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PARALLAX 

 
 

But what is a stage which presents nothing to the sight? It 
is the place where the spectator, presenting himself as 
spectacle, will no longer be either seer [voyant] or 
voyeur, will efface within himself the difference 
between the actor and the spectator, the 
represented and the representer, the object 
seen and the seeing subject. With that 
difference, an entire series of oppositions 
will deconstitute themselves one by one. 
Presence will be full, not as an object 
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which is present to be seen, to give 
itself to intuition as an empirical unit 
or as an eidos holding itself in front of 
or up against; it will be full as the 
intimacy of a self-presence, as the 
consciousness or the sentiment 
of self-proximity, of self-
sameness [propriété]. 
 
(“Jacques Derrida”) 
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Parallax and en avant  commenced in 1997. That is said with hindsight. They of course 

did not, but something did. Perhaps the catalyst was that crisi s in my art practice; the 
contradiction s between television and written interviews concerning Young British Artist s 
(YBAs); The Inhuman  by Jean François Lyotard and The Republic by Plato; that misquote by 
Clive Bell (I think) of Cezanne; seeming condemnation from a pedagogical system for 
progressing into the “category” “Classical”, and then the ironic rejection from a  
(self)“categorized” “tradit ionalist” Fine Art Graphic Society for unoriginality . Maybe it was 
none of these convenient story elements. But something had started at that time, it seems; 
five years condensed into a “time”, that is.  
 
Though on and off for thirteen  years in mind, the ground work for “today” commenced in 
early 2009. It commenced as a presupposition; a temporal -oxymoronic marker “Mode rn 
Classical”. And that marker became the marker en avant; a failing  linguistic metaphor for 
the failure of the first m arker and the “movement”  of nomenclature. The word is already 
current. But its “avant -gardist” contextualization parallels the problematic of the first 
marker. It marks a presence and not the unmasking of the marking - “movement” - of 
presence; a term rather  than a function. Parallax commenced because it had failed. En avant  
then [ is] not a new movement, “style”, approach or theory, and certainly not an answer to 
anything. It does not (ontologically ) question what is  “art” or “Contemporary A rt” , nor is it 
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interested in not doing that . It is neither the “opposite” of “Contemporary Art”, nor is it that 
“category”. It does not wish to be modern, which is to wish for a past. It does not seek to 
construct. Perhaps it [ is]  a medicinal condition. The dis -order makes “visible” and 
problematizes the conditions  for a modernity  and its designated cultural representations. It 
institutes  with the categories. It demands that we become aware of the art-historical and 
theoretical frameworks that underpin  our assumptions. To use a deconstructive idiom, it  
exposes the metaphysics, and its hypostasized metaphors, that still infect how we think 
about, and what we expect from, the production of artistic culture. It calls it to  question at a 
time when we are interrogating  so much of our culture in the wake of economic collapse. En 
avant  is the cessation of a particular consciousness; a parasite. It is therefore an opening of 
consciousness. And one that demands that we question parallel.  
 
So what of the objects in Parallax? Do they embody en avant? Have I  perceived this 
“condition” in , or behind, them in some way? Have the artists? The answer is negative. They 
embody as much of en avant as (non)contempora neity, (non)modernity, (non)avant -
gardism, (non)pastiche, (non)pre -modernity, (non)traditionalism,  or any other set of 
(ethical) concepts we may choose to designate objects. Like all  art objects, meaning – 
presence or self-presence -  is not simply intrinsic or immanent.  It is n ot found. The objects 
were chosen and (re)interpreted to paradoxically make “visible” this operation  and open up 
interpretation to itself ; a process often unknown  and unperceived. So they are en avant at 
the juncture of their non-en avant-ness. How did I  choose them? They were not chosen 
randomly , which is delusive; contextualism is  “ad infinitum ”. They were chosen because 
either (a) they could be mistaken for another “art -historical period”, a non -modernity, thus 
highlighting the category -ness of such “categories”, and the arbitrariness of art object with 
categorical marker, an arbitrariness often effaced through “transparent ” narratives. Thus, 
conceptually metaphorized as idem sonans, they make “visible” the “movement” (of 
signification), especially between the “category” “Contemporary Art” and its other; an 
unspoken “non-Contemporary Art”; (b) that an element, or elements, of the object could be 
(re)interpreted as making “visible” and/or  critiquing (a); and (c), a combination of (a)  and 
(b). It need not be said that this ex-planation is itself an in -terpretation.  But it is the process 
of that process that shakes the assumptive correspondences between particular “categories” 
with particular objects under a guise of objectivism. What we assume is the contemporary-
ness (however we may choose to interpret  this) of “Contemporary Art” (or –ness of any other 
“category”) merely turns out to be a preferred, or worse, in some cases, an approved, 
congealed metaphoricity.  This must bring into question what our museums collect or do not 
collect, what “art” art fairs, galleries or the media display, and what “art” pedagogical 
systems promote. 
 
So this catalogue is full of problems within  necessary answers. And quandaries like these are 
useful, however difficult, vexing or controversial . And perhaps a functional problem is the 
artist’s biography. Should these have been left out? For what exactly do they validate; 
biographies, track records, literature reviews et al? Perhaps they validate our imaginat ions; a 
world where art objects are often thought to embody self-present consciousness and the past 
happened as written. As I said: problems within  answers. However, I’d like to thank the 
artists: Matthew Collins, Bing-yu Liu  (very appropriately becoming Bing-Li Liu in 2012) , 
Adam Reeder, Robert Bodem, Van Rainy Hecht-Nielsen (who fortuitously emailed the 
website), Sarah Tse, Alexey Golovin, Aaron Camillieri Cauchi, Hywel Pratley, Guangfeng 
Zhao, Kun Wang, Louise Payne, Pasquale Abbatiello , Carla Richter, and Clarissa James (not 
that long ago Clarissa Koch). Without these names, we could not re-produce. But the project 
would not be what it is without long email discussions in late 2009 with Professor Alun 
Munslow , who kindly agreed to write two short essays for the catalogue. I was overwhelmed 
that Professors Donald Preziosi and Paul Gladston generously agreed to contribute their 
time, thinking and writing  to the project too. Thanks must also go to Elizabeth Mitchell -
D’Anna at La Galleria (London) for her generosity, Kaori Homma (for asking that important 
question), Lori Hall -Kimm , Andy Bromley, Dr Sam Akinluyi, Peggy George, Anne George, 
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Sharifa Zeid Sudairi, Arnold Tse, Oleg Zubritskiy, and Adam Clark. But Parallax could not 
have taken place without the encouragement, kindness and generous support of Mary 
Barlow, Tim Siney, Dr Theresa Lee, Dr Chrissie Bradstreet, Claire Hepworth, Dotman Ak  and 
Dr Richard Beales. But the greatest thanks must go to Martin Smith;  a friend is born for  
adversity.  
 
“Dr Chris Barlow, London 2010 ” 

P(r)oem 
 

The poetic idea that language is dissonant with a “noema” or “reality” has been an 

important concern for cultural thinkers. Consequently, an increasing number of historians, 
art historians and artists are questioning the disciplines of “history”, “art history”, 
“aesthetics” and “museology” with ethical ramifications for the way that we construct our 
“present” and “art”. Some thinkers have begun to explore the (im)possibility of non -
linguistic epistemolo gical forms of “communication”, particularly in the discipline of 
“history”. The poet ic notion of primary, disorganiz ed sense-data converted into meaningful 
concepts via reason/logic in an epistemological process, could well be considered in terms of 
an alternative poesy; an exclusive form of sense-data knowledge or something equally as 
phonetically delectable. En Avant in the non-exhibition Parallax, at one level, discusses these 
issues, representing (and being represented by) the prefigurations that possibly condition 
the viewer. Importantly, the “idem sonans” are not a particular category of “art”, or  the 
“artists” a particular kind of “artist”; t he viewer is unsure whether he or she, as a particular 
kind of viewer, is the object or subject of parallax; interpretation (in its translational, rather 
than explanatory, sense) is made complex by the role of interpreter as “artist”. By its 
declaration, Parallax founders; an indeterminate virus/antidote in a “contemporary art 
industry” of which it is (/becoming);  the value of “idem sonans” gained parasitically by 
devaluing- exposing narratives, siphoning power - a formalized meaning of “contemporary 
art” and its “other” (and vice versa) that they violate. They are existent/non -existent with 
their victims/assailant s coextensively, which are themselves now meaningless without their 
(these) (non)supplemental - “masturbatory”represent(ers/eds). It is the possible “absence” of 
the “idem sonans” that translocates “meaning” to the exhibition space, viewer, and, 
fundamental ly, the construction of signification; the  discursive gap- “the gallery”. Parallax is 
a lucus a non lucendo, incessant coextensive metastases; a nonevent, in every sense of that 
word. Thus the collection-process may or may not become a metaphor for the dissonance of 
language; a topic of non-metaphoricity.   
 
Alun Munslow is Visiting Professor of History and Historical Theory at Chichester 
University, UK, the Founding Editor of Rethinking History: the Journal of Theory and 
Practice, editor of the book series History: Concepts Theory and Practice  and the author of 
six books, including New History  (2003), Narrative and History  (2007) and The Future of 
History  (2010); Donald Preziosi is Emeritus Professor of Art History at Universit y of 
California, Los Angeles, USA; he is the author of Rethinking Art History: Meditations on a 
Coy Science (1989), The Art of Art History: A Critical Anthology  (1998), Brain of the 
Earth’s Body: Museums & the Fabrication of Modernity  (1999), Seeing Through Art 
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History (1999), and has held the Slade Professorship of Fine Art at the University of Oxford; 
Paul Gladston is Associate Professor at University of Nottingham; the author of numerous 
articles on “contemporary Chinese art” and the book Art History after Deconstruction: Is 
There Any Future for a Deconstructive Attention to Art History?  (2005).  
 

A Glossary 
 

Parallax:An apparent displacement of an object due to varying positions of a 
viewer; often used figuratively to denote relative viewpoints.  The word is the name of recent 
exhibitions and the title of an academic journal. However, it is a lucus a non lucendo, an 
absurd metaphorical derivation, given that it ant icipates an element of protocolled 
implication. This paradox is (metaphorically) an ingress to the possible cognizance of 
governing (art) historical narratives. It is not what is viewed, but how (and why) one views; it 
is the watcher that this laceration in the word exposes. 
 

Idem Sonans:  
 
Latin. Noun or noun phrase meaning an occurrence of a word misspelt yet homophonous 
with the intended word. An example is Diadema/Deadema. Relative to a formal and often 
prescribed meaning of “contemporary art” and its “other” (and vice versa of course), En 
Avant idem sonans are “orthographically” deformed yet “correspond” in the temporal sense. 
Given the comfort of the narrative structures underpinning the regulated meaning of 
“contemporary art”/“other”, this enables “idem sonans”, in an Iserian sense, to violate 
expectations. They reveal a gap between horizons; a caesura that is, on further investigation, 
possibly fictive, and horizons that are delusive.  
 

En Avant:French. Interjection and adverb meaning “forwards” or “onwards”, but 
containing a discrepant temporal sense within its structure: “before” (avant).  Like 
“parallax”, the word has been used within the contemporary art/design industry and, like 
other synonyms wishing “modernity”, is often located in the structure of “avant garde” and 
its concentric circles of meaning. However, these noun substantives suggest a yearning for 
existence and nonsubsidiarity; teloi  mutually exchanged reciprocally between the terms and 
“objects”. En Avant is conceived as a substantive-adverb, an independent-additional; a word 
that violates its sense. Thus its deficiency exposes structural failure, supplementing noun-
substantive terms. The en avant idem sonans then, (de)supplement- represent/ are 
represented by -the formaliz ed “contemporary art”/“other” more powerfully than it presents 
itself (and vice versa). They may do this by (metaphorically) opening an ingress- 
interpolating a “grammatical” narrative sequence (believed to be true w ithout wishing ) - that 
ipso facto exposes underlying (art) historical narratives governing constructed signification.   

Creating History: Undefining 
“Parallax”/“Parallelism” en avant 
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H ow we create and connect our preferred narratives of truth, art, and the past 

depend on our epistemic and ontological decisions and preconceptions. These determine 
how we think we can represent, in language and art, our beliefs concerning the nature of 
things past and present. One way to understand this problem is by defining the concept of 
parallax through th e notion that what is “knowable” about what is “out or back there”  is the 
product of our epistemic and ontological preconceptions/prefigurations. History and art, I 
suggest, are both as much imagined as found. Certainly, we can choose to embrace a 
definition of truth understood as the holding of justified beliefs about the reality of our 
representations of both art and the past. But it is a choice. 
 
In the context of present and future historying as art/history, I suggest t hat if non -epistemic 
philosophical choices are made, then rethinking the ontological status of both the history 
and the artwork object follows. For radical historians and interpreters of art, representing 
past and present objects and the processes of change over time, means their gaze is already 
inscribed into the object itself.   
 
This gaze can be regarded as revolutionary or not. The documentary/empirical or 
“reconstructionist”  and documentary/empirical/concep tual-theoretical “constructionist”  
historian an d interpreter of art choose to cast what they do through the “objectivism 
language” that is generated by the belief in naturalistic representation. But I suggest, in both 
textual and performative historying , the author-historian is unavoidably aware of and 
subject to their epistemic choices.  
 
While not denying the existence of a past reality and its traces that can be verified, the 
considered sceptical upshot should be clear. It is that both history defined as a literary 
artefact and the artwork as variously construed, can only have the ontological status of fictio  
(form/s of inventio ) in which representation definitionally shifts with emotional responses, 
ethical choices, ideological preferences, preferred forms of argumentation, prefigurative, 
narrational  and the diegetic decisions of the historian-author. Consequent upon this is the 
ontological shift or dissonance generated as the object – past or present – that is fic tively 
created as it is “viewed”. 
 
The value of the concept of parallax is that it should alert historians and cultural critics to the 
situation that representing both the past and present object means our gaze is already 
inscribed into the object and its accompanying narrative.  Upon making this argument both 
the reconstructionist (documentar y and empirical) and constructionist (documentary, 
empirical and conceptual-theoretical) historian would articulate and - with varying degrees 
of certitude - defend the narrative of “objectivism” .  
 
But, once the multi -sceptic historian decides to rethink the ontological status of their 
knowledge choices, they must be self-conscious about how they narrate the past 
object through  its representation as history and as an artwork. Hence, the understanding I 
propose is that the historian, interpreter of art , and even the artist, always consider “the 
past” “as history” , and when understood as an artwork , our historical/artistic view is 
unavoidably always subject to parallax. 
 
