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- About
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CURATING DIGITAL ART ABOUT THIS BOQOK

Curating Digital Art is dedicated to pioneering
curators, artists and designers and presents a
collection of interviews that were conducted
between 2011 and 2020. The interviews
emerged from the concern that too little
knowledge was available about the potential
of exhibiting digital art, either in museum
spaces and galleries, or on the Web.

In an attempt to address this hiatus this publication pro-
vides an overview of the different perspectives and practices
of nearly a decade of curating digital art in physical and
online space. Twenty-seven interviewees were asked the
same set of questions, with some slight variations due to
their specific projects. The answers of aarea (Livia Benedetti
and Marcela Vieira), Anika Meier, Arcadia Missa (Tom
Clark and Rozsa Farkas), arebyte Gallery (Rebecca Ed-
wards and Nimrod Vardi), Bob Bicknell-Knight, Constant
Dullaart, Madja Edelstein-Gomez, Marialaura Ghidini,
Manique Hendricks, Florian Kuhlmann, LaTurbo Avedon,
Mary Meixner, Laura Mousavi, New Scenario (Paul Barsch
and Tilman Hornig), Katja Novitskova, Off Site Project (Pita
Arreola-Burns and Elliott Burns), Domenico Quaranta,
Stefan Riebel, Ryder Ripps, Sakrowski, Systaime, Gaia
Tedone, temporarystedelijk.com (Amber van den Eeden
and Kalle Mattson), The Hmm (Evelyn Austin and Lilian
Stolk), Miy6 Van Stenis, You Must Not Call It Photography
If This Expression Hurts You (Marco De Muttis, Katrina
Sluis, Jon Uriarte) and Zhang Ga, map the distinctiveness
and idiosyncrasies of curating digital art, from conven-
tional white and black cubes and small artists’ spaces, to
custom-built online spaces and the expansion of curating
on commercial platforms.
The seed for this publication was planted around
2009 when I organized Archive 2020, an international
expert meeting to discuss the characteristics of ‘born-digital
art’ and the perils associated with its archiving. A year
later, I discussed the outcomes and the question of why
there was still so little digital art in museum collections or
9 exhibitions with Angela Plohman, at the time director of
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Baltan Laboratories. We borrowed a question posed during
a book launch of the Viennese curator’s collective Context
in August 2011—Why is it still easier to get an entire mu-
seum collection on the Internet than to get a single work of
Internet-based Art in a museum space?—to point to one of
the sore spots in the discussion of why so little digital art is
presented in museums. In an attempt to answer this ques-
tion we organized an international working conference in
collaboration with Van Abbemuseum in Eindhoven. Some
of the outcomes ended up in the publication Speculative
Scenarios, or what will happen to digital art in the (near)
future? (2013), along with additional insight in the form of
interviews, short essays and fiction. Preceding the confer-
ence, I asked six emerging curators, artists and designers
to fill in a questionnaire about their curatorial practice.
A common denominator among the interviewees was their
experience with online curating and/or presenting online
artworks in physical spaces/magazines. One of the reasons
I selected them was because of the ease with which they
manoeuvered between digital and physical realms, from
exhibitions in old warehouses, small sidestreet galleries and
magazines, to online spaces and commercial platforms.
They used existing curatorial formats for their presenta-
tions, adapted them if necessary, or even created new ones.
The questionnaire was a good research tool to gather
information on different ways of thinking about digital
curating. Moreover, it was also a way of charting the field,
as the answers exemplified the diversity in approaches and
how the interviewees dealt with divisions between various
art worlds. The interviews were initially posted on the
website as appetizers for the conference, and while some of
the comments ended up in the publication, the interviews
disappeared as quickly as some of the works we discussed.
Within two years after I uploaded the interviews, I received
an e-mail from one of the interviewees, Domenico Quaranta,
informing me that the interviews—and the website for that
matter—were down. Unable to retrieve the website,
I started digging through my own archive and found them
again. Yet, lacking the time to upload them elsewhere, they
lay dormant in the dark corners of my hard drive. Several
years passed, and while rearranging my computer I noticed
the interviews, read them and realized how much of what
was said was still relevant. At the same time, I had seen
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other interesting online exhibition formats and ideas.
Consequently, in 2016 I decided to continue the series and
interviewed a new batch of curators, artists and designers.
Yet, it wasn’t until a few years later that I found the time
to re-organize them. Other interesting projects had been
developed on the Web and so I conducted a final round of
interviews in 2019 with the aim of publishing them together.
I also contacted the earlier contributors to see if they
wanted to participate in the publication and if their initial
views had changed. Surprisingly no one wanted to change
anything: the interviews written almost ten years earlier
were still viable and valuable.

