecting Absence 

was inaugurated in 2011, on the tenth anniversary of 9/11. Depending on whether one counts 

from the 1994 ceasefire or the signing of the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement in 1998, the 

Troubles have been ostensibly over for almost as long as they lasted and yet there is no 

memorial that commemorates the entirety of the Troubles. This is because they are not 

definitively over and were not limited to a single event. The commemorative temporality of 

the Troubles cannot be measured because it is open ended and non-linear. It loops back and 

rehearses the past because working through it is too messy.  McDowell says “… the length of 

time it takes to commemorate is inexorably bound to the political power of those invoking the 

memory” (2013:195). In the context of Northern Ireland where politics is based on a power 

sharing arrangement and where the two main parties cannot agree in the present about the past, 

then it is not surprising to me, that there is a temporal gap that can’t be closed. Further, I do not 

think it should be because this suggests a resolution which squares political circles but ignores 

the victim whose lived reality may be at a temporal remove from the state or indeed their 

neighbour. If the temporal gap is the space between an event and its commemoration, and the 

causes and effects of the event cannot be agreed, then it seems, to me, that bridging the gap 

will not be achieved by conventional means.   The time of the Troubles is asynchronous. For 

some people, commemorating them will always be too soon, for others it cannot be fast enough. 

Take, for example, the contestations and complexities that surrounded the proposed 

redevelopment of the former prison known as Maze/Long Kesh on the outskirts of Belfast. This 

prison complex with its famous H-blocks opened in 1971, on the site of a disused RAF airfield. 

Initially it operated as an internment camp to detain paramilitaries and by the time of its closure 

in 2000, it had incarcerated over 10,000 prisoners, including Loyalists and Republicans. It is 

perhaps best known as the site of the 1981 Republican hunger strikes during which ten men 

died and for this reason, it is a site of memory more closely associated with the Republican or 

Nationalist cause (Neill, 2006; Flynn, 2011). Loyalists and/or Unionists dispute these memory 

claims.  

In 2004 the Northern Ireland Executive took ownership of the site as a public asset and an 

extensive consultation process took place to decide its future.26 Proposals included a sports 

                                                           
26 Flynn (2011) notes that many stakeholders expressed concern that if the dominant narrative of the site was 

that of IRA prisoners then their opinions would be ignored. These stakeholders included prison officers, victims 

and survivors of the Troubles as well as non- IRA republican paramilitaries such as the INLA (Irish National 

Liberation Army) who lost three of their members in the hunger strikes. 
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arena, an arts centre, retail units and an International Centre for Conflict Transformation 

(ICCT).27 Delays in making decisions meant that progress was slow but by April 2013, 

planning permission was granted and architect Daniel Libeskind was appointed as designer of 

the ICCT (Stott, 2013). Some extant prison buildings would remain, but not be part of the 

centre. First Minister Peter Robinson and Deputy First Minister Martin McGuinness, 

respectively Unionist and Nationalist politicians, jointly endorsed the project. However, in 

August 2013, Robinson withdrew his support for the project, voicing unionists’ concerns that 

the ICCT would be a shrine to terrorism and this unexpected volte face compromised the 

viability of the project and led to the loss of European funding (McAdam, 2013). It also further 

soured DUP/Sinn Fein relations.  

The Maze/Long Kesh regeneration project, in my view, was always going to be messy. 

Attempts to tidy up the past by redeveloping the site and thus removing much of the historic 

fabric of the prison were, if not doomed to fail, then at least unlikely to succeed. The 

Maze/Long Kesh site was one where both sides of the political divide had historic and social 

capital. While this might suggest that consensus was achievable, problems arose because the 

prison was dealt with as a single reality that generated many different perspectives. If a multiple 

reality view had been explored, a view that opened out the history of the site rather than masked 

it, then a different outcome might have been possible. For example, if the heterotopic qualities 

of the site were acknowledged i.e. it physically exists but its history is contested, then (after 

Foucault) the heterochronic aspects of prison-time that set it apart from conventional time could 

have been explored via architects such as Libeskind.  

Emphasising the future potential of the site to promote peace and economic growth is not 

wrong, but it occludes historic violence and poverty as well as a range of other phenomena that 

cannot be measured such as grief, fear, hunger and memories. Law asks how we include 

“Things that don’t quite fit” into our normative sense of reality (2006: 10). Put differently how 

do we recognise, in respect of the Troubles, that for some commemoration will always be too 

soon and for others too late and that these opposing views don’t align. However, if the 

divergence can be measured, is it on a temporal, emotional or psychological scale? 

                                                           
27 For an overview of the site as it currently stands see the website of the Maze/Long Kesh Development 

Corporation. This is an arm’s length body of the NI Executive with overall responsibility for the site. Today, the 

Ulster Aviation Society and the Royal Ulster Agricultural Society are based there. See:  

www.mazelongkesh.com  . The full master plan for the proposed redevelopment of the site published by 

OFMDFM (Office of the Minister and Deputy First Minister) is available on the CAIN website. See: 

https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/issues/sport/docs/mazeplan/ofmdfm300506.pdf   (Accessed: 28 December 2021). 

http://www.mazelongkesh.com/
https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/issues/sport/docs/mazeplan/ofmdfm300506.pdf
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Where McDowell describes the gap between an event and its memorialisation as temporal, 

Cillian McGrattan argues that the space between a violent act and its aftermath is immeasurable 

and it is characterised by a “… mode of dissonance and unresolvability” (2013: 23). He uses 

the concept of belatedness to examine the temporality of the Troubles and I find his discussion 

on time as a belated occurrence intriguing. He states that “The belated mode lies in its position 

between two darknesses” meaning those of the incomplete past and the unknown future (ibid: 

22). McGrattan challenges linear temporality as a progressive telos and asks, with reference to 

the Troubles, what are we being asked to move on from, and to what, if not a tokenistic utopia. 

I am drawn to the aspects of his argument which treat time as unresolved and unanswered, as 

delayed or overdue, as in his concept of belatedness. It evokes, for me, the sense of being late, 

of being behind time and better yet, tardy. I imagine a monument that does not stop time but 

thwarts it through deliberate tardiness; a monument that doesn’t show up on time or in the right 

place. Conversely, it might appear too soon - so we do not know what it is for.  If we follow 

the established linear narrative into the past, we know what we expect to see. But without that 

temporal linearity from the present to the past and vice-versa, or its circulation around the time 

of the Troubles in an endless loop, could we find our way to other pasts/futures and therefore 

to other ways of experiencing time beyond repeating melancholia? If we work through our 

mourning and accept that the past is different to the present then we can re-invest in a different 

future (La Capra, 2001). In the next section I consider some of the ways this is possible through 

an analysis of trauma time, space-time, troubled time and multiplicities of time. 

 

5.4 Part III: Troubling Time 

 

Jenny Edkins (2003) explains that linear time can be disrupted by the impact of unexpected 

events such as 9/11 and it can be interrupted (but not replaced) by another form of time namely 

‘trauma time’ (ibid: xiv). Traumatic memory is different from the routine memories that we 

accrue daily. From Hom’s argument above, if we were to compare memories of 8/11 to the day 

that followed they would not be the same as 9/11, a day of significant trauma. The word trauma 

is from the ancient Greek meaning literally wound and as Edkins explains trauma time is 

created by the state through the instigation of wars. The commemorative practices that follow 

to remember those who have been killed or wounded in these wars, are enacted by the state as 

part of a process to enfold trauma into the national narrative (ibid: xv) and subsequently into 

the linear time of the state. Edkins is critical of this as, for her, fitting trauma into a linear 
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temporal narrative neutralises and contains it and this does not allow for the evolution of the 

ontological reality of the victim. There is an assumption that once the victim has been heard 

and the trauma brought to light (in a way that does not traumatise us) that linear time has been 

restored and we can all move on from that point in time. Instead, as Edkins argues, by 

“encircling the trauma” within its own reality – trauma time – space can be opened up for 

agency and political challenge and we can start to consider alternative non-linear temporalities 

that move us away from State time (ibid: 15).  

Edkins states that just as Newton’s classic theory of time was challenged by Einstein, so 

Einstein’s ideas have been taken up, developed and reimagined through works of science 

fiction and by academic research on the spiritual or architectural uncanny, despite the fact that 

these critical explorations have not been given serious consideration in relation to the political 

(ibid:34). For Edkins, “linear, homogenous time” is preferred by the modern nation state (ibid: 

xv).28 She asserts that in trauma time, “something happens that doesn’t fit” and this, for me, 

brings trauma time into the temporality of out of jointness, after Derrida, or the out of sync-

ness of Rovelli. It also brings us to Karen Barad (2018) who draws on Einstein and Derrida to 

argue that our understanding of time needs to be “imaginatively reconceptualised” (ibid: 57) 

and that temporal linearity needs to be radically reworked.29  

As part of this radicalisation, Barad troubles the concept of time through quantum field theory 

and hauntology in order to ask a series of questions about how time can be reconfigured so that 

a better understanding of the past and its implications for the future can be understood. In this, 

her ideas can be related to Hom’s alternative chronologies which include non-human 

temporalities.  Just as quantum theory problematises the nature of time, so Barad troubles the 

history of quantum theory itself to reveal its role in the development of the atomic bomb. For 

Barad, this is an ethical approach, a work of mourning (after Derrida) that allows for a deeper 

understanding of, for example, the complexities that are enfolded in a calendar date such as 

1945. As is well known, this is when Hiroshima and Nagasaki were levelled by the detonation 

of atomic bombs but it is also, and less well known, when the first A-bomb was detonated in 

New Mexico, with grave health implications for the indigenous population. Barad makes other 

                                                           
28 Edkins (2013) and Barad (2018) both acknowledge that our Western concept of time is understood differently 

by other cultures and other indigenous peoples. While this is interesting terrain, it is outside the scope of this 

study. 
29 Barad clarifies that she does not reject temporal linearity, as much of quantum physics relies on “… a linear 

combination of (different) times. Rather, she argues that “… linearity is susceptible to radical reworkings from 

within” and as part of this reworking she does not accept that linear time progresses from a singular origin point 

to a singular end (2018: 68).  
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connections across time such as 1945 and 1492 (when Columbus set sail from Portugal) and 

she asks, “Is there a sense of temporality that could provide a different way of positioning these 

markers of history and understand 1492 as living in 1945…and vice versa?” (ibid: 57). Here, 

Barad links colonialism to death and destruction across different times and spaces. On a 

different scale and in a different context, this offers a way to revisit the historical marker of 

1916 as discussed in Chapter III of this thesis. How will it be positioned and understood in 

2116? 

What interests me about Barad’s work is the fundamental questions she asks that are relevant 

to my own research, despite the fact that her work is an investigation of sub-atomic particles in 

space-time and mine is an artistic exploration of a yet to be determined memorial form.  For 

example, when Barad considers the history of a particle, she asks how we can understand that 

it has multiple potential histories and that “each history co-exists with the others” (ibid: 68).  

When she states that history, for her, means “…a manifestation of different times bleeding 

through one another” (ibid), I imagine a series of possibilities that are creatively and not 

scientifically based. Bleeding time brings us back to trauma time through its wounds; wounds 

bring us back to Barthes’ punctum, a phenomenon that pushes in from beyond the frame. From 

a quantum perspective, we are all connected but to follow Barad’s theories of superposition, 

where something can simultaneously exist in more than one state i.e. it is indeterminate in both 

time and space, is not the purpose of this chapter. What I take from Barad is less concerned 

with an understanding of the physics and more about engaging with the poetry contained within 

her more complex ideas. On mourning, for instance, Barad says that this is not achieved by the 

construction of memorials but through the acknowledgement of the many pasts that never were 

and therefore the many futures that could have been. For her, mourning is “… bodily bringing 

together the different structures of nothingness” (ibid: 86), which transports us to the void but 

for me, it is Barad’s theories of multiplicity and indeterminacy in relation to time and space 

that are most influential with regard to how I can think about reconfiguring memorial design. 

Barad and Heather Laird (2018), a scholar of Irish social history, perceive time in similar ways. 

Although Laird’s arguments are based on literary and historical examples, both she and Barad 

utilise a radical perspective that resists established and hegemonic understandings of time. 

Laird urges us to consider that multiple potential pasts and futures co-exist simultaneously and 

thus, to me, she is proposing a kind of history in superposition.  In Northern Ireland where 

history is governed by identity politics, seeing the past as undetermined rather than contested 

and polarised would be a radical view. Imagine if it was applied to the redevelopment of the 
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Maze/Long Kesh site.  Laird rejects historical linearity as it concretises a selective version of 

events whilst supressing alternative or marginalised accounts which have been left out of the 

discourse. In this, her position on linear time is similar to Edkins, Barad and Lloyd and her 

argument for a reappraisal of the entirety of the past echoes Foucault’s genealogical method.  

If, according to Laird, we allow for the possibility that the past includes everything that ever 

happened, not just what has come down to us through the archive or officially sanctioned 

history, then we must concede – or at least be able to imagine - that there are multiple potential 

futures which could have arisen from numerous past moments in time. Laird argues for a 

“reconceptualising of history” (ibid: 26) but she adds a note of caution that not all of the futures 

which could potentially arise from the side roads of history will be desirable. What would have 

happened, she asks, if the Allies had been defeated by the Nazis in 1945, or the leaders of 1916 

Easter Rising had not been executed? The speculations that arise from such “counterfactual 

thought experiments”, for Laird, are not designed to determine that the multiple hypothetical 

futures we envisage will be better or worse than now, but to allow for the possibility that they 

are not predetermined by the past (ibid: 34).  

Laird’s argument to acknowledge the possibility of multiple pasts with multiple futures (and 

therefore infinite presents) is seductive even if it extends only to provoking within us the desire 

to imagine ourselves and the society we inhabit differently. It is a metaphysical argument 

which, together with the quantum, challenges how we might think about ourselves in space and 

time. If, for example, we could think of ourselves as being both in and out of time, 

simultaneously in this world and in another one which lies beneath, then we find ourselves in 

Barad’s world of quantum physics where we can deconstruct time and challenge Newtonian 

physics just as Edkins advocated. If we think of ourselves, not as people but as particles, then 

according to the principles of superposition and temporal diffraction (Barad, 2018: 65-68) we 

can behave unpredictably, existing in a place which cannot be determined because it is spatially 

neither here nor there and temporally, it is entangled in the past, present and future. In other 

words, we could behave as ghosts. Going further, the implications of these temporal and spatial 

shifts for commemoration in material form suggests that a radical reworking of established 

tropes is possible.  Can we find our way to a past that needs no monuments in the future? I 

believe so – but this would be a time and place without humans (in our present form) and our 

hominid ancestors, for as soon as our evolution was in motion it seems that our extinction (as 

well as those of the non-human species and the resources we exploit) was assured. 

Alternatively, can we conceive of a future that accepts multiple versions of the past and allows 
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for a diversity of interspecies mourning, in the present? Donna Haraway (2016) has reflected 

on the Anthropocene and the problematics of linear time when taken as a series of progressive 

improvements. I introduce her work here because she proposes a reclassification of time which 

is both radical and conceptual and which, to me, extends the work of Lloyd, Barad and Laird 

through a transdisciplinary approach.    

Haraway (2016) rejects the time of the Anthropocene and proposes her own era, the 

Chthulucene, which she defines as the “past, present and future to come” (ibid: 103). In this 

period we learn to “…stay with the trouble of living and dying in re-sponsibility on a damaged 

earth” (ibid: 2).  Her ecological argument is driven by scientific fact, science fiction and 

speculation to demonstrate how connections between human and non-human entities are 

entangled networks that exist across time and space. Commemoration, for Haraway, is not just 

a human affair that remembers the dead but one that includes the obligation to “live and die 

well” (ibid: 103) on a planet where we are not the only thing that matters. The concept of 

kinship and interspecies commemorative practices that Haraway proposes are important to me. 

A traditional monument, for instance, exists in time and space. But I wonder what has been 

displaced by its arrival in a specific location or lost through the messiness of its construction. 

Pigeons, normally, are not welcome visitors to monuments because of the deposits they leave 

behind but they must land somewhere. Haraway suggests that roosting nooks should be integral 

to the design of a monument and she argues that people, the dead and pigeons can co-exist 

without one displacing or dominating the other. I introduced the concept of hospitality for 

ghosts in Chapter III and I reiterate it here, through Haraway’s work, to suggest that monuments 

and memorials are not just physical markers of time. They can also be micro habitats for other 

entities, from pigeons to lichen. These lifeforms operate within a temporality that is specific to 

their individual lifespans but for a time these lifespans run in parallel to our own. 

In Fig. 22 (below) I materially explored some of Haraway’s ideas by responding with a design 

for an inter-species habitat where people and other life forms could come together, perhaps to 

remember how life once was, and to mourn future ecologies that could have been. It is 

ambiguous in scale and so it could be a memorial for termites or a model for a post-apocalyptic 

habitat. In this, it reflects how I think about Haraway’s concept of trouble and the troubles we 

are in, and subsequently, how my concepts for a Troubles memorial cannot be disentangled 

from the environment in which I make them.  My design sits lightly on the earth so that the 

worlds that lie below can breathe. 
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Figure 22 Bio-sphere habitat for inter-species healing. Destroyed model. Fibreglass, gravel, moss. 2019. 

 

Conclusion 

What arises from this discussion, for me, is that a linear approach to time can be challenged, 

and that from an engagement with these challenges, new radical possibilities for the 

development of a memorial form can be explored. Just as time can be measured as running fast 

or slow at different altitudes, so its progression is stalled during times of trauma. By allowing 

this trauma time to remain within its own temporal sphere, or as Edkins (2003) suggests, by 

encircling it, the agency of the victim has time to form and their voice can be heard. In respect 

of the Troubles I wonder when, as a society, we will no longer be encircled by the repeating 

dates which, as Smyth suggested, always keep commemoration of the Troubles in play? If we 

continue to rehearse this trauma, are we remaining in a melancholic state, as La Capra stated, 

or by mourning the past can we let go of it? What is lost or gained by doing so?  From 

Landzelius, there is the possibility to disinherit the past but as Graham and Whelan showed, 

the past in Northern Ireland is not a homogenised, consensual whole. If parts of the past are 

left behind, does this sow the seeds of future contestation? Instead of thinking that the links to 

the past need to be broken or that time can be subjectively edited or erased, I suggest that a less 
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didactic and prescribed view of the past would allow a multiplicity of histories to unfold even 

if this is messy and tangled affair for the State.  

In Northern Ireland, where the notion of state is itself contested, the question must be: who is 

in control of the past to the extent that events from fifty, or one hundred, or even three hundred 

years ago can cause anxiety today? And what of those people, whether victims or not, for whom 

the distant past has no sway and whose identity is not aligned to one extreme or the other, but 

is something more nuanced and fluid? The temporal and ideological anxieties associated with 

linear time are, in my view, connected to ownership of the past and its importance for many 

cannot be denied. To disinherit the past, or to be disinherited from it, are two separate things 

which respectively entail agency through choice and exclusion through lack of agency. I am 

interested in time in all its ambiguous dimensions but I suspect that linear time, and therefore 

identity based claims of ownership of the past, will be slow to disappear.  

Time can, however, be deconstructed, reconfigured and reconceptualised in ways that lead to 

expansiveness, ambiguity and uncertainty. Deconstructing the linear determinacy of time as a 

series of progressions towards a better future helps us to avoid the misconception that Northern 

Ireland is post-conflict and subsequently in a better place. If the Troubles cannot be limited by 

a specific and finite time period because it has yet to end then there is no way to measure the 

commemorative temporality between the end of the conflict and its memorialisation. 

Conceivably, the only way to think of a Troubles memorial is to imagine one out of time. From 

here, we can engage with future memory and remember the Troubles as conclusively past. Or 

we might inhabit one of Laird or Barad’s temporal multiplicities and recollect thirty years of 

conflict as one of the pasts that occurred in a specific time and place.  

What are the implications of this for the monument/memorial form? To me, it means that they 

need not be fixed in time and space or rooted in a specific locality. If, for example, I combine 

Barad’s quantum particles with Lloyd’s remnants and ruins I can conceive of a memorial which 

is neither here nor there but it is always somewhere at an unknown point in time. It might 

appear to us from the future already in a state of ruin and yet it need not take material shape 

because it can exist as a wounded memory; a nothingness structure that helps us to mourn. 

These thought experiments bring me closer to the poetry and tragedy of a monument that 

Lefebvre described. Is it now timely to make such a memorial for the Troubles? Given what I 

now know about time, the better question (and one that this project seeks to explore) might be 

in what time and space, and for whom, would such a memorial be of value? Should it be 
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something that is hoped for but that never arrives?  Or something that eventually does appear 

from between two darknesses, a heterotopic hallucination that is alive with lichen and guano?  