Plainly, the notion of parallax propels us toward to the concept of representationalism . If we 
assume that our “parallax” or “point of view”  situation as historians (and artists)  is 
unavoidable, then the epistemic idea of “parallelism” defined as the “match”  - or ontological 
symmetry through an epistemic belief in representationalism - becomes untenable. Neither 
the historian nor interpreter of art can conve rge with the object to “know it”  in its noumenal 
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sense. So, the multi-sceptical argument holds that the past and history cannot be adjacent – 
representationalism always fails both ontologically and semantically.  Given this, 
interpreters of art and historical writers should be led to consider the notion that art and  
history have similar “problems” , but not least, the failure of both to become identical or 
parallel the objects under consideration.  
  
It is at this point that both the historian and interpreter of art are forced to consider the 
invented nature of the relationship between form and content.  For the conventional 
historian form always follows – parallels - content. Hence conventional historians talk about 
“history” when they mean “the past” . Just as most people do. The point of history understood 
in epistemic terms is to make it parallel the past “as it actually was”. Only then can it become 
possible to talk about “the truth and meani ng of history ”.  
 
For the deconstructionist historian who understands the logic of history to be that of 
narrative making, aesthetic forms of figuration exist prior  to historical representation which 
definitionally als o means rethinking “understanding”, “e xplanation” and “meaning” . There 
is, in consequence, no given story back there to be “knowingly acquired”  and that possesses 
its own appropriate form as tragedy, romance, comedy or satire. Indeed, all we have is an 
understanding of the space between the representation and what is represented. In inventing 
narratives, we have to opt out of those delivered to us. 
 
This raises what, for conventional historians, is the frightening idea of the impossibility to 
escape the Jamesion prison house of language in order to “get back to past reality” . This 
forces upon them the dizzying possibility of imagining history as a cultural discourse – a 
form of language use – where epistemology ebbs as concern with the ontology of 
representation flows. It also implies the end of  history as they know it. This seems not only 
intellectually irresponsible  by definition of it not being “epistemic”  in its construal, it also 
makes impossible metrication, measurement and – of course – awarding “ research funding” 
according to “conventionally understood agreed criteria” . But this debate is required now in 
order to break those chains which constrict new thinking and experiment that recognises the 
ironies entrenched in conventionalist notions of “ historical  truth” and “the narrative” .  We 
must break out of the epistemic tradition in terms that are outside that tradition.  
 
I conclude, therefore, that  the present and future multi -sceptic historian always exists in the 
midst of the process of imag(in)ing and,  like tho se artists in this exhibi tion, “en avant” . Such 
“historians”  reject conventional modernist notions and expectations by self-consciously 
placing the deconstruction of historical form before the content of the past. This heresy 
against the conventionalism of reconstruction/construct ion acknowledges that history starts 
with hi story and not the past, because “history” can only possess the ontology of a prefigured 
narrative. For the future historian and cultural i nterpreter , the question is not “what can I 
discover”, but “what shall I do with reality past and present today”? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The Future of History: Scepticism, 

Ethics and Aesthetics�‘  
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Today, professional academic history can no longer pursue its traditional aims. These 

have hitherto been to make available epistemologically guaranteed historical knowledge 
founded on the philosophy of observation, objectivity, correspondence notions of truth, and all 
founded solely on the statement of justified belief, and explanation through the concept of 
probability. This classic modernist enterprise has the goal of explaining the most likely 
narrative “back there” in the past.  
 
Conventionally none of this is undertaken with the aim of withstanding multi-sceptical and 
critiques cast within overtly positioned and ironic modes of analysis. Such “proper history”  
thinking requires no engagement with any forms of scepticism beyond the simple interrogation 
of the data – empirical scepticism. Indeed, other multi-forms of scepticism are assumed to 
constitute a corrosive and disabling relativism that subverts “proper history”  with its insistence 
on viewing (a) the ontological status of the historian as an author-aesthete, (b) its refusal to 
accept the notion of history as an adequate and formal mode of representation, (c) that 
understands history as a primary ethical and cultural discourse and (d) insists that such a 
discourse be re-thought by recognising and celebrating its fictive, factive, factitive and almost 
certainly factious nature. 
 
My argument is that when considered from a multi-sceptical position that embraces not merely the 
conventional empirical, but also epistemic, ontological, and semiological modes of scepticism, 
History/history has always been – and remains today - a disputed philosophical and aesthetic 
undertaking. The postmodern assault was not – of course - the first time empirical-analytical history 
has been confronted. However, the present assumptive epistemic philosophical choice(s) made by the 
vast majority of professional Anglo-American historians must be critiqued afresh and alternative 
intellectual positions offered. 
 
In specific terms, my concerns in defending contemporary and future experimental and untried forms 
of history-making that rest on multi-scepticism, require that the concepts such as relativism, irony, the 
historian’s self-styled subjectivity/standpoint, and the functional role of aesthetics in the future of 
history be acknowledged and that as a cultural discourse its ethical dimension be acknowledged 
through its experimental and other modes of expression.  
 
So, having acknowledged history as an ontologically dissonant, aesthetic, subjective and ironically 
construed cultural creation, we must be prepared to critically engage with conventional questions such 
as “how truthful is this history?” that unavoidably must lead to rejecting the “what lessons can we 
learn from it”  argument. I submit that future historians must ask questions about the relationship of 
epistemology to art and acknowledge that, in order to responsibly theorise the nature of their historical 
authorship, they must accept their interventionist ethical responsibility to “ the-past-as-history”.  
 
By undoing the epistemological dualities of “knower” and “known”, “subject” and “object”, “past” 
and “present”, “realist” and “relativist” and by declining, on principle, the idea of an exclusively 
empirically sceptical and analytical vision of history as the only way to do it, the ethical responsibility 
and opportunity is presented to us and which – I hope – will result in drastically different and 
provocative expressive forms of history.  
 
So, the great and perpetual fear of present “proper historians” – henceforth “historians of a particular 
kind” - is that such a judgement on the future of history both generates and demands the acceptance of 
a “dangerous relativism”. But, as I have argued, being a multi-sceptical and expressionist historian 
requires not just recognizing but also undertaking a responsible ethics. This is not because being a 
multi-sceptic must automatically mean a loss of being able to distinguish some culturally presumed 
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“right” from “wrong” but because we cannot – unlike historians of a particular kind - leave our ethical 
judgment to a simple realist understanding of the most likely meaning of the past.  
 
The reason - as the future historian will realize – is because it is the historian who brings her ethics 
and morality to bear on the relationship she creates between the past and history. Hence it is that the 
future concept of “the-past-as-history” works on the understanding that there are no moral lessons that 
can be “learned from the past”. The reason is because we can only approach the past through the 
history we decide to create for it. Hence it is that we must acknowledge the moral and ethical 
structures, strictures and beliefs we bring to the past through the history we create about it. Our 
ethically induced “form(s) of history” precede the “content(s)” of the past. 
 
My argument here is that epistemology endeavours to connect past things to present words 
whereas aesthetics and ethical discourses are always conscious of the fabricated nature of 
representation. I propose, therefore, that aesthetics and ethics logically precede epistemology 
and representation. The reason - and let me be clear on this – is precisely because we are 
required to set up representational proposals concerning how we intend to relate words to 
things. What I am suggesting here is that representational and ethical decisions must always 
precede statements of justified belief. Ethics emerge through history, not delivered from the 
past. Hence, it follows, I think, that in the future, the “ground” to history will be understood 
through its nature as an ethically infused discursive aesthetic form (or forms) of expression.  
 
Only if we accept this can we start to understand the nature of the association we create 
between our aesthetics defined as ideals, principles and standards and what we want to 
“learn” ethically as we (syn)aestheticise the absent “past-as-history” . For future historians – 
henceforth defined as history artwork aesthetes - the epistemic delusion of needing and 
having a device for assuring epistemological forms of truth and objectivity which guarantee 
admittance to ethical “lessons” will remain dangerous myths. So, I anticipate that in the 
future it will  no longer be possible to assume that every “history” has to be textual in form, 
necessarily empirically verifiable in content, and representationalist - and only thereby be 
best fitted to teach us ethics.  
 
�‘ The argument in this essay is elaborated at much greater length in Alun Munslow, The Future of History 
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2010) 
 
 

 

Palpable and Mute, As a Globed Fruit: 

The Paradox of Parallax 

What is commonly understood in modernity as “art” exists in an irresolvable parallactic 

relationship between two seemingly irreconcilable perspectives: that of art as a kind of thing; a certain 
type of phenomenon in what are commonly portrayed as potentially all human societies, and the 
notion of art as a way or mode of using things – potentially, anything. Furthermore, in the 
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contemporary world, this parallactic relation exists, not between equally palpable or equally visible 
modes of being and activity, but between a dominant notion – in modernity, especially, the former - 
and an occluded or invisible secondary term – the latter. It is precisely the asymmetry of this 
parallactic aesthetic relationship that engenders and perpetuates the uncanniness of artistry or artifice 
as such, and the consequential hypnotic stasis of the network of enterprises, institutions, and 
professions in and around what are commonly staged in modernity as “the arts”. The aura of art is an 
artifice of this irresolvable conundrum; a product of this epistemological tension. 
 
This is far from new or historically unique, despite the tendency of modern or contemporary critics, 
theorists, artists, and historians, in thrall to the endlessly-unfolding parade of avant-gardisms servicing 
local or globalized capital, to believe this. Indeed, the conundrum constitutes the foundational 
dilemma of the Western discourse on the arts, most powerfully articulated two and a half millennia 
ago by Plato in the text of The Republic. Indeed, Plato’s strikingly-articulated dilemma regarding the 
political necessity, despite their allure, of banishing the (mimetic) arts from an ideal city-state or polis 
stands as the cornerstone irresolvable problem of art history and art practice in Western philosophy 
and theology. 
 
Plato’s text articulated and attempted to reckon with the fundamental and essential semiotic gap 
between construction and construal: the fact that the intended significance of any given fabrication 
cannot be guaranteed to be received intact without external direction. We may believe a painting to be 
“palpable and mute as a globed fruit” in the words of the mid-twentieth-century poet Archibald 
Macleish, yet such a perception has no effective existence outside of the essential multimodality and 
multidimensionality of signifying events.  
 
Once having been fabricated, any entity, whether material or virtual, is inevitably construable in ways 
not necessarily intended or preferred by its producer(s). For Plato, the significance of an artwork must 
of necessity be linked to a grounding political authority, itself further grounded in a divine or cosmic 
order believed by those in (or seeking) power to be ontological. Art is potentially destabilizing to the 
ordinary citizen’s sense of the world, and thus the form of the state and its social, political, and 
aesthetic organizations must be seen (and believed) to be linked to the ‘will of the gods’ and to a 
natural order of things, and thus seen to be reflective of a preferred cosmic order promoted by the 
state.  
 
Plato’s dilemma about the paradoxes of signification and artistic production is the core problem of 
Western philosophy and indeed of all historically subsequent forms of monotheist religion. The 
essential arbitrariness and context-specificity of human signification continues to underlie the 
inabilities of political or religious authority to securely ground the artifice of any fabrication (or 
cosmic design order) without external guidance, whether through force of law, blind faith, or threat of 
physical punishment. Indeed, it points up the fundamental mutual entanglement of reason and belief; 
the co-dependency of philosophy, aesthetics, politics, and religion. And it ironicizes contemporary 
attempts to make sense of the historiography of art history, criticism, and theory. 
 
The ironies and paradoxes of art, artistry, or artifice, then, are inherent in all forms of meaning-
making activity, suggesting that the task of the fabricator today - whether artist, critic, or historian - 
concerns not only what can be made, but concerns our attention to the ethics of our practices of 
making, and the degree to which such practices enhance or constrain the opportunities and 
affordances of those to whom our practices are addressed, en avant. 
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I’d like to begin by first expressing my thanks to the Tate for staging a conference on 

interpretation - a subject that has haunted museums since their early modern European foundations. 
The organizers have suggested that interpretation is today an increasingly conflicted phenomenon, 
although it has been argued by some, including myself on occasion, that it has seldom not been 
conflicted or problematic.  
 
The problem with interpretation today is the problem it has always been – and not only for museums 
and professions such as art criticism or the history of art, but for all forms of cultural practice more 
generally. If even perception itself has long been plausibly taken to be an interpretative activity of 
sentient beings, and significant doubt voiced about the passivity and neutrality of perceiving, then the 
staging of this occasion here today inevitably raises questions for our most fundamental beliefs about 
ourselves.  
 
We’ve also been asked to focus our remarks upon the subject of the actual encounters with artworks 
in museums: how encountering itself might be usefully theorized, more effectively staged, and (by 
implication) managed for diverse audiences. While encountering may be plausibly understood as a 
particular kind of interpretative activity, interpreting may assume very diverse methods whose 
effectiveness is also largely a function of time, place, and circumstance. If museums are in fact 
occasions (using a wide variety of means, methods, and materials) for staging encounters with 
artifacts or phenomena where both what is staged and the staging itself are productive of knowledge, a 
case may also be made that there is little in a museum that is not potentially interpretative whether by 
design or appropriation. In that sense, art museums increasingly have distinguished themselves from 
other historical, scientific, and religious institutions in contemporary society by foregrounding and 
making potentially available knowledge of their own artifice; the artistries of their fabrications.  
 
This alone has alerted many to the fundamentally ethical and political nature of museological 
practices in palpably affecting the perceptions and beliefs of its audiences or users by fabricating and 
promoting historical and social realities which may or may not resonate with particular beliefs. And 
there is an enduring conundrum, not easily or comfortably reckoned with, about the artifice of 
museology itself as an epistemological technology of and for interpreting: the fact that, as with any 
mode of artistry, once something is made available by whatever means, the intentions of the fabricator 
are not necessarily palpably discernible nor is how a fabrication is to be understood entirely 
controllable.  
 
This in brief is what is problematic about interpretation; in fact about interpretative activity of any 
kind: that interpretation is essentially entailed with the effectiveness or lack thereof of its expressions; 
its forms of enunciation; the artistry, in fact, of its artifice. The Tate is very brave indeed for staging 
this conundrum for us here today, for what has been tossed into our laps is arguably nothing less than 
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the most enduringly intractable social, cultural, ethical, philosophical, and religious problem to have 
ensnared thinkers in many traditions for millennia. Thank you once again. 
 
