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Foreword

To affirm the importance of the British sculpture produced over the

last 10 years may seem like stating the obvious, but we should not let this

serve as an excuse to avoid any

as, although the work of these artists is known through the media. few

ssessment. This is especially true insofar

Montréal art lovers have ever had the opportunity to experience it directly.
The Musée d’art contemporain de Montréal is thus continuing its well
established role of assembling, for the exhibition British Now: Seulpture
and Other Drawings, a collection of works by nine artists who. one way or
another, have made a contribution in Britain to recent developments in
sculpture. Two questions present themselves here. Given that the museum
is focusing attention on Bri

sh artists, we might ask why it has chosen to
show only sculptors? And why favour British artists? The exclusive concern

here with artists who practice sculpture does not indicate any lack of
interest in other forms of artistic expression in Britain, On the contrary, the

presence, alongside the three

nensional works, of drawings by the same
artists demonstrates a broader curiosity, Moreover. we make no assertion
that there exists a school of British sculpture, as this would bestow an
authority on these artists that they never intended to claim. However

provocative and disturbing their work may be, they never wished to set
themselves up as models for other artists. Rather. they are implicated in the
general questioning which neither sculpture nor any other art form has
succeeded in escaping, in Britain as much as elsewhere, the question of
what is a suitable object for sculpture, what should actually be sculpted,
This exhibition does not pretend to solve such a fundamental problem, but
illustrates the intensity with which it has appeared to some artists and how
they have come to terms with it.

Our thanks are due to the curator, Sandra Grant Marchand., for all
the research she carried out for the exhibition she invites us now to view.
We also want to express our deep gratitude to the British Council for its
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and the galleries that represent them, as well as the institutions and
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We would also like to thank all the members of the Musée’s staff who
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Finally, we hope all our visitors understand how much we value their
indispensable support.

Marcel Brisebois
Director



Preface

Last June we witnessed a ritual very familiar to the international art
community: the opening of the 43rd Venice Biennial. The five pavilions that
attracted the most attention were those of Germany, Belgium, Spain, the
United States and Britain. A few hours before the jury gave its verdiet,
rumours were circulating to the effect that the first prize would go to Tony
Cragg. who was representing Britain. Even though the experts decided
otherwise, the fact remains that, above and beyond all the reasons that
might dictate the choice of such a first prize. the public had already made
up its mind.

This anecdote, of itself quite innocent. nevertheless illustrates rather
well that. in spite of the time that has passed since Objects and Sculpture
(London, 1981) — the event which was to define the new directions in
Bri
sculpture remains absolutely relevant.

There are a number of reasons for this. For those who experience it,
the British sculpture of the past decade evokes an atmosphere, a place or a
dimension that is strange. The origins and the nature of the objects are
familiar and yet the unconventional treatment they are given reveals another
world to us, The familiar and the unfamiliar are combined.

It does not much matter whether this sculpture is abstract or figura-
tive, because the techniques used to produce it —whether they are complex
or simple — recall some kind of clever handiwork. “Bricolage.” assemblage
and theatrical presentation are all possible ways of expressing the poetry of
an object.

In Québec, Michel Goulet, Gilles Mihalcean, Martha Townsend and,
to some extent, Genevieve Cadieux are artists who. in their own way,
include familiar objects in their pieces. These artists use objects not for
their functions but for their power of evocation, their form or simply as a
pretext for subversion. In any case, both British and Québec sculpture
focuses special attention on the object or its copy. Once it is removed from
the familiar world of the everyday, the object, laden with cultural values and
spiritual connotations, becomes metaphorical, even allegorical. all the
while preserving its own identity.

In other words, British sculpture remains important because it has
not vet totally exhausted the meaning of the object and the meaning of art.