The Troubles were a strange and disturbing time. The conflict followed a linear chronology 

that was pierced by thousands of deaths; traumatic events that interrupted but didn’t stop the 

trouble.  For me, any memorial form should not try to rationalise these times. By thinking 

instead of temporal multiplicities and ambiguities we can think of time as unbounded, of 

ourselves as polychronic and the creative process that brings a memorial into being as 

ungoverned by absolutes.  
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Chapter Six: Memory and Forgetting 

 

“Memory – what a strange thing it is” Bachelard (2014:9) 

 

 

     I remember these childhood events as if they were yesterday. Even now I can see 

them as a series of stills in my mind: The tennis court, the boy who exposed himself 

through the fence, the wounded seagull that we found on the hockey pitch with its 

chest caked in blood. We swaddled it in a cardigan and brought it home to recover. 

It died shortly afterwards in a shoe box under the bed.   Whether this was due to its 

wound or because I tried to wash the blood from its chest in the bathroom sink we 

will never know. Many years later I made these memories into a print called 

“Inklings: memories of a wounded gull”. The image depicted two girls, one of 

whom cradled a bloodied bird in her arms whilst the other released the same bird, 

now healed, into the sky. In the background the figure of Pan watched over the 

proceedings. His erect penis jutted through the fence. When I showed you the print, 

I said “Well, this needs no explanation” and I awaited your delighted response and 

praise. “I don’t get it,” you said, “What is it?” I wonder sometimes why you don’t 

remember and why I can never forget.  

 

6.1 Introduction: The inconsistency of memory 

  

Memory is selective. What one person retains, another releases. Events in the past can be 

remembered differently - if at all - and so for one an event happened and for the other it did 

not. They have no memories of the occurrence because for them there is nothing to remember- 

which is not the same as saying they forgot. If contradiction exists between two parties who 

witnessed the same historic incident then how can a multiplicity of memories agree the 

remembrance of a specific event in the past?  With reference to the wounded gull account 

above, where does it sit between history and memory or between reality and imagination? As 

Elizabeth Jelin stated (2003:59) “It is in the tension and cracks between one and the other where 

the most creative, provocative and productive questions for enquiry and critical reflection 

emerge”.  If we are unsure of what happened in the past, even in our personal past, then how 

can multiple versions of a contested past be accommodated in, for example, a single memorial 
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form? The answer is “they can’t” and I must acknowledge my role as an unreliable narrator in 

this creative exploration of the past and how it might be remembered.  

As we know, any recovery of the past is incomplete. We access our memories of it from the 

present, from our own subjective and selective viewpoint.  Susan Sontag said, “To remember 

is, more and more, not to recall a story but to be able to call up a picture” (2003:80), a view 

which echoes Pierre Nora’s claim that “Modern memory is, above all, archival. It relies on the 

materiality of the trace, the immediacy of the recording, the visibility of the image” (1989: 13). 

There are other modalities that stimulate remembering such as sound, taste and touch. 

According to Johnson (2004:322) “Memory is not simply a recollection of times past, it is also 

anchored in places past and visualised in masonry and bronze, as well as in song and sound”.  

These observations, however much they resonate with how I remember the past visually and 

sensually through affect and touch, position memory as an exclusively human practice. This is 

an anthropocentric view that I do not share because it encloses memory within a human 

framework that does not allow for the circulation of memory around and between other species 

and more than human entities. More importantly, it does not allow an exploration of the 

constitutive materiality of memory with respect to memorials.   

For example, one could make a poetic argument that archaeology, through a process of 

excavation, exposes an artefact to the memory of the last time it was touched by the sun. In 

biology, we know how many non-human species, such as bees, have complex memory systems 

that enable them to navigate their worlds. Elephants, even after years of separation, retain the 

memories of their social group and can recognise their calls despite the passage of time 

(Manning and Dawkins, 2012). Artefacts, ornaments and household knick-knacks are also 

potent repositories for memory perhaps because they “… can endure in the world far longer 

than their makers” (Saunders, 2017: 209). Their loss or destruction is keenly felt but what does 

their destruction release? Is it the memories of their making or of the events they have 

witnessed through time? Either way, these memories are difficult to read. Monuments and 

memorials are on a grander scale than treasured heirlooms or domestic ornaments: they are 

historic cultural artefacts that are connected to collective memory, and therefore demand to be 

read. In Chapter IV, I considered them as material manifestations of memory. Here, I want to 

explore the types of memory that inform their making. I do this to start a new conversation 

about how we might creatively address complex issues of memory so that I can think differently 

about how to commemorate the Troubles in material form. The scope of my inquiry is limited 

to a European memory tradition as this is most relevant to my study.  
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This chapter is in two parts. In Part I, The Construction and Deconstruction of Memory, I begin 

by establishing how artefacts and memory became closely linked in Classical times through a 

visualisation system developed by Aristotle and how, in more recent times, this system can be 

understood through Pierre Nora’s work on lieux and milieux (or sites and settings) of memory 

(1989;1996). As I want to think through memory in an expanded field, I will also consider its 

opposite, not- memory, as well as what is suspended between the two. For example, if material 

objects help to construct memory through a guided process of remembering then what 

constructs its opposite, forgetting? I will show that remembering and forgetting are not 

reducible to a simple binary opposition as they are troubled by other phenomenon such as 

amnesia, erasure and concealment. To explore these issues in more depth, I engage creatively 

with Paul Ricouer’s work on forgiving and forgetting to question its transactional nature and 

to demonstrate - through a critique of my own work - that memory is not quantifiable as part 

of an empirical metric.   From this, I outline how the destruction of memory can be enacted as 

a physical force through iconoclasm and present day Fallism and I consider how the removal 

of a physical presence such as a historic statue or monument creates a void that differs from 

the fabricated counter memorial voids I discussed in Chapter IV. 

In Part II, The Transmission of Memory, I examine some theoretical aspects of memory studies 

including the ideas of Marianne Hirsch, Alison Landsberg, Anna Bull and Hans Hansen and 

Guy Beiner. Through a consideration of their respective scholarship on generational, 

prosthetic, agonistic and cyclical memories, I think through the diverse ways that memory can 

be transmitted and re-circulated. I suggest which system/s of memory have been most helpful 

to my creative research and how this has enabled me to conceptualize the type of memory I 

would hope to develop into a material form. In the conclusion, I critically reflect on key themes 

to suggest how memory will be mobilised in the creation of a Troubles memorial.  

 

6.2 Part I: The Construction and Destruction of Memory 

Mnemotechnics, or memory skills, were developed by the ancient Greeks so that objects and 

images became triggers for remembering people and events. Before the age of the printing 

press and widespread literacy, the bardic tradition was strong and the art of memory – ars 

memoriae – was passed on from generation to generation as a way to communicate epic tales, 

genealogy and history (Yates, 1992; Draaisma, 2000; Gibbons, 2007; Whitehead; 2009). The 

basic principles remained unchanged for many years. For instance, to activate recall, bards 
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imagined a space - normally a building with many rooms - into which they placed a series of 

items which served as visual prompts for their speech. These objects were arranged so that they 

followed the logic of the orator’s rhetoric (Yates, 1992). In this way objects such as ornaments 

and furniture, as well as the architecture that contained them, became a storehouse of memory 

that the speaker used to navigate a sequential route through the salient points of their speech. 

In the Middle Ages, the imaginary storehouse of Aristotle was replaced by ecclesiastical 

buildings such as churches and cathedrals. Here, stained glass windows illustrated with 

religious symbolism were used as part of a mnemonic system that instructed citizens on their 

moral duty and reminded them of their lowly position between heaven and hell. During the 

Renaissance, the physical church and the illusory storehouse were replaced by the architecture 

of a fictional theatre; a stage on which to imaginatively explore Hermetics, alchemy and the 

connections between the earthly and celestial realms. (Yates, 1992; Whitehead; 2009).30  

Through the Enlightenment, the focus was on science and reason but the Romantic era which 

followed, heightened interest in artistic imagination and introspective emotion. For Johnson 

this marks the point in time where history and memory diverged or where the “… objective 

spatial narratives of history” were intellectually separated from “… the subjective experience 

of memory places” (2004: 321).  

Today the storehouse of memory is increasingly digital. Rather than wonder through the spaces 

of our imagination, we are encouraged to upload the visible evidence of our memories onto 

social media sites, or to archive them on an internet cloud server. Memories become data. What 

this means is that we can never forget while digital storage systems are operational but it also 

begs the question what would happen to our memories if the system crashed or became 

obsolete?  Would we be sufficiently skilled in the art of memory to navigate a path through our 

internal storehouse so that we could recall the past? Would we remember what the objects we 

had placed there represented mnemonically? If not, how could we recall our history so that it 

could be shared with others? 

Pierre Nora (1989; 1996) discusses this issue in relation to the decline of the oral history 

tradition in France. He argues that globalisation and mass media technologies have produced a 

failure of true or unselfconscious memory on an individual level and that consequentially this 

                                                           
30 Frances A. Yates was the first to propose (in 1966) that physician, astrologer and cosmologist Robert Fludd 

(1574-1637) based his conceptual memory theatre on Shakespeare’s Globe, which was not destroyed until 1613. 

Fludd lived in London and may have been familiar with the theatre although Yates admits that this is her 

speculation. Whether based on an extant theatre, or arising from Fludd’s imagination, Yates states that his 

theatre “… is probably the last great monument to Renaissance memory” (Yates, 1992: 311). 
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poses a threat to national identity. If France could not remember its past, according to Nora, it 

could not pass on its historic traditions to future generations who would therefore have to rely 

(self-consciously) on “… the materiality of the trace” found in the archive, the artefact or the 

sound recording (1989:13). We know from Chapter II of this thesis that the archive is 

incomplete, that inclusion and exclusion in the archive is problematic and that its structural 

order can be challenged by unruly histories. Nora was aware of this and he questioned whether 

oral history projects were fully inclusive given the power that institutions had to edit their 

content.  For Nora, the archive was a lieu de mémoire but so too was a minute’s silence at a 

remembrance service or a veterans’ group at a reunion. Sites of memory were therefore 

“material, symbolic and functional” (1996:14) but not exclusively one or the other. Above all, 

they were expressions of the will to remember and their capacity to change invested them with 

the ability to “…resurrect old meanings and generate new ones” (ibid: 15). In this, it seems to 

me, that Nora’s sites of memory through their visual, spatial and artefactual deployment of 

memory are not dissimilar to the Classical art of memory where imaginary artefacts and 

architectonics were used to chart a route to the past. That said, Nora’s regret for the loss of a 

“peasant culture” skilled in the use of memory and oral history seems sentimental, if not 

patronising, to those cultures where literacy might have been welcomed but could not be 

accessed.    

The range of lieux demonstrated by Nora in his project is diverse. He includes concrete 

examples such as cemeteries and museums as well as immaterial forms such as anniversaries 

and lineage but he does not include “… statues and monuments to the dead” (1989: 22). He 

suggests that as their meaning is not derived from their location moving them does not change 

their ontology. According to Nora they could be anywhere, unlike “monumental memory-sites” 

such as Chartres Cathedral or Versailles which could not, because these were sites that evolved 

over time (ibid). My response to this is conflicted. For example, moving or re-moving a 

memorial is not the same as a memorial that has mobility inbuilt as part of its design. Think 

here of the counter-memorial proposal for a bus station and fleet of buses travelling outwards 

from Berlin to concentration camps or the Wall That Heals that travels the USA and even 

British artist Jeremy Deller’s (2009) bombed out car from Iraq that was transported across the 

States as part of an effort to engage Americans in conversations about the Iraq War.  Mobility 

is part of their ontology. Conversely, a memorial that is fixed and site specific, such as 

Reflecting Absence, would lose its context and its accrued memories if was moved to another 

location in New York.  It is also improbable that it would be moved given its deep connection 
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to a specific time and place. Memorials such as the Cenotaph in Whitehall or the Vietnam 

Veterans Memorial in Washington D.C. have played a role in the construction of individual 

and national memory during the twentieth century. Their privileged government adjacent 

locations are an important part of their function of keeping the memory of the dead visible and 

prominent. As established sites of memory, I doubt either could be moved without changing 

their ontology. Since 2010, Deller’s mangled Baghdad Car sits in the permanent collection of 

the Imperial War Museum in London, as part of the Witnesses to War Exhibition. As a 

mnemonic object, it is a reminder of the destruction of war but removed from its context and 

displayed as a piece of sculpture in a museum space, I wonder what resonance (and relevance) 

it has for those who have never been to Iraq or who have never witnessed war?   Did its aura  

(Benjamin, 2010) accompany it on its many travels, or did they stay at the site of its destruction, 

in Iraq? What memories does it materialise in a gallery that are different to a bombed out street?  

As others have argued (Lefebvre, 1991; Johnson, 2004) the spatiality of monuments and 

memorials is fundamental to their understanding. For Lefebvre, space itself has to be 

understood in terms of the physical, the mental and the social. For Johnson, the interpretation 

of a monument’s spatiality is complex as the landscape that surrounds it does more than provide 

a background vista for a material form. Going further, Johnson asks “What ideas or set of ideas 

are stimulated by memories made material in the landscape?” (2004: 322). This interests me. 

It returns me to ars memoriae and to the ancient storehouse of memory where imagined objects 

were arranged in a conceptual space and not in the corporeal world.  This storehouse would 

have been subject to the physical, mental and social experience of the orator and for me, it 

resonates with how I, as an artist, construct a memorial in the space of the imagination. Being 

skilled at mnemotechnics enabled the speaker to articulate complex narratives to an audience. 

What had been visualised and stored had to be verbalised and shared but I wonder what had 

been changed or lost in the telling? Similarly, I question how the memorial concepts I envisage 

internally will be materialised externally in, for example, a landscape. With reference to Nora, 

I concede that any memorial I think of may not depend on a fixed location for its meaning but 

I would argue that the space that it occupies internally (as an idea) and externally (as an 

expression of that idea) is complex and uncertain, as are memories. As Huyssen said, “Memory 

is always transitory, notoriously unreliable, and haunted by forgetting” (2000:38). If memorials 

are material declarations of what must be remembered, then how can forgetting be manifested 

as the haunting Other within the same material context?  
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A paradox is contained within the question. If memorials give shape to memory then what 

shapes forgetting other than a void? The danger in this assumption is the implication that 

memory is a positive force and forgetting a negative one, as it fails to remember (Connerton, 

2008). As we know, the counter-memorial project in Germany remembered the Holocaust in 

novel ways which included the void, but this reinvigorated memory and was against forgetting.   

As Ricoeur (2004) has noted there is no inverse to ars memoriae, the art of memory, because 

of the impossibility of achieving an ars oblivionis; a thought process that deliberately forgets 

and is separate to the loss of memory associated with cognitive frailty.31 For Nora, modern 

memory relied on the trace, and for Ricoeur, forgetting erased traces of the past in the archive, 

in the corporeal world and in the psyche. For him, memory is the struggle against forgetting 

and this a tension which troubles Northern Ireland.  

Edna Longley for example, argues that Northern Ireland is in itself a lieu de mémoire which 

cannot overcome its palimpsestic history of rituals and insignia. She speculates that there might 

be a “remembering that enables forgetting” (2001: 224) or a means to move from “destructive 

remembrance to constructive amnesia” (ibid: 253) and so for her, in a commemorative context, 

forgetting is a positive force so long as it does not erase the memories of the Other.   A similar 

view is put forward by David Rieff (2016). He argues that in post-conflict societies, such as 

this one, forgetting can be politically, morally and socially beneficial and that Northern Ireland 

should find a way to move on from the wrongs of the past, whether real or imagined. He asks, 

“If there can be a will to remember why… can there not also be a will to forget?” (ibid: 121). 

To me, there is a note of impatience in the arguments of Rieff and Longley which suggests that 

as a society we should all move on already. If it was this simple, we might have done so but 

we are not proceeding from a singular or consensual memory of the past. I do agree with 

Longley that Northern Ireland could be thought of as a site of memory, if not a milieu, given 

the ritualistic, commemoratively repetitive nature of our society (Bryan, 2016) and the surfeit 

of mnemonic devices such as flags and murals that proliferate in our surroundings (Jarmen, 

1999). In my view, Longley and Rieff are advocates for forgetting or at least remembering less, 

but neither has addressed what forgetting is and how it might be understood in relation to a 

society that has lived through conflict. Here, Paul Connerton’s (2008) work has been 

instructive.  

                                                           
31 There are spaces of memory that are outside of the limits of this study.  I acknowledge that people with dementia 

and those who are neurodiverse will experience memory differently in ways that will exceed or confound my 

more conventional understanding of the subject. 
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i) Forgetting or Forgiving 

Connerton distinguishes between different types of forgetting rather than treating the subject 

as a singular phenomenon. His typology opens out an understanding of the scholarship of others 

who have considered the subject from their own disciplinary fields of philosophy, anthropology 

and critical IR. Reading with Connerton, and through the work of Paul Ricoeur (2004), Marc 

Augé (2004) and Christine Sylvester (2021) has enabled me to progress my thoughts on 

forgetting from the practical, to the poetical to the elegiac; a series of moves which enables me 

to think creatively about the representation of forgetting in material form. Although Connerton 

sets out seven different aspects of forgetting, I consider only the two most relevant to this study, 

namely repressive erasure and prescriptive forgetting.32 

For Connerton, “repressive erasure” (2008: 60) operates in two ways. It includes the physical 

violence of erasing the past by destructive means (including iconoclasm, which I will come to 

below) and the more benign - yet still damaging - practice of concealment. This can happen in 

an archive, at a monument or in a museum, where curators have the power to decide what is 

prominently displayed and what is marginalised and subsequently less visible. Sylvester (2021) 

has studied erasure in relation to war memorials and she questions who has been excluded from 

them and what has been suppressed. Memorials traditionally represent gains such as victory, 

honour and patriotism and not what has been lost such as parents, the culture of the defeated 

or the landscape they lived in. Sylvester reminds us that the Veterans Memorial in Washington 

DC “… commemorates a lost war for the USA and ignores the millions of civilians it killed in 

Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia” (ibid:4). She argues that criticality is needed to address 

deliberate forgetting by those who dominate the narrative of a war and its material heritage so 

that the “… more hideous elements of war that fold into national identity” can come into view 

(ibid: 25). This includes the plight of the enemy.33 Deliberate forgetting or covert erasure  

                                                           
32 The others are: Forgetting that helps in the formation of a new identity, structural amnesia caused by a lack of 

information, forgetting as an annulment where there is too much information to process, planned obsolescence as 

part of a capitalist culture where buying and discarding are built in and forgetting as humiliated silence, where 

war crimes and other atrocities are unable to be spoken about. See Connerton (2008). 
33 In 1991, American artist Chris Burden (1946-2015) made The Other Vietnam Memorial, a sculpture in 

aluminium, steel and engraved copper plate. Made in response to Lin’s VVM, Burden’s work was composed of 

12 large scale plates arranged around a central support similar to a revolving door. The plates listed 3 million 

Vietnamese names but they had been computer generated and were therefore symbolic of those who had died. For 

this reason, the work received criticism for being disrespectful to the dead but this missed the artist’s point. There 

was no way to know the names of all the Vietnamese who had died as no records had been kept. The work is now 

in the permanent collection of the Museum of Contemporary Art (MCA) Chicago. See: 

https://mcachicago.org/collection/items/chris-burden/2432-the-other-vietnam-memorial (Accessed: 27 Sept. 

2021).  

https://mcachicago.org/collection/items/chris-burden/2432-the-other-vietnam-memorial
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differs from “prescriptive forgetting” (Connerton, 2009: 62) as the latter allows for the 

inclusion of the experience of the defeated party in conflicts and disputes to be part of the 

reconciliation work. 

Connerton uses the example of post-1945 West Germany to discuss how prescriptive forgetting 

is performed.  He explains how, in order to establish a workable civil society, it was not 

sustainable to continue to pursue and convict former Nazis on a large scale. By the early 1950s 

the number of convictions declined in Germany (as well as France and Austria) as the desire 

was to restore equilibrium and forget the destruction wrought by the dictatorial National 

Socialist government. The implication here is that with forgetting comes forgiving, although 

Connerton acknowledges there is no imperative to do either.  This is similar to the arguments 

progressed by Rieff (2016) and Longley (2001) who contend that some kind of forgetting of 

the Troubles is required so that society in Northern Ireland can move on – but these are linear 

arguments that suggest progressive improvements from the past (bad) to the future (better). 

Ricoeur (2004), however, articulates the connections and problematics of forgiving and 

forgetting in such a way that they prompted, in me, a visual response that collated his ideas in 

material form. I was particularly interested in Ricouer’s ideas of how memories are transmitted 

and expressed; of how difficult pasts are recounted and staged in different media and how in 

relation to memory the “…untransmissible is not… inexpressible” (2004:452). 