At the time of finalizing the publication, just finishing
the final copy-edits, a global pandemic caused a sudden
burst of online activity. The Covid-19 virus closed down
public life and en masse everyone moved their social,
public, private and work life online—including museums
and galleries. Within less than a week, books were scanned,
videos digitized, and different platforms, such as Zoom,
Jitsi, Teams, Whereby, Skype, Twitch, Discord, YouTube
and Second Life replaced physical workshops, conferences,
discussions, and also exhibition openings. Public life, or
F2F (face to face), had shut down, and the ‘great migration’
began in rapid tempo in which the online world became ‘the
new normal’ for those with computers and stable Internet
connections. Museums also tried to redesign, restructure
and reconceptualize their collections, exhibitions and
debates for the new interfaces. While many curators were
on furlough, the digital media teams were working over
time. Exhibitions were filmed, artworks cropped, moving
robots were roaming the gallery spaces, and users were
asked to interact, perform ancient paintings and sculptures,
or create and send their personal anecdotes, memories,
dreams, future wishes, and reflections related to Covid-19
that would capture the spirit of a historical period of crisis,
self-isolation and resilience. Aroused by the accelerated
speed, anxiety and adrenaline, I started to follow everything
in an attempt to capture the moment, to the point of
exhaustion, fatigue and torpor. Others raced ahead along,
and I captured their vigour and vivacity in a last round of
interviews. In the end I assembled 27 interviews, a subject-
ive and incomplete series that shows merely the tip of the
exciting and still evolving world of digital art curation.
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My deepest gratitude goes to all the interviewees for
making the Web an exciting space and who participated
despite their busy schedules, my inability to offer them
compensation and my endless extensions (for some up to
ten years). Thanks go to Gaia Tedone for helping me to sort
out the contributions (due to her always uplifting spirit
and vitamin C this book is now a fact), to Katrina Sluis

for her belligerent yet poignant eye for detail and for her
critical honesty, and to Pia and Astrid from Valiz for their
faith and their generosity in making this book a reality!

Annet Dekker is a curator, researcher and Assistant Professor

Media Studies, Archival and Information Studies and
Cultural Analysis at the University of Amsterdam (UvA),
and Visiting Professor and co-director of the Centre for
the Study of the Networked Image at London South Bank
University. She has previously been Researcher Digital
Preservation at Tate, London, core tutor at Piet Zwart
Institute, Rotterdam and Fellow at Het Nieuwe Instituut,
Rotterdam. She has published in numerous collections and
journals and is the editor of several volumes, including
Lost and Living [in] Archives: Collectively Shaping New
Memories (Valiz 2017). Her monograph Collecting and
Conserving Net Art (Routledge 2018) is a seminal work in
the field of digital art conservation.
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My initial motivation for doing the interviews in this book
was based on my own frustration that after working for
more than ten years as a curator of digital art, there were
still few digital art exhibitions organized within contempor-
ary art institutions. At the same time, I noticed a growing
interest of a younger generation of curators and artists
who were heavily invested in curating, setting up their
own organizations and exploring the Web to create, com-
mission, present and distribute digital art. I was curious to
hear about their practice, how they viewed the discourse
and whether they felt there was still a discord with the
institutional artworlds or if the institutional framework
was even needed at all? It turned out that no one was really
interested in discussing my first question about termin-
ology. What was once important to comprehend the
aesthetic and dynamics of the artworks, or just to differ-
entiate them from other artforms, now seemed completely
irrelevant. Instead they preferred to draw a historical line
with existing art movements, such as conceptual art or
minimalism. In the end they opted for their work to be
described as contemporary art, or simply art. Their attitude
seemed liberating, not having to deal with the struggle of
belonging to a certain category, movement or genre, not
having to defend digital art as being as valuable as any
other artform, nor having to argue for it to even be consid-
ered as art. However, when reading their responses to the
question of whether museums should present and acquire
digital art, a different tone emerged. On the one hand the
role of the museum was respected and even desired, albeit
that a good review on a blog or having a flood of new
visitors were just as exciting. On the other hand, there was
a consensus that the museum’s presence on the Internet
was unexciting and that museums had little understanding
or interest in their curatorial efforts or the artworks they
were presenting and commissioning.