Moreover, this sculpture is both complex in form —following no rigid
rules — and in meaning, leaving much of the interpretation up to the
viewer, While some works betray a sense of humour, it is not gratuitous
humour. Indeed. it occasionally implies a muffled eritical discourse which
might. at one moment, accuse some era of disdaining the power of the
imagination, or. at another moment, an art movement of being too preoc-
cupied with analysis, narration and answers. British sculpture therefore
suggests the possibility of personal and artistic freedom and it reinstates the
idea of originality as a criterion for the critical assessment of work.

sh sculpture and mark its entry onto the international scene — this



We should therefore not be surprised to discover that British
sculpture is a hybrid, a mixture of styles. This mixture is a result of the
permissive climate established by the work of these very artists. Their works
are precariously balanced. not physically speaking — although most of
them do not require bases or any special means of display — but rather in
terms of the conceptual dimensions they offer. The British sculptors have,
in fact, set themselves the challenge of allowing the coexistence within a
single work of different, often contradictory, forms and fundamentally
opposed ideas like nature and culture, wholeness and fragmentation, high
and low art. presentation and representation. It is this major undertaking
that confers on all the work its complexity and [ragility of meaning.

Sandra Grant Marchand, the curator of the British Now: Sculpture
and Other Drawings exhibition, has chosen to focus particularly on the
relationship between the drawings and sculpture of nine artists whose
artistic practice seems central to critical issues now being debated inter
nationally. Although generalizing from particular cases is always proble
atic, it remains that this connection between drawing and sculpture is
symptomatic of a general attitude among contemporary British artists.

Thus their pieces, images and objects, are the result of a complex

interweaving of the image, the materials and the shapes. Drawing and
sculpture confront each other or come together in the different permutations
examined by Sandra Grant Marchand, The selection here is intended to
throw light both on the nature of British sculpture and on the broader goals
of contemporary art as a whole.

Manon Blanchette
Chief Curator



Sculpture or Drawing,
Drawing and Sculpture

An exhibition of nine British artists who, by and large. have never
"'might seem at first to be an arbitrary gather-

shown their work in Quéhe
ing. in view of the context which gave rise to these works and the complexity

of their interconnections. However, bringing these artists together in a
single exhibition in Montréal provides an oceasion to display a cross section
of recent, contemporary British art. It partially fits in with the enumeration
determined by international recognition of a local artistic production, of
sculpture for the most part, by artists who belong to the same generation.?
1sting of

The many similar appropriations. in group exhibitions con
monolithie collections of works that are actually quite different. have
become standard indicators. particularly abroad. of the creative excitement
surrounding new developments in sculpture in Britain.” Likewise. our
selection of artists for this exhibition is tailored to meet the needs of a first

jor body of

showing at the Musée dart contemporain de Montréal. The
work highlighted is drawn from the production of some of the British
sculptors whose creative mastery of their chosen medium has made an
important contribution to its contemporary history.

This exhibition is based partly on certain parallels, which have often
been described. between the distinetive characteristics of British sculptural
practice over the last decade. Critics have enthusiastically pointed out that
the work of many of these artists is linked by common attitudes to the
introduction and novel use of commodities from evervday life and from
ism has concentrated largely on perceiving some
ised through the different sculptural
styles — for example, the resurgence of the objeet within sculptural prac-
ch for archetypal forms.' Such linkage of individual
approaches into something conveniently labelled *New British Sculpture™
gave rise to an amalgam of associations between sculptors whose scope was

“hricolage.™ Such criti
consensus in the diverse issues

tice, or the ses

impressive but who were otherwise far from sharing a common sensibility.
While such influences are instantly recognizable (categorization by
medium, generation. nationality), our selection of work here scoffs at the
idea that some choices are automatic and some absences unjustifiable.
More importantly, the collection of pieces exhibited here concentrates on
the potential, reciprocal relationship between the practice of sculpture and
the notion of drawing” which usually escapes any very specific definition.
The prospect of making a survey or an assessment of activities which would

be exemplary recedes in favour of the juxtaposition of sculptural work and
drawing by these nine artists.