 

ii) Creative response: the transaction of blame 

 

Ricoeur argues that rather than forgetting the past by erasing all the traces of it or deciding that 

remembering it in its entirety is not sustainable, we should instead operate an “oubli de réserve” 

(2004:415). This forgetting in reserve disregards certain aspects of the past which, for Ricoeur, 

brings into play the proximity between amnesty and amnesia, or what we are prepared to forget 

and forgive. Before we can do either, though, the fault must be acknowledged. For Ricoeur, 

forgiveness is a gift and fault is a debt that must be repaid; fault is deep and forgiveness is high 

so that “Forgetting proposes on the existential plane, something of an endless abyss” (ibid: 

414). Ricouer’s argument evokes the idea of an exchange or transaction. How much memory, 

for example, has to be denied in favour of forgetting or forgiveness and how much does 

reconciliation through amnesty depend on amnesia? Even if we forget in reserve, the things 

that we disregard do not disappear and so they must be stored somewhere. Figs. 23 and 24 



139 
 

(below) demonstrate my engagement with this theme and my efforts to materially express 

Ricouer’s ideas on transmission and memory.  

 

 

Figure 23 Sketch of model. Thinking through the concept of 

forgetting and forgiving as a transactional exchange. Model size: 45 

x 30 x 30 cm. Wood, card, hardboard, Perspex, 2020.  

 

 

Figure 24 Model detail. Top section. 30 x 30 x 

15cm. Wood, card, hardboard. 

The figures above show a sketch and a model made as part of the process of working through 

the transactional nature of forgiving and forgetting. It works as follows: Two people sit 

opposite each other, separated by screens. Each screen has a window which opens into the same 

central space. The arrangement is not unlike the interface between a customer and a teller at a 

bank or someone at confession except that, here, both parties can see each other but not what 

the other writes. A series of paper slips is available and on each one the words forgive, forget, 

blame, and abstain are listed. To participate, each person ticks a box beside the word that 
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resonates most with them. Once this is done the paper slip is deposited into a receptacle in the 

central space and from there, it falls down a tube into an underground chamber. At the end of 

the day, the responses on the slips are counted and logged. The results become data that can 

affect the balance of the scales at the top of the structure. The scales, most obviously, are 

relatable to the scales of justice but in my concept they reference the ancient Egyptian weighing 

of the heart ceremony. This is a death ritual where the heart of the deceased is weighed against 

a feather. The Egyptians believed that the heart recorded all the good and bad deeds of a person 

during their lifetime and thus its weight could determine their fate after they died. If the heart 

was light enough the deceased could pass through to the afterlife. If it was too heavy they would 

remain in the underworld or simply disappear. In my system, the preferences noted on the paper 

slips are counted, like votes. If the results are collated and analysed over time, then the general 

trend could be tracked to see if, as a society, we were moving strongly towards a particular 

preference and this would be shown by the angle of the scales at the top of the structure.  

As a memorial, this concept is performative. It recalls the Elizabethan memory theatres of 

Fludd’s time as it is similarly staged across several tiers. It forms its own archive of anonymised 

responses. Put together, the weight of them all alludes to the burdens associated with 

remembering and forgetting the past. But, for me, this work is too empirical. Its reliance on 

weights and scales implies that memory and forgetting can be measured, quantified and 

transmitted in a memorial just as they might in neurosciences. This is not my intention as it 

suggests that an unequivocal result can be achieved and this indicates closure. I do 

acknowledge, as Jelin (2003) has shown, that memory can be collected as data through the use 

of surveys, questionnaires and oral history but this is not my purpose either. As an epistemic 

object, however, it helped me to think through Ricouer’s ideas but it remains incomplete. It 

lacks an ambiguity which would make it interesting. What if, for example, the daily slips were 

not counted but burned or shredded so that their remains could be transformed into something 

new? The concept has been paused while I reflect on these ideas. In my view, Marc Augé’s 

work on remembering and forgetting is more intriguing as it allows for a nuanced and 

imaginative response to the symbiotic relationship between memory and forgetting.  

Augé takes a holistic approach to memory and so in his thesis one can find the more benign 

elements of repressive erasure and a pragmatic take on what Connerton would describe as 

prescriptive forgetting. He argues that memory cannot exist without forgetting, indeed it is 

formed by it; as we cannot remember everything that happened in our lives so everything that 

remains has been shaped by forgetting. Poetically, Augé describes this process as “… what 
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remains, remembrances or traces… is the product of an erosion caused by oblivion. Memories 

are crafted by oblivion as the outlines of the shore are created by the sea” (1998: 20) and to me 

this moves us towards a better understanding of the relationship between memory and 

forgetting; it evolves over time; it comes in waves that can sometimes overwhelm us and it 

changes the nature of the mnemonic devices (including shorelines) that return us to the past. 

Importantly, Augé introduces the spectral unheimlich aspect of memory such as when we 

encounter objects from our forgotten past (a book, a film or a piece of music) and feel a “strange 

familiarity” of the “figure of the return” (ibid: 74). I resume my response to Auge’s work in 

Chapter VIII but I want to finish this section by returning to Connerton’s “repressive erasure” 

(2008: 60) to consider how forgetting is manifested through iconoclasm and present day 

Fallism.  

 

iii) Iconoclasm and Fallism 

 

For Lewis Mumford, monuments and memorials were not relevant to contemporary life and he 

questioned why future generations should have to navigate cityscapes strewn with the “heaps 

of stone” left behind by their ancestors. (1940: 438). Yet there have always those who do not 

wish to live with the statues, images or icons left by people who were not their ancestors or 

with whom they disagreed. Pulling down statues is not a modern phenomenon, nor is 

iconoclasm anything new. As others have shown (Bevan, 2006; Connerton, 2008; Doss, 2010; 

Hicks and Mirzoeff, 2020), the destruction of one regime, religion or culture by another has 

occurred throughout history from Ancient Egypt to the Conquistadors and from the French 

Revolution to the end of apartheid in South Africa. Whether these demolitions and 

annihilations occur for religious, political or economic reasons the underlying motivation is the 

challenge to established power. This includes the rise of civic agency against an established 

state power. As Bevan observes, however, “Whoever rebuilds does so in a situation of power 

relations reflecting the post-destruction context” (2006: 176) and so there may also be 

contestation associated with reconstruction depending on whether the past is recreated, 

reinvented or critically reviewed. 

Monuments and memorials, like buildings, are material symbols of the past. They are a literal 

elevation of an esteemed person or event, worthy of celebration or commemoration by some – 

but not all – of the citizens who encounter them as part of daily life. When they are written on, 

sprayed over and attacked, it is by those who do not share the narrative which the memorial 
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represents. They may not have the political or fiscal power to replace or rebuild a contentious 

monument but they can dispute the original script of the memorial by adding their own text to 

it. In this way they are creating new layers of meaning which themselves can be added to or 

destroyed over time (Sumartojo, 2018). Dwyer (2004: 419) defines this as “symbolic accretion” 

and she argues that layers of meaning accrue on memorials by different and opposing means. 

There are those which are in sympathy with the original intent of the memorial (allied) and 

those which oppose it (antithetical). When reading the history of a memorial both should be 

considered but this only works if the memorial is still standing. How should we read the 

absence left by its destruction?  

From the time of Aristotle, objects have stood for memory, so what does their destruction 

through an iconoclastic act stand for, if not forgetting? Forty (1999) considers this question 

using post-1989 Eastern Europe to provide context. He questions whether the empty spaces left 

by the removal of Communist statues erases the memory of them or encourages it in a new 

way. Forty also suggests that the removal of these statues and monuments allows the space that 

they once occupied to reassert itself, to become what it was before it was built on. After Bevan 

(2006), what follows depends on who has the power to decide whether to rebuild, or to let the 

space just be. Normally, the power relations associated with the construction and destruction 

of monuments follow a top-down approach. Recent events, in the UK and the USA, where 

monuments have been defaced or pulled down are illustrative of a bottom up, proactive 

approach to the removal of contested monuments and the memories they represent. Frank and 

Ristic use the term “urban fallism” to describe this phenomenon (2020:553). Fallism differs 

from iconoclasm or Connerton’s repressive erasure as it is evidence of “… the struggle for 

inclusion and co-existence of multiple narratives of the past, embodying diversity and plurality 

of views” (ibid: 557). For Hicks and Mirzoeff “… fallism is reversing the tide of colonial 

remembrance wherever the racist fantasy of a ‘White’ Atlantic has been monumentalised” 

(2020: n.p.)   

As an example of this, we can remember how on 25th May 2020, on both sides of the Atlantic, 

the words “I can’t breathe” sparked a series of international protests that saw statues and 

memorials pulled down not just in USA and UK but also in countries such as Belgium and 

Australia. These protests were a reaction to the murder of African American George Floyd by 

four Minneapolis police officers. The statues that were pulled down or defaced in the USA 

were seen by the protestors as visible reminders of a colonial and racist past that had persisted 

into the present day. The original script of these contentious memorials was antithetical to their 
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present day concerns and not representative of their memories. Widespread protests and the 

toppling of statues in the USA was replicated on a smaller scale in the UK. Memorial activism, 

therefore, as discussed in Chapter IV, does not pertain only to creating new ways of 

remembering the past through the construction of novel forms or approaches. It also includes 

fallism as a collective endeavour that deconstructs or destroys exclusionary materialisations of 

the past. 

In June 2020, for example, a statue of Bristolian merchant and slave trader Edward Colston 

was pulled down, defaced and thrown into the river as an act of solidarity with protestors in the 

States. Historian David Olusoga wrote that pulling it down (and subsequently throwing it into 

the river) was “…a purge; an act of civic purification” (2020: n.p). The absence left by the 

statue’s sudden removal had a ripple effect that compelled many institutions, colleges and 

museums to confront the legacy of their colonial pasts.34 In other words, they were forced to 

critically remember and acknowledge what they had deliberately forgotten, or at least failed to 

acknowledge within their collections. In my view, the removal of Colston’s statue did not erase 

the memory of his name nor his past deeds.  It addressed the imbalance of how he was 

remembered as a philanthropist and generous benefactor by making his name and the origins 

of his wealth more widely known beyond Bristol. It was known locally that his wealth derived 

from slavery but it had never been confronted in a way that was meaningful for those it pained.  

They could not forget what he represented because they saw his likeness reproduced in his 

statue, in the names of streets, a concert hall and a school. I suspect that Mumford would have 

approved of his toppling, as I do. However, if all memories and material traces of Colston were 

erased then his crimes would also be forgotten. It might be better then, after Ricoeur, to consign 

his likeness to an abyss but to hold something of his history in reserve so that future generations 

can know the fullness of it. 35 

                                                           
34 Colston’s statue has not been replaced but an initiative by art collective the Peoples Platform in Bristol uses 

AR (augmented reality) to show in situ proposals for new designs as submitted by the public. Some of these can 

be seen on the website: https://peoplesplatform.co.uk/ (Accessed: 28 September 2021).  For an understanding of 

the problematics of colonial era statues in India and a discussion of the implications of the Rhodes Must Fall 

campaign implications for Oxford and in South Africa see: Rahul Rao (2016) On Statues, online blog post for 

The Disorder of Things website. Available at: https://thedisorderofthings.com/2016/04/02/on-statues/ Accessed: 

15 November, 2021. 
35 The Toppled Monuments Archive is an open source online repository which documents “toppled colonialist, 

imperialist, racist and sexist monuments” around the world. It is managed by a group of artists, activists and 

academics. To date there are no African, Asian or Oceanic entries but there are many images for the Americas 

and some for Europe. Images which record Colston’s toppling can be found at: 

https://www.toppledmonumentsarchive.org/20200607-edward-colston-statue-bristol-england-uk (Accessed: 29 

September 2020). 

https://peoplesplatform.co.uk/
https://thedisorderofthings.com/2016/04/02/on-statues/
https://www.toppledmonumentsarchive.org/20200607-edward-colston-statue-bristol-england-uk
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6.3 Part II: The Transmission of Memory 

Memory studies in the modern era is a field of interest for many disciplines from history to 

anthropology to sociology and the arts. It is not my intention to chart its development nor to 

follow the shift in the debates about how collective or individual memory is formed; indeed, 

well established scholarship on these subjects already exists (see Beiner, 2016; Olick, Seroussi 

and Levy, 2011; Johnson, 2005). Most studies acknowledge the pioneering work of Maurice 

Halbwachs who theorized that memory was not an individual construct as it was formed in a 

social context and thus collectively through participation at rituals and commemorative events. 

It is worth noting that Halbwachs’ work in the 1920s was forgotten until the 1970s. Renewed 

interest in the formation of memory in the 1980s as part of the memory boom (discussed in 

Chapter IV) reinvigorated interest in his work (Olick, Seroussi and Levy, 2011).  

Whether memory is formed individually or collectively it can be subjected to the more 

dominant memory of the state. According to Ashplant, Dawson and Roper (2000), this has 

developed a hegemonic approach to commemoration which ignores or supresses the sectional 

memories of those who do not agree with the official narrative. Counter-monuments, for 

instance, articulate a complex reading of the past whereas official war graves and monuments 

promote a state-sanctioned reading. By toppling monuments rather than constructing them, 

Fallism demands a re-reading of the past, so that repressed and concealed memories become 

part of the narrative.   In an increasingly globalised world memory and forgetting have become 

less binary and more complex as greater attention to human rights abuses and challenges to 

historic war crimes has enabled individuals and groups to question the inheritance of 

hegemonic memories (ibid: 66-67). Building on my interest of how individual memories are 

received and transmitted, I am interested in exploring examples of generationally transferred, 

mediated, agonistic and recycled memories to consider which mode is relevant to the 

development of my concepts for a memorial.   

 

i) Mediated Memory 

Marianne Hirsch (2001; 2012; 2017) focuses on how traumatic memory is passed from one 

generation to the next through narration, documentation, objects and silences.  She argues that 

the generation who were born after events such as the Holocaust inherit the memories of their 

survivor parents. Hirsch names these ‘postmemories’ and states that they are not the same as 

survivor memories as they are mediated “… not through recollection but through 
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representation, projection and creation - often based on silence rather than speech and on the 

invisible rather than visible” (2001: 9). She expands her definition of postmemory stating that 

it need not be identity based or established through close family ties but can come about through 

an ethical relationship with the past. In this instance, memory becomes an “… intersubjective 

transgenerational space of remembrance” or a “retrospective witnessing by adoption” (ibid: 

10) but Hirsch questions the nature and extent to which a relationship with the past can be 

established. In an era of ‘posts’, Hirsch states that the post in postmemory (or in post-colonial, 

post-human, post-modern and so on) does not mark the end of something but rather the 

beginning of its “troubling continuity” (2012:6). With critical distance we can begin to 

interrogate how historical events become conveyed as memories to our descendants. For 

Hirsch, photography plays an important part in the transmission of memory as it can reveal the 

“continuity and rupture” between generations (ibid).   

In Chapter III of this thesis, I explained why I attached myself to the memories of my great –

grandfather in the Looking for Frank project. I considered it variously as a form of witnessing, 

an exorcism and a kind of empathetic/unsettled remembering. As an exercise in ghostly 

mimesis, it would fit within Hirsch’s postmemory definition in its retrospective witnessing or 

remembrance through the adoption of an ancestor’s memories. It could also be a “prosthetic 

memory” which, as Alison Landsberg proposes, is formed by becoming so immersed in the 

memories and experiences of an unknown other that their memory becomes attached to our 

own (1997: 66). Like Hirsch, Landsberg’s research centres on the Holocaust and how memory 

is transmitted from one generation to the next but her focus is on how this is achieved through 

the use of mass media technologies and not personal connection.    

In Landsberg’s argument, the repeated circulation of images through media such as film, 

television, printed material (and now the internet) make the past accessible in ways which was 

not feasible even ten years ago, and this makes it possible for people to identify with a past 

which they did not live through. For Landsberg, this is important as the number of those who 

lived through World War II and/or survived the Holocaust is declining. This places an increased 

importance on the transmission of their memories through oral testimony and archive film clips 

as well as photographs, artefacts and ephemera. Landsberg uses her experience of visiting the 

United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, in Washington D.C., to advance the case for 

memory museums that are experiential and affective. She argues that although she found her 

visit “physically and emotionally exhausting” and that it was akin to being seduced by an 

immersive audio-visual staging of the past, such affective encounters were to be welcomed as 
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they could produce memories in us that we might otherwise not have had. Edkins on the same 

museum, finds its approach “sinister” and excessive and she states that it promotes only 

American values (2003: 157). Its subject is the Holocaust, but according to Edkins, it has not 

addressed its own history in relation to the genocide or enslavement of people in America. 

These memories have been concealed, or to paraphrase Connerton, erased.  

I find Landsberg’s support for such a strongly mediated experiences within a memorial setting 

disturbing (despite the self-initiated form of prosthetic memory that I performed within my 

own practice). For example, at the end of her visit, she describes a coincidental occurrence 

when she overhears an anxious guard reporting that smoke is coming out of a vent in the 

museum. Looking up, Landsberg sees the smoke and her first thought was to wonder, albeit 

momentarily, if she was being gassed. She perceives nothing incongruous in the comparison 

and states that the experience “… speaks to the power of museums to insert its visitors’ bodies 

into a threatening context” (ibid: 85). I find this worrying. Should I introduce the sound of a 

bomb going off into any design I create so that viewers can have a more experiential encounter 

with the Troubles? No. This would be contrived; a gimmicky effort that tries too hard to get 

attention (Ngai, 2020) and which could potentially re-traumatise someone. The more I think 

creatively and artistically about memory and memorials the more I move away from a didactic, 

overly scripted approach. An aesthetic approach is also sensual and affective but it does not 

need to be aggressive or emotionally manipulative to encourage viewers to draw near or to 

engage. In my view, it should not try to insert itself as a false memory into the memory of the 

viewer as this replicates the violence of the past in an intrusive, parasitical way. The memorial 

encounter should be by choice not by imposition. This includes walking away in recognition 

that memory takes many diverse forms and so it is possible that a memorial may speak to one 

person but be silent, if not repugnant, to another.   

 

ii) Agonistic Memory 

Bull and Hansen (2016) have evaluated the diversity of remembering and forgetting in a 

European context through a study of antagonist and cosmopolitan memory. Respectively, these 

are characterised by a didactic, binary attitude to the past and a more reflexive, dialogical 

approach. In monumental terms, the celebratory or bombastic statutory of the late 19th and early 

20th centuries could be thought of as material expressions of localised antagonistic memory, 

whereas counter-monuments are representative of a more transnational, critical approach to 
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past atrocities. Bull and Hansen state that “cosmopolitan memory discourse” emerged as part 

of Holocaust studies at this time but it was also a response to “the violent past of the 

authoritarian regimes of the twentieth century” (ibid: 391).  

In antagonistic memory, good and evil are used as polarised moral categories.  There is an “us” 

and “them” mentality that separates victims and perpetrators so that there is always an ‘Other’ 

who does not belong in the memory space.  Cosmopolitan memory takes a more tolerant, less 

rigid tack where good and evil are seen as abstract constructs. Importance is placed on the 

understanding of all perspectives although the emphasis is on the victims. It has not replaced 

antagonistic memory, nor consigned it to history. In Europe today nationalist movements such 

as the Front National in France or the Freedom Party in Austria seek to reaffirm otherness 

through the rearticulation of their foundational narratives of ethnicity, identity and territory. 

Bull and Hansen state that cosmopolitan memory cannot stop the re-emergence of antagonistic 

memory that is associated with the rise in neo-nationalism. They argue that “… we are in 

serious need of rethinking the ways in which we remember the past” and their solution is for a 

third way of remembering that uses agonistic memory (ibid: 394). Neither fully oppositional 

to antagonistic memory, nor an adjunct to cosmopolitan memory, agonistic memory is open-

ended and inclusive of the perspectives of all of those involved in a conflict. It is a type of 

memory which puts empathy above socio-political concerns but it does not deny the historical 

context of conflict. Instead, it foregrounds compassion and reflexivity to facilitate “individual 

and collective agency” (ibid: 401).  

These typologies of memory, when related to Northern Ireland, expose the limits of attempting 

to universalise memory by extrapolating similarities between individuals or between 

individuals and the state. For example, memory in NI is binary and contested. It is consequently 

antagonistic because both sides of the political divide have their unique foundational myths. 

This leaves out those who do not subscribe to these long-established polarities but who 

nonetheless experienced the Troubles as part of their own history. How do we get to a non-

binary, cosmopolitan form of memory that prioritises the victims when the definition of victim 

cannot be agreed? To me, there is a suggestion of a progressive telos where each form of 

memory is an improvement on the other with agonistic memory as the utopian endpoint. In 

order to rethink the past, however, there needs to be an awareness that it was not experienced 

equally. During the Troubles, people who lived in highly militarised areas, or in areas of social 

and economic deprivation will have different memories to those who did not have to navigate 

the conflict on a daily basis. Agreeing the past, or agreeing to disagree, suggests that our 
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memories of it will somehow be unburdened and all of our discomforts removed so that closure 

is achieved.  