There is a particular uncanniness about museums of art which concerns the fact that in relation to the 
museum’s subject matter or content, its ways of staging and framing content are so closely related 
morphologically as to seem at times virtually invisible, like the tain of a mirror, which is effaced by 
attending to the mirror’s image or apparent content. Yet as an object of interpretation; as a social, 
cultural, and historical phenomenon presumed to elicit or serve as a catalyst for such activity, artistry 
itself occupies an ambivalent position relative to what is conventionally distinguished from it. Art or 
artistry, in other words, is both the content of and the technology for framing and foregrounding what 
are framed as instances of artistry. Museology manifests its being caught up in this conundrum by an 
oscillating ambivalence about its aims and methods. In that regard it echoes fundamental 
ambivalences within other discourses on the arts, and especially art history, about which I’ve 
commented at length for some time. 
 
Let me summarize this in a slightly different way: one of the principal ethical and social effects of that 
form of artistry we call a museum is an uncanny power to simultaneously reveal and occlude 
awareness of the arbitrariness and historical contingency of all modes of artistry. Its fundamental 
nature as an institution is grounded in what it shares with what it ostensibly stages and contains: the 
properties of art or artifice itself. It will be in understanding that shared nature of what for some may 
still be conventionally considered as distinct, namely artistry and museology, that we may be able to 
more clearly appreciate the paradoxical nature of art itself as simultaneously alluring and dangerous; 
as empowering and disempowering; as both a kind of thing and a way of using things; potentially any 
thing - as, in other words, equally a what, a when, and a how. Again, we are grateful to the Tate for 
putting all this on the table for us today. 
 
But that’s not all we have been exhorted to attend to. 
 
The destabilizing, problematizing, and indeed the terror-inducing nature of art or artistry more 
generally – and in this I include museums and museology – lies in the capacity of all artifice to create 
the realities in which we live. And problematize them. Art is no “second world” (materially or 
virtually) alongside the world in which we live; art is that world.  Artistry creates our realities and 
provides us with the means to imagine those realities otherwise. 
 
Otherwise, that is, unless such imaginings are foreclosed by the strictures of those modalities of social 
artifice we call law or religion. It is precisely this paradox that resonates with what we imagine 
museums to create and to represent, for it foregrounds the problematic, unstable, time-and-space 
specific, and transitory nature of representation itself. Because of the essential ambiguity of the 
relationship between production and reception, every representation, every sign, is potentially open to 
interpretation; open to being taken as a witness both to what may and to what may not have been 
intended. 
 
Of course none of this is new; awareness of this conundrum is directly and explicitly reflected in the 
most ancient recorded writings we possess about art in civic life. 2500 years ago the core problem of 
the text we know as Plato’s Republic (Politeia, or Concerning Civic Life) was precisely this 
phenomenon – the dangerous strangeness of artworks, and the social, political, and religious 
implications of the terrifying powers of artistry to render what is familiar unfamiliar, and unfamiliar 
familiar, thereby threatening whatever realities hegemonic social, political and religious powers might 
want to promote as natural or real. As a critic of the chaotically messy democracy of his own city-
state of Athens, he would have banished the (mimetic or representational) arts from an ideal 
alternative city-state because of their potentially destabilizing influence on the imaginations of its 
citizens, causing them to quite literally think otherwise – otherwise than what those in power would 
wish to promote as real, natural, or god-given.  
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The problem is simply and precisely this: if the state is recognized for what it is, viz., a fabrication; a 
human artifact; then other kinds of states (and other modes of organizing civic life or even, perhaps, 
other modes of being human) might be imagined and given form, calling into question the 
“naturalness” of the state, or even the uniqueness of one’s own subjectivity.  
 
It should be evident that these conundrums constitute a nexus of issues with implications that are 
simultaneously political, religious, philosophical, and aesthetic. And in addition, they deeply 
problematize customary distinctions and differences between what we call art, religion, and politics. 
Which means in effect that for some the artistry or artifice of law, politics, or religion must be bent 
toward erasing the evidence of its fabricatedness; it must claim, again, to be on the side of “fact” 
rather than “fiction”;  on the side of History or of true or undistorted Nature; or the reflection of 
independently pre-existing gods, spirits, or supernatural forces. Religion, perhaps, as an art of 
amnesia. Politics, to be effective, sustainable, and lasting, must be grounded, Plato argued, in some 
aspect of permanent truths that are “above” and “beyond” the apparently “mutable” shadow world of 
daily life. Plato’s dilemma was thus a powerfully real and intensely contemporary one: how do you 
instil a belief in one’s city, state, nation, or gods that is amnesiac with regard to its fabricatedness? 
How do you effectively build amnesia into the very fabric of your nation? How do you design 
amnesiac institutions, whilst (in Plato’s specific case in The Republic) allowing those in power some 
fuller awareness of the artifice itself of civic life? Believe in a fiction because it is a fiction, there 
being nothing else. Plato was himself not unconflicted about this, for while he called for the 
banishment of art, he admitted to ambivalence about its charms, as Agamben astutely observed not so 
long ago. 
 
This is precisely the problem and the central conundrum of the museum and its possible futures as 
they may be projected or desired today, as well as the core problem of interpretative activity itself (in 
case you were wondering where all this was going). To raise these questions is to evoke what is 
fundamental to both artistry and museology: the problem of the possibilities and impossibilities of 
representation as such. The problem of exactly what is simultaneously promised (or foreclosed) by art 
or by the artistry, stagecraft, and dramaturgy of the museum. But then of course the museum is not 
merely a thing but a way of using things: a when and a how as well as (circumstantially, in certain 
historical contexts) a what.  
 
What then might be the future of museological ways of using things? Of museologizing, with or 
without museums?  
 
A broader issue for us is: How do you craft the potential for fostering civic and civil space – a social 
domain of dialogue, negotiation, critique, interpretation, growth, and moderated change if that is one’s 
desire - in a museological mode of using things? How can you possibly design or foster such openness 
or the affordance of openness?  
 
The point is that you can’t, as long, that is, as the problem is conceived instrumentally, as a technical 
problem with neatly quantifiable resolutions - which is how the problem is framed in most 
contemporary museum discussions, as well as in recent Eurocentric art historical developments, such 
as visual culture studies or relational aesthetics. Or for that matter in recent academic marketing 
endeavours such as the oxymoronic globalized art historicism. The last part of my paper will deal 
directly with this problem with respect to current curatorial practices. 
 
The title of my talk is from a poem by Archibald MacLeish called Ars Poetica which begins A poem 
should be palpable and mute as a globed fruit.  It then sets out ways to imagine what a poem should 
be: dumb as old medallions to the thumb; Wordless as the flight of birds; motionless in time as the 
moon climbs; equal to: not true, ending with: A poem should not mean /But be - the favourite, 
endlessly repeated and never satisfactorily explicated mantra of my primary school poetry teacher, 
and the subject of the kind of endless obscene variations delighted in by the budding adolescents, 
male and female, at my New York City school, unaware of the exhortation’s Heideggerian 
undertones, which I will continue addressing as we proceed. The title refers to the problematic nature 
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of interpreting; while my subtitle, ‘Narcissus and the Virgin Mary at the Tate, refers to the 
problematic nature of encountering, which is perhaps already becoming clear. 

 
*  
 

I’d like to focus upon the question of the encounter with a quote from a book published about 25 years 
ago by David Finn, the celebrated British photographer who was associated for many years with the 
sculptor Henry Moore. Finn’s book was a popular handbook entitled simply How to Visit a Museum, 
and for some time it was one of the most widely read how-to books in English on museum visiting; 
you could find it in museum bookshops from Peoria to Pretoria to Perth. It’s engagingly written and 
deceptively straightforward text begins with the sentence ‘There is no right or wrong way to visit a 
museum’. As you might expect, he then proceeds to tell you precisely what the right way to visit a 
museum is, saying ‘The most important rule you should keep in mind as you go through the front door 
is to follow your own instincts’. He then goes on to tell you just how those alleged “instincts” should 
be exercised: ‘…do your best at all times (he says) to let the work of art speak directly to you with a 
minimum of interference or distraction’.  Forget the crowds, the wall texts, the audio-guides, just look. 
And listen. To that Turner or Tiepolo in front of you, not to the seductively reasonable curatorial 
voice in your earphones which may or may not be Peter Ustinov or Nicholas Serota or Lady Gaga (it 
depends on which gallery). 
 
Finn’s exhortation was of course not unique; I could cite many echoes of it from the entire modern 
history of art criticism and interpretation, but I won’t – but give you one quick example - this by the 
American art critic Michael Brenson, who in a 1995 paper originally published in an Andy Warhol 
Foundation volume (No. 4) on “The Crisis in Journalistic Criticism” [so when exactly wasn’t it?] 
writes that ‘A good wordsmith…can paint a vivid picture of what it’s like to be present when the work 
of a[n Old or modern] master…begins to speak’.  
 
Virtually universally in the literature on museums and museology, we are exhorted to attend so 
closely to an artwork or cultural artifact in such a way as to allow it to make evident to us and thereby 
“speak” of its import and significance (on any level); to “hear” it “speak” to us directly as to what it’s 
about. The apparent assumption is that a proper confrontation would elicit speech from a mute object: 
a very incantatory desire; even a synaesthesiac longing. Although Finn does mention museum wall 
texts and labels in passing, he is most concerned that we situate ourselves receptively as effectively as 
possible in relation to the museum object, whatever it may be. We must do our best to screen out 
interference so that this staged confrontation between viewing subject and viewed object will succeed.  
 
But: would an artwork be mute or illegible without a certain kind of staging? Reponses to this and 
similar questions have been mooted and documented at length in Europe since well before the 
eighteenth century. As have questions about its obverse, namely: is an artwork never not framed, 
whether materially or virtually? Does it not swim or sit or hang suspended in an ocean of verbiage 
which may at times be palpably embodied in a visible gloss of words on a wall or pedestal or in your 
ear? 
 
Museums are occasions for staging confrontations between what are rhetorically distinguished as 
subjects and objects; occasions for circulating subjects amongst objects in ways that elicit more than 
mere looking. A certain rapport - prefabricated or accidental and circumstantial - has always been 
presumed to take place between the viewer and the viewed such that a transmission will take place; 
something more than a mere conveying of historical or art historical information. Is there a 
presumption of a certain inherent semiotic density about artworks that even in this day and age makes 
us imagine that if you stare long enough and hard enough and in the right frame of mind, the staged 
confrontation will generate understanding or deep appreciation of what has been wrought by the 
object’s maker, author, and by extension the maker’s mentality or skill? 

 
II  
 



p 
 

The notion of transmission makes me think of a perhaps rather odd image, that of the pantograph, a 
term which may be familiar in two ways. It commonly refers to (a) an instrument for copying a 
drawing or a plan at a different and usually larger scale by a system of linked and jointed rods, and (b) 
a jointed metal framework for conveying a current to a train, tram, or other electrical vehicle from 
overhead wires. An image made with a pantograph enlarges or magnifies the original. And a 
pantograph is a conveyer of power to mobile machinery when the juxtaposition or confrontation 
between power source and what is to be (em)powered is in appropriate alignment. How would 
encountering an artwork be pantographic? 
 
The most celebrated instance of pantography may be familiar. On the occasion of visiting her cousin 
Elizabeth, a pregnant young woman named Mary described her feelings pantographically, as follows: 
 
 My soul doth magnify the Lord and my spirit hath rejoiced in God my saviour. 
 For he hath regarded the lowliness of his handmaiden. 
 For behold, from henceforth all generations shall call me blessed. 
 For he that is mighty hath magnified me and holy is his Name. 
 
This is a remarkable declaration, for (as with our encounter with museum images and objects) what is 
being reported to Elizabeth by Mary was no simple one-way encounter between what are 
distinguished in monotheist and some other religiosities as the material and immaterial or “spiritual,” 
but rather in fact a literal claim of mutual magnification. The text says that Mary’s soul (psyche; 
anima) enlarges (megalunei; magnificat) a divine spirit that in turn magnifies her. She becomes a 
vessel for that divine spirit so that, in conveying that spirit, channeling it, it in turn enlarges her own 
spirit. By becoming a divine conveyance, she is no longer a mere “handmaiden” to that spirit, for she 
will give birth to its announced embodiment, a corporeal manifestation of that immaterialiality. From 
being herself the issue of mere mortals, her own issue, she announces to her cousin, shall be an 
embodied divinity; an (im)mortal. She is in fact magnifying divinity itself (is divinity a what or a 
when or a how?) by giving birth to its embodiment. Am I magnifying the spirit of Mr Turner so that in 
confronting his work(s), I am thereby enriching your own spirit? 
 
Think about the amazing subtleties of this (pantographic) claim, which are simultaneously biological, 
topological, semiological, epistemological, rhetorical, and psychoanalytic – indeed, the tale could 
have been written by Lacan, for it is a veritable Borromean knot of fractally distributed agencies and 
personas, which become embodied or reified by being named. And indeed it’s the naming itself that 
cuts the knot: in the beginning was the Word in deed. 
 
But lest we step into even deeper and muddier theological waters and lose our footing with respect to 
our tasks at hand here, let me return to what was in the process of becoming the point of the citation. 
What is encountered with an object, image, or artifact in the museum is similarly no simple (one 
might even say no securely “secular”) confrontation of biological beings with allegedly palpably 
mute, dumb stuff, but the mooting of a possible conveyance in which encountering subjects are 
enriched and transformed, and, following the analogy, in that encounter the “spirit”, idea, or character 
of the image, object, or artifact is itself magnified as a result of the transaction. So is Turner 
enlivened, magnified, recuperated; redeemed (as perhaps Walter Benjamin might have voiced it) in 
being seen by me? I’m reminded here of an old midrash defining prayer as a turning toward the wall - 
not so as to imagine that the god is back there behind it, but precisely to imagine that she is not. But 
we’re not exactly praying to that painting on the wall. Or are we? 
 