Rather than wishing to contain the various paths followed by these
artists within the category narrowly defined and rather perfunctorily
deseribed as “New British Sculpture™ (a term which, in any case, has
exhausted the meaning it initially had in the early eighties when it rep-
resented emergence of innovative practices), the exhibition chooses to look




at this seulpture from the sole standpoint of drawing. Without presupposing
nship between sculpture and drawing — their relation-
ship is. in any case. neither always nor necessarily problematic — the
selection of pieces explores the inclusion of drawing in sculpture and the
many forms this takes. The confrontation between sculpture and drawing,
which occurs in distinetly individual ways for each of the artists we meet
here, thus calls attention to the strictly sculptural or drawn qualities of their
work. The boldness of this point of view — which means at least as many

any specific relati

readings as there are viewers — is sustained by spontaneous reflection on
the decompartmentalization of artistic disciplines evident in the last two
decades in particular, It is quite obvious from the constant reevaluation of
the genres traditionally sanctified by art history — like sculpture and
drawing — that current aesthetic ideas are characterized by changing
hierarchies. For some of these British artists, the activity of sculpture is
carried on in eloquent parallel with that of drawing; for others, the practices
of sculpture and drawing are closely and significantly allied. For still others
the paths of sculpture and drawing may equally be separated or combined.

The seulpture/drawing dichotomy inherent in these artists’ reflective
activity, as well as in their pragmatic attitude to materials and processes,
does not affect the continuity and persistence of the preoccupation which is
central for each and every one of them. namely sculpture. These artits are,
above all, sculptors. Although they draw, taking advantage of the extensive
possibilities of this expressive act, exercising the many ways in which
drawing takes on life and materiality, the primary focus of their production
is sculpture, It is here that they concentrate their plastic expression and
visual syntax. To call oneself a sculptor, and to be recognized as such, in
spite of the strength of drawing as a meaningful, parallel activity, reminds
us of how easily the boundaries between the genres assert themselves. How
is it that drawing, no matter how important its role in the work, usually ends
up as no more than a permissible trace of the artist’s free expression from
his totally subjective point of view.

Perhaps the drawing aesthetic has been undermined over the cen-
turies by a desire to preserve the separate domains of painting, sculpture
and architecture and, simultaneously, by a tendency to trivialize drawing’s
role by defining it in concise but absolute terms. The privileged position
that drawing holds in the hierarchy of genres — only drawing has been
associated. since the Renaissance, with the neoplatonic idea of pure
expression of thought — actually helps maintain the gap between drawing
and other artistic modes which are firmly rooted in their materiality and
derive their meaning from it. From this confining historical point of view the
whole notion of drawing is essentially determined in relation to some other
practice — in this case, sculpture. The activity which is drawing — as ges-
ture — oceurs freely and autonomously at the heart of the process.,

These British sculptors each make this connection between drawing
and the work of sculpture differently. The way they see the function of




drawing within their work is not necessarily a matter of the drawn.
sculptural or even pictorial shapes the piece takes. This is why we find. in
the work of these artists, a particularly varied range of analytical considera-
tion. from the description of sculpture as a form of drawing to one of
drawing as sculpture, or from the idea of drawing as subordinate to
sculpture to that of sculpture at the service of drawing. At either of these
extremes there comes into play a desire to define the work in some all-
embracing way. sculptural or pictorial as the case may be. Moreover, the
obvious diversity of materials and methods that these artists use to i

Corpo-
rate drawing into the development of such spatial or illusionist shapes
provides an angle of interpretation for us. We discover that the means of
drawing no longer appear inevitably and solely determined by the fact of a
graphic mark on paper. What constitutes drawing in the work, what allows
us to identify it as drawing, is also contributed by the actual material of the
piece. As sculpture, the material may be altered, assembled or con-
s painting. it may be applied flat or in relief: as an installation,
it may be a composite of different techniques and approaches. The very
notion of drawing hecomes that of working on the material and is defined
through the elements of the medium. It is principally this way of inserting

structed

drawing into the sculptural domain that interests us here.
To begin with. Richard Long does not draw. Nonetheless the motifs

of cirele, line and spiral that are commonly associated with the idea of
drawing occur plainly and repeatedly throughout his entire body of work.