Over the years there has been a vigorous debate
about the lack of presentations and acquisitions of digital
art by the institutional artworld, yet in the last decade
there have been slow changes: more exhibitions were
curated involving digital art or showing a historical
perspective in which its specific themes and aesthetics
were emphasized, and digital art is more often acquired
by museums and private collections. However, most times
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when such curatorial events happen some kind of uproar
follows about how digital art, and especially net art, is not
treated respectfully. While valid arguments are certainly
made, it is also interesting that for an artform without
many historical precedents or set standards—since the ex-
perience of digital art depends on the specifics of the used
equipment—there are apparently certain modes that need
to be adhered to. This is something Eva Grubinger noticed
a long time ago, back in the days when she organized one
of the first online curatorial experiments C@C — Computer-
Aided Curating, and it was one of the reasons why she
decided not to continue to curate online:

C@C was an artistic experiment, and considering
that I neither wanted to become a kind of meta-
curator nor start a business in the mediation of
web-based art, I decided to stop feeling responsible
for C@C and began work on new projects. (...)
Group dynamics were another issue. I learned that
sub-culture and avant-garde self-organisation can
produce similar tactics and power struggles as the
institutional or mainstream structures that they
wanted to overcome in the first place.

I recognized Grubinger’s critique, which was echoed by the
interviewees, however, there is a growing body of research
that shows how museums and collectors have become more
aware and interested in collecting digital art. Slowly exhib-
itions with or about digital art were organized and special
staff was hired. Surely this was not a big shift and change
was subtle but there seemed to be a move towards a greater
acknowledgement of digital art as belonging to contem-
porary, or more accurately, institutionalized art. Certainly
looking back ten years after the first interviews this is the
case and the most recent interviewees who are less con-
cerned with a ‘divide’ also confirm it. While acknowledg-
ing there is one, the role of the institutional is seen more as
a place of historical value, a place where digital arts could
be preserved. Interestingly, Vivian van Saaze, Glenn Whar-
ton and Leah Reisman looked at how processes of change

1 Eva Grubinger, ‘C@C ~ Computer Aided Curating (1993-1995) revisited’, Lecture at Tate
Modern, London, 4 June 2005. evagrubinger.com/lexts/eva-grubinger.
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happen and rather than being disruptive and perhaps even
revolutionary, they concluded that change is often custom-
ized and slowly adapted to the daily work of the staff in an
institution.” The introduction of different attitudes needs
time, particularly in highly structured and authoritarian
organizations. This trend can also be traced in the normal-
ization of digital art in the establishment. On the other
hand, looking at online curatorial practices I wondered
how open they were for outsiders? If anything, the Web
consists of numerous collectives and communities each
with their own activities, aesthetics, in-jokes and rules.’?