Agonism, a form of remembering that is inclusive of all perspectives, acknowledges open-

endedness and moves me closer to where I want to be. Reflexivity, multiplicity and compassion 

are modalities that exist within the realm of agonistic memory. They are also found within 

creative practice and therefore my way of working is aligned to this agonistic cannon. 

However, in respect of Northern Ireland, agonism is idealistic because antagonistic memory is 

still to the fore. I do not suggest it should be discounted as an aspiration but, for me, Beiner’s 

arguments that memory in Northern Ireland is haunted, entangled, unresolved and cyclical is a 

more accurate prism through which I can reflect on memory and the Troubles.  

 

iii) Cyclical Memory 

Beiner’s focus on memory as a form of anxiety experienced by both sides of the political divide 

is an interesting perspective. It prompts me to explore the gap between this division and the 

space that surrounds it to speculate on how the past could be remembered in ways that bring a 

multiplicity of conflicting memories into play as part of a continuity. Beiner has explained 

these continuities in an Irish context not through linearity but by demonstrating the ways in 

which they are entangled, nonlinear and sometimes seemingly paradoxical (Beiner, 2018; 

2016; 2014; 2013).  

In Chapter III of this thesis, I used Beiner’s work to show how, in his critique, Ireland is haunted 

by a deep memory of the past that has led to a “…chronology of anxieties” dating back to the 

seventeenth-century (2007: 371). Beiner’s research focuses on commemoration and the social, 

particularly the 1798 Rebellion by the United Irishmen, but his theories can be applied to how 

an individual remembers or disremembers events (2013). I want to focus on his more 

conceptual ideas to demonstrate that the transmission of memory is cyclical and so the 

hauntological return of unresolved issues/ anxieties about the past will always be in motion. 

Beiner reverses the telos of history into memory and claims that there need not be a temporal 

gap between the two. He states that “… memory can precede history” because as events unfold 

in the present we can interpret them through the memories of past events and traditions (2014: 

300). According to Beiner, prememory “… refers to the anticipations and expectations of those 

who are committed to predetermine how history will be remembered” whereas postmemory 
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“… refers to the anxieties and angst of self-appointed custodians of memory” who are 

concerned that the past is not being remembered in the way they wish it to be” (2016: 21). 

Beiner argues that both types of memory, when combined, can be used to analyse how memory 

is constructed. He suggests that this entails “…reconstruction, reinvention and regeneration” 

(2014:301).  He disagrees with Hirsch’s definition of postmemory, criticising it for its limited 

reach between one generation and the next and for its reliance on biological connections. 

However, as I have shown, Hirsch did include the transmission of transgenerational memory 

to non-kin as part of her argument. In my view, Beiner and Hirsch, use the term postmemory 

to advance different propositions but both are concerned with how memories of the past are 

transmitted into the future either as a troubling continuity (Hirsch) or as an anxiety (Beiner).  

In Hirsch’s case, the onus is on the individuals to carry the weight of their inherited memories 

forward and in Beiner’s, the responsibility of preserving certain aspects of the pasts is taken up 

by social groups with a vested interest in controlling the narrative.  

Beiner illustrates this through his study of the how the 1798 Rebellion is remembered and 

forgotten (2013; 2018). Presbyterian (Protestant) dissenters, who were involved in the 

Rebellion as agitators for an Irish Republic alongside their Catholic peers, chose to forget their 

involvement after the uprising was put down by government forces. This history is problematic 

for Unionists today but not for Nationalists. As Beiner argues, “The marking of certain 

recollections for disregard paradoxically identifies them as an object of particular curiosity” 

(2013: 11) and for him, promoting forgetting makes a confrontation with the past more certain. 

The “collective amnesia” that Beiner associates with the 1798 Rebellion was not wholly 

achieved as a “vernacular historiography” of oral history, poetry, song and artefacts from the 

time have ensured that memories of Protestant involvement in the Rebellion have not been 

erased (2013: 15-16). They repeat. There is a tension between what is publicly silenced and 

personally remembered and to me this challenges the arguments put forward by Rieff and 

Longley regarding how the Troubles should reside in our memories i.e. they shouldn’t, or if 

they do, they should not take up much space. Even if such a thing as forgetting the Troubles 

could be socially achieved, it would not be individually attainable given the existence of 

personal historiographies not unlike those Beiner describes. When passed on in the form of a 

postmemory, these remembrances resurface and regenerate as an anxiety, putting them back 

into circulation but they are still a biased version of events that represent a particular 

perspective from a specific point in time. In Northern Ireland, there are opposing memories 
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from the same time period, and so in thinking through the construction of a memorial, I wonder 

how a multiplicity of conflicting memories can accommodate these tensions and residues?  

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has demonstrated that memory is strange, subjective and when shared, often 

contested. It has asked how multiple memories of different people can co-exist in diverse 

settings from landscapes and archives to the concrete forms of memorials and to the 

experiential ones found in museums. Memories are accrued individually. Even within a group 

of people shared experiences will not be remembered in the same way. We store our memories 

in our head and increasingly on digital devices but how does a memorial store them and, 

moreover, what type of memory does it store? The accumulation of only human memory 

excludes more than human experiences that, I would argue, sympathetically add to its 

accretions over time.  

The memorial concepts that I envisage (both made and unmade) are new and therefore at the 

start of their evolution. The memories they contain are my own as they pertain to its making. 

In one sense they are a blank screen onto which people can project their own memories or see 

their own ghosts. Is it my role to stage memory or to present performances of forgive and 

forget? Having worked through this staging by creating a model in response to Ricoeur’s 

disquisition on the same subject, I would say no, as there was something in the exercise that 

moved towards closure or a moral high ground. This is not a terrain I want to claim, nor would 

I pretend that my position is the ‘right’ one. 

I am subject to the post-memories of my family where they have been passed on. In the absence 

of this inheritance I prosthetically attached myself to the memory of another. It was my decision 

to do this but my great-grandfather did not have a say in whether he wanted to play a role in 

this rehearsal of his past. As I reflect more on this, I question the use of mass memory prosthesis 

through memorial museums as Landsberg has described. Does this make my own interventions, 

albeit on a small scale and with a personal connection, less contrived? This is a troubling but 

useful observation going forward because it raises the issue of manipulating and/or 

instrumentalising the dead, which is something that is always a risk when engaging with 

memory but something I would prefer to avoid, artistically speaking. 
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Agonistic memory where it aligns with creative practice through open-endedness and 

multiplicity and when tempered with a haunted anxiety about the past, is one of the ways in 

which memory is materially transmitted to objects/ concepts in this project.  Artistically, these 

ways (after Jelin) entangle history, memory, reality and imagination and (after Johnson, 2004) 

move beyond the fixity of stone or bronze materials towards a process of assemblage, rupture 

and repair which strains the relationship between an object, such as a memorial, and the 

memory of what, or who, it represents. Such a speculation returns us to the bird imagery that 

introduced this chapter. It is a reminder that memory is something that haunts and that artistic 

motifs are like ghosts who keep appearing because what they represent has not been resolved.  
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Chapter Seven: Commemoration in Northern Ireland 

 

Remembrance Sunday, Belfast City Hall, November 2018 

I was there to remember you wholeheartedly for one last time and then to forget, 

or at least let go. I knew in advance I would not come back; I had done my duty 

and this was an end point to the debts of the past. To “Lest We Forget”, I said, 

“you were not forgotten” but this is my time now and the imagination that I used 

to connect myself to you, falsely, must be deployed elsewhere. As the eleventh 

hour approached, I mustered my memory reserves, and told myself I will focus 

only on you, for a final two minutes. I resisted the urge to check my watch and 

looked at the assembled crowd instead. Groups of locals, armed service 

personnel, robed dignitaries and random curious tourists watched as wreaths 

were laid; so far, so solemn but one cannot be alone in a crowd nor be shielded 

from the physical proximity of strangers. Whatever I was feeling or processing 

internally was disrupted by those around me: the one who blocked my view, so I 

had to move; the one who kept fidgeting and bumping into me, so I moved again; 

the dapper elderly man who sang and jigged throughout, his row of medals 

bouncing gently against his chest; the crying child, bored and cold; the one who 

suddenly collapsed and was carried off to the side before being stretchered away 

with minimal fuss. The bugle sounded. It started to rain. Time to go home.  

 

7.1 Introduction: Continuities and Change 

In Chapter III, I described the creative process behind the image Ancestral Memories where I 

appeared alongside my great-grandfather as his ghostly double. The image was made in 2014, 

described in two journal articles (Ritchie, 2015; Withers, 2017) and, as part of a wider project 

called Looking for Frank, was laid to a respectful rest when I prepared to forget Frank by 

remembering him for one last time at Belfast City Hall in November 2018. The First World 

War had influenced my practice since 1999, as had a creative examination of conflict more 

generally but from 2009, as part of a research residency at the Irish Cultural Centre in Paris, 

my interest in WWI sharpened. Through the library at the Centre, I had access to historical 

research material which supported and sometimes directed the course of my visual enquiries. 

For example, I made a series of thirty-six war memorial drawings based on archival research 
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and site visits to cemeteries and monuments, as part of an effort to pay attention to all sides 

engaged in the conflict (see Fig. 25 below). Each memorial was drawn with red ink on graph 

paper in a diagrammatic rather than expressive style so that, no matter its size in reality, the 

memorial filled the page. On the wall, the colossal Memorial to the Missing of the Somme when 

placed beside a more humanly scaled town memorial of a standing soldier, seemed to be of a 

similar scale. In one of the drawings, based on a site visit to Pozières Cemetery in the Somme 

region in France, I drew an X to mark the position of Frank’s name on the regimental plaque 

on the rear wall. Through this simple action I was noting one specific death, to which I had a 

direct connection, and including it in a wider circle of remembrance that commemorated the 

deaths of millions of unknown others. 

 

Figure 25 War Memorial Series. From left: Memorial to the Missing of the Somme, Thiepval; Pozières Cemetery, France; Town 
Square Memorial, Comber, Co. Down. All ink on graph paper. 30 x 21 cm, 2009.  

 

Commemoration, as we know, can be expressed in diverse ways from public rituals and parades 

to plaques, murals, flags and banners as well as through talks, lectures, exhibitions and plays 

(Bryan, 2016; Evershed, 2018; McDowell, Braniff and Murphy, 2015). It can also be 

personally expressed through drawing. My interest in commemoration is focused on the 

memorial form and in how this is realised materially as a creative process. In this chapter, I 

want to draw out the complexities of creative engagements within commemorative practice so 

that my own work in this area can be situated into a wider field of artistic commemoration of 

the Troubles. The discussion takes a chronological approach beginning with the First World 

War and moving forward to the present day. This allows me to develop and expand some of 
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the themes examined in Chapters III and IV of this thesis. For example, the broadly consensual 

approach to commemoration of the war dead in the UK (because many people were mourning) 

was not replicated in Ireland, where the issue was complex and contested. I show that these 

issues persist into the present through an engagement with the substantive memorial database 

on the CAIN (Conflict Archive on the Internet)36 website and I contrast the partisan memorials 

it documents with a) artistic interventions in public spaces and b) texts/artefacts that were not 

intended as Troubles memorials but which have, in my view, become so and c) ideas for 

memorial forms generated through public consultation. Against this background, I reflect on 

the theme of commemoration through the lens of my art practice, both historically and as part 

of this project. Drawings produced in response to the CAIN database and to other sources are 

used throughout the chapter and I pay particular attention to the issue of names. In the 

conclusion, I suggest how my current ideas in relation to a Troubles memorial align with or 

diverge from other artists’ efforts to commemorate the Troubles.  

 

7.2 Contested Commemoration in Ireland 

In Chapter IV, I outlined the Royal Academy of Arts exhibition in London which showcased a 

wide range of commemorative designs made by noted artists of the day. In 1919 Sir James 

Craig, leader of the Ulster Unionists and Colonel Wilfred Spender, who had served with the 

36th Ulster Division visited the exhibition looking for ideas on how to commemorate the 

Division at the Somme in France. They found nothing pleasing or suitable amongst the almost 

four hundred works displayed (Jeffery, 2000).  According to Jeffery, their response is typical 

of how commemoration in Ireland post 1918 operated in that it had “a careful attitude to the 

spending of scarce funds, a suspicion of professional advice and a distinct conservatism and 

lack of artistic imagination” (ibid: 107). On their return to Belfast, it was decided that an 

existing local structure known as Helen’s Tower would be copied and remade in France, at 

Thiepval. The original tower, built in 1861, was set in the grounds of Clandeboye estate where 

the Ulster Division had undergone training before leaving for the Front.  Its replica would 

therefore be a familiar sight to those visiting the Somme area to remember loved ones who died 

there. Work on the tower at Thiepval was expedited and it was inaugurated in November 1921 

                                                           
36 The CAIN archive is a source of information on the Troubles, from 1968 to the present day and it is located in 

and managed by Ulster University. CAIN is part of ARK, a research network formed jointly by Queen’s 

University and Ulster University (UU) in 2000 and INCORE or the International Conflict Research Institute at 

UU. From the main CAIN homepage, there are links to their databases, bibliographies and publications 

including the memorial database. See: https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/ (Accessed: 2 January 2022). 

https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/
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as the Ulster Tower. It was one of the first official memorials to be erected on the Western 

Front.  

In Ireland, commemorating the collective dead from WWI took almost twenty years. As Jeffery 

(2000) and Johnson (2007) have outlined, the idea of a national memorial was first mooted in 

1919, agreed in 1929 and completed in 1938. The process was complex and contested at each 

stage of its development. The issue was not a lack of design choices. Options available to Irish 

memorial committees were not substantially different to those exhibited at the Royal Academy 

in format, materiality and suggested location although in terms of crosses, for example, the 

Irish preference was for designs based on Celtic art (Turpin, 2007). What differed most 

between the UK and Ireland at that time were the circumstances in which commemoration 

would take place. The UK was in mourning but in Ireland, the end of the Great War was 

followed by the War of Independence (1919-21), Partition (1921) and Civil War (1922-23), 

with the added legacy of the 1916 Somme/Easter Rising woven through them all (Jeffery, 

2015). As I showed in Chapter III, for Irish Nationalists, the Easter Rising was the foundational 

myth of the State (just as the Somme was for Ulster Unionists) and so efforts to commemorate 

the First World War in Ireland were divisive. As Turpin argues, these conflicting ideologies 

meant that “... the resulting monuments expressed radically different perspectives” (2007:107).  

Unlike in the UK where grieving for those who had made the ultimate sacrifice prevailed, 

mourning the dead of WWI in Ireland was problematic because for some, service in the British 

Army was perceived as traitorous. Those who had died in the struggle for Irish Independence 

were believed to be more deserving of commemoration than those who had fought for the 

Empire (Turpin, 2007). Approximately two hundred thousand Irish soldiers served but due to 

death and emigration only around half that number came back. Returning veterans had 

difficulty finding work and so some re-joined the British Army while others joined the IRA. 

Ironically, during the 1919-24 period, over 120 ex-servicemen were killed by the IRA 

(Leonard, 1997a; Turpin, 2007). Houses allocated for veterans were vandalised, as were war 

memorials and British Legion Halls. As Johnson (2007: 12) argues, remembering WWI was 

not “… an opportunity for divergent voices of Irish Nationalism and Unionism to unite”. Given 

the levels of contestation and hostility it is not surprising that the process of commissioning 

and constructing an Irish national war memorial took so long to complete.    

That said, some suitable means had to be found to remember, or at least acknowledge, the 

estimated 49,000 Irishmen of all faiths and none who died between 1914 and 1918. After much 
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debate and disagreement a Bill was passed by the Irish Legislature which enabled the project 

to move forward at the agreed site at Island Bridge in Dublin (Johnson, 2007).  In 1929, Sir 

Edwin Lutyens was appointed as the designer of the Irish National War Memorial. With its 

extensive gardens and planting, use of classical architecture and other motifs such as the Cross 

of Sacrifice and Stone of Remembrance, Lutyens’ design bore many similarities to his work 

on behalf of the (then) Imperial War Graves Commission in France. The work was complete 

in 1938 but the official opening proposed for 30th July 1939 was postponed (Jeffery, 2000).  

Fatefully, the timing was such that the memorial which had taken twenty years to arrive as a 

national commemoration of the First World War, was complete just months before the Second.  

Ireland was neutral during the Second World War. Armistice parades were prohibited and 

attendance at the Island Bridge memorial waned, leading to a period of neglect and vandalism. 

After restoration in the 1980s, the gardens were officially opened in 1996 by Taoiseach John 

Bruton. On 1st July 2006, the Island Bridge memorial was the location for commemorative 

events to mark the 90th anniversary of the Somme and to remember the Irish men who had 

fought and died there (Turpin, 2007). Despite the initial resistance to the idea of an Irish 

national war memorial, Jeffery (2000) reminds us that mourning is private and personal and 

that many in Ireland could not afford to travel to France or Gallipoli to see the graves of their 

loved ones. The memorial Lutyens designed for Dublin provided a locus for this mourning.  

Previously, in Chapter V, I reflected on Time and how history might be understood differently, 

and more inclusively, if the days and years either side of foundational event such as 9/11 were 

given as much weight as the event itself. Therefore to think only of WWI in Ireland as being 

contained within the years 1914-1918 is to neglect the dates either side of these temporal 

boundaries. I touched on some of the key dates above i.e. the 1919 to 1923 period but it is 

important to enfold 1912 and 1913 into this timeline for it was then that, respectively, the Ulster 

Volunteer Force (UVF) and the Irish Volunteer Force (IVF) were formed by different political 

factions. From the UVF, the mainly Protestant 36th Ulster Division was formed, and from the 

IVF, the mainly Catholic 10th and 16th Irish Divisions were formed. To reiterate a point made 

in Chapter III by Grayson (2016) strict temporal markers of the beginning and end of war mask 

a more complicated and forgotten history. The 36th Ulster Division, for instance, was not 

formed until September 1914, a month after the war began and so UVF members who were 

eager to join up at the earliest opportunity, in August, were placed into existing Divisions such 

as the 10th Irish, whose soldiers were recruited from across Ireland. High casualty numbers at 

the end of the war meant that Divisions had to be reorganised and by 1918, the 36th contained 
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thousands of Catholics and four Jesuit priests.37 Veterans of the 36th   who had fought at Somme 

came back from the war to cheers and celebration; those of the 10th and 16th had a more muted, 

if not hostile return (Leonard, 1997a). The contribution they made in the First World War was 

marginalised as it was problematic for those who associated 1916 with the Easter Rising, not 

the Somme. As Leonard says, “The commemoration of Irish participation in both World Wars 

became beleaguered as the Northern Ireland conflict worsened in the 1970s” (ibid: 67).  

The memorials that were made to remember the First World War and its aftermath in Ireland 

represent “… mutually exclusive ideologies of Nationalism and Unionism” and they are 

located within the communities that support these beliefs (Turpin, 2007: 108). Given post- 

Partition demographics, it follows that Independence memorials predominate in the Irish 

Republic and WWI memorials are in the majority in Northern Ireland, although exceptions 

such as Lutyens’ Island Bridge memorial exist. When the Troubles began in 1968, the 

geographical space available for commemoration for northern Nationalists was now contained 

within six rather than thirty-two counties. This was particularly problematic for those Northern 

Nationalists who wanted to remember “… their place in the Irish nation, even if the Irish State 

wished to forget them”, as the State, at that time, was in favour of promoting economic growth 

and good relations with the Unionist government in the North (O’Callaghan, 2017:124). 

Attempts to commemorate the fiftieth anniversary of the Easter Rising in 1966 by Northern 

Nationalists were met with violence and by 1976, commemoration was enacted by 

“…competing, troubles hardened factions” (ibid: 136). These factions used their unique 

symbolic capital to construct memorials to a version of the past that was significant to them 

and to establish visible territorial markers that spatially reinforced sectarian divisions 

(Viggiani, 2014).  

Commemoration in Northern Ireland is underpinned by chronological and ideological anxieties 

about ownership of the past. When competing narratives are materialised in commemorative 

forms, they represent a specific aspect of the past from a singular perspective. In other words 

there is little evidence of design nuance, or acceptance that 1916, for example, does not need 

to be bifurcated into a Somme/Easter Rising dichotomy with attendant symbolism of the poppy 

                                                           
37 Richard Grayson (in Grayson and McGarry, 2016) has used evidence from medal rolls, pension records and 

newspaper reports to uncover a detailed statistical history of UVF members from the electoral ward of West 

Belfast during WWI. This reveals, for example, that although many of them died at the Somme, others survived 

although they may have died later in the war, in places far from the Somme. Grayson argues that focusing only 

on one Division and one event, narrows the scope of commemoration and denies remembrance for many both 

within and beyond the membership of the UVF. (See Bibliography). 
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or lily. There is no messiness that widens the scope of commemoration and therefore of 

commemorative forms so that multiple historical realities are acknowledged.38 Troubles 

commemoration is a continuation of these ideologically distinct memorial forms. 