Both his wall drawings and his floor sculptures continually reproduce these

particular configurations. implicitly recalling his interventions in the
selected landscapes (the photographs. maps and texts serve as additional,
more explicit referents). Long nevertheless rejects a formalist justification
for the persistence of linear elements characteristie of his work. and it
seems quite obvious that any attempt to define his work reductively would
drain his art of its real significance. What he gives us, in the gallery or
museum space, by repeating the same formal vocabulary reduced to
abstract simplicity. is more an artistic activity which focuses on the gesture
inherent in the work and on the nature of the material. The most elementary
form of plastic expression. the line. which also becomes the cirele or spiral,
is a kind of equivalent, within the art piece which is actually exhibited, of
the trajectory which Long traces for himself as he passes through a natural
site, or. at least, the line is invested with all these connotations.

The line’s presence through the work takes on meaning because it
refers back to the t's action. his direct intervention in space and time.
“It is the act of walking itself that creates my art,”” savs Long, while the
visual appearance of the work. here wall drawings and a floor sculpture, is
mainly a result of the partic
based on and the importance he attributes to the mark left by the natural
time produced by his muddy foot-

e

lar characteristics of the process his work is

elements. His framed drawings (1
prints) involving his body and his movements become “flat sculptures on



the wall.”™® Moreover, the two-dimensional rearrangement here of Niagara
sandstone laid out in the perfect form of a circle appears as a relief drawing
on the ground — at least we may be justified in reading it this way.

Although Richard Long’s work is one of “memory,”™ a memory of
nature, of physical gesture. it is equally concerned with conceptualization
and the formation of ideas. His sculptures are factual, assemblages of
stones extracted from the sites he chooses, just as his drawings are projec-
tions or marks made with some muddy material (between stone and water);
his drawings, like his sculptures, are conceptual, made up of formal signs
distributed within a determinated pattern of forms.

The characteristics of drawing constantly and visibly recur in Richard
Deacon’s sculpture. Conceived as a structure that is all-encompassing and
in which the linear element. in particular, expresses hoth gesture and
thought, the drawing adds a dimension and in a way defines the process
intrinsic to the development of Deacon’s sculptural shapes.

We might describe Deacon’s three-dimensional work as drawing in
space, although the reductive premise of such a statement lacks resonance,
given the complexity and range of meaning of his work. Perhaps we should
question our critical distance when we indulge in such simplification. and
be suspicious of adopting this single formalist point of view. However, these
pieces tend towards abstraction and invite us to consider what it is that
specifically characterizes them: the repetitive strength of the line, sinuous
and free, traces a profile within the space, defining, isolating and
emphasizing a structure in the emptiness.

To talk about drawing or abstraction in relation to Deacon’s seulpture
is not to deny the hint of latent figuration by which the formal features of his
work reveal external references. The metaphors with which his pieces are
most frequently associated (biomorphic elements suggesting the perception
or representation of reality), as well as the way they are made which is
clearly exposed by the evidence of the treatment techniques, are also an
integral part of the conceptualization of these sculptural drawings.

Richard Deacon has a parallel production of drawings on paper,
which serve either as documentation or as autonomous works. In either case
they relate to the concerns we find in his sculpture and confirm the impor-
tance of his reflection on the formal element generated by the linear
structure and also echoed metaphorically in the curvilinear shapes made by
the strips of wood or sheets of steel.

Tony Cragg’s sculptural work has many affinities with drawing. To
begin with, his wall sculptures — literally spreads of various waste objects
organized with a predetermined outline — might be described as tracings,
kinds of drawings sapped of their expressivity. The definition and precision
of the contours which, paradoxically, are meant to emphasize the internal
fragmentation of the elements. are actually the result of preconceived

formal decisions about the representation, about the meaning of the work as
well as the figurative quality of the materials. Outlined in two-dimensional



space and resembling a projection of fragments against the surface, these
particles of the everyday create a fictitious image and screen out any reality
that might be identified in the fiction. The constant exaggeration of the
proportions, the stylization and the relentless repetition of shapes also
divert our attention from the identity of the ohjects. Although these works
are essentially sculptures, because they amount to assemblages of shapes
in space, they are also drawings. By investing the space of the wall, they
suggest a different relationship with the sculptural components and ulti-
mately lend them an archetypal character.

Cragg's floor works, when they also consist of elements scattered
within an outline on a surface. like in the one exhibited here. are con-
structed according to a logical order which uses either the size of the
objects. their colour or the material they are made of as a reference. The
geometric line which is sometimes dominant — the spiral, for example —
refers us directly back to the systematic arrangement of the components and
to the pictorial quality which emerges from within the structure. The
sculpture hecomes a surface where the presence of three-dimensional
elements serves to conceal the formal associations that can be read there.