We are certainly confronted here with the (essentially problematic yet no less (pre)fabricated) nature 
of museological aims and functions in relation to the expectations and desires for resolution and fixity 
of sense on the part of the visitor. Does the stagecraft establish a field of expectations; the anticipation 
of interpretation; the palpable sense of fixing in place a measured / measureable relationship, however 
transitory, between subjects and objects (those not so gracefully aging Enlightenment twin siblings). 
This is a very tense domain indeed of mutual confrontation, solicitation, and seduction; a catalyst, 
perhaps, an arousal in more than one sense of the term.  
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Even an idolatry:  doesn’t all this make idolatrous the individual’s relationship to museological (or 
other artifactual) material? And why should idolatry matter anyway, except that in the wrong 
(especially monotheist) company you’d likely be murdered for it. When the Taliban destroyed the 
colossal Buddhas of Bamiyan, weren’t they themselves being not a little idolatrous in attributing 
dangerous power or spirit to those statues? (You probably wouldn’t get a talibani or for that matter 
any religious fundamentalist to admit to their own duplicitous idolatry should you ever get a chance to 
do so; being a fundamentalist, as someone once said in another context, means not only ‘never having 
to say your sorry’ , but never having to feel responsible to answering at all, since to answer would be 
tantamount to admitting that you and the idolater occupy the same moral universe, or that your truth 
or your homeland is not exceptional, and may not actually be a gift from your sectarian god. 
 
The point of the matter is this: Is the viewing / using subject in fact attributing agency to an object, or 
attributing some simulacrum of agency? Is agency an artifact, then, of the encounter itself? Are we 
dealing here, then, with a certain subtle simulacrum of idolatry; an artistry of idolatry and fetishism? 
Do we simultaneously believe and disbelieve that the painting is alive? What would Plato (or Jesus) 
do? And what if anything would be different were we to imagine (as two of my colleagues here seem 
to want us to consider, to judge from their published synopses) that artworks don’t merely speak but 
actually think and even desire?  
 
Such assertions in fact have a direct and very recent personal resonance for me, having two weeks ago 
today attended a conference in the Netherlands called The Secret Lives of Artworks, dedicated to 
considering the very complex notions of agency in early modern European art and religion (that is, in 
the oxymoronic “religious art”) prior to the invention of aesthetic philosophy, art history, and 
museology. 
 
In fact, most of the contributions at that conference consisted of quite thorough problematizings of 
more recent modern oppositions between subjectivity and objecthood commonly taken in our post-
Enlightenment Western disciplines as natural or even universal, as the modern academic discipline of 
art history, in refashioning a wide variety of earlier European cultural practices (which may have 
incorporated visual or ocular features) into what came to be projected by hindsight as “art” , which 
even so-called “religious art” never was. Once you invent “art”  as a purportedly pan-human 
phenomenon, as a measure of humanness, it simultaneously becomes a measure of hierarchical 
differences (cognitive, technological, moral) amongst peoples relative to a Europe intent upon 
fabricating itself as the brain of the earth’s body. But that’s another paper, the book’s been out for a 
while, and “visual culture” expired a while ago. 
 
What was discussed at the conference in Leiden resonated with complementary developments outside 
of the borders of art history, in such burgeoning fields as artisanal anthropology, cross-cultural studies 
of multimodal signification, and work on distributed subjectivities in various societies. The late Alfred 
Gell would have beamed with delight at so many instances of “distributed agency” in Counter-
Reformation European artistry where ultra-naturalistic images were designed to elicit not merely the 
desire to emulate the genius of the maker, nor to elicit a desire to recount its “meaning” in an extra-
religious secular modernist art historical sense, but the desire to embody the inner piety of what was 
being encatalyzed by the image; where ocular exchange was the medium for intersubjectivity. 
 
It would seem that the problems of accounting for encountering and of understanding interpreting are 
wound up in an epistemological conundrum which might appear to require the simultaneous belief in 
diametrically opposed notions of agency. Put very bluntly, in modernity we are placed in an uncanny 
position of simultaneously believing and disbelieving in the mute palpability of artworks. Yet some 
commentators (e.g, Ranciere) claim that the supposedly mute palpability of artworks renders them not 
only “democratically available” to audiences, but also available as models or simulacra of 
empowerment, but the problem is that not only is its supposed opposite in fact equally probable and 
likely, but the antithesis as such is palpably problematic. What is just as questionable, as we’ve been 
seeing, is of course the muteness itself.  



r 
 

 
The situation is a quite subtly complex. An encounter with artifacts or phenomena staged or framed as 
artistic in and by museological space always takes place in a psychological or epistemological 
dimension where the agency and non-agency of what subjects are encountering is essentially 
problematic and fundamentally indeterminate. The two are co-implicative and inextricably co-
constructed: agency and muteness are relational terms, each existing only insofar as it evokes its 
opposite. Artworks can do whatever we may imagine they may do, which really should come as no 
surprise, given the essential gap between intention and construal that I mentioned earlier. The point is 
that the encounter with objects is always ambivalently “aesthetic” or “religious”, the modern 
distinction between the two being less a question of content and much more essentially a matter of 
how agency is framed relative to what is being experienced or sensed. 
 
Which is to say that agency (or power, or force, or voice, or intelligence, or desire, etc.) is framed, 
staged or situated relative to a position taken explicitly or implicitly on the fabricatedness of its own 
artifice which I discussed earlier - a point Gell began to hint at in his last book draft, but never fully 
explored before his untimely death (see: Alfred Gell, Art and Agency. An Anthropological Theory, 
[Oxford: 1998], pp 12-27 and pp 221-258). What are conventionally distinguished as art and religion 
are reifications of positions taken for or against this recognition. I prefer the terms artistry (or artifice) 
and religiosity so as to foreground each as a process and indeed in fact as technologies of 
interpretation, which is their essential function. Thus, all modes of religiosity may be understood as 
being either ambivalent, amnesiac, or duplicitous with respect to the fabricatedness of their own 
artifice or artistry. Whereas by contrast, artistry is less explicitly ambivalent about the artifice of its 
fabrications. Of course, these are relational phenomena in both instances; a matter, from one 
perspective, of greater or lesser candour or greater or lesser amnesia. I won’t discus this further here, 
and will refer you to a study of mine to be published by Routledge next year in a book entitled 
Enchanted Credulities: Art, Religion, and Amnesia (for a synopsis see: “X-Tra”, Contemporary Art 
Quarterly (2009) 11(1): 18-25). 
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I’d like to turn in this third and final section of my remarks to some of the institutional, curatorial and 
interpretative implications of what we’ve been attempting to theorize earlier. Who interprets? For 
whom is it done and under what conditions? In whom or in what is vested the power to manage how 
the visual is made legible, and the legible visible? How might the putative “desires” of an artwork be 
attended to? What does a painting or any artifact in and out of institutional space really want of us? 
The tense membrane inserted in the pre-modern domains of the sensible that resulted in sundering 
apart whilst simultaneously reifying what thenceforth would serve as either art or religion, performed 
the inherently elusive dream of modernity - the dream of being in a measured relationship to, whilst 
being palpably distinct from, the past. The museum was a key instrumental technology of that 
process. But what remains today for curatorial and interpretative practice, not to mention the practices 
of viewing and using museological material by and on behalf of individuals and communities? 
 
In the light of what has been said earlier regarding the indeterminacies and the uncannily vociferous 
quiddity or palpable muteness of artistry, and the fact that such phenomena today are themselves the 
products of an (at least)  twenty-five hundred year old history of intensely conflicted attempts to 
manage interpretation and stage-manage museological encounterings within the heterogenous and 
dynamically evolving cultural domains of the Western tradition, it comes as no surprise that the 
consequences of and potentials for curatorship are so fraught. They are so, by and large, because, as 
instrumentally adept as we may have been in stage-managing encounterings in particular instances 
and for targeted purposes, the effective and now quite long-standing divorce between professional 
interests, activities, and forms of expertise in contemporary museology that should in theory have 
functioned in tandem and interactively has been an enduring impasse for a very long time. But that is 
another paper for another occasion, and what I’d like to do in bringing my talk to a close is to look 
with you at one very recent and remarkable instance of rethinking and restaging museum 
encountering.  
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You’ve been seeing on the screen behind me for a while now some views of an exhibition mounted at 
the Denver Art Museum’s new Hamilton building, a titanium-clad structure built in 2006 and 
designed by Daniel Libeskind, situated, as you can see in this image, in seemingly antagonistic 
confrontation with the older, rather fortress-like building of 1971, designed by the Milanese architect 
Gio Ponti and clad with gray ceramic tiles. Its windows, when seen from within, appear as pictures on 
the gallery walls and frame views of the city of Denver and the vast range of the Rocky Mountains 
immediately to the west of the city. By contrast, Libeskind’s building is almost entirely inwardly-
focused. 
 
The two buildings are joined by a bridge which emerges out of a lower tier of Libeskind’s rifle-like 
structure. The exhibition, called Embrace! opened in mid November of last year and closed two 
months ago today. It was organized by Christoph Heinrich, the new director of the museum, and 
previously curator of modern and contemporary art at the Kunsthalle in Hamburg – an institution and 
building which was perhaps the quintessential “white cube” museum, to which Libeskind’s Denver 
museum is very much a response and antithesis. 
 
The cross-section diagram indicated the functional divisions originally allotted to the museum’s 
awkwardly-shaped galleries (in the view of many when the museum opened in 2006) but when 
Heinrich was appointed curator of modern and contemporary art in Denver, what he did was to 
evacuate virtually the entire Libeskind building and turn over the museum itself to seventeen 
commissioned artists from Europe, North America, and Asia to radically re-imagine the museum’s 
spaces and create diversely interactive possibilities for viewing, using all of the building’s galleries, 
some of which you’ve been seeing. All of the individual site-specific works, many of which occupy 
more than one enclosed gallery space and in several cases occupy and visually link together more than 
one floor, were, like many recent installations elsewhere, designed to problematize the confrontational 
encountering of conventional exhibitions. It was an explicit attempt to address Libeskind’s artifice 
with a series of encounters, utilizing community members and museum and art professionals in a 
series of events that were intended to (and did) evolve over time and use.  
 
In contrast to the ultimate white-cubed Kunsthalle in Hamburg, or the Tate Modern - described in 
1999 by its director in a conference on “the future of the art museum” in this very room that what was 
being envisioned and shortly to be enacted across the river was to be a “zoological garden of caged 
tendencies” - Embrace! was co-organized by curator and artists to foreground the museum’s own 
artifice in multiple dimensions using very diverse means and materials, incorporating or embracing 
multiple perspectives, materially and virtually, on and with artistry. Embrace! highlighted the 
potential for diversely choreographic engagements by audiences enacting the complex topography of 
the building, incorporating the artifice of spectatorship itself into the dramaturgy of experiencing 
Libeskind’s own artistry and its expansive potential for magnifying the spirit of the user of these 
spaces. In a museum that resembles nothing less than a gigantic collapsed pantograph.  

 
***  

 
And yet…..As we’ve seen, and as I’ve been trying to articulate here today, having this critical 
affordance of magnified and multiplied agencies for audiences palpably embodied, as Embrace! 
earnestly sought to do, also renders their effects open to re-appropriation by routines of using and 
construing that may be at odds with what may have been intended. Which in my view seems to be 
similar to the fate of critical curatorship itself in its inability to fully manage interpretation of 
whatever intentions had been mooted originally: Plato’s dilemma in its essence, the dilemma 
pervading museology, curatorship, artistry, and religiosity, and indeed all modes of interpretation.  
Pragmatically, what could possibly succeed Embrace! at that museum? It’s been announced that the 
next exhibition to occupy (and in its own way engage with and potentially transform the artifice of) 
that museum is to be (who would have guessed?) the return of King Tut. It will  be interesting to see 
what the Denver museum staff will make of that bit of ancient agency, and what our roles as audience 
will become, if not to be in fealty to a time and place which itself so powerfully embodied a four-
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millennium-long attempt to fuse art and religion into the state. Then again, what could be a more 
fitting challenge to curating, encountering, and interpreting? 
 

                                                                      Transnational  
 
Networks of Chi 

nese Artists, Curators and 
Critics as Mediators of Cultural 
Parallax 

During the last decade, cultural theory and practice have become increasingly enmeshed with 

critical discourses related to the concept of contemporaneity. These discourses, which have emerged 
as part of a continuing internationalized critique of Western modernism, persist in upholding the now 
well-established postmodernist view that there is no single objective experience or representation of 
modernity, but, instead, there are differing contemporaneous experiences and representations of 
modernity (some “central” and some “peripheral”), each with its own socio-culturally and 
economically inflected vision of the trajectory and significance of historical events.  
 
However, unlike other critical discourses associated with postmodernism—such as postcolonialism, 
with its pervasively deconstructive invocations of third space and cultural hybridity—discourses 
related to the concept of contemporaneity have not sought to represent the current experience of 
(post)modernity as a universally uncertain one. Rather, by rigorously pursuing the notion that 
modernity has been experienced and represented differently in relation to differing, social, economic, 
and cultural circumstances, discourses related to the concept of contemporaneity have looked to 
extend critical legitimacy to experiences and representations of modernity that not only diverge from 
those associated with Western modernism, but that also problematize the assumed hegemony of 
postmodernist thought. As an intellectual framework for the differential interpretation of modernity, 
discourses related to the concept of contemporaneity can thus be understood to have supplemented an 
established postmodernist critique of the totalizing perspectives of Western modernism by framing 
uncertainty, not as a universal condition of present (post)modernity (i.e., the “postmodern sublime”), 
but as one possible reading of the experience of modernity among others.  
 