 

7.3 The CAIN archive: a critical conversation 

To understand these forms and their geo-political distribution I have relied on the Visualising 

the Conflict section of the CAIN archive. The spatial dimensions of the Troubles in Northern 

Ireland are illustrated on CAIN through a series of online maps which show the location of 

memorials and their political affiliation. These maps are enhanced by a separate memorials 

database where textual information on 640 memorials is available. Images exist for 386 of these 

memorials (Kelleher and Melaugh, 2011). I want to acknowledge the importance of the 

memorial database as a visual and investigative resource, but the typologies reproduced in the 

archive are, for me, only a starting place which I begin to work against.  

In 2019, as part of this project, I began working through the images of memorials on CAIN. It 

struck me that this was ten years after I had completed the Memorial Series I had undertaken 

as part of my visual research on WWI. I was interested to see if the same approach to scale and 

style could be used to draw a selection of Troubles memorials from photographs in the CAIN 

archive and, from there, to explore how drawings of conceptual models made in the studio 

would compare. The archive provided a means to represent commemoration in a conventional 

way. My studio work was an opportunity to reflect on this creatively and even playfully. As 

with the 2009 series, I wanted this new investigation to be inclusive. The CAIN database lists 

eleven categories of actors who are involved in the construction of memorials in NI.39 From 

this, I chose five categories namely Civilian, British Security, Republican and Loyalist 

paramilitary and Other.  

                                                           
38 For example, the perception that East Belfast is historically Protestant/Loyalist and working class is 

challenged by the work of an ongoing research project Gaeilgeoirí as Chogaigh Mhóir as Oirthear Bhéal Feirste 

(Irish Speaking Soldiers of East Belfast). Researcher have used the 1911 census and the war records of over 

6,000 soldiers from the area who served in WWI and discovered, to date, 74 Irish speakers, including some 

within the UVF. Descendants who continue to live in the area were unaware that their ancestors were Irish 

speakers who had moved to Belfast in the early twentieth century in search of work. For more information on 

this project see: https://www.greatwargaeilgeoiri.org.uk/ (Accessed: 2 January 2022). 
39 In full these are: Civilian, British Security, Republican  and Loyalist paramilitary groups including The IRA, 

OIRA, INLA (Irish National Liberation Army), UDA (Ulster Defence Association), UVF (Ulster Volunteer 

Force) , Political Activists and Loyal Orders.  

https://www.greatwargaeilgeoiri.org.uk/
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From CAIN, the categories used to search for memorials by type are variously memorial stone, 

enclosure, garden, plaque, mural, obelisk, cross, Republican plot and other. Under the category 

other are prizes, lectures, concerts and living memorials such as trees, all in the memory of a 

victim of the Troubles. In my view this does not significantly depart from the design options 

made available at the 1919 Royal Academy exhibition. Although the term Republican plot 

would not have been common at that particular time, it was not an unusual practice to 

commemorate those who had fought and died together for a common cause. The many ‘pals’ 

memorials that remembered soldiers connected by friendship or profession reflect this 

practice.40 More than one hundred years after the end of the Great War, I wonder, with 

reference to Jeffery’s earlier point, if commemoration in NI is still constrained by lack of funds 

and imagination? Many of the memorials listed on the CAIN archive are small scale vernacular; 

bricks and railings rather than soaring vaults in Portland Stone. This is understandable given 

that they are often located within housing estates or along busy roads where space is not 

available.  They are community based, not nationally sanctioned, efforts to remember deaths 

from within a politically segregated area and they reinforce a specific version of history but 

with limited funds and through a narrow, conservative aesthetic that relies on symbolic tropes 

from the past (lily/poppy; Easter Rising/Somme). To illustrate some of the lines of thinking 

that the CAIN archive prompted, the examples below (Figs. 26, 27 and 28) show two urban 

paramilitary memorials as pure forms, followed by an example of a studio memorial, drawn in 

the same style.  

                                                           
40 Pals Battalions were formed as part of a recruitment drive at the start of the war. Men were more likely to join 

up if they could be assured that they would be with their friends or work colleagues throughout their service. 

Although the recruitment drive was successful in building up Kitchener’s Army, its flaws were apparent after 

engagements such as the Battle of the Somme. Heavy losses meant that some Pals Battalions were almost entirely 

wiped out and the impact of this on the small towns and villages where the soldiers had lived was significant. For 

more information on the formation of Pals Battalions see the website of the Imperial War Museum: 

https://www.iwm.org.uk/history/the-pals-battalions-of-the-first-world-war  (Accessed: 30 November 2021). 

https://www.iwm.org.uk/history/the-pals-battalions-of-the-first-world-war
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Figure 26.  UDA Memorial Newtownards Rd. East Belfast.  To commemorate five members of the Young Newtown UDA who 
died between 1972 and 1974.   CAIN Memorial ID 718. Category Paramilitary. Red ink on graph paper. 20 x 30 cm. 2019. 

 

Figure 27. Hunger Strike Memorial, Downpatrick, Co. Down. To commemorate ten Republicans who died in 1981. CAIN 
Memorial ID 1429. Category Paramilitary. Red ink on graph paper. 20 x 30 cm.  2019.   
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Figure 28 Memorial for critters (after Haraway). Studio drawing of model made in card, wire, wood and string. Red ink on 
graph paper. 30 x 20 cm. 2019. 

 

The memorial I designed (Fig. 28) differs in appearance and composition but importantly (to 

me) in how it opens out what it meant by community. It moves way from the austerity of the 

paramilitary memorials towards a suggestion of an organic form, a many tentacled monument 

that might wave to you as you pass by. As with the drawings I made in 2009, scale is 

ambiguous. This memorial could sit on a shelf or, if it was made from durable materials, be 

located outside on a street corner or hillside. Its presence, however, might not be appreciated 

by everyone in a community, because there are no markers to suggest where its allegiance lies. 

It is an unknown entity in a place where, in matters of identity, knowing is preferred. 

Elisabetta Viggiani (2014) argues that community is a loaded term in Northern Ireland and that 

when statements are issued by the makers of a memorial claiming that the project had the 

support of the whole community, we should be aware that dissenters may not have been able to 

voice their objections. For Viggiani, the relationship between the memory makers (or 

paramilitaries) and the memory receivers (the locals) is one of power. Going further, she 

contends that rather than acting as “sectional” memory makers who oppose the State view of 

history, paramilitaries are in reality hegemonic memory makers even though the State is not 
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involved (ibid: 198; Graham and Whelan, 2007). Here, Viggiani proposes two traditions of 

commemoration in Northern Ireland that bring together memory makers and their receivers: 

those in support of the state and those opposing it. She argues that more work is needed to 

understand the relationship between the two and her efforts to explain how collective memory 

operates in a divided society through the materialisation of commemorative objects and 

practices is comprehensive if idealistic. For example, Viggiani speculates that an all-inclusive 

memorial for the Troubles might be achieved if there was a societal shift from “… the narration 

of the pain and loss endured to the recognition of the pain and loss inflicted” (2014: 200). This 

returns me to Ricouer’s exchange of blame for forgiveness, or the sense that as a society, we 

should all move on. As I have argued previously the Troubles were not experienced equally 

nor is the past agreed as we all have our own versions of it. 

What interests me is how these two commemorative traditions operate within the CAIN archive 

as it maps both material commemorative objects and the location of Troubles related fatalities 

in a way that allows us to navigate our own route to the past. This reveals that “memory 

making” through the construction of memorials is not limited to paramilitaries or state actors, 

nor are memorials found only within an urban context, or where they can be publicly viewed.  

The data on CAIN is statistical, detailed, searchable and inclusive meaning that, through our 

research, we can recover aspects of the past which have been forgotten, or reveal information 

that was unknown to us.  

Information on all documented memorials to the conflict is provided through illustrated maps 

that are linked to interactive Google maps. From here, street views for each memorial are 

available. One section of the archive is unambiguously called Google Death Maps. Here, it is 

possible, by ticking all of the categories in the search boxes, to call up every Troubles related 

death. Hovering the cursor over the colour coded icons on the map (green for Republicans, 

orange for Loyalists, blue for Security Forces and so on) brings up a thumbnail photographic 

image of those who were killed. Many images show people laughing and looking into the 

camera. Some are in school uniform. One wears a wedding dress. These are the faces behind 

the statistics. One Death Map opens as a blank white page on the screen.  Names appear, 

seemingly at random, crowding each other, causing smudges and redactions. As the dead are 

plotted against the locations where they were killed, the distinctive shape of Northern Ireland 

is described by the sheer number of names that crowd into a small geographical space. No 

county is bare. The blank area in the middle of the map is Lough Neagh; its shape is revealed 

by the names of the dead who surround its edges. 
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There is a haunted quality to this map. It reveals the dead monochromatically, which to me, is 

preferable to the secondary colours - green and orange - that tint and taint our lives. The map 

is described by Mark Phelan, as an “elegiac necrology” where the names of the dead create a 

“ghostly geographic materiality as their spectral forms literally map a landscape of the dead” 

(2016: 143). The names appear in black text against a white background, there are no colours 

to denote political persuasion; these are simply the names of people who died during the 

Troubles, animated in a digital space. Naming the dead on a memorial is an important and 

contentious issue. In Chapter IV, I showed how names were alphabetically arranged by Lutyens 

on the Memorial to the Missing of the Somme Thiepval memorial and how Maya Lin used a 

chronological arrangement on her design for the VVM in Washington. Arad’s Reflecting 

Absence, at the site of 9/11, grouped names by affiliations of kin, friendship or co-worker – a 

Pals Memorial on a grand scale - and even Boltanski’s counter memorial Missing House in 

Berlin named the tenants who had been living at the property in 1945. In each of these cases, 

however, those named were casualties of war or victims of a violent, aggressive act. In Chapter 

VI, I used Sylvester’s (2021) critique of the Vietnam memorial to show that it commemorates 

a lost war and consequently it progresses a narrative which deliberately ignores or forgets the 

plight of the enemy by not naming them. Is it naïve to believe that victims and perpetrators, 

from whichever perspective, could be identified on the same memorial? Are we ready, in 

Ireland/Northern Ireland, to make the transition that Viggiani has called for where loss and pain 

are recognised as being both endured and inflicted? If so, at what point in time did the pain and 

loss begin? As a society, recalling Ricoeur, are we ready to exchange blame with forgiveness 

through the struggle with forgetting? 

 Recent attempts at inclusive commemorative events at Glasnevin Cemetery, Dublin would 

suggest not.41 The Necrology Wall was initiated by the Glasnevin Trust and unveiled in 2016 

as part of a project to inclusively commemorate all those who died from the start of the Easter 

Rising in 1916 to the end of Irish Civil War in 1923. The names of the four hundred and eighty-

five people who died include British military, Irish volunteer combatants, civilians and 

children. Many of these children had no known graves and thus the inclusion of their names on 

the wall is the only physical testament to their life. The wall is made up of black granite panels 

with engraved names picked out in gold. Its aesthetic mirrors the Vietnam memorial in that 

                                                           
41 The cemetery, which opened in 1834, contains the graves of 1.5 million people including notable figures from 

Irish political and cultural life (such as Daniel O’Connell, Eamon De Valera and Michael Collins). There are 

Republican as well as Commonwealth War Graves.  For more information on Glasnevin Cemetery see Dublin 

Cemeteries Trust website: https://www.dctrust.ie/experience-glasnevin.html (Accessed: 2 December 2021). 

https://www.dctrust.ie/experience-glasnevin.html
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visitors see themselves reflected against the names of the dead, although the Necrology Wall 

is smaller in scale and currently incomplete. Unlike the Vietnam memorial, however, it 

attempts to commemorate all of those who died during a turbulent period in history but this 

effort at inclusivity has met with contestation. In 2017 and 2018 the memorial was attacked 

with hammers and paint was thrown against its surface. In 2021, it was vandalised again and 

plans to add the remaining four-thousand names from the War of Independence and the Irish 

Civil War were postponed (McGreevy, 2021). In February 2022, following another act of 

extensive vandalism, the Trust took the decision that it could no longer cover the cost of 

ongoing repairs and security. The wall will remain in situ but the existing names will be covered 

in blank screens and no more will be added (Kilrane, 2022). Glasnevin Cemetery is a 

palimpsest of memory of Ireland’s social, religious, political, colonial and economic past which 

the Trust, in partnership with public historians and academics is seeking to re-question and re-

contextualise (O’Reilly, 2020).  Ongoing vandalism suggests that there are those who do not 

welcome this re-examination of the past. They prefer unchanging narratives written in stone 

where the victims are unambiguously identified and thus the memorial is not contested.    

In Northern Ireland, naming the collective dead on a memorial is equally problematic. Louise 

Purbrick, in a report commissioned by the Belfast based cross community organisation Healing 

Through Remembering, stated that the listing of names is ‘a stumbling block to the creation of 

a single collective memorial’ for the victims of the Troubles (2007: 25). In an earlier report on 

behalf of the NI Community Relations Council, Jane Leonard notes that any memorial work in 

Northern Ireland “… will be far more complex and challenging than the Vietnam project” 

(1997b: 33) as during the Troubles, most of the casualties were not in uniform, i.e. they were 

civilian. It is true that the American soldiers who died during the Vietnam War were on the 

same side but during the Troubles those engaged in violent activity were not.  The CAIN 

website provides evidence of this through its range of categorisations of State and non-State 

actors.  

In the next section, I want to continue to explore the issue of names but from an artistic 

perspective. This shows the differences between an officially commissioned memorial for a 

single event and unofficial, self-directed interventions which attempted to commemorate the 

entirety of the Troubles. I then return to the CAIN definition of ‘other’ in respect of memorial 

forms to demonstrate what public consultation considers these to be and to suggest to extent to 

which these ideas align or conflict with my own.  
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7.4 Artistic interventions in commemoration: the issue with names 

Four months after the signing of the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement in 1998, a car bomb 

exploded in the busy market town of Omagh killing twenty-nine people, including two unborn 

children. The dissident Republican group, the Real IRA, claimed responsibility for what was 

the biggest loss of life from a single terrorist incident during the Troubles. Given that the bomb 

exploded on a Saturday, the town was busy with shoppers and people who had travelled to the 

area for a carnival event. The victims were not from a particular side of the political divide as 

they included Protestants and Catholics, as well as one Mormon. Amongst those killed was a 

Spanish child on a school trip, three Irish children from Donegal and three generations of 

women from one family. Omagh District Council set up a fund to provide financial and pastoral 

support for the bereaved and part of the money raised was used to commission a permanent 

memorial for the town. An Omagh Bomb Memorial Working Group was formed comprising 

church and community leaders, local businesses, councillors and representatives of the Arts 

Councils in Northern Ireland and the Republic. Following a commissioning process, artist Sean 

Hillen and architect Desmond Fitzgerald won the competition with their design Garden of 

Light. It was unveiled in 2008, on the tenth anniversary of the bomb (Johnson, 2012; 

McNaughton, 2021). 

Garden of Light was made from glass, polished steel and mirrors. The winning team stated that 

“The design language takes its cue from the austere classicism of great war memorials and the 

powerful archaic quality of glass and stone in the more ancient survivals from medieval and 

Celtic Ireland” (quoted in Johnson, 2012:248). To these traditional materials, the artists applied 

modern technology to construct a glass column with a central crystal heart and 31 pillars (one 

for each of the dead) fixed with heliotropes, or sun tracking mirrors. The mirrors reflected light 

from the location of the bomb, down the street, around a bend and into a memorial garden with 

seating and a pond (see Fig. 29 below).42 The designers wanted to avoid sectarian symbolism. 

They referenced Ireland’s pre-Christian past by replicating the pre-historic practice of using 

sunlight to illuminate passage graves such as Newgrange in County Meath. The minimalist 

glass column had a more contemporary design. There are hints of the austerity of monuments 

such as Lutyens’ Cenotaph but, for me, the crystal heart embedded in its centre is a little 

mawkish and detracts from its intended abstraction. As part of my critical conversation with 

                                                           
42 For images of the glass pillar see: https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/monuments.pl?id=901  

    For the commemorative plaques: https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/photos.pl?id=497&mon=902  

   (Accessed: 2 December 2021).  

https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/monuments.pl?id=901
https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/photos.pl?id=497&mon=902
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the CAIN archive I made a drawing of the glass column (see Fig. 30 below) in the same style 

as the memorials shown above.  To take account with some of my discomfort with this 

memorial I also re-imagined it as an abstract assemblage of broken glass based on a studio 

model (see Fig. 31 below).  This too avoids the issue of names but it does at least acknowledge 

the violence of the event.   

 

Figure 29 Omagh Bomb Memorial Garden. Source: CAIN Memorial ID: 900. Photographer Martin Melaugh. Available at: 

https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/photos.pl?id=472&mon=900 (Accessed 2 December 2021). 

 

 

Figure 30 Omagh Bomb Memorial, Market Street Omagh. To commemorate those who died on 15 August 1998.  CAIN 
Memorial ID 901. Category Other.  Red ink on graph paper. 30 x 20 cm.  2019. 

https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/photos.pl?id=472&mon=900
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Figure 31 Sherds. Studio drawing of model made from broken Perspex and glue. Red ink on graph paper. 30 x 20 cm. 2019. 

 

A range of complex and contradictory views unfolded during the planning for the memorial. 

The Garden of Light, even at the development stage, was not well received by some families 

of the victims. They did not want metaphorical devices where a pillar stood for a person and 

light shone into the dark. Some wanted the perpetrators identified and named, others were 

against naming. Given these anxieties, Omagh District Council set up a panel of independent 

adjudicators who were tasked with balancing competing views (Johnson, 2012). A compromise 

was reached. One plaque was placed on a shop wall adjacent to the memorial stating what had 

happened and how many had died. A second plaque, a few streets way in the memorial garden, 

identified dissident Republicans as the perpetrators.  In 2019, a third plaque with alternative 

wording was glued to the base of the glass column by the widower of one of the deceased. 

Here, unambiguous and emotive language was used to emphasise the brutality of the event and 

the suffering it had caused.  Its removal is subject to discussion by Omagh Council although as 

of August 2021 it had not been removed (BBC, 2019; Black, 2019).  

The Omagh memorial was contentious because the wishes of victims’ relatives were not in 

accord. The project could only progress through mediation and compromise but this 
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compromise was subsequently rejected by an individual who thought that the agreed wording 

did not go far enough. In this respect, the Omagh memorial controversy replicates on a smaller 

scale (in terms of number of victims and their relatives) the debates that relate to disagreements 

about the commemoration of 9/11 in New York, or the definition of victim/perpetrator on the 

Necrology Wall in Dublin.  With the Omagh memorial and Reflecting Absence in New York, 

the artworks produced were the result of a long commissioning process, illustrative of a 

temporal gap of approximately ten years (McDowell, 2013).  Regarding the Omagh memorial, 

the gap was extended by the need for consultation and mediation. The design team were subject 

to this process and the memorial could not proceed until all agreements were in place.  

This is not the case for artists who make work about the Troubles, as part of their everyday 

practice, whether in visual art, music, literature, film or drama. 43 There are also artists who 

have publicly commemorated the Troubles without consultation. Although this work has been 

the subject of debate, the artists themselves have not been part of that debate, nor was their 

work at the time adequately documented and so visual evidence is difficult to find. To facilitate 

my examination of this work, therefore, I have relied on Jane Leonard’s (1997b) report which 

provides a survey of memorials in Northern Ireland from the onset of the Troubles in 1969 until 

1997, the year before the Good Friday (or Belfast) Agreement. It was jointly commissioned by 

the Community Relations Council NI and the Arts Council NI. Importantly, for me, it includes 

the work of artists who have engaged with issues of commemoration. 

Leonard’s study was intended as a survey document to provide historical information on the 

make-up and distribution of paramilitary, civilian and Security Force memorials throughout 

Northern Ireland prior to the proposed commissioning of a peace memorial. Leonard 

demonstrates how memorials are found not just in an urban ‘street’ context but also within 

churches, government buildings, fraternal halls, schools, sports clubs and roadsides. Police and 

army memorials are normally contained within the grounds of stations and barracks, to avoid 

vandalism, and Leonard notes that soldiers from Welsh, Scottish and English regiments were 

often commemorated at their home barracks. There is no singular memorial for the Security 

Forces in Northern Ireland, although individuals may be named on local memorials. As I 

                                                           
43 In 2015, the Arts Council of Northern Ireland launched an online archive with information on 500 works of 

art produced from 1969 to 1999. The archive contains work from across a range of disciplines as well as 

interviews and essays and biographical information on each artist listed. For more information on Troubles 

related art see: http://www.troublesarchive.com/ (Accessed 7 December 2021). 

http://www.troublesarchive.com/
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document in Fig. 32 (below) memorial for all service personnel who died during the Troubles 

is found in Staffordshire, England in the grounds of the National Memorial Arboretum.44 

 

Figure 32 Ulster Ash Grove Memorial, Staffordshire, England. CAIN Memorial ID 109. Category British Security. Red ink on 
graph paper. 30 x 20 cm. 2019. 