This formal unity is even more explicit in Cragg’s work when an
extreme calligraphy breaks down the sculpture — which is constructed of
juxtaposed volumes — into as many drawn surfaces. The shapes. this time
literally situated in the sculptural space, are returned to the drawing space.
The sculpture strives to be identified in relation to an overall configuration
(which the title points to), while the drawing. because of its condensed
abstract content and tension. contradicts the references, even those that are
implicit.

When Alison Wilding draws it is from a spontaneous de

‘e to serib-

racterizes

ble and, for a moment, she seems to escape the restraint that cl
her use of the expressive gesture. For in her sculpture, which she produces
by working directly with the materials and without recourse to preliminary
sketches, the outline precisely describes shapes which are literally cut into
the material. The space of the work — its physical and psychological
boundaries — is that of the configurations which the materials form on the
ground, the wall, or in space.

The dichotomies in play in her shapes are as much a result of the
materials she chooses and their textural qualities (granite is contrasted with
steel, copper confronts bronze, pigment is applied to wood, ete.) as of the
structures themselves, which are often binary. These related factors, which
Wilding focuses on in the gradual development of her pieces, are governed
by her ideas about the language of sculpture: “Slow ideas are generated
through carving stone or wood. That in itself is never enough. It is the quick
part — which is a response to the slow — more spontaneous, sometimes like
drawing, which tells you how to see it, which changes the nature of the
sculpture into more than just a carving.”'" The reflective attitude she
associates with the process of modelling is complemented by a pragmatics



that has certain affinities with drawing and consists of creating a sculptural
“space.” of defining its territory. The pe ence in Wilding's work of a
preoceupation with volumes that surround, enclose or separate interior and
exterior space is linked to the elaboration of metaphorical meanings which
are suggested within and endow her work with an aura and an ineffable
presence. To sum up in Wilding’s words, *... whilst firmly placed in our

world the seulpture should take us out of it, offering a glimpse of an
alternative order. ., ™"

For Edward Allington drawing fundamentally provides a “conceptual
"2 within the practice of art. In itself merely a device that amounts
»i3

madel”
o a1

dering of three-dimensional objects on a two-dimensional plane.
drawing is for him a strategy which involves a practice and discipline and
which sets up relationships between various ideas and questions about art.

In this way, Allington recalls in his drawings the elements of a
horrowed vocabulary which is drawn from the general repertory of styles
(rococo ormamental motifs, for i

stance). Through their organization in an
exaggerated perspective space, he construets scenarios of virtual reconstitu-
tions or of reappropriations. These conditions, themselves illusory, force us
to re-evaluate the iconographies of art history and hence their current mean-

ings.

In the contemporary context of “a world full of repetitions of things,
a world of endless reproducibility,”"* the question of authenticity is posed
with particular acuteness for Allington, as much in terms of everyday
objects swallowed up in the cyele of consumption — fossils of the present —
as in relation to those “traces”

of the past which have been shaped by the
nostalgia of an ideal and finally distorted by the subsequent layering of
many interpretations.

The display of fragments and their shadows on the sheet of paper,
imprinted with a warped linear system or else writings in an old ledger,
hecomes the premise of their reconstruction in sculptural form. What the
disjointed elements seen in the drawing serve to illustrate is basically the
idea of the sculpture as it appears to Allington in the course of drawing, The
sculpture follows from the drawing, from ideas worked out in the drawing;
in this sense, it is the drawing which completes the sculpture, whereas the
sculpture is not fully embodied in the drawing.

Inserted in a sculptural or architectural object — as it is here — the
drawing completes the ideas underlying the artifi

‘e of their presentation in
the ideological and cultural context of the museum or gallery.