Among the outcomes of the emergence of discourses related to the concept of contemporaneity is a 
renewed interest in the role played by transnational cultural networks in the production, display and 
reception of internationalized contemporary art. From an established postmodernist perspective, 
�Q�H�W�Z�R�U�N�V�� �R�I���W�K�L�V���V�R�U�W�Š�Z�K�Lch include peripatetic individuals and groups, as well as others who have 
�E�H�H�Q�� �I�R�U�F�L�E�O�\�� �G�L�V�S�O�D�F�H�G�� �D�V�� �D�� �U�H�V�X�O�W�� �R�I�� �S�R�O�L�W�L�F�D�O�� �D�Q�G���R�U�� �H�F�R�Q�R�P�L�F�� �S�U�H�V�V�X�U�H�V�Š�D�U�H�� �X�Q�G�H�U�V�W�R�R�G�� �W�R�� �D�F�W�� �D�V��
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rootless rhizome-like structures persistently traversing and, therefore, deconstructively unsettling 
(deterritorializing) the assumed boundaries between differing cultural identities and settings. This 
postmodernist reading of the role of transnational cultural networks in the production, display and 
reception of internationalized contemporary art is, however, far from being universally accepted. As 
the curator and critic Wu Hung has indicated, transnational cultural networks involved in the 
production, display and reception of contemporary Chinese art (a term now widely used in an 
Anglophone context to signify Western influenced avant-garde, experimental and museum-based 
forms of art made by artists of ethnic Chinese descent, who were born and who first established their 
careers within the People’s Republic of China) can be seen, not only to operate deconstructively 
across Chinese and non-Chinese settings, but also, in doing so, to shuttle between the now 
internationally dominant postmodernist vision of cultural identity, as something that is both hybrid 
and unstable, and a durable Chinese belief in the historical existence of an essentially distinct Chinese 
national cultural identity. It is therefore possible to interpret transnational cultural networks involved 
in the production, display and reception of contemporary Chinese art, somewhat against the grain of 
established postmodernist thought, as mediating—rather than simply deconstructing—the combined 
effects of a two-dimensional cultural parallax: one that simultaneously frames contemporary Chinese 
art from an internationalized point of view as a pervasively deconstructive challenge to notions of 
essential national cultural identity, and from a localized Chinese point of view as a site of localized 
resistance to the uncertainties of internationalized postmodernism. Indeed, one might go further in this 
regard by drawing attention to the fact that, within China, there is a localized tendency to view 
contemporary Chinese art’s conspicuous commingling of vernacular Chinese and Western cultural 
influences, not as a locus of deconstructive indeterminacy, but as the modern embodiment of a 
traditional Chinese desire to uphold conceptual uncertainty as a basis for the possibility of harmonious 
interaction between otherwise differing states of being (a belief conventionally pictured by the well-
known yin-yang tu or yin-yang symbol).  
 
From a postmodernist perspective, the uncritical acceptance of such thinking is, of course, highly 
problematic insofar as it can be understood to sustain an eminently metaphysical-essentialist, and 
therefore, self-deconstructing view of cultural identity. By the same token, however, it could also be 
argued from the point of view of emerging discourses related to the concept of contemporaneity, that 
outright dismissal of a localized Chinese conception of cultural identity on these deconstructive 
“grounds” is itself highly problematic in that it presents what might be seen as a totalising anti-
foundational vision of modernity. The work of the critical interpreter of contemporary Chinese art, as 
well as the transnational cultural networks which support its production, display and reception 
(whether Chinese or non-Chinese), is consequently a profoundly challenging one that points toward 
the critical necessity of new (and almost certainly unrealizable) theoretical paradigms beyond those 
currently envisaged both within China and in an internationalized context. 
 
Accepting that we cannot, with conviction, simply choose one point of view over others, or seek to 
arrive at an effective synthesis of mutually repelling positions, one possible way forward is to embark 
upon the rather more complex task of developing a discursive polylogue, exploring in close analytic 
detail potential areas of interpretative interaction, as well as resistance, between differing Western and 
Chinese experiences and representations of modernity; a strategy that, as Jacques Derrida has shown 
in his radical collage text Glas, constantly opens up one discursive perspective to another while 
internally dividing and questioning the authority of both. 

Towards a Discursive Polylogue of 

Chinese and  
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Western Contemporary  
Art Theory 

The following two-column text below is an attempt to arrive at a first draft of a discursive 

polylogue exploring in close analytical detail potential areas of interpretative interaction (marked out 
in bold underlined text below), as well as resistance between differing Western and Chinese cultural 
outlooks. 
 
Here, the work of the critical interpreter of contemporary Chinese art, as well as the transnational 
cultural networks which support its production, display and reception (whether Chinese or non-
Chinese), is revealed as a profoundly challenging one that points toward the critical necessity of new 
(and almost certainly unrealizable) theoretical paradigms beyond those currently envisaged, both 
within China and in an internationalized context. 
 

China 
 
1. Non-systematic-non historically linear- 
    appropriation and translation of  
    Western(ized) modernist and  
    internationalized Postmodernist thought  
    and practice 
 

The West 
 
1. Strongly informed by the theory and  
    practice of deconstruction/  
    poststructuralism (the performative  
    critique of the authority of legitimizing  
    discourses and associated truth claims) 
 
   Persistence of (the traces of) metaphysical  
   meta-narratives 
 

2. Non –rationalist dialectics (Yin-Yang;  
    doctrine of reversion) 

 
   Contestable conflation of traditional   
   Chinese non-rationalist dialectics with  
   deconstructive thought 

2. Non-rationalist dialectics (Jacques  
    Derrida’s conception of difference - as the    
    continual deconstructive movement  
    between signs, as well as signifiers and  
    signifieds, that makes linguistic meaning  
    possible while continually undermining its  
    stability) 

 
    Contestable conflation of deconstructive  
    thought with traditional Chinese non- 
    rationalist dialectics 
 

3. Tends to question the existence of  
    absolute difference 
 
    Continuing tendency towards traditional    
    metaphysical notions of the harmonization  
    of difference, e.g. nature/human society 
 

3. Tends to question the existence of  
    absolute totality and difference 
 
    Pervasive scepticism/criticality 
 

4. Persistence of Marxist-Hegelian  
    dialectics (historically conflated with  

4. Continuation of rationalist dialectical  
    thought commingling with deconstruction 
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    traditional Chinese thought) 
 
    Resistance toward deconstructive  
    thought and practice 
 

 
    Recent strong criticism of the assumed     
    universality of deconstruction/post- 
    structuralism 
 
 

5. Tendency to reject differential experience  
    of social inequality –for example that  
    relating to gendered subjectivity –in favour  
    of notions of harmonization 
 
    Persistence of totalizing narratives based  
    on class asymmetry 
 
    Ingrained reluctance to openly conduct    
    critical discourses against homophobia,  
    patriarchalism, racism  
 

5. The persistence of institutionalized  
    prejudice (paradoxically reproduced by  
    political correctness) 

 
    Recent strong criticism of the assumed     
    universality of deconstruction/post- 
    structuralism 
 

  
6. Tendency to reject outright deconstructive  
     uncertainty in favour of notions of  
     synthesis, continuity and harmonization  
     (in part to defend the notion of an  
     essential Chinese national cultural  
     identity) 
 
     Looks towards the synthesis of Western  
     and Chinese thought and practice as part  
     of the renewal of (a specifically) Chinese  
     culture 
 
     Upholds differential experience of social  
     inequality –the politics of identity 
 

 
6. Continuing internationalized 
    postmodernist critique of the totalizing    
    precepts of Western(ized) modernism 
 
    Deconstructs essentialist notions of  
    cultural/national identity –cultural  
    hybridity/third space 
 

7. Assertions of the acceptance of cultural  
    diversity sit alongside nationalistic (anti- 
    imperialist) assertions of essential cultural  
    differences from the “West” 
 
 
    Discursive limitations on criticism   
    associated with the established  
    ideological position of the Chinese  
    Communist Party  
 

7. The politics of identity and trans- 
    nationalism: actively criticizes  
    colonialist/patriarchal relations of  
    dominance by deconstructing essentialist  
    notions of cultural/national identity 

 
   Political Correctness and the discursive   
   limitations associated with capitalist society   
   – Panopticism and the Spectacle 

8. Wan Shang (play appreciation) –poetic  
    critique associated with the literati  
    tradition  
 

8. Close deconstructive analysis -the play  
    of language 
 

9. Progressive optimism /humanism  
    commingling with scepticism/cynicism  
    (most notably post-1989) 
 

9. Postmodernist doubt commingling more  
    recently with neo-Modernist/ hyper- 
    modernist optimism 
 

10. Continues to uphold the traces of  
      traditional non-rationalist Chinese  

10. Deconstructive thought and practice  
      developed in relation to a historical  



x 
 

      thought and practice (resistance to  
      cultural deracination) –a persistent aspect  
      of the Chinese experience of modernity 
 

      Western appropriation and translation  
      of non-Western thought and practice  
      including that associated historically  
      with Chinese culture 
 

11. The waning of Maoist thought in  
      favour of pragmatic relativism  
      associated with opening-up and reform  
      (black cat-white cat) and neo- 
      Confucianism 
 

11. The rise of Post-Marxist criticism –  
      Foucault, discourse analysis, micro  
      histories, etc. etc. 
 

12. Tendency toward sharp historical  
      periodization and linear/evolutionary  
      conceptions of historical development 
 

12. Questions the representational authority  
      of all historical narratives –especially the  
      progressive evolutionary meta-narratives  
      associated with Western(ized) modernism 
 

13. Asserts that contemporary Chinese art is  
      more political than that of the West but  
      tends to avoid focused discussion of the  
      critical function of art in relation to  
      society and politics (in the face of  
      prevailing discursive/cultural  
      limitations on criticism within the  
      PRC) 
 
      Clandestine/allegorical/coded criticism 
 

13. Assumes that art (at its best) has a critical  
      function in relation to society and politics  
      (first emerged during the early C19th as  
      part of Romanticism) 
 
      The criticality of art continually  
      subject to institutional abstraction and  
      recuperation by the international art  
      market 
 
 

14. A tendency towards aestheticism  
      (rebuilding a relatively autonomous  
      aesthetic sphere in the wake of the  
      traumatically de(con)structive events  
      of the Cultural Revolution) 
 

14. A tendency as part of postmodernism  
      away from aestheticism-formalism 

 
      Seeks to deconstruct the boundary  
      between art and life (extension of the  
      position of the Western historical avant- 
      gardes) 

 
      Strategic return to the “aesthetic” since  
      1990s as a focus for the rebuilding of  
      critical distance 
 

15. Close supportive relations between artists  
      and critics (a persistent feature of Chinese  
      literati culture) – compromises objectivity  
      and critical edge 

 
     Artists and critics strongly conflate  
     cultural and economic capital 
 

15. Asserts the independence of artistic  
      production and criticism – artistic  
      practice and criticism strongly  
      enmeshed in relation to the influence of   
      the international art market  

 
      A(n invariably compromised) desire to  
      maintain a critical separation between  
      cultural and economic capital 
 

 
 

The Problem  



y 
 

of the Art Industry 
 
 
 If you want to know all about Andy Warhol, just look at the surface of my paintings and films and me, 
 there I am. (Andy Warhol, 1967) 
 

“A rt History” (sometimes referred to as “History of Art”) is one of the most pernicious 

misadventures to have befallen the production of what we have labelled, for better or worse, “art”. 
This child of nineteenth-century empiricism gorged its way through the flesh of artistic production 
eructating narrative discourses as “ the Past”. Today, it is bloated by the myriad conceptual-theoretical 
methodologies that add up to a bankrupt “discipline” of contrived mythoi. But these (often moralistic 
to some degree) fictions, understood as (part) truth, have, rather surreptitiously, caused havoc for 
recent artistic production. For they have spawned the most credulous assumptions in the art industry, 
such as: that (art) objects embody the self-present consciousness of an artist or community; a 
reductionist concept of modernity (linked with technology/science); the progression of “aesthetics”; 
art as a readable “visual” language; a succession of “Postmodernism”; and, consequently, many 
neologisms: “Remodernism”, “Altermodernism”, “Post-Postmodernism”, “Digimodernism 
(Pseudomodernism)”, “Neomodernism”, “New Sincerity”, “Posthumanism”, “Transmodernism”, 
“Neo-Pop”, “Stuckism”, “Classical Realism”, and (Neo)“Kitsch”, to name a few. But perhaps the 
most influential superstition of them all is that there was a juncture in “aesthetics” (a loaded word) 
during the early Twentieth Century. Indeed, “Modernism” happened. But Art History, like History, is 
a representation of a space between an inaccessible “before now” and “the now”; object, thing, 
content.   
    
The Art History manufacturing process involves archived (selected in the “before now” by an 
archivist) “evidence” that is then crafted via tropes, argumentation systems and narrative emplotments 
into a verbal structure. There is no universal operation such as causality in the “before now”; 
mechanisms within the physical sciences applied to “the Past” are metaphorical. Conceptual-
theoretical methods, such as psychoanalysis, anthropology, feminism and Marxism, are also 
frameworks for organising disparate traces of the “before now”. If the narrative structures and 
conceptual-theoretical mechanisms are not chosen for aesthetic reasons then they are done so for 
ideological purposes and often under some guise of objectivism (an impulse, according to the 
historian Hayden White, to moralise reality). But they are usually read and understood, especially by 
the public, as corresponding with “the Past” as “reality”. 
   
Not even the art object is materially static. Its present status is as much a consequence of “the now” as 
“the before now”. For objects have been chipped, cracked, burnt, broken, smashed, scratched, 
“vandalised”, altered, repainted, polished, relined, (re)glued, cut down, extended, moved, recast, 
restored/cleaned, (digitally) enhanced, reconstructed, re-assembled (with modern parts/materials), re-
varnished, polluted, chemically altered (loss of plasticisers, polymerisation), and exposed (naturally 
and/or artificially) to ultraviolet/infra-red radiation many times in some instances. Can we really say 
that we own original Picassos, Modiglianis, Van Goghs, Monets or Warhols? This is not an 
implausible question. For if they have evolved materially are they not different, and/or combinatory 
substances, from original conception? Are they unoriginal now? And what does it mean exactly to 
identify the “original paint of Picasso” in a canvas section? In what way is it original? How does one 
measure its originality and where is its beginning? Entropy of art objects often narratively 
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presupposes a deviation from a(n ideal, original) state of order into disorder and randomness. There is 
an irresistible desire for the self-sameness of art objects that encourages us to fabricate and believe an 
illusion of uniform materiality. Conservation, to some extent, holds the chimera in place by feigning a 
temporally isolated moment of an object’s original presence (and with it the maker’s self-present 
consciousness). But Conservation is paradoxical. For it also presupposes that the object has changed, 
is changing and will change. The supposition that material change is too incremental to be noticeable 
only begs the question. For it suggests that we already conceive the present state of the art object 
because of permutation. It is what it is because of differentiation. Like a twisted epoché, we accept 
material change yet coextensively mask it, unquestioningly believing that what we see in museums is 
a self-same present object. This has serious implications for the art-historical narratives that we use to 
shape our choice of modernity. It enables us to construct oppositions between objects where 
“historical” frame “modern” and vice versa. This is contextualised by a functional “semiotic” time in 
an art-historical narrative. Assigning dates to objects is often violent then. For the dates contradict the 
actual materiality of the object. They maintain an illusion of self-sameness and original presence. But 
all art objects, to some extent, are contemporaneous. Their transmutations (natural or artificial) are 
part of their substance. It is interesting to consider that the Greek etymology of entropy meant 
“transformation”. Accepting transformative materiality not only liberates the object for what it is 
materially, it releases us from a sense of modernity based on an illusion of self-same materiality. 
 