Curating.1
outside inside

17

As mentioned, C@C - Computer-Aided Curating is one of
the earliest curatorial endeavours on the web. Initiated in
1993 and developed by Grubinger in collaboration with
Thomax Kaulmann according to the flyer it was ‘a com-
puter application where contemporary art can be created,
viewed, discussed, and purchased’. I saw the project for

the first time in 2018 at the exhibition Berlin, Zentrum der
Netzkunst—damals und heute at panke.gallery in Berlin.
Although I had read about C@C and seen screenshots,

the website stopped functioning in 1995, two years before I
became involved in curating digital art. The presentation at
panke.gallery showed a much smaller version of the origin-
al project: the interface worked and four art projects could
be navigated. Because the work had stopped functioning,
it had to be reconstructed and while parts could be opened
with the old hardware and software, not everything could
be made accessible again. After experiencing and rereading
the intentions of the work, to my surprise, the main ques-
tions behind the development of C@C were very close to
the goals of this current volume, i.e., what is the influence
of the increased mobility and affordability of technology on

2 Vivian van Saaze, Glenn Wharton and Leah Reisman, ‘Adaptive Institutional Change:
Managing Digital Works at the Museum of Modern Art, Musewm & Society 16, no. 2 (2018), pp. 220-39.
3 In her book Lurking: How a Person Became a User (New York: MCD, 2020), Joanna McNeil

writes a compelling account about her experience in some of these communities and the consequences
of these small, and sometimes larger, collectives or platforms on cultural memory.
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arts aesthetics; in what ways do these developments lead to
a new definition of value that favours concepts rather than
objects; and is the institutional framework still required to
address these issues. C@C tried to answer these questions
by exploring digital curation in the ideal platform for that
time: the World Wide Web.

The website consisted of a minimalist interface, the
C@C-Navigator, which was based on a tree structure, with
each branch leading to a different artist. Several artists
were invited and while presenting or creating their work
on C@C they were also asked to invite up to three artists to
show or make work. This would contextualize their work
while it also tried to decentralize the role of the curator by
turning the curatorial into a less authoritarian gesture. The
idea of a networked and distributed system was also visible
in the interface and navigation: via the branches visitors to
the site could explore the interrelations between the artists
and their projects. As such, the treelike structure reflected
the social network of the web. There was also a ‘Public
Discussion Area’ where visitors could comment on the
works, engage in ongoing discussions, or get in touch with
the artists to acquire their work in the ‘Business Class’. The
latter functioned in a simple way and made it possible to
create links between the collector’s website and the artwork
on C@C. This way the project tried to create commercial
revenue as well as initiate discussion about the value of digit-
al art and the challenges of collecting it. A similar attempt
to sell digital art was made a few years later in 1998 by Olia
Lialina with her First Real Net Art Gallery, later known as
the Last Real Net Art Museum, an online gallery dedicated
to her first online art project My Boyfriend Came Back From
The War (1996). The gallery featured several interpretations
of her project.* As was the case for Grubinger, her attempts
to sell the works failed. However, the Last Real Net Art Mu-
seum still exists and after 24 years it has a collection of 37
different versions of MBCBFTW, of which only four have
been lost. Moreover, while working on the Last Real Net
Art Museum, Lialina began collecting all the information
relating to MBCBFTW: the people who made the iterations,

4 To emphasize the provocative gesture of the project, and being cautioned that this was not the
1 8 first attempt, Lialina renamed the project into Last Real Net Art Museum, rhizome.org/editorial/ 2017/
feb/21/all-you-need-is-link/.
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the exhibitions, the sources of the files and the metadata
of the artwork. At the twenty-year anniversary exhibition
of MBCBFTW in 2016, which took place simultaneously

at HeK in Basel and MU in Eindhoven, this information
proved to be of art-historical interest but more importantly
it ensured the preservation of MBCBFTW forever.

