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As a way to think through the ‘conceptual’ in the contemporary 
moment, ‘250 Words’ is a curatorial ‘strategy’ that brings together 
a selection of ‘responses’ to a ‘prompt’ on what the ‘conceptual’ 
and/or the ‘contemporary entails in this current moment. Peers 
across North America, Latin America, South Asia and South East 
Asia, were approached to articulate their thoughts, mediations 
and questions as a window to the trajectories of discourse in this 
particular period of time. 

‘As You Can See’ brings together four conceptual practices 
that are situated within what curator Peter Wollen classifies as  
‘Conceptual Art History’ - the dominant stylistic period in the US 
and in Europe between 1965 and 1975 as well as ‘Conceptualism’, 
which refers to a set of strategies that emerged in periods of 
crisis and ruptures that were not dependent on the traditional 
time period of an art history. Through the practices of Amba Sayal 
Benette, Ayesha Singh, Kumaresan Selvaraj and UBIK, the show 
acknowledges the ambiguities of locating what the ‘Conceptual’ 
entails within South Asia, particularly in the current moment. The 
show attempts to look at these practices through the lens of 
different art histories, geographies, globals and locals through a 
curatorial approach that is less authoritative and more a set of 
questions.
 
The show stems from conversations around SA/SEA conceptual 
art as located within the 1999 show ‘Global Conceptualism: 
Points of Origin 1950s-1980’s’ at The Queens Museum in NYC. 
The curators acknowledged in the catalogue that they were not 
able to provide a definitive account of the global phenomenon of 
conceptualism in South Asia/South East Asia, and commissioned 
Apinan Poshyananda to pen an essay on the region. Poshyananda 
contends that conceptual art was a category born post the 80’s 
out of two contexts. One, where multiculturalism as a global 
phenomenon of the 90’s led to the contextualizing of ‘non-
western’ artists like Anish Kapoor as conceptual, largely driven by 
the push and pull of the market, and two, in the context of India, 
“conceptual art was seen as vehicles for critique and reflections on 
rapidly changing societies based on local idioms”. Often times the 
privileging of one art history; the lack of archiving or access to the 
same across boundaries and geographies beyond Euro-America; 
the non-acceptance of a ‘conceptual practice’ because artists 
in South Asia may not have wanted to, or alternatively, did not 
recognize their works as having the same objectives as artists in 
the West, given that they arrived at the work not through ideology 
but by sheer desire to forward their practice where it needed to go, 
lends to these multiple layers of ambiguity. 
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The notion of authenticity has shifted around significant- ly 
through the course of contemporary art history. But while the 
introduction of the readymade complicated the relationship 
with the fake and countered some of the obsession with the 
handmade, it did not incite the death of the author. The role of the 
signature still operates through the aura of the artist, a sovereign 
individual act- ing on his own and bound by his name. 

The fundamental conceptual category of the stable unitary 
subject has always been essential to an art world that does 
not necessarily know what art is or how it could be. This non-
knowledge is a feature of the system that renders it an actual 
space of potentiality. But the fixation with a narrow formal 
selfhood, fostered by way of a continuous affirmation of the artist 
as an excep- tional aesthetic hero, ultimately insists on ascribing 
value through a restrictive system of identification between the 
figure of the artist and the object that is made. In a world where 
the name to which an artwork is attributed continues to be central 
to the reception of it, the ‘fiction’ of who made the work has to be 
upheld. 

Previously published in “Don’t You Know Who I Am ? Art After Idendity Politics, MuKHA
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The new bemoans to be emerged.

While this gesture to capture the new remains grounded into 
a nihilistic dimension and a paradox that only instantiates the 
circularity of becoming anew, it is a method of referentiality in which 
we belabor to refer to something that has not gained existence. 
Here, we grapple with a language, an image, and a space, wherein 
we can take a verifiable ground to call out the new, to find a name 
for the new, to appear before the new, to speak with the new, 
or to assemble constructs for the new. We institute a sense of 
recognition and connection of something unknown that we aspire 
to know. Insisting Butler’s theory in subjection, the new always and 
already inaugurates itself in a “tropological quandary,” whereby we 
“seek to take into account how the [new] comes to be.”
 