However, it might be argued that “art” is not a material object but an “idea”, as is often remarked 
about “Conceptual Art”. Firstly, the divergence between “object” and “idea” is a problem “within” 
metaphysics. The opposition is not “outside” and the context is assumed. This very problem then 
involves precomprehension. It assumes the interpretation of Being as Presence. Leaving this 
important issue to one side and discussing from “within” the supposition, art as an idea is, however, 
an attempt at objective meaning, an absolute referent in the form of an ideal content of signification. 
For where did this “idea” originate? One assumes that it occurred in the immediacy of self-present 
consciousness. The meaning was immediately self-present and instant to the artist in their private 
mental sphere. But communication of this pure and simple “idea” in the public or private sphere (the 
artist’s interior monologue and imagination), involves a “corruption” by empiric re-presentation and 
repetition. It seems that an artist cannot think present moments that are pure and simple. But this pure 
expression would have to intend an objective ideality from within. And if the present is conceived of 
as incorporating the past and future, time as a continual movement of protentional and retentional 
traces, then immediately self-present and instant “ideas” must also be a denial of worldly self-
relational experience and, ultimately, life. These conventional arguments uncover contradictions in 
the metaphysics of presence; metaphysics that “Conceptual Art”, or, indeed, most productions of 
artistic expression, “Contemporary” or otherwise, often presuppose.     
 
Given the assumption then, the “idea” is assumed to be (quite paradoxically) immanent in 
documentation materials, lists, texts, photos and designs. From the other side of the problem, it 
assumes that art objects embody the self-present consciousness of artists or their milieu; the pure 
presence of meaning-intentions. For the video is Warhol, the painting is Picasso, the installation is 
Damien Hirst, because we can read/see/intuit (or have it explained to us thus) the self-present 
consciousness of the artist presented in it if we examine long and hard enough. It is a form of 
projectivism and not simply linguistic efficiency; the Disney-syndrome of the art world. But this 
animistic-like belief is historically foundational for Art History. Its content was, and often still is, 
assumed to be given in (and sometimes by) things; paintings, sculptures, videos, performances, 
buildings, ceramics, etc. Pure presence (and pre-existing signification) is contradictorily mediated 
through impure (and inert) objects and experience, and then is able to be found and extracted 
uncontaminated. Let a(n unnamed) recent curator describe this for us (italics are mine): 
 
 I believe that I can perceive elements in the works that interest me, which permit us to get a better 
 understanding of the specific form of this present kind of “modern”, and, indeed, to define it. In other 
 words, to effect our exit from Post-Modernism, which is only a negative idea, vague and full of 
 contradictions. 
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Here the curator, under the guise of being a mediator or catalyst (descriptions used by recent high-
profile curators that assume objectivism), is little other than a modern bourgeois shaman. It has a 
whiff of pregnant infallibility; animism is the natural metaphysical support of authoritarianism. But 
perhaps the actual contradiction in the quote is that line, “that interest me”. For how can a subject 
discover a specific form of a present kind through things that interest them? How can a curator 
mediate pure presence without contaminating, and being contaminated by, it? How can presence be 
found in a pure form empirically? 
 
Perhaps ideas are conditioned by what they lack. They are transmutable and continually reproduced. 
It would appear that they cannot be purely present without some contradiction. “Conceptual Art” (or 
indeed art in general) is often transcendentally formist. But its paradoxical assumption means that it 
cannot quite substantiate itself by appeal to immediate pure presence. It therefore must also appeal to 
other authorities in order to naturalise the paradox. And one of those authorities is Art History. One 
example of this will suffice. An installation artist was recently described by a curator as not only 
finding (one presumes in self-present consciousness or as a present pure form in objects) a distinctive 
visual language, but as “updating a tradition of collage and assemblage going back to Kurt Schwitters 
and Robert Rauschenberg” and taking the artistic form into “a new realm”. This example of post hoc, 
ergo propter hoc is little other than a(n unconscious) warp and weave of organicism and romantic 
narrative emplotment. It maintains the illusion of a pure presence of an artistic form, an ideality. It is 
long overdue that we recognised just how this conceptual relic called Art History is used to skew and 
has skewed our expectations of modern artistic production. The stock phrase in art circles “follow 
your eyes”- trust your instincts- is naïve unless we recognise that those eyes have been coded from 
without.  
 
Though many nostalgically wish to hold on to them, the modes and frameworks that we have 
inherited since the early nineteenth century have collapsed. But some continue to project “our” 
dreams onto the ruins. Perhaps the value of critical thought may not be in trying to discover 
methodological parallels between linguistics and cultural production (recent art and architectural 
movements appear metaphorically over-simplified in this respect), but in that it exposes deeply 
embedded art-historical narratives governing thinking processes in “the now”; systems that condition 
our relation to the world imaginatively under the guise of a realistic modality. When we become 
aware of how we “see”, the search for what succeeds (or precedes) “Postmodernism” is exposed as 
naively accepting objectivism and acting out and within a story as if “reality”. It is to search for a pure 
presence of self-present conscious life. 
 
The dilemma, of course, is that all this must be communicated through the fallacious structures it 
critiques. It is a lucus a non lucendo. So perhaps it is time we embraced a lexical gap, a “Dark Age”, 
and reproduced. If the substantive-adverb “en avant” is some form of terminology (it would be more 
precise to consider it functional), it is metaphorical because it is contradictory, linguistically deficient 
and concedes that reason (as historically construed) is unable to pursue:  
 
Nay, take from them her hand, her mind, 
The one is lame, the other blind: 
Shall still your lying stain her? 

 

CATALOGUE 
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Note to Parallax 
 
All “idem sonans” are for sale. However, this Parallax “collection”, in its entirety, is also a 
single “idem sonans” that could operate relative to other collections.  
 
All “idem sonans” are marked for identification in the future as the work connected with the 
first Parallax show. Correspondence, notebooks and other materials relating to Parallax will 
be deposited in the National Art Library (Victoria & Albert Museum, London, UK) and The 
British Library (London, UK) for future historying and research. 
 
Selected key en avant “idem sonans” will be pre-exhibited at ROA Gallery, Royal Opera 
Arcade (London) on Wednesday 18th - Friday 20th August. A different selection of “idem 
sonans” will be pre-exhibited at the Royal Society of Medicine (London) Thursday 14th – 
Saturday 16th October and conceived as a “supplement” to the Frieze Art Fair. “Idem sonans” 
to be exhibited in Parallax will not be for sale at either of these pre-exhibitions. BFA will 
inform collectors of the details concerning these viewing opportunities privately. 
 
Pre-sale reserves on individual pieces will commence from Monday 8th November. The 
“collection”, as a single “idem sonans”, is also for sale and the collector will reserve the 
right on all “idem sonans”, whether previously reserved or not. BFA reserves the right to 
withdraw any “idem sonans” from Parallax before the pre-sale date. 
 
Note on exhibition hanging 
The physical relationships between the objects are not thought to arise from an arbitrary 
effect of intrinsic qualities in the objects. Instead, the relationships are primary and 
considered a content. The hanging could be metaphorical, in that the emergence of these 
often transparent relationships as a “thing” is considered as a dramaturgy of the 
materialisation of governing art-historical narratives. As we discern this liberation and 
reification of the hanging system, so we may consider the art-historical framework as an 
object and not a transparent medium. This could become a metaphor for “viewing” the “idem 
sonans” as “catalysts” for watching our observing.  
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1. “Mathew Collins”,“ ” , oil on linen, 70 x 85 cm, “2010”.  
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2. “Matthew Collins”, “Hermes” , oil on canvas, 90 x 182 cm, “2006”. 
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3. (top) “Matthew Collins”, “Kopy” , affresco transferred from slate to panel, 35 x 45 cm, “2007”. 
4. (bottom) “Matthew Collins”, “ Portrait” , affresco on panel, 35 x 45 cm, “2007”. 
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5. “Matthew Collins”, “Partenza”, fresco transferred from wall to linen, 200 x 180 cm, “2010” 
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6. “Matthew Collins”, “Untitled” , oil on linen, 50 x 70 cm, “2010”. 
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7. “Van Rainy Hecht-Nielsen”, “Birth of Death” , oil on re-stretched canvas (with roll marks, staples and 
scratches), 244 x 122 cm, “2002”. 
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8. “Van Rainy Hecht-Nielsen”, “New Dawn” , oil on re-stretched canvas (with roll marks, staples and scratches), 
183 x 240 cm, “2004” 
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9. “Van Rainy Hecht-Nielsen”, “S tu d y” , oil on canvas, 30.5 x 41 cm, “2004”. 
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10. “Van Rainy Hecht-Nielsen”, “Saint” , oil on canvas, 46 x 61 cm, “2009”. 
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                 11. “Robert Bodem”, “An Invitation” , bronze, 66 x 18 x 48 cm, “2010” (edition 1/1).            
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12. “Robert Bodem” , “Re-qu(i)em” , bronze, life size, “2007” (edition 2/8). 
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13. “Kun Wang” , “ �M�m�p�\�ê�Ý
’$×*Ü
@ ”, oil on canvas, 58 x 74 cm, “2008”. 
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14. “K un Wang”, “     ” , oil on canvas, 66 x 81 cm, “2010”. 
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15. “Alexey Golovin”, “Still life I” , oil on re-stretched linen (with linen dust, scratches, staples, cardboard and 

roll marks), 105 x 135 cm, “2008”. 
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16. “Alexey Golovin”, “Still life II” , oil on re-stretched linen (with linen dust, scratches, staples, cardboard and 

roll marks), 105 x 120 cm, “2007”. 
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17. “Aaron Camillieri Cauchi” , “A Metonym: Nawfra�¥�M�X” , cold-cast bronze with dust, 45 x 30 x 28 cm, 
“2008” (edition: 1/1). 
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18. “Aaron Camilleri Cauchi” , “A Metonym: Ekwanimita”, cold-cast bronze with dust, life size, “2010”,  

(edition 1/1). 
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19. “Aaron Camilleri Cauchi” , “A Metonym: Ghadab”, cold-cast bronze, life size, “2010”, (edition 1/1).  
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20. “Pasquale Abbatiello”, “(Daedalus)” , pen on paper (with broken frame, replaced 3mm perspex glass, scotch 

tape and cardboard mount), 70 x 100 cm, “2010” 
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21. (top) “Pasquale Abbatiello” , “(Labyrinth)” , pastel on paper, 50 x 70 cm, “2010”. 
22. (bottom) “Pasquale Abbatiello”, “(Icarus)” , pastel on paper, 70 x 100 cm, “2010”. 
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23. “Bing-yu Liu (becoming Yi-Bing Liu from 2012)”, “Relic Series I: Old Man I” , graphite on crushed paper 

glued to grey foam board, 38 x 53 cm, “2007”.                    
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24. “Bing-yu Liu (becoming Yi-Bing Liu from 2012)”, “Relic Series I: Old Man III ” , graphite on crushed paper 
glued to grey foam board (with scratch marks and replaced 3mm perspex glass),  

38 x 53 cm, “2007” . 
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25. (top) “Bing-yu Liu (becoming Yi-Bing Liu from 2012)”, “ Relic Series I: Old Woman I”, graphite on paper 
glued to grey foam board, 38 x 53 cm, “2009”. 

26. (bottom) “Bing-yu Liu (becoming Yi-Bing Liu from 2012)”, “Relic Series I: Old Woman II”, charcoal on 
paper glued to grey foam board, 38 x 53 cm, “2009”. 
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27. “Bing-yu Liu (becoming Yi -Bing Liu from 2012)”, “ �ê �Ê” , charcoal and white chalk on coloured paper 
glued to grey foam board (with glass, scratch marks, replaced mount and frame with chipped glass), 53 x 76 cm, 

“2010”.                                                         
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28. “Hywel Pratley” , “ [Synedoche: Cata/Anaphora: Edit(ion) III/IX]: Mauro” , bronze cast of fragment of 
destroyed life-size figure in clay, life size, “2010”, (Edition: 3/9). 
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29. “Hywel Pratley” , “ Torso III” , bronze* , life size, 2006 (Edition: 1/3). 
                                              

*Please note that the images above show the full-size clay model. Images of the final 
bronze casting will be included in the second and final edition of the PdF catalogue in November. 
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30. “Sarah Tse”, “Supplement I series: eaditanA” , pencil on paper, 42 x 60 cm, “2010”. 
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31. “Sarah Tse”, “Supplement I series: Ant Eeter” , pencil on paper, 42 x 59.4 cm, “2010”. 
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32. “Sarah Tse”, “Supplement I series: Origin of the Metonym” , black and red pencil on paper, 31 x 55 cm, 
“2010”. 
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33. “Louise Payne” , “Aliunde series: dei sub numine viget (copy)” , pencil on prepared paper, 30 x 39cm, 
“2010”. 
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34. “Louise Payne” , “Aliunde series: Per Eyes of Diligo” , pencil on prepared paper, 23 x 25 cm, “2010”. 
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35. “Louise Payne” , “Aliunde series: alta alatis patent” , pencil on prepared paper, 30 x 39 cm, “2010”. 
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36. “Louise Payne”, “Aliunde series: In perpetuum”, pencil on prepared paper, 27 x 29 cm, “2010”. 
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37. “Louise Payne”, “Aliunde series: Omnia munda mundis”, pencil on prepared paper, 38 x 45 cm, “2010”. 
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38. “Clarissa James”, “A Guardian”, charcoal, white chalk and shell gold on paper, 44 x 57 cm, “2010” . 
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39. “Clarissa James”, “The Seer”, charcoal, white chalk and shell gold on toned coloured paper stretched over 
cotton canvas, 122 x 127 cm, “2010”. 
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40. “Carla Richter”, “Head”, graphite on paper, 23 x 33 cm, “2010”. 



nnn 
 

                                        
 

 
 

41. “Guangfeng Zhao” , “ 7F- �� ”,  fibreglass, 85 x 50 x 32 cm, “2008” (Edition 1/1). 
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42. “Adam Reeder” , “Turmoil I: An Ironic Essay” , bronze, 33 x 20.3 x 15.2 cm, “2004”. (Edition 2/8). 
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43. “Adam Reeder” , “Turmoil II:  An Ironic Essay” , bronze, 30.5 x 20.5 x 13 cm, “2004”. (Edition: 1/8). 
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Sarah Tse 