The museums also noticed the potential of the Web
to endlessly reconfigure traditional models and methods for
presenting, accessing and distributing art. Echoing André
Malraux’s Musée imaginaire (Museum without Walls, 1947)
with which he wanted to demonstrate how the unprecedent-
ed availability of (photographic) copies made it possible to
constantly draw new connections between visual traditions
and motifs that had until then been considered unrelated,
the terms ‘Open Museum’ and ‘museum without walls’, be-
came popular and seemed to become real as the digital space
made it possible to create all kinds of relations between any
kind of data. Whereas physical exhibitions usually represent
ten percent of a collection, the Web could potentially show
and share a museum’s comprehensive catalogue, or at least
those objects that had been digitized. Yet, while many muse-
ums directed their curatorial efforts to the online space, their
exhibitions would still mirror their offline efforts, in digital
form. Their ‘online experiments’ focused on showing rows of
thumbnail images with the catalogue descriptions attached.
At times, users could make their own selection based on
themes, genres, periods or artists. Importantly, most of the
online exhibitions were not curated by a curator but by ed-
ucational or archival staff members who had good insight
into the collections and the audience, but little experience
with displaying art. Hence, instead of an exploration of the
museum space—in this case the website—the curatorial
mode followed the model of the collection management
structure. Curating in the digital meant little more than
browsing the catalogue with a new interface.

Curating and presenting digital art, especially net
art, in a physical gallery proved similarly difficult. Lialina
made a strong statement about her dislike of physical net
art exhibitions as ‘the ugliest phenomenon of the modern
art scene’.’ She distinguished between different modes

5 Oflia Lialina, *All You Need Is Link', Rhizome, 21 February 2017 [2000], rhizome.org/
editorial/2017/feb/21/all-you-need-is-link/.
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of presentation which she framed as the ‘Object’ and the
‘Z00’. The former being

a prettied-up computer with a browser window open
on the net artist’s page [alongside] a plaque on the
wall next to the computer that identifies it as a work
of art.®

The ZOO she described as

a more expensive type of event that requires at least
bringing the FNA [famous net artist] to the location
of the exhibition and accommodating her there. In
the exhibition space, beside the usual computer with
an inscription on the wall and an open browser, a
chair is put down, and on that chair—oh, isn’t that
great—sits the FNA in person.’

Lialina’s main point was that the artworks became a
discrete objects that were directly connected to the
computer, thus removing the works from its variable and
often personal context in which such works were usually
experienced: in the privacy of one’s home or at work and
in between all that is happening on the web. Rather than
experimenting with form or language she felt it was about
‘bending language and form to someone else’s will [and]
the more three-dimensional the object is, the more lifeless
it seems’.® For her the best way to curate digital art was to
organize events in which the artist was invited to explain
the navigation and meaning of the work in an engaging
way. If that wasn’t possible, even displaying a list of links
on a website would be more effective, as it would still be
taking place in the same ecology; moreover, it enabled the
artists to keep working on their projects, and the more
links the more visible the artwork became—which she did
with her Last Real Net Art Museum.’

6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 Tbid.
g In response to this post, Lialina wrote another post a few months later in which she is more

positive about a changing attitude of some institutions: ‘[those who| are really open become part of

complex networking projects. Those who can't get rid of traditional standards of beauty and interactivity

enlertain their audience by making links to funny web pages. ... |However, some| institutions correct

their positions, collecting policies, exhibition practices. T would say it's a victory” amsterdam. nettine.
2 0 org/Listv-Archives/nettime-1-0102/msg00200.html.
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Marialaura Ghidini made a similar comparison between
‘curating online’ and ‘curating on the web’. The former
relates to and mimics the practice that derives from
displaying museum and gallery collections, while the
latter is a site-specific approach that facilitates new ways
of producing and displaying digital art.'” At its core,
curating on the Web responds to the characteristics of the
Web as medium. For Ghidini this means that it needs to
reflect on the ecology of the adopted technology, in which
websites are not seen as ‘static and self-contained objects
but, rather, as ecosystems that are inhabited and shaped
by third parties through various interactions between the
object (the website) and its larger context’.!! As briefly
mentioned earlier, the Last Real Net Art Museum was a
provocative gesture towards museums and galleries that
were presenting (digitized) artworks as an online electron-
ic catalogue, turning off the location bar when showing
the work offline, or acquiring copies of net art and storing
these on a CD ROM somewhere on a shelf rather than
showing the ‘real thing’. While Last Real Net Art Museum
presents only the links to the artworks, it combines
multiple perspectives. It emphasizes the possibilities for
appropriation and (re)creation by showing the infinite
configurations that are possible within an open system,
while using the standard interface of an Internet store in
addition to presenting discrete projects. It underlines the
social network of the Web by linking to the works, and the
artist is curator is archivist is conservator. The project was
also translated into physical spaces where the net artworks
were transformed in different ways: while some were
shown in their original hardware casing (albeit functioning
via an inserted emulator), others became large projections,
turned into an immersive VR installation or could be
scrolled on an interactive screen. In this sense curating
digital art took advantage of the variability of exhibiting
digital art, helped by the increasing affordability of the
technology. As such, it expands the curatorial inquiry to
include questions concerning the potential of appropria-
tion, online distribution and digital archiving.