And as the new passionately works towards becoming new in a 
tropological topography, it forecloses possibilities and imaginations, 
sketching differences or new differences only to be submitted 
to the legible and intelligible. In forming itself, it always turns to 
and on itself. Passionate and narcissistic attachments sustain its 
reflexivity. It “extenuates the potentialities of space, dries up the 
flow of voices, forms exhaustive series of things, and dissipates the 
power of the image (Deleuze).” Through this constitution, the new 
comes before the possible. It is a site of tiredness, exhaustion, and 
frustration. It performs the desire to be reflexive in order to leave, 
to discover, to explore, and to experiment. It is a consummate 
compulsion to attach a desire to something that is and can be 
known, written, or spoken; it is an obsession to detach itself from 
exhaustion.
 
Bastardizing Deleuze, the new is a double possible, enacting 
and acting out possibilities. It bemoans only to emerge, to be 
emerged at a dehiscence.
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I am keen on conceptual art-practices that actively participate in 
the discourse on human struggle. Perhaps I am even partial to art 
that is deeply personal yet operative as multi-faceted excavations 
of history and memory. As a critic, I have written about artists who 
endeavour to create a language that while steeped in aesthetic 
often appropriated from rich cultural traditions (wood-carving, 
shadow puppetry, textiles, ceramics), functions as razor-sharp 
critique of contemporary society. I am therefore not talking about 
art for art sake, but art as a medium through which to inventively 
channel criticism, dissent or resistance. Within this medium, is the 
space for creatively addressing frictions, challenging conventional 
norms and sensitively opening up ways of seeing and experiencing 
this world. Conceptual appropriation explored within the immediacy 
of local visual and material culture is not new, while conceptual art 
is only ‘radical’ so long as the viewer is a willing recipient of the 
codes and allusions embedded within the artwork. To illustrate, 
it might be worth recalling a painting Penangkapan Pangeran 
Diponegoro (‘The Arrest of Prince Diponegoro’, 1857) by Javanese 
master Raden Saleh. While there are too many intricacies to 
discuss, I shall focus only on its integral conceptual aspect. When 
the painting was complete, the depiction of Prince Diponegoro’s 
capture by the Dutch must have seemed to the colonial overlords 
a secondary take on a similar painting by a Dutch master. But the 
Javanese would receive the painting differently as Saleh portrayed 
the Dutch soldiers with disproportionately large their heads and 
eyes. As demons in traditional shadow puppetry have exaggerated 
features, this cultural context meant that the painting was received 
differently by the oppressor versus those it subjugated. The artist’s 
defiance and contestation of the dominant imperial narrative, thus 
subliminally communicated to the collective.
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‘Art’, from the Latin ‘Ars’ (pronounced arse) is a term that refers 
to the creations of mankind to express its sensitive real or 
imaginary visions through visual representations, sound or linguistic 
resources. Wikipedia says ‘contemporary’ means the occurances 
of our time. In contemporary art however, concepts are fixed at a 
particular time, automatically dating them with the passing of time, 
further distancing the observer from the contemporary, the lived 
moment. The contemporary no longer applies for it has passed. 
This happens when the fashionable, the zeitgeist, goes out of 
fashion and ceases to be contemporary. Contemporary art can 
be conceptual and few people understand it, because it is more 
sophisticated than many other human expressions. There is also 
less conceptual and more accessible art that fulfills the material 