 
 
Solo Exhibitions 
 
 2010             Platform 1, Beppu, Japan 
                      Konya2023, Fukuoka, Japan 
                      Nakaochiai Gallery, Tokyo, Japan    
                      First Step, Chinese Art Centre, Manchester, UK 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                       Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement, (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                      The Pavilion of Realism, Beijing, China (curated by Raúl Zamudio, Maarten Bertheux  
                       and Zhu Qi) 
                      Haiti Art Auction and Exhibition, Cube Gallery, Manchester, UK 
                      London Art Fair, Business Design Centre, London, UK 
                      The Sneeze Art Fair, Westbourne Studios, London, UK 
 
2009              National Open Art Competition, The Minerva, Chichester Festival Theatre, UK 
                      Affordable Art Fair, Battersea Park, London, UK 
                      Collectible, Bargate Monument Gallery, Southampton, UK 
                      Jealous Graduation Exhibition, Jealous Gallery, London, UK 
                      Central Saint Martin’s College Graduation Exhibition, London, UK 
 
Press, Publication & Radio 
 
2010               Everything seems; for everything as well as everybody. Heretofore all unknown 
                       Curios, Stories and Strange Things Told (Publication in Japanese and English, will be  
                       published in September in Japan) 
                       “Citylife” , Manchester Evening News (8 Jan), London 
2009              “Ones to watch”, Jotta Magazine (July), London 
2008              TVBS Magazine, no.568, (Sept), Taiwan 
                      United Daily, (31 Aug 2008), Taiwan 
2006              Sarah Tse’s Art Collection 2004-2006, (Sept), Hong Kong 
                      East Touch, vol. 92, (Sept), Hong Kong 
                     JET, vol. 49, (Sept), Hong Kong 
                     Cosmogirl, no.  62, (Aug), Hong Kong 
                     Cosmogirl, no. 48, (Aug), Hong Kong 
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                     He She Hit (radio programme), FM903, (31 Aug), Hong Kong  
 
Awards    
 
2009     The Jealous Print Prize 2009, Prize Winner from Central Saint Martin’s College 
 
Artist’s Residency 
 
2010     Atelier Interaction Residency Programme UK-Japan, Residency took place in Beppu, Japan    
              (July-Aug) 
 
Collectors  
 
Ingram Collection  
  
Education (born: 1985) 
 
2006-2009   Central Saint Martin’s College of Art & Design, London, UK 
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Alexey Golovin 

 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                      Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement, (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                      Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                      Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
2009              Teachers of the Repin State Academic Art Institute of the Russian Imperial Academy of  
                      Art, St. Petersburg, Russia 
2008              Kitsch Biennale 2008, Munich, Germany 
2007              250 Years of the Russian Academy of Arts, The Kiev Museum of Russian Art, Kiev,  
                      Ukraine 
2003              Independence Day of Ukraine, Embassy of the Ukraine to Russia, Russia 
 
Collectors (selected) 
 
The Kiev Museum of Russian Art, Kiev, Ukraine 
Sanchuan Gallery, Beijing, China 
Museum of the Russian Academy of Arts, St. Petersburg, Russia 
 
Awards    
 
2009      Anniversary medal “Union of Russian Artists- 75 years” 
2007      Medal of “250 years of the Russian Imperial Academy of Arts” 
2000      Gold Medal, Russian Academy of Arts 
 
Press, Publication & Radio 
 
2009          Blue Canvas Magazine, no. 2, (interview and illustrations) 
                  “Teachers of the Repin State Academic Art Institute of the Russian Imperial Academy of  
                  Arts”, Museum of the Russian Academy of Arts, (exh. cat)  
                  St. Petersburg Union of Artists of Russia, (exh. cat.) 
2008         St. Petersburg Union of Artists of Russia, (exh. cat.) 
2007         International Artist Magazine, no. 57 (Oct/Nov) 
                 “250 years of the Russian Imperial Academy of Arts”, The Kiev Museum of Russian Art,  
                 Ukraine (exh. cat.) 
                 St. Petersburg Union of Artists of Russia, (exh. cat.) 
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2006         Encyclopedia of Modern Ukraine (name entry and illustrations published) 
                 Alexey Golovin, Artist Album, St. Petersburg 
 
Education (born: 1977, Russia) 
 
1998-2006   Repin State Academic Art Institute of Russian Imperial Academy of Arts, Russia 
1992-1997   Crimean Samokish Art School, Simferopol, Ukraine 
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Robert Bodem 

 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                      Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement, (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                      Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art] ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                      Arcade, London, UK  
                      Contemporary Florentine Painting and Sculpture, Cami Arte, Florence, Italy  
                      Reviving Realism: Contemporary Masters of the Classical Tradition, Cavalier  
                      Galleries, Greenwich, CT, USA  
2009              Immortal Works, Vasa Konsthall, Gothenburg, Sweden  
2008              International Sculpture Exhibit, Brackenstown House, Dublin, Ireland  
2007              Pavilion Paradiso, Giardini della Biennale, in conjunction with 52nd Venice  
                      Biennale, Venice, Italy  
2006              Inaugural Show, Pitti Gallery, Florence, Italy 
2005              FAA 2nd Annual Alumni Exhibit, Florence, Italy  
2004              Music and Dance, Greening Gallery, New York, US 
2003          Realism Revisited, Hirschl and Adler Galleries, New York, USA 
          Realism Revisited, Panorama Museum, Bad Frankenhausen, Germany & Century  
                      Gallery, Baltimore, Maryland, USA 
2002            National Sculpture Society, Annual Awards Exhibit, Brookgreen Garden,  
                      South Carolina and New York, USA 
 
Awards 
 
1998     Albert B and Esther Kahn award/grant 1998 
 
Publications 
 
2007      American Art Collector, (Sept) 
 
Collectors  
 
Campell Bewleys Group Collection (Ireland) 
Dr Kenneth and Lesley Koster Collection (USA) 
Robert and Christine Emmons Collection (USA)  
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George and Besty White Collection (USA) 
 
Professional  
 
Director of Sculpture, Florence Academy of Art, 2003-present 
Principal Sculpture instructor, Florence Academy of Art, 1998-2003 
Assistant to the sculptor Dimitri Hadzi, 1994-1995 and 1996  
 
Education (born: 1971) 
 
1996-1998   Boston University, MFA 
1995-1996   Florence Academy of Art 
1991-1995   Boston University, BFA 
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Kun Wang 

 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                      Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement, (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                      Best of America Exhibit 2010, Dunnegan Gallery of Art, Bolivar, MO; KATY Depot  
                      Historic Site Sedalia, MO; Miller Performing Arts Center Jefferson City, MO; Stone  
                      Crest Mall, Osage Beach, MO.USA 
                      Richeson School of Art & Gallery, Kimberly, USA 
                      Chinese-Korean Artworks Exchange Exhibition 2010 for the Disabled, (Seoul, Korea    
                      and Beijing, China)  
2009              Art Gallery of China National Academy of Painting, Beijing, China  
2007-             Beijing RongBaoZai Western Gallery, Beijing, China  
1997 
1996              China Art Exposition, China International Exhibition Centre, Beijing, China 
1995              Chinese Paintings and Replicated Antiques Exposition, Brisbane City Hall (Brisbane)    
                       and Kien Hay Centre (Sydney), Australia 
 
Press, Publication & Radio 
 
1998          Beijing Cable Television II , Beijing, China 
1998          China Youth Daily (May 22), Beijing, China 
1994          Art Panorama, (Feb.), China 
1990          Art Panorama, (Oct.), China 
 
Awards 
 
2010          First Prize, The Richeson 75 International Still Life & Floral 2010 Art Competition, USA  
2009          Gold Award, The National Painting and Calligraphy Competition for the Disabled,  
                   Beijing, China 
 
Collectors 
 
Michael D Antonovich, USA; Peng Hu Collection, China; Spoto Collection, Italy 
 
Education (born: 1970, Jilin Province, China) 
 
Wang Kun is self-taught.  
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H ywel Pratley 

 
 
Group Exhibitions  
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                      Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement, (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow)                       
                      Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                      Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr. Chris Barlow)                          
                      FAA Alumni, Florence Academy, Florence, Italy 
2009              EleVated Art Fair, Leadenhall Market, London 
                      FAA Alumni, Florence Academy, Florence, Italy 
2008              Gormley’s Gallery, Summer Exhibition, Dublin 
                      FAA Alumni, Florence Academy, Florence, Italy 
2007              Royal Society of Portrait Sculptors, London, UK 
 
Collectors 
 
Dolci Collection, Italy 
Hedberg Collection, New York, USA 
Vincent Cheung, UK 
Ericsson Collection, Italy 
Sokol Collection, Italy 
 
Press and publications 
 
2010   Selected and photographed by Rankin as one of sixteen young up-and-coming artists to  
            represent Sky Arts Street Galleries promotional campaign. Portrait photo (with sculpture) was  
            displayed on billboards in London, Manchester, Liverpool, Birmingham, Edinburgh and  
            Newcastle. A documentary was broadcast on Sky Arts in August 2010 and the campaign was  
            promoted in major daily newspapers and on TV/Radio/internet broadcast media.  
 
Education (born: 1972, UK) 
 
2004-2007    Florence Academy of Art 
2001              Institute of Education 
1991-1994    Lancaster University, English Language 
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L ouise Payne 

 
 
Solo Exhibitions 
 
2010 Mediumship, The Studio, Aberystwyth, UK 
2009 Reverie, Alpine Gallery, Betws-y-coed, UK   
2007  New Works, Alpine Gallery, Betws y-coed, UK 
2006  Silence, Llwyngwril Gallery, Llwyngwril, Wales, UK 
  Voices of Silence, Theatr Ardudwy, Harlech, UK 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010             Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                     UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                     Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                     Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                     (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
2009             The Kyffin Williams Drawing Prize, Oriel Kyffin Williams, Llangefni, Anglesey, UK 
2008             Wales Portrait Award, Travelling Exhibition, Venues across Wales, UK 
   Summer Exhibition, Y Tabernacle, Museum of Modern Art, Wales, UK 
2006             Welsh Artist of the Year, St. David’s Hall, Cardiff, UK  
   Art North Wales Summer Exhibition, Oriel Plas Glyn y Weddw, Pwllheli, UK 
  Redbill Gallery, Deeside, UK 
2005   The Welsh Contemporary Art Fair, Snowdon Mill, Porthmadog, UK 
2004   Summer Exhibition, Tabernacle, MOMA, Machynlleth, UK 
1997   Northern Graduates, The Business Art Galleries, London, UK 
 
Press, Publication & Radio 
 
1997 “The future’s bright, but is it art?” (colour supplement), Independent on Sunday, (17  
                      August)  
 
Collectors 
 
David Davies Collection; George Thompson Collection 
 
Education (born: 1975, UK) 
 
1999-2000   University of Middlesex, (PGCE, Art & Design) 
1994-1997   University of Lancaster, (Visual Arts, First Class) 
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Guangfeng Zhao 

 
 
Exhibitions 
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                      Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
 
Collectors and Public Commissions 
 
Wu Zixu 
Hu Juewen 
 
Education (born: 1976) 
 
1995-1999   Suzhou Art & Design Technology Institute  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



aaaa 
 

Carla Richter 

 
 
Exhibitions 
 
2010              Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                      UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                      Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                      Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
 
Education (born: 1991) 
 
2009-2011    BSZ Justus Liebig, Germany  
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Van Rainy Hecht-Nielsen 

 
 
Solo Exhibitions 
 
2003             Gallery Andrea, Seattle, Washington, USA 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010             Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                     UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                     Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                     Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                     (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                     Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                     Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr. Chris Barlow) 
2006             Fine Arts Gallery, St. Edwards University, Austin, Texas, USA 
2004             Steamboat Grand, Steamboat Springs, Colorado, USA 
 
Collectors (selected) 
 
Paul and Carin Zito Collection 
Dr. Walter Meyer Collection 
Debra Van Omen Collection 
George Attal Collection 
Bassan Almuni Collection, UAE  
 
Education (born: 1974) 
 
1999-2007   Self-study in Paris, London, Italy and New York 
1999-2001   Miles Mathis Atelier, Austin, Texas, USA 
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M atthew Collins 

 
 
Solo Exhibitions 
 
2003          Matthew Collins and Charles Cecil, Circolo Culturale, St. Agata dei Goti, Italy 
2000          Matthew Collins, Village of Oak Park Gallery, Illinois, USA 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010          Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London, UK  
                  (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                  Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                  Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK (curated  
                  by Dr Chris Barlow)                        
                  Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                  Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                  Porte della mediterano, curated by Donato Pace, Matera, Conversano, Roma, Italy 
2009          L'arte del incidere, Tito, Bari 
2008          Redeeming Beauty, University of Dayton, Ohio, USA   
2005          Five American Artists, Palazzo Medici-Riccardi, Florence, Italy, (sponsored by the  
                   American Consulate) 
2004          Mentors and Protégées, Vose Gallery, Boston, USA 
                   Still Classical, Drawings from Florence, Palazzo Cenci, Roma, Italy 
2003           La Scuola Naturalistica di Firenze: Ritratti e Paesaggi, Galleria Albero Celeste, San  
                   Gimignano, Italy 
2002           La Scuola Naturalista, Albero Celeste San Giningiano, Italy 
                   Biennial Art Exhibition, Sant' Agata dei Goti, Naples, Italy 
2001          Contuscan Art, American Artists in Tuscany, United States Consulate, Florence, Italy  
                   Charles Cecil Studios 10th. Anniversary Show, Paul Mitchell Gallery, London, UK 
                   Realism III, Period Gallery, Nebraska, USA 
1997          North Shore Art League's Midwest Annual Print Show, Loyola University, Chicago,  
                   Illinois, USA 
1996          The Trickster, Around the Coyote Gallery, Chicago, Illinois, USA 
1995          Portrait/Self-Portrait, CWCA, Arc Gallery, Chicago, Illinois, USA 
 
Awards 
 
2009          First place for sculpture Portrait Society of America's members’ showcase 
 
Publications 
 
2010       American Artists’ Drawing magazine (summer) 
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2009       Diario Irsinese, Anno XIV Numerio 87 Settembre-Ottobre 
2008       The Magnifacat, 19: 3 (summer).  
2004       American Artists’ Drawing magazine (fall) 
                Realism Now: Traditions & Departures, Vose Gallery (exh. cat) 
       