10 Marialaura Ghidini, ‘Curating on the Web: The Evolution of Platforms as Spaces for
Producing and Disseminating Web-Based Art. Arts 8, no. 3 (2019), mdpi.com/2076-0752/8/3/78.
11 Ihid.
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One of the curatorial modes that attracted my attention
and became a reason to embark on this interview project
were surf clubs, which also involved some people from the
first and the last batch of interviewees. Surf clubs started
around 2006 and are often described as a response to the
rise of the Web2.0."” They were organized around a group
identity that shared a similar aesthetic, which meant
continuous postings of quirky or highly advanced and
stylized images and socmetimes a few keywords or short
texts, real-time involvement and commenting. Instead of
BBS (bulletin boards) or e-mail lists, to communicate they
used existing social platforms such as the bookmarking
site del.icio.us or blogging sites like Wordpress and Tumblr
to create endless scrolls of short posts. In some cases these
sites also functioned as an online sketchbook to try out
ideas and joke with friends in a social network format. The
new form, while open for anyone to explore and even to
participate in was also restrictive; the intimate public space
could be intimidating and, as elsewhere, group dynamics
played a significant role. Yet the fast-paced conceptual
exchange and the appropriation and analysis of online
material stimulated specific modes of curating. Next to

the rapid response format of the early surf clubs like Nasty
Nets (2006-2012), SuperCentral (2006-2010) and Loshadka
(2007-2013) where curation was instigated by starting the
site and held together by the collective enthusiasm of its
users, some, like Club Internet (2008-2009) by Harm van
den Dorpel, started to follow a more conventional curator-
ial model in which the exhibition ‘space’ still followed the
dynamics and aesthetics of presenting mash-ups but now
curated by different people.'® Similar to traditional cura-
torial exhibitions, specific people were invited to present

12 For a chronological time line see, Slocum 2016, rhizome.org/editorial/2016/mar/30/catalog-
of-internet-artist-clubs.

13 Interestingly. when buying the domain name clubinternet.org Harm van den Dorpel hoped
to make some money with the acquisition, because Club Internet was also a major telecom provider

in France who had not yet bought this domain name, The practice of buying ‘parked domains’ also
known as ‘domain squatting’ or ‘domain parking’, i.e., buying prominent domain names for resale, isa
lucrative business strategy and for some an artistic practice, see for instance, Constant Dullaart’s project
readymades, for more information see Brian Droitcour, ‘Constant Dullaart Re-codes the Readymade’,
Art in America (26 February 2009), artnews.com/art-in-america/features/dullaart-new-media-
readymade-57649/. B
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their works and as remarked by Ed Halter, the shows

had a high ‘zeitgeisty greatest-hits quality’.'* However,

the intricate interface emphasizes the circulation that is
characteristic of the web: each of the artworks had its own
independent webpage, some directing to personal servers,
and they were linked via an inconspicuous navigation bar.
Others curated offline versions, for example Lindsay
Howard’s DUMP.FM IRL (2010) at 319 Scholes in New
York, an exhibition that reflected the earlier online version
of the ‘image-based chat room for real-time communication’
Dump.FM, initiated by Ryder Ripps (see p. 222), Scott
Ostler and Tim Baker. Another instance of this hybrid
curating is Constant Dullaart’s (see p. 266) Delicious Con-
temporary Semantics which took place online at del.icio.us
and offline at Arti and Amicitiae in Amsterdam (2009).
The announcement of the project is a good illustration of
the curatorial modus that was popular at the time:

Lets do a show in which, like is possible on
del.icio.us, the inspiration that leads up to an art
work is visable, but now physical, not only existing
as a jpeg or url (it can be a poster reproduction of

a Malevich, a remake of a sculpture, a print out etc
etc). And show this together with the final work that
this inspiration led to. A show in which it is clear
that del.icio.us influences the participating artists
by sharing their references, thereby aiding their
research. A show that discusses the development of
contemperary semantics in net-art 2 point oooh, by
showing different aproaches of artists dealing with
the vast information flow of the Internet, its dia-
lectics and developing anthropological values. The
fact that these mostly young artists are dealing with
an abundance of visual representations of previous

14 rhizome.org/editorial/2008/may/12/site-specific/. In some of his other projects like
Dissociations (2008) and Deli.near.info (2014—present) Harm van de Dorpel is experimenting more
with alternative curatorial modes. Driven by a frustration of social media’s format of showing posts
only in chronological order, making it difficult to find old content, with Dissociations he used an
algorithm to find relations and associations between his works that were based on the content or form
rather than chronology. Here the relations between ideas and forms become the focus rather than

the works themselves. Yet rather than showing what should belonged together he posted the reverse,
the disassociations, and distributed the results via the website and a Twitter feed. Being interested in
working with complexity instead of the reduction of it through standardisation processes, and inspired
by the results of Dissociations, he developed Deli.near.info: a social network, open for anyone to use, The
site is an alternative sketchbook and social media platform, and its intricate link system moves beyond
the linearity of existing social platforms to create more ambiguity between links and to encourage
surprising finds.
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non net art, and the flirtation with kitch, trash and
popculture which dominates the Internets will play
a big part in the show.”

The call shows the mode of address, development and
aesthetic of curating in the digital: someone starts a first post
and others respond by commenting on the previous and by
versioning the projects. Moving between media and spaces a
chain of different works was instigated and developed until
people lost interest. As singular objects these projects are not
always interesting but the process is the work, which is both
curatorial and art. Indeed, surf clubs were a ‘hybrid act in- _
volving both curatorial research and a conceptual art gesture’
(Ramocki 2008). The ‘act’ is linked to the concept of version-
ing: a reconceptualization and alteration of something, and
it is also a critical construct, as it is being commented and
versioned. This process was not necessarily linked to specific
authorial credit and as such the practice was free of the ‘bur-
den’ of the ‘celebrity curator’, or the ‘independent curator’,
that had become a norm in contemporary art. Essentially,
versioning becomes evident through multiplicity, enumer-
ation and succession, and it can be identified in the social
relations between the users.' In other words, a physical
realization of merely one ‘Object’ would be a derivative.
The core of these works was the social interactions that
determined their process; the presentation of an object
would neglect the energy, the surprise effect, the fragility of
the illusion and the transience of the moment. In this sense
curating was no longer about caring for an object, but about
caring for a social network and process. As such there was a
clear shift from curating objects to conceptual processes.
As mentioned by Ghidini (2019), ‘the approach
to curating was collective, informal, and discursive’, a
debate—either visually or written—that happened as
part of but also beyond the ‘club’. Similarly to the earlier
generation of net artists in the 1990s, some of the members
would write about the practice on their site, on other
websites or in print magazines, but in contrast to the 1990s
these different spaces were more easily interchanged and

15 This is the original text for the open call, constantdullaart.com/arti.html.
16 For more information see Annet Dekker, Collecting and Conserving Net Art: Moving Beyond
Conventional Methods (Londen: Routledge, 2018), pp. 30, 109-14.































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