needs - and intellectual limitations - of the potential recipients.  This 
includes the players that move around the art business world and 
non-commercial art institutions. The product, perhaps a physical 
object resulting from dilemnas that some artists try to solve, can 
be materialized by a found object or a new object built by the 
artist himself or herself or produced by assistants or third parties. 
These products can take the shape of a sculpture, a video or many 
videos, sound or many sounds, installation of various objects of 
any material found or produced by a third person, or copied from 
a magazine or ideas of others as in plagiarism art, or made by the 
same artist or not necessarily an artist, or rather, by a creator who 
is very contemporary and very modern. Media that are classified 
within the the contemporary art discipline includes installation 
art, video art, photography, sound art, technological art, nothing 
art, painting is less so but depends on the content and how it is 
installed.  Actions that nobody sees or public actions can be known 
as performance and often documented through photography or 
video and it is truly contemporary. Like in all walks of life, there are 
contemporary conceptual artists who work with enormous integrity, 
but there are those who appear superficial and less profound. 
Some conceptual and/or contemporary artists make community 
art for their own self interests, whilst others do it with style and 
some do it with conviction. Depending through which of these 
modes they operate, they can be categorised as contemporary 
conceptual artists or not. If not, they should be classified as social 
contemporaneous workers, not real artists.  Some artists belong to 
an international circuit of the contemporary conceptual arts. This 
positioning can be secured by merit or through external selection.  
There are others who are ‘arse-lickers’ who attend every exhibition 
and biennial without invitation in order to position themselves close 
to the curatorial gatekeepers who operate within this world.  Some 
of them are chosen by one of handful of fashionable curators, 
some of the curators are real, some fictitious as they exist in naval-
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gazing bubbles. There are other curators who over-step their roles 
to such a degree that they could almost become contemporary 
artists themselves. Typically, artists, curators, collectors who 
are central to this world of contemporary art only focus on the 
me, me, me. Contemporary art is the art of today, whatever it is, 
something very, very today, today but maybe including the future 
so it is visionary, slightly projected into the future, now or of the 
future if not both.  It can be born of a very real feeling of the artist 
or inspired by contemporary art magazines such as Frieze, Flash 
Art or Art Nexus to name but a few. It can be based on current 
trends, political issues or the environment for example. Within the 
contemporary art market, conceptual art can be very expensive 
to acquire, it may be ephemeral, but still very expensive.  Much 
of it is seen in contemporary art fairs and fought over by a few 
collectors. Most people outside this world do not understand it 
at all.  It might, or might not, stimulate the viewer, but either way 
they simply don’t understand what the f*** it’s about.  It remains 
super contemporaneous. By weight it can be more precious than 
gold - although this is not applicable for bronze pieces. Purchasing 
this kind of art is an investment recommended by certain financial 
advisors in these times of economic uncertainty. It is not yet known 
what will happen when today’s contemporary art in Colombia or 
Columbia goes out of fashion. In the meantime it is in full swing and 
the art world is experiencing its 15 minutes of fame. Those who 
don’t ride on this particular train of contentporary art will be left 
behind.