Film 
 
2006       Return to Florence, (documentary film), interview feature. 
 
Collectors (selected) 
 
Dr Fred Hohler Collection  
Billiotti Collection 
Allen Raymond Collection 
Sanders Collection 
Virginia Al Said Collection 
Museum of Sacred art, Florida, USA 
 
Professional  
 
Principal in Painting, Drawing & Sculpture, Charles H. Cecil Studios, Florence, 1997-present  
 
Education (born: 1970) 
 
1994-1996   Charles H. Cecil Studios, Florence, Italy 
1990             The Art Institute of Chicago, USA 
1989-1994   University of Illinois, Chicago, USA 
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Pasquale Abbatiello 

 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010                Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                        UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                        Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                        Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                        (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                        Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                        Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
2009                Maniera d'oggi, Academy of Fine Arts of Naples, Naples, Italy 
                        Signum-Dal Segno al Simbolo (From Sign to Symbol), Naples, Italy 
                        Tecnikos, Academy of Fine Arts of Naples, Naples, Italy    
2008                Premio Torre Orsaia, Torre Orsaia, Campania, Italy  
2007                Tavole d’arte, Naples, Italy  
 
Collectors 
 
Municipality of Torre Orsaia- SA, Campania, Italy  
 
Education (born: 1985) 
 
2004-2008   Academy of Fine Arts of Naples 
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Adam Reeder 

 
 
Solo Exhibitions 
 
2010              Sugarman Gallery, Sante Fe, New Mexico, USA 
2003              Twiggs and Moore Gallery, South Jordan, Utah, USA 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010               Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                       UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                       Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                       Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II ), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                      (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                       Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                      Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
2008              The Spring Show, The Academy of Art, San Francisco, USA  
2007              The Big Bang, The Academy of Art, San Francisco, USA 
2006              The Spring Show, The Academy of Art, San Francisco, USA 
                      The Spring Show, Utah Valley State College, USA 
  
Collectors  
 
Springville Museum of Art, Utah, USA 
 
Press, Publications and interviews 
 
2010        Poets and Artists, 3:1 (Jan) 
2009        Macworld (Mar) [www.macworld.com] 
                 “Mac Your Life Blog” (Podcast interview) 
                 Red Fence Magazine Channel (interview) 
2008        Taxi (July)  
 
Education (born: 1976) 
 
2006-2009   San Francisco Academy of Art University, USA, (MFA)  
2000-2005   Utah Valley State College, USA (biology, pre-med) 
 



gggg 
 

L iu Bing-yu (becoming Yi-bing Liu)  

 
 
Group Exhibitions 
 
2010               Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art] La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                       UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                       Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                       Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                       (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
                       Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                       Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr Chris Barlow) 
 
Education (b. 1990) 
 
Shandong University of Art and Design, Ji’nan, China, 2008 - 2012 
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Aaron Camilleri Cauchi 

 
 
Group Exhibitions  
 
2010                Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
                        UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
                        Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
                        Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK  
                        (curated by Dr Chris Barlow)                         
                        Parallax pre-exhibition, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], ROA Gallery, Royal Opera  
                        Arcade, London, UK (curated by Dr Chris Barlow)    
2009               The Route of Art, PN Headquarters, Valletta, Malta 
2009               Sacred Exhibition, Auberge d’Italie, Valletta, Malta 
2009/10          Collective Art Exhibition, Marquis Art Centre, Mosta, Malta 
2009               European Sacred Exhibition, European Parliament, Brussels  
2008               VII International Sacred Exhibition, Cathedral of Salerno, Calabria, Italy 
2004               Art and Spirituality, Holy Name Church, Port of Spain, Trinidad and Tobago  
 
 
Publications, catalogue and books 
 
2010                   “Vier Dinge Braught Ein Fest”, Reise Magazin, (24-25 July), p. 60 
 
1999 – present     Reviewed in numerous local newspapers and publications: The Sunday Times, The  
                           Times of Malta, L-Orizzont, In-Nazzjon 
 
 
Collectors (selected) 
 
World Heritage Organization, Trinidad and Tobago  
Brussels European Parliament 
The Hon Mario Mauro (Vice President EU Parliament) 
Dr Sergio Basile 
St George Cathedral, Ragusa, Sicily 
San Romano Church, Rome, Italy. 
Archidiosice of Gozo 
Archidiosice of Malta 
Maltese Local Councils 
Majority of Malta's Band Clubs 
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Film 
 
Commissioned work for movies:   
 
2005     Munich (directed by Steven Spielberg and starred Daniel Craig. Nominated for five   
              Academy Awards);  
2000     U-571 (starring Jon Bon Jovi) 
1995     Cutthroat Island  
 
Professional  
 
Art Consultant and Conservation Coordinator, Government of Malta, 2007- present 
Supervisor and Conservation Manager, Palazzo Parisio, 1995- 2006 
Freelance Artist, 1994 - present 
 
Education (born: 1979) 
 
Studio of Prof. Chev. Alfred Camilleri Cauchi, O.R.C.B. Malta 
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Clarissa James 

 
 
Solo Exhibitions   
   
2010     Drawn to Silence, Whittington Fine Art Henley, UK  
2005     Dunsborough Park by invitation of Baroness Sweerts de Laanders in aid of the Watts Gallery  
              Hope Project, UK    
2004     Nordic Light, Park Walk Gallery, London, UK  
2000     Introducing C.- Clarissa Koch, Grenning Gallery, New York, USA  
 
Group Exhibitions  
  
2010     Parallax, [presented by Barlow Fine Art], La Galleria, Royal Opera Arcade, London,  
              UK (premiere of En Avant with catalogue essays by Professors Alun Munslow, Donald  
              Preziosi, Paul Gladston and Dr Chris Barlow) (curated by Chris Barlow) 
              Supplement (Parallax pre-exhibition II), Royal Society of Medicine, London, UK (curated by  
              Dr Chris Barlow)                         
     4th Alumni Exhibition of the Florence Academy of Art, Palazzo Corsini, Florence, Italy  
              EXPO, Art at Heathrow Terminal 5, UK   
2009     Royal Institute of Oil Painters, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
              Italian Realism, W.H. Patterson Fine Art, London, UK            
              Whittington Fine Art, Henley, UK  
              Grosvenor Street Christmas Exhibition, UK   
              Lloyds Private Banking, UK  
              The Arts Club, Annual Member’s Exhibition, UK   
2008     Royal Institute of Oil Painters, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
              Discerning Eye, Mall Galleries, London, UK   
              Reopening of the Mall Galleries, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
              Italian Realism, W.H. Patterson, London, UK    
              Whittington Fine Art, UK 
              The Arts Club, Annual Member’s Exhibition, UK  
              Grosvenor Street Christmas Exhibition, UK  
              Lloyds Private Banking, UK  
2007     The Florence Academy of Art at W.H. Patterosn, Pattersons Fine Art, London, UK  
              ROI Exhibition at the Hawker Gallery, Amersham, UK  
              ROI Exhibition at Whittington Fine Arts, Henley, UK  
2006     ROI – Royal Institute of Oil Painters Annual Exhibition, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
              The Arts Club, Annual Member’s Exhibition, UK  
              Italian Realism, Solomon Gallery, Dublin, Ireland  
              Churzee Gallery, Wimbledon, UK  
              The Florence Academy of Art Alumni Exhibition, Patterson Fine Arts, London, UK   
              2nd Annual Alumni Exhibition of the Florence Academy of Art, Palazzo Corsini, Italy  
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2005     Churzee Gallery, Wimbledon, UK  
             1st  Annual Alumni Exhibition of the Florence Academy of Art, Palazzo Corsini, Florence,  
             Italy 
2004     Royal Institute of Oil Painters Annual Exhibition, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
             Grenning Gallery, New York, USA   
             Watts Gallery, Compton, UK  
             A Dealer’s Eye, The Gallery Artists, Park Walk Gallery, London, UK                                                                                  
             ART 2004, Islington Design Centre, London with Park Walk Gallery, UK 
2003     Royal Institute of Oil Painters, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
             An Exhibition of Portraits, The Cedar House Gallery, Ripley, Surrey, UK   
             Grosvenor House Antiques Fair, London with Rupert Maas, UK  
             The Affordable Art Fair 2003, London with Rupert Maas, UK  
              Realism Revisited, Panorama Museum, Germany  
              ART 2003, Islington Design Centre, London with Park Walk Gallery, London, UK 
2002     Royal Institute of Oil Painters Annual Exhibition, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
             Summer Exhibition of Gallery Artists, Park Walk Gallery, London, UK 
2001     Royal Institute of Oil Painters, Mall Galleries, London, UK  
              Five Women Artist, Grenning Gallery, New York, USA  
1998     The Collectors, Alchemy Gallery, London, UK  
  
Publications, catalogue and books 
 
2010     “Drawn to Silence”, Art in England, exh. cat., Whittington Fine Art, Henley, pp.58-59  
              Cover image, Life Drawing Class (Dutch edition),  written by Lucy Watson   
2009     Classical Realism, exh. cat., W.H.Patterson Fine Art, London  
2008     Cover image, Italian Realism, W.H. Patterson Fine Art, London  
2007     The Florence Academy of Art at W.H.Patterson, exh. cat., W.H. Patterson Fine Art, London 
              The Florence Academy of Art Alumni Exhibition,exh. cat., W.H. Patterson Fine Art, London  
              2nd Annual Alumni Exhibition of the Florence Academy of Art, Palazzo Corsini, Italy,  
2004     Figure Drawing, written by Lucy Watson 
              Realism Revisited, The Tretyakov Gallery Magazine 1-2004, pp. 66-75 
              Tennengauer Blatt, 3-2004  
2003     Realism Revisited, The Florence Academy of Art, exh. cat., (Germany: Panorama Museum),  
              pp. 16, 65, 148-151, 191 
              “Life Drawing Class”, Lucy Watson, (Canada: Georgetown Publications; UK: Quarto)     
              pp.3,47,50-51,52,68,115,117  
              “Draw and Sketch Figures“, Lucy Watson, (UK: Quarto), pp.46-49,59  
              “A Studio Visit“, Die Salzburgerin, Cover and pp.6-11, 3-2003 
2002     “Artist in Focus”, Die Salzburgerin, pp.88/89 2-2002  
 
Film and television  
 
2006     Drawing featured, Black History, BBC4 & BBC2 (aired June 29th 2006)  
  
Awards and Affiliations  
  
2009    elected ROI  
2006    elected AROI  
 
Education and Experience  
  
2000 – 2003    Summer Student with Odd Nerdrum, Norway  
1997 – 2000    Florence Academy of Art, Italy  
1997                Anatomical Studies, University College, London, UK  
1993 – 1997   Animatronics Designer and Sculptor, Jim Henson’s Creature Shop, London, UK 
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Brief and basic bibliography for further reading.  

 
Barthes, Roland, “Introduction to the Structural Analysis of Narratives”, in Image Music Text, (London: Fontana             
                             Press, 1977), pp. 79-124. 
-                           “The Death of the Author”, in Image Music Text, (London, Fontana Press, 1977), pp. 142- 
                             148. 
-                           “The Discourse of History”, tr. Stephen Bann, Comparative Criticism, (3), (1981), pp. 7-20.  
Burke, Kenneth, A Grammar of Motives, (Berkeley: University of California, [1945] 1969). 
Derrida, Jacques, Speech and Phenomena, and other essays on Husserl’s theory of signs, tr. David B. Allison,  
                             (Evaston: Northwestern University, [1967] 1973). 
-                            Of Grammatology, tr. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University  
                             Press, [1967] 1977). 
-                            Writing and Difference, tr. Alan Bass, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, [1967] 1978). 
-                            Dissemination, tr. Barbara Johnson (London: Athlone Press, [1972], 1981). 
-                            Margins of Philosophy, tr. Alan Bass (Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Press, [1972], 1982). 
-                            The Truth in Painting,  tr. G Bennington and I McLeod, (Chicago: University of Chicago  
                             Press, [1978], 1987). 
-                            Positions, tr. Alan Bass, (London and New York: Continuum, [1972] 2002). 
Foucault, Michel, “What is an Author?” (1968) in Preziosi, Donald (ed.), Art of Art History, (Oxford and New  
                              York: Oxford University Press, 1998), pp. 299- 314. 
Frye, Northrop, Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957). 
Hamilton, Paul, Historicism, (London and New York: Routledge, 1996). 
Heidegger, Martin, Being and Time, (Oxford: Basel Blackwell, 1967). 
-                             An Introduction to Metaphysics, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1959). 
Jenkins, Keith, Rethinking History, (London and New York: Routledge, [1991] 2003). 
Munslow, Alun and Jenkins, Keith (eds), The Nature of History Reader, (London and New York: Routledge,  
                                                                   (2004). 
Munslow, Alun, Deconstructing History, (London: Routledge, [1997] 2006). 
Pepper, Stephen, World Hypotheses: a study in evidence, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966). 
Preziosi, Donald, “Constru(ct)ing the Origins of Art”, Art Journal, 43(4), The Crisis of the Discipline (Winter,  
                             1982), pp. 320-325. 
-                            Rethinking Art History: Meditations on a Coy Science, (New Haven and London: Yale  
                              University Press, 1989). 
-                            “Putting Up (With) Meaning”, Oxford Art Journal, 13(2), (1990), pp. 121-124. 
-                            “The Question of Art History”, Critical Inquiry, 18(2) (Winter, 1992), pp. 363-386. 
-                            Art of Art History (ed.), (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1998). 
-                            “Archaeology as Museology” in The Labyrinth Revisited: Rethinking “Minoan” Archaeology  
                              (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2002), pp. 31-36.  
-                            Brain of the Earth’s Body: art, museums, and the phantasms of modernity, (Minneapolis:  
                             University of Minnesota Press, 2003). 
Rorty, Richard, “Philosophy as a Kind of Writing: An Essay on Derrida”, New Literary History, 10(1), (Autumn  
                          1978), pp. 141 - 160. 
White, Hayden, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century Europe, (Baltimore: Johns  
                           Hopkins University Press, 1973). 
-                         Tropics of Discourse: Essays in Cultural Criticism, (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University  
                           Press, 1978). 
 -                        The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and Historical Representation, (Baltimore:  
                           Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987). 
Vico, Giambattista, The New Science of Giambattista Vico : revised translation of  the third edition, tr. Thomas   
                                 Goddard Bergin and Max Harold Fisch, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1968). 