                       

Leonard’s research predates the CAIN survey of memorials but it presents similar information 

in a more concise form. Importantly for this study, it does pay attention to artistic efforts to 

commemorate the Troubles after the 1994 ceasefire. For example, despite the detailed 

information CAIN holds on the Omagh Bomb Memorial, neither the artist nor the architect are 

named on the table of information provided. Indeed, opposite artists the field is blank. I can 

only speculate why the artists involved have not addressed this omission on the main repository 

                                                           
44 The National Memorial Arboretum opened in 2001. It is a charity managed by the British Legion with the 

initial remit to provide a national Armed Forces memorial within a 150 acre parkland setting. It now contains 

memorials for those shot at dawn during WWI, for those who worked on the Sumatra railway during WWII and, 

amongst many other figurative and abstract sculptures, the Ulster Ash Grove memorial for NI security force 

personnel who died during the Troubles. A large memorial stone sits within a granite stone circle of six 

boulders; one for each county of NI. It is listed on the CAIN memorial database and on the website of the 

Imperial War Museum. For images see: https://www.iwm.org.uk/memorials/item/memorial/51105 (Accessed 2 

December, 2021) 

https://www.iwm.org.uk/memorials/item/memorial/51105
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of information about their project. Perhaps, after the Omagh controversies, they have their own 

issues with names and naming. 

 

7.5 Naming the Dead of the Troubles 

Leonard’s report provides an example of how two artists, working separately but on the same 

theme, can approach naming the dead in ways that elicit very different responses from the 

public (1997b: 26-28). In 1995 Isobel Hylands compiled a chronological list of victims of the 

Troubles as part of the exhibition Counting the Cost which toured Ireland without controversy. 

It was subsequently renamed Taking Account and exhibited in Belfast via an electronic 

advertising screen. Relatives of the victims contested the work for two reasons: civilian 

casualties were listed with those of perceived perpetrators and/or political opposites, and the 

screen presentation was not considered an appropriate format for a memorial. Conversely, in 

1996, art student Hilary Gilligan wrote the names of all the victims in chalk along the main 

shopping street in Belfast and this was sympathetically received. It took Gilligan three days to 

write the names of over 3,000 victims and for most of this time she was kneeling. According 

to Leonard, the artist received unsolicited offers of help from pedestrians some of whom 

spontaneously shared their Troubles memories. Leonard suggests that the kneeling pose of the 

artist and the use of a non-permanent material (chalk) was viewed as benign and this, in turn, 

encouraged public engagement.  

On the matter of public engagement, I agree with Leonard. As children, many people would 

have used chalk to draw out games such as hop-scotch on the pavements outside their home 

and Gilligan’s work may have recalled those memories, but I would expand the point to 

foreground the contribution of the artist.  Gilligan’s work required physical effort. She was 

present.  Her durational performance required a robust level of mental fortitude as she was 

subject to the commentary of the passing pedestrians on a busy shopping street and not all of 

this would have been positive. Hylands’ electronic work may have been judged too slick or too 

modern by the victims’ families at the time but I wonder would it be so now when online books 

of condolences and digital memorials are nothing new? In my opinion, Hylands’ work was not 

necessarily ahead of its time but rather of its time. Young (1992, 1993) and Michalski (1998) 

use the work of artists such as Norbert Radermacher and Jenny Holzer to discuss the 

immateriality of the counter-memorial form and how the use of light, through projections and 
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installations, can be an inducement to see things in a new or different way. Was Hylands’ work 

within this trend? 

In the early 1990s, Radermacher set up a light beam switch in a busy street in the Neukölln 

district of Berlin (see Fig. 33 below). Unknowing pedestrians triggered the switch as they 

passed by and this set in motion a projection that showed images of manual workers in Berlin 

during the Second World War.  The images were screened against a nearby building drawing 

attention to its forgotten history as a forced labour camp. The Jewish people who had been 

forced to work there had either died as a result of that work or had been deported and killed. 

As the projection was affected by the weather, the time of day, and the frequency of footfall 

passing the hidden trigger, it both appeared and disappeared which is analogous to how 

different aspects of the past are remembered, forgotten and/ or obscured (Young, 1992). 

Radermacher’s use of the fugitive quality of light as a device to ask that we are attentive to the 

hidden history of the streetscapes we navigate every day is within the parameters of the counter-

memorial form. Without knowing the historical context of the building Hylands projected her 

work onto, I cannot claim that she was drawing attention to the building or using its prominent 

location for maximum impact. From personal memory I recall the ground floor as a bank.  

 

 

Figure 33. Radermacher, N. (1992). Text projection, Neukölln, Berlin. Source: 
https://imaginarymuseum.org/MHV/PZImhv/YoungHolocaust1994.html  (Accessed: 2 January 2022). 

 

https://imaginarymuseum.org/MHV/PZImhv/YoungHolocaust1994.html
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Hylands’ illuminated list of the dead, in my view, make a stronger connection to the work of 

American artist Jenny Holzer. Since the 1980s, Holzer has used large scale light projections on 

buildings and LED or electric light signage to communicate her text based art in public spaces 

and places. The text is often in the form of deadpan statements, or truisms, such as “Abuse of 

power comes as no surprise” or “Protect me from what I want” (see Fig. 34 below). 

 

Figure 34. Holzer, J. (1996) Projections, Florence. Source: artist’s website. 
https://projects.jennyholzer.com/projections/florence-1996/gallery# (Accessed: 2 January 2022) 

 

Recently, her work has re-interpreted redacted American military documents to highlight the 

concealment of military crimes in Iraq (Holzer, 2016). Both Radermacher and Holzer made 

work in the 1980s and 1990s that remembered the past and drew attention to its many injustices 

through the use of light, image and text. Hylands’ use of an electronic billboard to illuminate 

the names of the dead fits within this art historical/ counter-memorial context and so, for me, 

it is not a contentious or inappropriate way to remember the dead. That relatives of the victims 

found it to be so must be understood from their context, and on this, I can only speculate. Was 

it the location and execution of the memorial in lights that gave offense, or was it because all 

of the dead were named and no-one was identified as either victim or perpetrator? Why, then, 

were Gilligan’s chalk names so well received one year later? 

https://projects.jennyholzer.com/projections/florence-1996/gallery
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The preparation of names through listing would, I believe, have been a time-consuming task 

for both artists but only the physical actions of one could be seen through performing the 

process. Ultimately, Gilligan’s three-day effort to write the names of the victims in chalk could 

be read as an act of deliberate futility. The artist would have been aware that the inevitable Irish 

rain would wash the names away and this erasure makes a deceptively simple comment on the 

tensions that are contained within the oppositions of memory/forgetting or holding on/letting 

go. There is a paradoxical determination that underpins the commitment to making something 

even when you know it will be destroyed. Of being vulnerable when the work you make is 

walked over, scuffed, spat on and worse. The subject matter of Hylands’ and Gilligan’s work 

(naming the dead) and their approach (through listing) is the same but they present the artworks 

in different media and it seems that, for this reason, their work was not received by the public 

in the same way.  

Gilligan’s performance evinces the human hand at work, the commitment to making the work 

(even as it was being destroyed) and the artist putting herself into the work as both producer 

of, and witness to, her actions. The names are written at ground level so passers-by had to look 

down to see them and the artist was in a constant kneeling pose, as if in penitence. Hylands’ 

screen was elevated on the side of a building at a busy traffic junction and so pedestrians had 

to look up to see it, from a distance. Unlike Gilligan who was present for the duration of her 

work, Hylands is absent.  Jay Winter (2017) has examined the organisational arrangement of 

memorials and proposes that post-1914, artists and designers of commemorative forms turned 

away from the vertical towards horizontal and even subterranean constructions. He argues that 

this marked a shift from material celebrations of masculine bravery, sacrifice and redemption 

towards more reflective memorials that allowed for mourning and introspection by directing 

our gaze downwards. 45 Though Winter concedes that his argument is based on generalised 

trends, in my view, it is limiting to think that by looking up we are associating with a set of 

established tropes. Looking upwards signals redemption only if we believe in heaven and vice 

versa. Hylands’ elevated billboard (as with Holzer’s) is about visual impact and scale; of 

changing the face of a familiar and unremarkable building into something other; a staging for 

                                                           
45 Winter (2017) writes insightfully about twentieth century memorials but I do not agree with how he applied his 

horizontal and vertical theories to certain monuments. For example, with reference to the Gerzs’ disappearing 

column and Ullman’s underground library, both discussed in Chapter III, Winter categorises them as horizontal. 

It may a pedantic point but the column disappears by being lowered on a vertical axis, and the Library is viewed 

by looking directly down, not across. I say this not to detract from Winter’s impressive scholarship but to suggest 

that his geometry, by being limited to two planes, ignores other dimensions and therefore other possible readings 

of the work. An object has height and width, but it also has depth. To see it in the round, is to see it from all 

aspects. 
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the names of the dead that, for a time, shone into the public realm. The victims’ names were in 

lights for a very dark reason. 

The text-based memorials created by Hylands and Gilligan explored the possibilities of “ethical 

mourning” as a part of an inclusive, non-partisan way of remembering the past. In the mid-

nineties, their artistic concepts, although original, were not unique as there were others at this 

time who were producing lists of the dead of the Troubles, in other formats, such as books 

(Sloan, 2010: 49). In 1994, Malcolm Sutton published his book Bear In Mind These Dead: An 

Index of Deaths from the Conflict in Ireland 1963-1993.46 Another book, Lost Lives, was 

published in 1999 (McKittrick et al). Both books are now out of print, and both had been 

intended by the authors as a memorial for the victims of the Troubles albeit with different aims. 

Sutton stated that he intended his book to be a memorial and an archive, while the authors of 

Lost Lives hoped that their book would also provide a testimony of the lives of the (then) 3,637 

victims, so that future generations could learn how communities were devastated by violence 

(Sloan, 2010). In 2019, on the fiftieth anniversary of the outbreak of violence in Northern 

Ireland, a film of the book Lost Lives was released by Doubleband Films.47  

From the examples I have used above, it seems that naming all of the dead collectively on a 

single memorial is problematic, as Purbrick (2007) claimed. But this only stands if our 

expectation of a memorial is based on a traditional format of sombre permanency. The 

Necrology Wall in Glasnevin Cemetery provides an example of this. Efforts to inscribe the 

names of perceived victims and perpetrators onto a permanent surface plane resulted in ongoing 

vandalism and so, as of 2022, it will not be completed. In Belfast, chalking the names of the 

dead on a pavement is impermanent by design; perhaps this is why it was well received. It 

posed no threat to those walking by as it was not long lasting. Similarly, we read books at our 

own pace; skim past passages we don’t like and dwell on the words that speak to us. If the 

name of a relative or friend appears in a book such as Lost Lives the pages will not be so easily 

turned. We might be stopped in our tracks. How then can commemoration be inclusive when 

opposing views must be accommodated? How can we mourn an individual contained within a 

collective of names, or determine the days and events that are significant from the temporal 

                                                           
46 Sutton’s book was revised to include those who died between 1969 and 2001. Although he has continued to 

update when necessary, the information within the book has been digitised and it is now held by the CAIN website. 

See: https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/sutton/book/index.html (Accessed: 9 December 2021) 
47 Although over 3700 names are listed in the revised book, the film focuses on just a few of these. The film 

contains archive news footage, landscape photography, a specially commissioned score played by the Ulster 

Orchestra and readings by some of Ireland’s best known actors to narrate the stories of the victims. More 

information is available on the film website:  https://www.lostlivesthefilm.com/ (Accessed: 9 December 2021) 

https://cain.ulster.ac.uk/sutton/book/index.html
https://www.lostlivesthefilm.com/
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span of decades? William Watkin (2004:230) addresses these questions, part of what he terms 

“the commemorative conundrum”, by explaining that while naming the dead is important, 

counting them all repeatedly one by one emphasises their singularity and, for him, this is an 

ethical way of mourning. He argues: 

If you can count the dead as one, and then count them as one again, then you have 

resisted adding them to a larger tally of victims and begun a process of truly ethical 

mourning which, to be continued, demands you count the dead as one again, and 

again, and again. You can never sum up the dead and so you must keep counting 

them. (2004: 232) 

Watkin’s words resonated with me. I reflected on how I could count the dead of the Troubles, 

even if a precise number could be achieved. Thinking of this counting exercise as another 

memorial drawing, I continued in the same vein, using red ink on graph paper (see Fig. 35 

below). It seemed straightforward – make X amount of marks for X amount of fatalities and 

yet it did not prove to be so. The calculations that I made in order to determine whether 3,700 

names would fit on one sheet of paper (as per the memorial drawings) probably took longer 

than the drawing itself. How many grouped marks of five would it take to make so many marks? 

I had to have counting system in place in order to keep a tally.  

 

 

Figure 35. Counting the Dead of the Troubles. Red ink on graph paper. Detail. 30 x 20 cm. 2019 
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So I counted the dead one by one but grouped them in clusters of five. Four vertical stokes and 

a diagonal slash. But this was not a quick counting. A mere ticking off that replicated how a 

prisoner might count off the days on a cell wall. Each diagonal stroke changed direction from 

the one that preceded it and it was not in the same direction as the ones above and below. Yes, 

overall, this drawing enfolded the dead into a larger tally of marks. But within this there were 

patterns and shapes that overlaid these marks; crosses, squares and diamonds which to me, 

recalled the warp and weft of a tapestry where the tension of the threads held the piece together, 

allowing different pictures to emerge from the weaving. I had counted the dead, once. It was a 

complicated and lengthy task. I know if I had kept counting them in this way that the totality 

of pages could cover a wall, a room, a building but this was not my intention at the time. Rather, 

the drawing which has stayed on my studio wall throughout the duration of this project, has 

served as reminder that the dead of the Troubles are not a homogenous mass, but a collection 

of individuals who all count.     

The work that I have discussed in this chapter demonstrates separate approaches to naming 

the dead from the online CAIN death maps to names in lights, in chalk, in printed matter and 

on film. Each is a text that stands alone but put together, alongside the many other works that 

are beyond the scope of this study - poems, plays, novels, exhibitions, musical compositions, 

academic books and articles - isn’t this how we can keep counting the dead, repeatedly and in 

different ways? As I argued in Chapter V, if the Troubles are not conclusively over and 

therefore cannot be commemorated in static form as an end point, then neither should we stop 

counting the dead from a troubled time that lingers into the present. Nor should we try to 

collapse all of our sentiments and emotions - hopes, fears, recriminations or aspirations - into 

one thing; a single memorial for the Troubles. As James Young concluded after his extensive 

involvement with the consultation process for a Holocaust memorial in Germany, the best way 

for the German people to remember the past was through a “never to be solved debate” (2000: 

119). For Young, the debate became the memorial and this point returns me the concept of 

other in commemorative form.  

Earlier, I noted the category of other on the CAIN memorial database. This covers a range of 

commemorative forms from trees to concerts, to prizes and lectures. These were able to be 

described as they existed as tangible objects or events that had taken place and therefore a 

degree of documentation was possible. Hylands’ and Gilligan’s work does not appear. The 

report commissioned for Healing Through Remembering (Purbrick, 2007) included an 
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account of the findings from a series of artist led public workshops. Participants were 

encouraged to think speculatively and creatively about other forms of memorials under the 

banner a Living Memorial Museum for the Troubles, and to consider what this might be.  The 

responses included suggestions for combined museums/memorials as well as ideas for 

separate expressions of both. There is a shift towards more ephemeral and esoteric forms such 

as ideas for an unfinished memorial and one which took visitors on an experiential or 

emotional journey. Alternatively, there was a proposal that the memorial or museum should 

travel and that whatever form the final outcome took, it should be one that allowed for a 

multiplicity of views. These more dynamic ideas are ones which resonate with the creative 

concepts I develop and materialise here. They suggest a move away from the obelisks, plaques 

and murals that populate the CAIN archive but they are not necessarily a clean break. For 

example, some ideas noted in the report advocated for gardens with separate spaces for 

Loyalists and Republicans and this suggests that identity-based memorials, and the divisions 

they support, remain important for some sectors of society.   

In terms of the spatial location of any proposed memorial, the ideas outlined in Purbrick’s 

report ranged from underwater sites to diverse towns and villages throughout NI, and to sites 

strongly associated with the history of the Troubles such as the former prison site at Maze/Long 

Kesh. Ultimately, whilst the range of aspirations brought out in the report are a welcome 

development in opening out the potential of what a memorial could be, in my view, there are 

too many divergent ideas to consider anything workable.  There is much to commend in the 

report; it is a helpful starting point to consider public sentiment regarding commemoration of 

the Troubles and it adds to the archive, or debates, that sit alongside how to remember them. 

As I have shown, there is a broad range of commemorative practices in Northern Ireland that 

extends beyond parades and murals not least ephemeral memorials, books, films, drawings and 

speculative proposals that have yet to be materialised. To develop my engagement with these 

commemorative forms, I want to situate my creative work into this field, to show how it 

develops or departs from what others have produced.  

 

7.6 Personal commemorative interventions: then and now 

This chapter began with a description of war memorial drawings I made in 2009. Some people 

might think that “… diagrams … deny compassion and empathy” but my intention at the time, 

as Paul Gough has identified was “… to encode the essential features of memory markers, to 
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systemise them rather than identify their idiosyncrasies or their own symbolic properties” 

(2018: 59). It was also a comment on individual grieving and loss; that it did not need to be 

monumental in scale and visually impressive to be real and deeply felt. In turn, this made me 

think that monuments themselves need not be made in stone, or bronze or marble as those 

represented in my series of memorial drawings had been. Instead, they could be impermanent, 

organic and even fragile, like the poppies I had picked the previous year and pressed into a 

sketch book without knowing, at that stage, what I would use them for (see Fig. 36 below).48  

The field poppies had been gathered during travels in Spain, Germany and France where I had 

toured WWI sites around the Somme region and visited Pozières Cemetery, looking for Frank, 

but in the field this time. A year later, the bright red colour of the petals had faded in places to 

a more gentle pink; their edges had torn and the stems had become brittle. I painted thirty-six 

individual poppies in water colour, even though many of them were no longer easily 

identifiable as poppies. 

 

Figure 36 Wounded Poppies. Watercolour on paper. 2009. Four out of thirty-six shown. Each 30 x 20 cm. 

 

Deborah Withers has critiqued this work and stated that my interpretation of the poppy 

reclaimed its biological materiality rendering it as fragile and broken, rather than replicated in 

                                                           
48 Images of the work referred to in this section are on my website archive:   For the War Memorials series see: 

http://www.gailritchie.com/memorial-series.html . For Wounded Poppies  http://www.gailritchie.com/2009.html 

and for Tree Rings see: http://www.gailritchie.com/2012.html  

http://www.gailritchie.com/memorial-series.html
http://www.gailritchie.com/2009.html
http://www.gailritchie.com/2012.html
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paper and plastic for a lapel badge. For her, this challenged the “… compliant aesthetic and 

cultural activities that further embed the red poppies monolithic message” in British 

commemorative activity (2019: 4).  Thirty-six, of course, was for 36th Ulster Division. It 

occurred to me then, that I should create something to acknowledge the 16th Irish Division, as 

they had also fought at the Somme in 1916 and at Messines in Belgium in 1917, alongside the 

Ulster Division. The British flower of remembrance was the poppy, for the Irish it was the 

Easter lily. To balance the series, or to remember more inclusively, I intended to paint sixteen 

equally damaged lilies but I did not. It seemed to me, even then, that I would be illustrating 

difference by painting two separate species of flowers. I considered ways around this, for 

example, I could research and paint the national flower of remembrance for each country 

involved in the war and arrange them as an assemblage, a posy of pain and loss. However, my 

interest waned for many reasons, not least because in trying to wrestle visually with my 

‘commemorative conundrum’ I had become intrigued by the proposition of a universal or 

collective memorial and, more prosaically, I had tired of flowers. On reflection, I may have 

missed an opportunity to challenge the symbolism of the lily, as well as the poppy and the 

commemorative flowers from around the world but at the time, and even now, it remains a 

conceptual idea which may or may not be completed over time. For me, commemoration or 

remembering, is a process. Something that is ongoing and fluid and not fixed either in 

materiality or meaning. If the search for a form is always in motion then, to me, remembering 

is always active. 