Previously published in “concepts on Contemporary Art” by NC Arte Gallery (Bogotá).



Minor architecture refers to changes in the assumed and 
expected permanence of architecture’s initial intention, altering 
and dematerializing it. Coined by Jill Stoner, it refers to the 
change of a space’s use, which gets re-defined by intrusions by 
the Minor.

In Delhi’s example one could look at the numerous chick-waalas, 
taking over public spaces and architectural edifices that were 
initially built for another purpose, their ability to delineate space, 
layering forms and volumes.

The hybrid, in architecture, is not restricted to the minor or major, 
but takes place in the physical redefinition of a constructed form. 
When used in a new space, society, culture, history, locale, the 
borrowed tropes have a new meaning. Décor, status and elevating 
aesthetics- their forms adopt a different significance when made 
in a country from which they did not originate.  

Both the minor and the hybrid introduce multiple narratives in our 
landscape, which evolve through the redefinition of intention and 
form. Conceptualism itself manifests in the works derived from 
these ideas, a derivative of its context, questioning the lines of 
architectural forms- misconstrued, mismanaged, misproduced?
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In a world increasingly ruled by technology, we are everyday asked 
to use our imaginations. The most recent phenomenon of Pokemon 
Go is but one example of the ways in which, through digital 
mediation we are as a society becoming less and less rooted in the 
physical actualities of reality, and more at home in the nebulous 
and abstract. The now ubiquitous term, “The Cloud” so very clearly 
points this out. Most of contemporary urban existence is indeed a 
willful engagement with the conceptual and the unreal. A human 
can now live in synthetically fabricated structures and garments; 
can consume, or even subscribe to, a meal replacement service 
like Soylent; summon strangers at will to transport them; ignore 
climatic realities through A/C and heating systems; work by typing 
alphabetic symbols into an ephemeral and constantly changing 
liquid crystal; and pay for it all with a fiat currency transmitted 
invisibly through the air, via another liquid crystal powered by lithium 
ions. By no means, however, are the terms abstract and conceptual 
equivocal - the former being a subset of the later. Yet when looking 
at the history of art, and in examining contemporary practices, 
we can see a false dichotomy emerge between the abstract 
and the conceptual, both nevertheless reactionary movements 
against prevailing modes of hegemonic cultural exploitation. And 
yet, in this period so marked by the dominance of abstraction, 
the term conceptual when applied to artistic labour still carries 
with it a certain stigma of class, race, and geographic privilege. 
Art is politics. Given these considerations, could there be a more 
pertinent time to reconsider the precarity of our conceptions of 
real or a more important tool than the conceptual in which to craft 
a better tomorrow?
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If “[i]n conceptual art the idea or concept is the most important 
aspect of the work,”1  its contemporary terminological use 
is rather puzzling. This is not because the conceptual was 
substituted by other trends but conversely;86

+ its current omnipresence renders dubious its ability to define a 
distinct art practice. Just as form and material were inseparable 
from the artworks of the first half of the previous century, so 
are ideas for many contemporary artists. To advocate concept 
nowadays is simply to restate the obvious.   

What is then designated by the conceptual in its current 
ambiguous usage, and how does it differ from (or coincide with) 
Conceptual art of the late 60’s and the 70’s? This question 
becomes even more complex if one recognizes that ever since 
Western art declared its practise as art (and not simply as 
sculpture, painting, music etc.2), its activity became inseparable 
from concept. Even Formalism that projects the artwork’s 
morphological qualities and disregards its content, expresses 
inescapably a certain idea or concept. An “abstract” canvas does 
two things: it shows its morphological qualities, but at the same 
time declares itself as art, or as a “pure art”, and sometimes as 
the “true art”…

Thus, Conceptual art is best understood in its historical context, 
not as a movement that introduced concept into the domain of 
art but as a movement which reacted against the essentialism of 
formalist art and aesthetics. It comes as no surprise that Joseph 
Kosuth initiates his discussion about conceptual art by attacking 
“formalist art”3 and “the idea of aesthetics as art,”  and claims 
that “[a]ll art (after Duchamp) is conceptual (in nature) because 
art only exists conceptually.”4  This does not mean that concept 
is the true essence of art, according to Kosuth, but rather that 
art has no essence. The new principle of art is: “if someone calls 
it art, it’s art.”5  Conceptual Art, for Kosuth, is not “an art of which 
the material is “concepts,””6 , but “[t]he “purest” definition of 
conceptual art would be that it is inquiry into the foundations of 
the concept “art,” as it has come to mean.”7   

But if art is a name which was inherited from tradition and that 
designates no unique character, it seems superfluous to reaffirm 
now this anti-essentialist position. Hence it is difficult to agree 
with Kosuth that “[b]eing an artist now means to question the 
nature of art.”8 Despite breaking away with formalist art, Kosuth 
was still entangled with the 19th century’s notion that “[a]rt 
indeed exists for its own sake,” and thus proposes the circular 
proposition that “[a]rt is the definition of art”9 . This empty gesture 
of redefining the undefinable was possible only by Kosuth’s 
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adherence to the presupposition of “art for art’s sake” which 
ironically has its roots in 18th century’s aesthetics which invented 
the idea that art is a distinct occupation10 . Various contemporary 
artists, on the other hand, despite their obvious debt to 
conceptual art, are less concern with questioning the nature of art 
and more with what one can make out of it. This indifference to 
the artwork’s ontology and practical approach to conceptual art 
making might be designated as pragmatic conceptualism.  

1 Sol Lewitt, “Paragraphs on Conceptual Art,” in Conceptual Art: A Critical Anthology. Ed. Alexander Alberro and 
Blake Stimson. (Cambridge & london: the MIT Press , 1999), 12.

2 M.H. Abrams traces this transformation to the 18th century. M. H. Abrams, “Art-as-Such: The Sociology of Modern 
Aesthetics,” in Doing Things with Texts: Essays in Criticism and Critical Theory. Ed. Michael Fischer. (New York & 
London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1991), 135-158.

3 Joseph Kosuth, “Art after Philosophy,” In Conceptual Art: A Critical Anthology. Ed. Alexander Alberro and Blake 
Stimson, (Cambridge & London,: The MIT Press, 1999), 161.

4 Ibid., 164. 

5 Danoald Judd cited (twice) by Kosuth, Ibid., 163, 165. 

6 Flynt, Henry. “Essay: Concept Art” http://museotamayo.org/uploads/publicaciones/1.ConceptArt-HenryFlint.pdf 

7 Ibid., 171. 

8 Ibid., 163.

9 Ibid., 170.

10 Abrams, “Art-as-Such: The Sociology of Modern Aesthetics”.



Joseph Bueys performed ‘The Silence of Marcel Duchamp Is Overrated’ in 
1964, in which he criticized Duchamp’s decision to withdraw from the art 
scene in order to play chess.
 
Marcel Duchamp carved his own chess set from wood with help from a local 
craftsman who made the knights (1918, Buenos Aires.)  He retired from being 
an artist in 1923. He was in fact a chess master and then a chess journalist. 
“Chess figures placed in a passive position have no visual or aesthetic appeal 
it’s the possible movements that can be played from that position that make 
it more or less beautiful,” Duchamp said in an interview. He continued to 
say, “It does tend to act like a bit of a drug. Drugs are not symbolic but the 
addiction is similar.”
 
One knight move 
 
In chess, whatever you land on, you capture.
At the beginning of the game the only pieces that can 
move are the pawns, who block everyone else. And 
knights who can jump over the pawns.

POSITION
Black: Nd4
White: c3, c4, ,c5, d5, e5, e4, e3, d3
 

[Nd4 jumps over e4 and turns and lands on Nf5.
From Nf5 lands on Nxe3.

From Ne3 could go land on Nxd5.
Or jumping and landing on Nxc4.

 
Move, move, turn. ]

 
1. Nf5
2. Nxe3
3. Nxd5
4. Nxc3
5. Nxe4
6. Nxc5
7. Nxd3
8. Nxe5
9. Nxc4
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All too often I find the terms “conceptual” and “contemporary” 
being treated as mutually exclusive when it comes to art. In my 
experience, artists, curators, critics, and viewers tend to see 
works as either one or the other, but all too rarely as both.

The quintessential “conceptual” artwork is first and foremost 
about the idea the artist is trying to get across, an idea that often 
has to do with notions of ethics, aesthetics, or — in the worst 
case scenario — art history. The quintessential “conceptual” 
artwork privileges intellectual stimulation over the sensual and, 
consequently, is often only “contemporary” by virtue of being new. 
The quintessential “conceptual” artwork either appears to have 
been created in some hermetic vacuum beneath a very large rock, 
sheltered from the realities of what it means to be involved in the 
messy business of being alive in a given historical moment, or it is 
intensely and myopically focused on one specific issue or problem 
and addresses it in a dully literal way, without nuance or creativity.