The Tree Ring Series, also started in 2009, is illustrative of the search for a commemorative 

form that could have universal appeal because it does not rely on established national symbols 

(see Fig. 37 below). It develops the botanical theme of the poppies and expands the temporal 

parameters of the First World War into a wider reflection on all of the wars that occurred 

globally from 1914 to 2014. Working within the loose concept of century/centenary and the 

linguistic similarities between Fallen (in battle) and Felled (cut down for timber) I planned to 

complete one hundred individual pencil drawings which would increase in size, from the 

youngest tree ring to the oldest. The drawings were based on photographs of tree stumps taken 

mainly in the forests around Berlin and Munich, as well as outside Belfast, where tree cutting 

had occurred. The drawings are based on my informal database of photographs and they do not 

focus on one species of tree but include oak, larch, pine, beech etc. so that each drawing is 

individual, like a portrait or fingerprint. To date, seventy drawings are complete.  Gough (2018: 

64 - 65) has critiqued these drawings and discusses how they establish “a parallel between the 
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passage of time marked on each tree and the abbreviated lives of dead soldiers”. Both have 

been stunted by a violent act, their lives cut short prematurely. 

 

 

Figure 37 Ring 41. From Tree Ring Series. Pencil and engraving on paper. From 2009. 36 x 40 cm. 

 

I began the series with a drawing that was called simply 14 and I plan to end at 114. The idea, 

when I started, was that I would photograph the bases of cut trees from all countries engaged 

in WWI.  The time span would include the ages of boy soldiers as well as the ages of the oldest 

veterans, who lived into the first decade of this century. In 2016, however, I jumped ahead in 

the series and completed a drawing with one hundred growth rings. I called the piece Centenary 

and viewers could decide which centennial anniversary this referred to – the Somme or the 

Easter Rising, Partition or the formation of Northern Ireland. I appreciated this ambivalence. 

As the drawing was monochromatic (as with all the drawings in the series) there were no green 

or orange indicators, no poppies, no lilies and no other prompts as to what the drawing 

represented or how it might be understood. For me, the drawing could be interpreted in any 
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numbers of ways and it is not for me to say which readings were appropriate or right because 

its deliberate ambiguity allowed viewers to bring their own valid memories, experiences and 

beliefs to the work in their own way. Equally, if the whole Tree Ring series was expanded so 

that it started with an acorn, it could metaphorically represent the unborn children who died 

because of the Omagh Bomb and all the children who were killed during the Troubles. 

Alternatively, someone standing in front of tree ring 25, or 41 or 67 might equate that number 

with the life of a person close to them who died at the same age as the tree, whether as a result 

of the Troubles or for another reason, such as sudden illness. Layers of meaning can be added 

without removing the impetus to remember the singularity of an event (Watkin, 2004), or the 

individual who died because of it.  

 This PhD project has enabled my artistic practice to evolve and to develop the themes that 

interest me as an artist namely memory, conflict and commemoration. My previous work has, 

perhaps, been part of a sustained trajectory that brought me to the point of wanting to engage 

visually and imaginatively with the conflict I experienced in my lifetime.  Once I felt ready to 

consider such a creative engagement, I wanted to have the time to immerse myself in the subject 

matter so that I could explore memory, memorials and commemoration in their widest 

dimensions and through a diverse range of material and speculative approaches. For example, 

the Wounded Poppy series was an attempt to work through the visual power of the red poppy 

as an archetypal flower of remembrance by showing it as frail and damaged. This returned a 

sense of botanical individuality to the flower and (metaphorically) to the lost life it symbolised. 

The Memorial Series was collection of drawings that de-coded the architectural language of 

war memorials. Both series, however, were illustrations of things that already existed in reality. 

Reinterpreting this reality was appropriate to my way of working at that time. During the course 

of this project, however, I have become interested in how a memorial might exist in another 

reality; how it could be nothing/not a thing but something immeasurable, like a thought or a 

feeling. Of course, arriving at this point has required the production of things. To conclude this 

chapter, therefore, I want to put my work into conversation with others who have engaged with 

commemoration of the Troubles through their production of things.   

Conclusion 

Sloan (2010: 50) asks how a memorial to the Troubles can be inclusive and accepting of all 

perspectives. Outside of the practical issues of the form it should take, he questions the purpose 

of any such memorial. He asks who it is for and where would it be sited and “What 
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responsibility does it bear towards those whose lives are commemorated both as individuals 

and in terms of all those who died?” For Sloan, the book Lost Lives provides the answer to 

these questions through its non-judgemental efforts at inclusivity of all the victims of the 

Troubles, not just those who were actively engaged in conflict but the many civilians who in 

the course of their daily business had their lives cut short. The authors of Lost Lives have 

included biographical information on the victims, where available, as well as quotes and 

testimonies from their grieving relatives in an effort to restore their individuality and humanity. 

In that sense, the book goes beyond a roll call of the names of the dead. As Sloan notes, Lost 

Lives was updated in 2004 to include information on Troubles related deaths since 1999. The 

CAIN website, which provides updates to Sutton’s Index, lists 66 Troubles related deaths since 

2004 and 95 between 2002 and June 2020 (CAIN, 2020b). It appears, therefore, that efforts to 

list the dead of the Troubles will never be complete. This is not to say it shouldn’t be done, or 

where it has been done, to be updated. But this is easier to achieve on a website memorial than 

one that has been previously made in stone. Where is the humanity if one is an addendum? 

When do we stop adding names? 

To Sloan’s other question of the location of a memorial, I would argue with reference to the 

CAIN death maps, that it could be anywhere, as few places in Northern Ireland were untouched 

by the conflict. The findings of Purbrick’s 2007 report highlighted memorial ideas that leaned 

towards mobility or experiential journeys and an openness towards multiplicities of 

commemorative forms. Coach tours, or self-directed trails around Northern Ireland using 

CAIN’s mapping system is a dark option, and one that has precedence in Stih and Schnock’s 

proposal for a Holocaust memorial/bus station in Berlin.  As I have stated before, I do not 

conflate the Troubles with the Holocaust, but I do suggest that one fixed and static memorial 

is unlikely to be acceptable, much less agreed, as a suitable commemorative form for the 

conflict here. The Omagh Bomb memorial is evidence of this. Despite the artists’ efforts to 

incorporate seemingly benign motifs (pre-Christian use of light and abstraction) the issue of 

how to name victims and blame perpetrators was unresolved and contested.  

How then can a Troubles memorial be inclusive and accepting of all positions? This type of 

question is problematic. It must be interrogated before it can be answered. For example, the 

Troubles is a “colloquial euphemism used to refer to the conflict in Northern Ireland” (Dunn 

and Dawson, 2000:272). Northern Ireland is a contested term; place names here are contested 

(Derry/Londonderry) and the dominance of the ‘two communities’ thesis which I have 

discussed previously ignores other voices and assumes that all sectors of society must fall into 
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either one of two political belief systems. They do not and we will never fully know what all 

positions are. Therefore, in my view, we should stop trying to ask questions which are 

impossible to answer and look instead at the gaps between those things that divide our society. 

If we stop shouting political and sectarian mantras at each other, we might hear other voices, 

including those of ghosts.  As I have demonstrated, there are already myriad texts about the 

Troubles - books, films, poems, paintings, performances, public space interventions, the CAIN 

website and so on but these are treated as separate entities and not part of a sustained body of 

commemorative work that has accumulated over time. My own work is part of this accrual. As 

events and things, these texts are part of a discourse, which is incomplete.  As an artist, I can 

intervene in this diverse body of work without replicating it.  In my view, an appropriate 

memorial for the Troubles is one that is unresolved because it is always on the point of arrival, 

of becoming. Just as Young described the debates in Germany about the Holocaust memorial 

as constituting the memorial itself, so too the debates and controversies that surround the design 

of a Troubles memorial, could define the shape of the commemorative form. Like the CAIN 

Death Map where the shape of Northern Ireland is revealed by animated, ghostly graphics of 

names, so a memorial for the Troubles might be a spectral crucible into which all relevant 

discourse is poured. 

What is achieved by trying to enfold all perspectives into one material composition? The results 

would be either visually chaotic, or abstract and anodyne, as with Omagh. What if, for example, 

a series of distinct designs were produced so that rather than remembering the past only in one 

way, or through one commemorative artefact, there was the possibility to represent the past in 

a multiplicity of ways through a variety of forms? Periodically in this thesis, I have referred to 

quantum physics. As a scientific discipline, it interrogates the paradoxes of reality and seeks to 

find new ways to explain how knowledge, when based on a single perspective, is not sufficient 

to explain these paradoxes. The problem is not with how things are, or appear to be in the 

world, but how we understand them. For instance, when two phenomenon (such as a particle 

and a wave) appear to be “mutually exclusive and irreconcilable” we should not see them as 

competing, where one overrides the ontological reality of the other, but rather as 

complementary (Harrington, 2021, n.p.). Going further, to fully understand how one of these 

phenomena has come into being, we must understand how the other has been formed. When 

applied to the political, as Law (2006) does to challenge to single reality perspectives, we can 

start to think about oppositional certainties in relation to commemoration. They exist, in 
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tension, and they do not need to be merged to mask their existence. Circumstances and time 

will achieve this, I do not pretend that I can. 

What I can do, however, is address a point made at the start of this chapter by Jeffery (2010) 

who argued that commemoration in Ireland post-1918 was conservative and lacked, amongst 

other things, artistic imagination. In the next chapter I will evidence how, from 2018, my 

artistic practice has imagined a Troubles memorial/s as part of a process where issues such as 

names, form, location and scale are addressed through making, memory, speculation and 

reflection.  
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Chapter Eight: The Creative Response 

 

The two-slit experiment – the grand identity filter, the perfect litmus test of 

character of being, the greatest ontological sorting machine of all time. 

   (Barad, 2010:254) 

 

 

              Figure 38 Museum entrance as double slit. Speculative model. Detail with superimposed figure. 2019.  

 

8.1 Sharing process 

What are you? Where are you from in Northern Ireland/ The North of Ireland, the six counties, 

Ulster? In this wee place of the North and the South you had to be this or that; it was difficult 

to be both or neither and everyone is from somewhere. Geography is a dead giveaway but 

identity can be filtered by other means – surname, postcode, school, religion – all predicated 

on separating out Protestant from Catholic, one from the Other. The double slit experiment is 

a filtering mechanism for quantum particles, not people. It reveals their ambiguity. When 

passing through the slits, sometimes they behave as they should, as particles, and sometimes 

they behave unpredictably, as waves. Their way of being has been undone along with our 

assumptions.  
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This project has been one of making and unmaking; of making things to unmake assumptions 

and of thinking through concepts such as the double slit experiment to speculate on how 

dualities can be undone so that, by extension, our ways of being and doing are multiple and not 

governed by reductive binary divisions.  I imagined the two-slit experiment as portals into 

another realm, a space where fixed notions of identity could be challenged and concretised 

ways of behaviour changed (see Fig. 38 above). From there, I questioned how a space with 

multiple entrances and exits might be traversed. What would our navigational choices reveal 

about ourselves and how we interact with others, both the living and the dead? But I will leave 

this question unanswered. To follow ideas as they developed in the studio, and in sketchbooks, 

would be to establish a chronology that implies a start and finish, or a progressive telos towards 

a solution or a build up to a big reveal. We know that art, as with life, is messy and thus the 

arrival of ideas and objects into this project was an ongoing process of entanglement, feedback 

loops, gaps, re-appraisals, failures, repeating motifs and hauntings that, at times, led to the 

materialisation of something that expressed a memorial sensibility.  

In this chapter, therefore, I want to bring a sense of creative praxis onto the page by focusing 

on key themes that were developed in the studio. To honour this, the emphasis is on the visual 

and though I must rely on text when describing process, I have used it to support the images 

rather than explain them. The chapter is structured according to my logic and this is one where 

selected artworks and ephemera produced throughout the duration of this project are allowed 

to converse. In the summary, I synthesise these ideas and suggest, speculatively, and from 

within multiple possibilities, what a memorial for the Troubles could be. 
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Breathing as a form of remembering 

I recall the last words of a stranger: “I can’t breathe”. These words are 

unsettling as they return me to you. You who are no longer breathing. I can’t 

breathe. Your last words to me “say nothing” so nothing more was said. In this 

space, I am breathing and making a memorial. Around the world unknown people 

can no longer breathe. Memorials and monuments are being pulled down. What 

can I do to remember you and all those who are no longer breathing? In the 

middle of a pandemic that has produced an awareness of how our breath affects 

those around us, how can I make breathing into an act of remembrance? If each 

inhalation and exhalation could be materialised and made visible then what 

would the performance of breathing and remembering look like? What sound 

would it produce? 

Mix liquid soap with red paint and water in a bowl. Cut off the curved end of a 

wire coat hanger. Use it to make a circular wand. Dip the looped end of the wand 

into the solution, stir and remove. The liquid quivers but is held in tension. I raise 

the loop to my mouth and exhale slowly, creating bubbles that float above the 

paper laid out on the floor. 

Each bubble retained a breath. A thought. A thought for you and an unknown 

stranger. When the bubbles touched the paper, they burse in a constellation of 

pink stains, the shape of a single exhalation becoming a circular mark of thought 

and breath. Some bubbles burst mid-air, some splattered back against my face, 

some dripped and dropped unmade; others drifted away, free to find their own 

resting place. When the surface of the paper was completely covered with stains, 

splats, ellipses, dribbles and perfectly formed circles, I stopped. I was out of 

breath but I was still breathing. Still thinking of you. 

 

 

Figure 39 A breath held in tension. Wire, liquid soap, paint. 2020 
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                                                          Figure 40 Breathing and remembering. Video still. 2020 

 

 

Figure 41 Some dropped, others drifted away. Test panel detail. Acrylic on paper. 50 x 60 cm.  2020. 
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Reflection 

 

If breathing  

Is a form of remembering, 

Then blowing bubbles inside an airship 

Is air held by air and thoughts drifting as spheres, 

Farewells are balloons and hope bursts as splashes. 

If we framed the air to shape our mourning 

Then it would float in clouds of memory 

So we all look upwards, 

Yearning for 

shade. 

 

If, as an individual, I could blow a bubble for each victim of the Troubles, then that would 

require some 3,700 exhalations. If, however, the relatives of those victims came together to 

breathe and remember, then the size of space required to house the memories they exhaled 

would be vast but it need not be heavy. It could be in the form of bubble, like a hot air balloon 

or a dirigible. Boullée wrote about an architecture where shadows overlaid shadows, here I 

thought how air could be held within air, on a vast scale. 

 

 

                                                      Figure 42 Air held by air. Acrylic on paper. 20 x 20 cm. 2020. 
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Strange as it may seem, such things were seen in Ireland during the First World War. An airship 

mooring station was located in the townland of Bentra, north of Belfast, on the Antrim Coast. 

From here, airships flew daily patrols across the Irish Sea to Scotland and back, looking for 

German U-boats. On their return, the pilot would lower ropes and ground crew would pull the 

craft to the ground (Warner, 2012). I imagined what a spectacle it would be to have an airship 

as a floating memorial. To have it drift around this place, over cities and towns and rural 

byways, stopping where it was wanted, floating past where it was not, trailing ropes. When it 

landed, people could go inside to breathe and encapsulate their memories of someone’s soul in 

a protective bubble. Released, it might burst or drift upwards becoming atmospheric, even 

stellar.  

Then again, the airship need not be visible at all. It is there yet not-there and its presence is 

signalled by a shadow appearing on the ground, or by the disruption to your vision as something 

ripples at the borders of your perception. A monumental floating memorial: the memories it 

holds are invisible except to those who look for them.  

 

 

Figure 43 Memorial as a visual disturbance, casting shadows. Digital Collage. Unprinted.  2021.  
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Breathe in and out. Blow bubbles in red paint. Think how to materialise breath without making 

an airship. Blow into a plastic bag. Seal it and wrap in plaster cloth. Leave it to set. Remove 

inner bag and an exhalation is now encased and solid. Hollow and porous. Imagine a room full 

of these casings. A bandaged void for everyone who died. But who am I to breathe for you? 

All the casts would be the same because they would be the measure of my exhalations, which 

is what? I discover that the volume of an exhalation is known as the tidal breath.  

 

 

Figure 44 A tidal breath. Plaster and air. 20 x 20 x 15 cm. 2020. 

 

The tide rises, the tide falls, 

The twilight darkens, the curlew calls 

(H.W. Longfellow, 1879) 

Memories are crafted by oblivion as the outlines of the shore are created by the sea. 

(M. Augé, 2004:20) 

 

Sloterdijk asked how we could remember those who were no-one’s exhalation. Perhaps we 

remember them through breathing. Fully exhale into a plastic bag. Note the volume where your 

breath stopped. Fill the bag with water to this level and freeze. Once frozen, remove bag.  I 

think of setting thousands of ice-cast breaths along the shore and leaving them for the tide to 

claim. Liquid memories are salted by the sea, particles become waves. Lot’s wife, so the Bible 
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says, was turned into a pillar of salt as a punishment for trying to remember, for looking back.  

Salt is a preservative. I wonder here, in this place, if we too are not punished for trying to 

remember especially when remembrance is deliberately unfiltered, when the names of the dead 

are not sieved into victim/perpetrator to preserve their difference. Of course, there will always 

be those who resist such a filtering, or who may be too granular to pass through the holes in 

the mesh. Who are they? Who are them? We, us, you, I, they, them, other. Everyone is someone, 

aren’t they?  Can we remember inclusively if we avoid the use of names? “…there is no ‘I’ 

without ‘you’…” (Butler, 2004:23). We are bound to each other. 

 

 

               Figure 45 Melting memorial. Me, you, us, them. Unprinted digital photograph of ice pronouns on sand. 2021. 

 

Parent, child, partner, friend, sibling, lover, other… everyone was someone, weren’t they? 

Letters in ice washed out to sea dissolve and circulate around this island’s shores. An ephemeral 

memorial that melts with time and tide. Inclusive in its ambiguity, benign in its materiality and 

already dissipating before it can be destroyed.  In this refusal to name names, we are all 

included in the Trouble/s. Watkin (2004) might argue that such homogenisation ignores the 

singularity of an event and he proposes that counting the dead one by one, repeatedly, 

remembers them endlessly and ethically.  I suggest that the Troubles is a homogenising 

euphemism that cannot possibly particularise the deaths that accumulated over a thirty-year 
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period. And so I propose another way of counting, not one by one, not in binaries, but in sets 

of three. One, two, three not as singular strokes on a page ( | | | ) but as connected Y-shaped 

marks where each branch represents you, me and the unknown Other. 

 

 

                    Figure 46 Counting the Dead in threes. You, me, Other. Charcoal and pastel on paper. 30 x 40 cm. 2020 

 

These marks become entangled and, like a bag of empty coat hangers, they are impossible to 

separate. In thinking of the dead as a trio of linked entities (ghost, spectre, spirit) the unknown 

Other is always accommodated because they are bound to us, as we are to them. If this form of 

remembering is repeated, like a mantra, so that it establishes a neural pathway in our brain, 

then the nodes of memory that hold the dead within us might be mapped (scientifically) and 

materialised (artistically). Is this the shape of the memorial in our head? 
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Figure 47 Memorial in the head. Unfinished model. Matchsticks, wood glue. 2021.  

 

What shape does mourning take in private? How do we remember at home, within the 

storehouse of our personal memories, surrounded by our most treasured possessions, the things 

they left behind?   

Doors are thresholds, portals to another place, but the heart of the home is the hearth and the 

fireplace is also liminal, linking the inside to the outside. Warm and bright, ferocious and 

destructive. Strong enough to turn wood into ash but not strong enough to melt a brass plaque. 

Something always remains. The mantle-piece is a mini-memorial; a makeshift shrine of knick-

knacks and photo-frames, clocks, candles and little trinket boxes. The fire creates a flickering 

half-light and in this “visible darkness” ghosts are active (Tanizaki, 2001: 53). They push in 

from behind the frame, take up spectral space in boxes and find the gaps in poorly repaired 

ornaments. Time runs strangely when the home is haunted. 
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Figure 48 Burning all the paperwork. Mantle-piece. Model under construction. 25 x 10 x 10 cm. 2019. 

 

 

Figure 49 An incomplete song as darkness falls. Ceramic ornament, putty. 8 x 8 x 10 cm. 2019. 
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Figure 50 Silent time. Fibreglass tissue and glue. 20 x 30 x 6 cm. 2020. 