The quintessential “contemporary” artwork refers specifically and 
overtly to the time and place in which it was made, whether by 
incorporating very particular and symbolically charged materials, 
or by depicting scenes or images that refer to experiences 
unique to that epoch. The quintessential “contemporary” artwork 
of today might incorporate smartphone imagery, drone footage, 
references to terrorism or refugees, and it might engage in some 
way — however pointed or ambiguous — with the internet and 
its effects on interpersonal relationships. The quintessential 
“contemporary” artwork appeals to our emotions, our senses, 
or both, and is therefore seemingly incompatible with the purely 
intellectual exercise of the quintessential “conceptual” artwork.

However, the majority of the most powerful artworks I’ve ever 
experienced are precisely those that reconcile the conceptual 
and the contemporary, making them — for lack of better terms 
— either “concemporary” or “conteptual.” Such works engage 
critically with the problems and peculiarities of living in the world 
today, conveying the fruits of the artist’s intellectual reflections 
through appeals to viewers’ minds, senses, and emotions. 
Quintessential “concemporary” or “conteptual” artworks might 
draw viewers in by appealing to their senses and then ask 
them difficult questions, or ensnare them with an intellectual 
conundrum before appealing to their emotions for an answer. I 
thirst for more “concemporary” and “conteptual” art.
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‘conceptual’ and ‘contemporary’

The conceptual is a morphogenic machine: as soon as we can 
focus to discern it, already it has escaped the reach of our 
fingers. We cannot kill it to study it, as if it were the animal of 
history: we can merely calculate its trajectory. The contemporary 
is the time of slow violence: it is not about the swift cut of the skin 
(the event), but of the slow, unacknowledged piercing of the flesh 
(the process). 

Just as it happens with any form of knowledge, the conceptual 
and the contemporary have profound geoepistemic implications. 
That is to say, their constitutive qualities are linked at their very 
origin to the place from which they emerge. In this sense, the 
conceptual and the contemporary grow from distinct geopolitical 
epicenters that in turn impact other spaces with disparate force. 
The intensity of the contemporary is inversely proportional to the 
distance to these centers. Time is experienced as if orbiting the 
earth, compressing and expanding in relation to the distance to 
the contemporary. The conceptual observes the same behavior, 
and it works under the logics of contemporary time.

Many of us learned of the contemporary mainly from the 
TV and the conceptual from books and projectors. But the 
infrastructure of globalization (transportation, war, economic, and 
communication machines) progressively collapses time, thereby 
accelerating the contemporary. The nowness of the now dissolves 
as soon as we open our hands to grasp it. Now we do not only 
learn it from the internet, but we can use it as well to push 
through what Antonio Negri called the metal fabrics of the future. 
The contemporary is then the fragmented, dissonant, chaotic and 
resilient pieces of the now as they blend into and struggle with 
the forces of history. At the same time, history is resilient, and it 
prevails in the shape of a zombie.

Teaching urban sociology in the United States compelled me 
to lay a patient eye on the composition of American cities; not 
only I looked closely into their architecture, but also into its 
molecular qualities. When walking through the neglected facades 
of Broadway Street in downtown LA or inside the many historical 
theaters in Chicago, you can immediately identify them: the 
friezes, columns, roofing, facades and aprons of historical or 
public buildings act like a shell that covers the actual structure of 
the building. While structure uses the latest building technology, 
the shell is meant to be a text. It suggests a myth of origin, by 
mimicking historical European and colonial styles, like Beaux Arts 
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or Mission Revival. But it also incorporates iconographic elements 
that elevate the imitation to a new form, changed only as few as 
to bear the legal standards of originality. The resulting text is the 
tale of a mythical past, varnished with the gleam of consumer 
culture; its features, accents and nuances are molecular, and 
you would have to be able to stop to experience them. Building 
and shell, future and presumed past constitute the face of the 
contemporary.