 

 

Figure 51 Family (fragments). Bird ornaments cast in fibreglass tissue. Variable dimensions. 2020 

 

What shape does mourning take in public? Is it formed by a monument that we gather around 

in silence or by flowers left at the side of the road? In this place, how can we remember the 

Troubles? They are still within living memory and there are multiple versions of the past in 

circulation meaning, it is probable that the production of a single memorial form will be 

contested. Pulled down. Collapsed, like a house of cards, or a devolved government. Perhaps 

then, a memorial for the Troubles should not behave as expected. It exists as an entity that is 

simultaneously always being built and pulled down and thus permanently in need of 

scaffolding.  How can this precarity be materialised? 
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1. Make a house of 32 cards and then collapse it. 

 

 

                 Figure 52 Studio model under construction/destruction. 2019. 

 

2. Remake it using stronger material. Add a spine with 6 struts for support. Make a two 

slit entrance. 

 

                 Figure 53 Studio model under construction. Cardboard and mount card. 2019. 
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3. Cover with 32 pieces of cardboard. Take photographs through the gaps. 

 

                  Figure 54 Interior view, House of Cards model. 2019. 

 

4. Reflect on the current trouble. Remake in copper sheets. Copper is anti-viral. Reflect 

on reflections. 

 

                 Figure 55 Copper House of Cards, interior view, with visitors. 2020. 

 

What would we see inside such a space, besides the reflections of strangers? How could a space 

with nothing in it represent the dead? A missing house in the street scape, a void, an empty 

tomb, a descent, an inverted library - where is the storehouse of a ghost’s memory? 
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5. Reflect on the House of Cards as a space of nothing where artefacts are made present 

by non-presence, which is absence. Remember being wrong footed in Berlin.  

 

 

Figure 56 Model for a Museum of Present Absence. Copper, wood, moss, plasticine. 30 x 30 x 20cm. 2020. 

 

I am not an architect, and this is not a museum, but if it could be reified (and on a monumental 

scale) then what would a museum/not museum of the Troubles hold? I imagine walking 

through its internal spaces. Just beyond the entrance is a Cloakroom, filled with thousands of 

empty coat hangers but no coats. Then, into the Document Room, where there are no 

documents, just an inventory of all paperwork that someone never received because their life 

was cut short through violence - the birthday cards, the exam results, the parking fine, the 

passport, the pension book and the free bus pass. The longer the list the younger they were 

when they died. In the Portrait Room there is a display of 3,700 empty photo frames. The 

viewer’s memory brings forward a face from the blind field. On to the Exchange Room, where 

transactions of an ephemeral nature can take place, like blame for forgiveness, or mourning 

instead of melancholia. Finally, the Quiet Room where no words are spoken, one can simply 

sit and breathe. 
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Figure 57 Cloak Room (study). From the Museum of Present Absence. Pencil on paper. 50 x 50 cm. 2020. 

 

Mourning can take many shapes, as can monuments and memorials. Is a tangled mess of wire 

coat hangers any less powerful than a grave slab or a wreath if we know that each one represents 

an individual who died? I recall walking through war cemeteries in France and seeing rows of 

uniform white headstones set out in lines. One by one by one, they all Fell and became 

homogenised within the totality of a global event. So many poems were written about the war 

but few appeared on the headstones of the ranks (Batten, 2009). 

 Poems have been written about the Troubles, as have plays and novels and books that list the 

victims. Published literature can be read. However, I believe there is an invisible archive of 

unseen, unsaid and unread things so I wonder what the recovery of this archive would reveal 

about the dead of the Troubles outside of names and dates? How could this archive be 

materialised?  I imagine fields of stelae inscribed with elegies for the dead written by those 

who knew and loved them. These stones are irregular in size and layout. They are random and 

personal and cannot be viewed by filing past or strolling along because their scattering requires 
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attention, lest we scrape our shins or trip over those that are partially submerged. The text on 

these stones makes no sense to the reader since it is not for them, but for unknown strangers. 

Verticals are not perpendicular, horizontal lines do not run true and within the nooks, crannies, 

holes and hummocks that develop at the interface where stone and earth meet, other things live 

and burrow, perch and feed. Like the German Waldfriedhof (forest cemeteries), this is a 

heterotopia that dispenses with the formality of the modern cemetery and the listing of names. 

I envisage a meadow of mini-liths, not megaliths, where each slab holds a chiselled meditation. 

Over time, when the stones have broken and the text is fragmented and non-sensical, the pieces 

are piled up to form a cairn of fractured memory. As the cairn weathers, it takes on the shape 

of a hillock, softened around the edges by moss, ambiguous in its temporality. Is it a modern 

spoil heap or an ancient burial mound?  Future archaeologists piece together unearthed 

fragments to recompose the script of the Troubles, from their perspective. 

 

 

Figure 58 Elegies. Trial pieces. Cardboard and wood. 80 x 130x 30 cm. 2021. 
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People are recomposed as well when, without choice, they metamorphosise from corporeal 

entity to rubble, then dust. Letters cast in ice evaporate or melt and become part of the sea, 

liquid once more, but not quite as they were. Standing in front of a memorial, we too might not 

be as we once were. We are not in the same situation as the person/s we are there to remember. 

Distinctions have been made between two states of being: alive/dead, here/not-here and 

present/absent. They are gone, we are still here, but something has changed as there is now a 

threshold separating what was from what is. Crossing the threshold, passing over, is normally 

one way. Thinking through these speculations materially, I wonder if there is a way to 

transgress thresholds so that what is can return to what was?  Thinking memorially, how could 

the ontology of a monument become fluctuating and indefinite? This is not the same as a) being 

part of a bus route or b) disappearing over time. Like the House of Cards which is perpetually 

in a state of construction/destruction, how could a memorial be repeatedly made and unmade 

so that it was never the same twice? 

Recipe for making and unmaking a wreath. 

Ingredients:  

Bio-plastic granules, any colour. This recipe uses black and white. Water. 

Equipment: 

Small saucepan, thermometer, teaspoon. 

Instructions:   

1. Heat water to 62 degrees C.  

2. Sprinkle in one teaspoon of granules, any colour or mix of colours. 

3. When granules clump together and turn translucent, remove with spoon. 

4. Shape to required form and leave to cool. When set, the colours are opaque. 

Tip: If shaping with fingers, rest granules on spoon for a few seconds to cool. If the desired 

shape is wrong, immerse in hot water until it softens, then remove and reshape. 
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                                              Figure 59 Bio-plastic petals, shaped by hand. Dimensions variable. 2022.  

 

                                                          Figure 60 Forming petals into a wreath. Dimensions variable. 2022.  

 

                                                         Figure 61 Petal re-submerged in water melts again. 2022. 
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                                                     Figure 62 Petals re-shaped as pebbles. Dimensions variable. 2022 

 

                                    Figure 63 The shape of mourning is granular, stretched, rolled, elusive, opaque. 2022. 

 

Making a memorial is a process of making and unmaking. Of letting go of what was individual 

and beautiful and allowing it to become something else, such as names on a pavement that 

wash away in the rain, or a canvas that is hospitable to a stranger’s anti-war polemic.  The 

shape of mourning, after Feldman (2003: 296), can be materially performed if one is attentive 

to the process and receptive to the generative ideas and reflections that a direct engagement 

with the material elicits.  So, the “… acknowledgement of terrible loss” can happen in an 

object, or a work, if one is sensitive to the ability of the material itself to perform loss through 

transformation and metamorphosis. Bodies become rubble, ashes become sea-water, a petal 

petrifies and molecules weep. Wreathes can be translucent and pliable, squeezed and 

manipulated into a simulacrum of stone. If the ontology of monuments, and people, could be 

“…periodically undone and open to being unbounded” (Butler, 2004:28) then a memorial for 
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the Troubles, metaphorically and materially, should exist in an undetermined, incomplete and 

transitional state.  

8.2 Acknowledging Ephemera 

During the course of this project, more things were made than could be usefully described. All 

of them were part of a thinking through making process that contributed to a) the biography of 

the particular object being made at that specific time and b) the wider story of this project in 

all its dimensions. Had it been my aim to work towards the presentation of a final Troubles 

memorial (it was not) then these objects would form an unseen aspect of its inner life.  True to 

the ontology of epistemic objects, many were left unfinished, as the process of their making 

generated new ideas that I wanted to explore. Despite the weight of the subject matter 

(memorials) and the climate in which they were made (global pandemic) the pleasure of 

making must be acknowledged. Experimentation, play and permission to fail extended to 

materials and concepts. My sketchbooks reveal this pleasure in descriptions of burnt wood, 

melting wax, the sound a bird ornament makes when smashed with a hammer, or the waves 

when they crash into ice-letters on the beach. Process, therefore, is not just a trajectory of 

improvements from start to finish nor a binary repetition of making and unmaking but all the 

rubbing, pouring, sticking, smashing, threading, melting, drawing, painting, thinking with and 

through that constitutes each side of the divide.  

 

 

Figure 64 Smashed pottery encased in resin. Trial Piece. 30 x 30 cm. 2020.  
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8.3 Acknowledging Failure  

I blame Boullée. But I also forgive him because the decision to try to emulate his monumental 

works was my choice. Having amassed a collection of wire coat hangers and drawn them (see 

Fig. 57 above) as a thinking exercise for another speculation (the Cloak Room in the Museum 

of Present Absence), I wondered if they had more to say and so I made a plan. Cut them up, re-

arrange them, and entangle them. Draw them in another configuration; an architecture of 

shadows. 

 

 

                              Figure 65 Coat hanger ends, partially interred. Charcoal and chalk. 25 x 40 cm. 2020. 

 

Admire the results. Agree with a colleague that the shapes look like the tailpieces of crashed 

planes. Go further by turning the drawing into a model, a modern Stonehenge that people could 

walk through or play between the stones, as they do elsewhere. Make openings for birds to fly 

through (see Fig. 66 below). 



207 
 

 

Figure 66 Model under construction. Polystyrene and paint. 45 x45 30 cm. 2020. 

 

Abandon idea. It is hideous. Re-evaluate decision and revisit. Re-do as a digital collage. 

 

 

Figure 67 Coat hanger model superimposed in field. Digital collage. 2020.  

 

It doesn’t work. Why did they say tailpieces? Why did I agree? It doesn’t work but I am not 

done with wire. 



208 
 

 

8.4 Accepting Incompleteness 

 

 

Figure 68 Wire maquette for an airship. 60 x 30 x 30 cm. 2021 

 

Making the inner structure of a model airship in wire was stopped part way through because 

what materialised was more akin to a shark than a streamlined air-born craft. The backdrop 

(the result of blowing bubbles in red paint) added to this effect which, to me, was one of blood, 

violence and predation. Is this the inner life of a monument that represents victory in war, or 

the toppling of one regime by another?  Was this the type of visceral memorial I wanted to 

materialise? Then, no. But now, it does seem suited to circling above the trouble in another 

place. At the time, I masked its menace with a veil, replaced its jagged form with a more 

sympathetic shape, added new configurations and allowed time for the ideas to evolve. Hanging 

from beams in the studio, these veiled forms rotated and swayed like ethereal deep sea jelly 

fish slowly rising (see Fig. 69 below). 
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                             Figure 69 Veiled floating memorials. Studio image. Variable dimensions. 2021.  

 

 

 

Figure 70 Veiled memorial, adrift. Digital collage (unprinted) 2021. 

 

The art works shown in Figs. 66-70 are included here because they are part of the genealogy 

of this project which, in turn, sits within the alternative genealogy of memorials I proposed in 

Chapter IV. Missteps, failures, speculations and incompleteness are part of the process. This 

means that just as the work is never resolved, so I am never finished with it. Whether it remains 

as a prototype or is reused, and thus reconstituted as part of something else, traces of its material 

and conceptual life endure. Therefore, to write them out of this project as (incomplete) failures 

would be to deny that while they might not have shouted as loudly as other ideas they still had 
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something to say. For example, a memorial that acts like an airship that acts like a shark may 

be absurd (and a nod to Oldenburg’s more bizarre monumental concepts) but seeing it might 

produce feelings not normally associated with a (consensual) commemoration such as panic, 

fear or anxiety. This, of course, depends on who and what are being commemorated and by 

whom. Anxiety interests me. Beiner’s interest in it was temporal but mine is material. I 

speculate on what an anxious memorial would look like, or sound like, and how it would 

behave. Would it, for example, try to cover its shape and its shame so that its form (howitzer, 

slave trader, grotesque dictator’s head) was veiled, in recognition that the modern world has no 

need of such things? These thoughts arise from conversations with incomplete/unresolved 

memorial forms and through the process of materialising what they have to say. Always, things 

are lost in translation. 

Synthesis of ideas 

At the core of this project was the desire to speak back to IR, as an artist, using an artist’s voice 

to describe process, making and materiality as valid ways of thinking about the political. 

Paradoxically, this required the substantial use of text so that I could delineate the parameters 

of the thinking space within which this project was active. The space, as it turns out, is 

cavernous and many areas remain to be discovered. Those areas that have been explored are 

haunted, speculative and intimate but they are not, I hope, inhospitable to others. They 

metamorphosise into international, universal and celestial facing chambers which 

accommodate expansiveness and plurality. In this space, other ways of being are encouraged. 

Sharing the process of how we arrived here is important.  We started with the politics of shit 

and we ended with an anxious memorial looking for cover. Respectively, one avoided the 

material possibilities of its topic while the other grew out of an immersive engagement with a 

broad spectrum of materialities. So that I could understand all the possibilities of what a 

memorial could be, I had to also understand the inverse of not-memorial and what was 

suspended, or held in tension, between these two polarities. This might not make sense, but it 

allows for sensual and sensitive interactions with ambiguous, liminal and speculative 

imaginings which can lead to either a) the creation of a physical form or b) the concept of one 

which remains unrealised. The sequence of development is not linear but it is one that allows 

for the material reality of the object to emerge as it is formed. This takes time. Just as there 

may be a commemorative gap between an event and its commemoration, so there are 

developmental gaps that punctuate the distance between an idea and its reification. As Gordon 
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(2008) reminds us, it is in these gaps that ghosts appear, pushing in from Barthes’ blind field, 

from behind the picture frame.  

In a reversal of the dynamics of the blind field, I put myself into the frame, beside the image 

of a dead ancestor. The haunted became the ghostly doppelganger and this developed my own 

set of memorial and mnemonic anxieties which, thinking through the misuse of prosthetic 

memory, unsettled me as much as the viewer. Yet allowing oneself to be both haunt-er and 

haunt-ee, has a purpose, when the aim is to envisage memorials for the dead. From my side of 

the threshold, how could I know what an appropriate form would be without the ability, or an 

effort made, to look back from the other side? Jagger’s Artillery Memorial included panels of 

images that would have been familiar to ex-servicemen. As a decorated veteran, with 

experience of the front, his embodied knowledge of warfare informed his design. It is 

monumental and austere yet truthful in its inclusion of the dead. The Gerz’s lead column (MaF) 

took up position at a busy traffic junction; it became a graffiti-covered mess and then slowly 

disappeared. These artists didn’t experience World War II but, to me, this does not detract from 

the success of their project. I lived through the entirety of the Troubles. They are part of my 

biography and, occasionally, they haunt. They have formed memories and shaped experience 

but there is no desire to attempt their commemoration in a singular form, as this might only be 

relevant to me and my memories. And as we know memories, like those of a wounded seagull, 

are subject to contestation. 

The artworks made throughout this project are too alive to form complex memories so they can 

only be reflected on as they are now, without the distance of time and thus a more discerning 

criticality. They are, I believe, still speaking to me. However, an initial response can be made 

to suggest from those works, which of them speak louder, and from that, where they align or 

diverge from the more expansive genealogy of counter-memorial forms I set out in Chapter IV.  

Despite my interest in the monumental works of Boullée and the extra-terrestrial imaginings 

of Noguchi and Woods, many of my ideas focused on the domestic realm. Through a series of 

moves, these decreased in scale from the home to the door, the hearth and fireplace and then to 

the objects and ornaments one might find on a mantelpiece. Birds, in particular, were used as 

a recurring motif. I bought them in charity shops. They seemed like little memorials to a past 

life and material evidence that someone had made the decision not to hold on to them but to let 

them go. I hesitated to break them, but nonetheless, some were deliberately smashed so they 

could be repaired and reconfigured in different ways. The Japanese art of kintsugi, or golden 

repair, is a traditional technique of restoring a damaged object so that the scars of its remaking 
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are visible, rendering it even more beautiful by signalling its survival (Keulemans, 2016). After 

conducting my own kintsugi experiments (see Fig. 49 above), I dropped the idea. It seemed too 

literal. Smash three thousand-plus bird ornaments and then repair them. These represent the 

dead of the Troubles and we all feel healed now – no. But there is an unresolved idea there to 

return to.  During the Troubles, trouble came to innocent victims’ doors, or through their living 

room window or under their cars. Violence, as the CAIN maps show, was widespread but 

localised. You were not safe, even at home. I remade the bird ornaments as fibrous, hollow 

shells (see Fig.51 above) and approved their fragile quality; the prospect of a last haunted 

migration. 

Nothing stays the same. A broken and repaired ceramic bird is not the same as it was. 

Transferring this from the miniature to the monumental - why should memorials remain the 

same or live up to our expectations of what they should be? Boltanski’s Missing House in 

Berlin defies expectations, and it confounded me, several times. It is there by not being there, 

defined by its absence, and even if the site it occupies is built on, it will still be there as a ghost-

house, a palimpsest of personal and urban memories. I was drawn to its ambivalence, to how 

it existed as different things simultaneously; there/not-there, house/not-house, memorial/not-

memorial. An artwork/ absence of artwork that resisted categorisation. I don’t know the process 

that led to Boltanski’s idea, nor the ways in which Missing House influenced my own but 

somewhere, within my creative process, there was a shift from making things, to attempts to 

make nothing into something as part of a bigger concept. A breath becomes a bubble, to contain 

a memory, which becomes an invisible air born memorial casting shadows on the ground. We 

check our watches to note the time of this strange occurrence but time is troubled and out of 

sync. It is already too late. 
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Epilogue 

Studio. 4th March 2022.  

Turn on the radio. On this day, fifty years ago, a bomb exploded in a café in Belfast city centre. 

No warning was given. Two young women were killed and over one hundred and thirty people 

were seriously injured. A nurse who had treated the wounded recalled how she had removed 

their torn and dusty clothes before surgery and bagged up their personal items – wallets, keys, 

photographs, pension books and jewellery. It’s hard to listen to, even now. 

Switch channels. A reporter is describing armed soldiers moving along a street. Residents are 

helping to clear the rubble from their neighbour’s house which was destroyed during the night 

by a bomb. A man is interviewed. We heard shots, he says, my daughter was killed. Look at 

what they are firing at us. The reporter is in Kyiv. In local news, shots were fired yesterday 

into a car in East Belfast. Police described it as a reckless incident and are looking for witnesses. 

My studio is in East Belfast, but I saw nothing. Still, I become anxious. What times are we in; 

what trouble? How is 2022 bleeding through into 1972, or the worst days of 1945?  

Flip through sketchbooks. I am looking for a thumbnail sketch of an entangled memorial, 

inspired by Haraway (2016). What did she say about responding to shattering events? We 

should stay with the trouble, learn how to “live and die well as mortal critters in the 

Chthulucene”, the time of “past, present and to come”. Reflecting on her words, and on the 

memorial I made in response to them, I question both. They seem naïve.  How is staying with 

the trouble a choice when we are never out of it? It clings to us. New forms arrive frequently 

and from other places. When I think of a memorial for the Troubles, it seems less certain now 

which ones I mean. Where do troubles start and end, temporally or geographically? How can I 

engage with them all? What a weight of memory. 

Remembering them by recall: you, we, us, I. 

For B.  

When I dream of you, rarely now, 

I remember what it was to laugh until we peed, 

To have our innocent deeds unmasked, 

And to have no fear beyond homework and the communal shower. 

How shocked we were to see a black bra.  

How pale you were at the end.  
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For P. 

When you died, the freefall began. 

I’ve been through it all since then. 

Every day you are here and not here.  

Complicated grief? You have no idea.  

You told me always, keep going. Give it another year. 

And I do, all the time.  

 

For J. 

When you died, you wanted us all there, 

All watching, ears straining, all waiting for the silence to come. 

You told me once the drugs gave you nightmares.   

I searched for some comforting words  

But you said you quite enjoyed them, as you couldn’t read anymore. 

Typical you. Making the most of things to the end. 

 

For M.  

When I heard you were dying, I was felled. 

I flew back. Freaked out. Guilty. Afraid. 

You were at home, in a downstairs bed. Shit happens, you said, 

Full of grace and black humour.  

We all got some of your ashes in an egg timer. The darkness, 

You used to say, bent double with laughter. 

 I scattered them around our memory place. 

Shit happens, old friend, I said. 

 

This project starts as it ends, memorially minded, attentive to loss and moving between the 

personal, the local and the international in the company of ghosts. I enfold one into the other, 

as air is within air, and breathe for those who are no-one’s exhalation. I stay with the trouble. 
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