Our desire to connect with the contemporary feeds back the 
contemporary and actualizes the dream to take part, to influence, 
or to transform it. If the contemporary is always moving along 
with the present, the force exerted on the present creates our 
contemporary-contemporary. The contemporary-contemporary 
sees the return of a kind of universalism that privileges the 
simplification of the conceptual landscape in the most dangerous 
ways. One of the most prominent examples of this is the triad 
Globalism-Terrorism-Tribalism, movements that sequentially and 
cyclically cause each other. The arch Globalism-Tribalism can 
also be represented as Violence-Fear. As they all collapse into the 
structure, our new shell is the screen.
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The object is dead. The material through which the object 
is made is dead as well. Dead things speak. What emerged, 
as a singularity, was a concept. The concept is the anchor. 
The concept is a multi-faceted singularity; maybe the most 
appropriate way to describe how an anchor works is how one 
breathes, an expansion and a contraction. Sometimes it could be 
a slit, a piercing through things, more like a cut on the body and 
blood oozing out of it. The blood and the breath would be the 
“concept”. 
 
Within the larger notion of how the image functions within 
“conceptual” art, it then transcends the pre given function of 
it being an indication of the “concept” behind it. The image 
functions not only in a semiotic form but varies from being 
semiotic to non-representational, direct to elusive, evocative to 
illustrative. To confine the image in any form becomes a trope 
by itself, it has its own mode of functioning, and perhaps it goes 
beyond its intended one. The “conceptual” lies within the image, 
and without the image, the conceptual does not exist; it forms an 
ouroboros.
 
Therefore then, the question being, what is conceptual art? Or to 
rephrase, how conceptual is conceptual art? It is obvious to some 
extent that all art is conceptual, but what makes conceptual art 
conceptual is an attitude. It’s the attitude that forms links between 
the image and the concept – it is a sense of global-ness, and it is 
to see forms of interlinking.   

Artist’s proposition to molest the contemporary and be its alibi.

A large stencil that encompasses squares of different sizes. 
If overlaid on a single plane, with their centres coinciding, the 
squares behave like enclosures. It is delusory to see an escape 
from within Enclosure A to Enclosure B and so on. These 
enclosures per-form as fields and one doesn’t know whether 
one is moving in or moving out. The mode of what it means to be 
public is a mental construct wherein the idea of centre, symmetry 
and hierarchy gets further reinstated. The paradoxical nature of 
contemporary art is reflected in its secret powers. Escape from 
one enclosure brings one to yet another enclosure, or to the field 
of the stencil. There is no escape.

What if the stencil consists of different shapes of the same 
size? When traced with the same concentric logic, these shapes 
obviously overlap, doodle, behave in a way that confuses the 
notion of the boundary or the border. This situation empowers 
one to question the authority that frames an interior for its own 
purpose. If the identity of the boundary or the border drops, 
the image flattens into the childlike scribbles of Paul Klee, 
puzzles remain unsolved and objects are left de-objectified. 
This disruption is what the accused artist considers conceptual, 
wherein individuals exit their fields and withdraw into the outside.

The object’s centre shifts and not only its image but also its 
material limits, its past associations and its present context get 
destroyed.
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Objects are most often colonized through means of imperial 
measures. The desire to continue the life of an object beyond the 
intended narrative leads to its ephemerality being written in the 
ruins of an intended display. 

The artist as the colonizer, and the object bears the brunt of 
this tedious expectation of a uniformed convention for a better 
understanding of the conceptual. Objects are merely gestures of 
this outcome. The desired effect within the form of enquiry into 
the state of things [all things matter] is what defines the edifice 
of our contemporary times. The artist is a respondent to those 
curios that need to be colonized and spoken about. 

As placeholders, objects are well within their limits to discern 
the viewer. They become strategies that are open ended enough 
to address the temporality of the artist’s intention, while leaving 
enough room for the viewer to navigate the occasional stares and 
gaze of their form within a specific- site. 
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