David Tremlett produces very large wall drawings as well as drawings
on paper. but he still calls himself a sculptor. **I am a sculptor, | utilize my
hands to do my work, in which there is no illusion, no colour. 1 model the

pastel which is like clay, and the result is flat and it doesn’t resemble a
sculpture. But what is a sculpture? — that’s the question my work poses, ™"

Then we should also add: what is a drawing? When all is said and done,
Tremlet’s sculptural practice fits into forms traditionally defined as drawing




(two-dimensional surface, linear outlines of the volumes, schematic organi-
zation). Without attempting to put into words the nature of drawing, or the
essence of sculpture, it is nevertheless important to reiterate the questions
which Tremlett’s work provokes and which seem to be posed by contempo-
rary activity in sculpture and drawing, in the expansion and transformation
of art practices and the redefinition of the various media.

Tremlett calls his drawings “sculptures™'® because he models them
with his hands, in the physical substance of the pastel which is applied
directly to the wall (or sheet of paper), because he works “with space, not
only inside the space™ that supports his pieces. and because the forms
that result from the treatment of the coloured planes are conceived sculptur-
ally and non-illusionistically (witness his use of a limited range of non-
colours and natural tones).

This drawn “sculpture” is also. and primarily, a transposition of the
real space that Tremlett works with during his frequent visits to places like
Africa, Australia, Alaska, Mexico, etc. From notes in his travel diaries, he
reconstructs, in the form of schematic drawings, the geographic and cul-
tural realities that have left their stamp on his memory. The lines, colours,
and even the words become vague recollections, in forms bordering on
abstraction. The anecdote becomes diluted, overshadowed in the purified
drawing on the surface. The drawn space defines the architectural which, in
turn, is a receptacle for the idea of three-dimensional forms,

For Bill Woodrow, drawing within sculpture is a matter of cutting into
the material and transforming it. Woodrow appropriates the surfaces of
objects from our consumer culture and literally extracts shapes from them
which he assembles or reconstructs as distinct elements that unleash
references and new imagery.

First creating an emply space on the plane surface of the objects he
chooses to alter, Woodrow then further emphasizes in various ways the
contours of these tears in the material as if to stress their incongruity. His
drawings, which violate the object and its mass-produced look and identity.
also disrupt its function. Even before it regains meaning as a new object,
drawn surface — actually an absence — modifies these industrial artifacts
that are trademarks of our society.

The gesture of the drawing, the laceration and cutting away of the
material, carries an expressive content which is highlighted by the sugges-
tive form from which there will emerge another product, this time fabricated
by the artist’s imagination. The tension between the unshakable materiality
of the standardized object and the almost whimsical sketch made by the
shape which slices through it simultaneously evokes and denies the possi-
bility of recreating dreams in contemporary culture,

Antony Gormley's drawing and sculpture are carried out as parallel
activities, independent but complementary: drawing “fixes the world. A
drawing is a diagram. ™" Sculpture as a “visual means (.. .) refers to things
that cannot be seen.”” Although he emphasizes the distinction, Gormley



manages to combine these differences in a vision which transcends the
descriptive limitations of the two media. The omnipresent human figure is
transformed by his sculpture into an immutable form, in steel (usually). *an
expressive whole™ which his drawing renders as a merged mass without
gravitational space. This sculptured, drawn figure represents both interior
and exterior space, the imaginary and the real.

In sculpture, the figure is presented as it relates to architecture, with
the location of the lines which divide its shape acting as a link with the
elements of the architecture. The appearance of this linear element, which
cuts across the volumes, strictly and visibly comes to terms with the
horizontality or verticality of the space. The sculpture radiates, so to speak,
out into space, contains it and is contained by it. The objectively defined
lines on these steel hodies anchor the image in place and provide its
stability, accentuating the direct interaction between the sculpture and
what is outside its boundaries.

In drawing, the figure ruptures this balance, becoming a vehicle for
internal space, for oneself, but also for external space, for the other. “A
drawing is a lens which can be looked through both ways: out into space and
back into the mind.”?' If “sculpture already exists™** insofar as it is a
transformation of reality by the imagination, drawing. on the other hand,
renders real “what could never exist™ or, at least, something that only exists
in the imagination. For Gormley, you can draw “equivalents to things which
you can never make, which have to do with feelings and the way that things
internal react.”™

Anish Kapoor is not priorly interested in theoretical distinctions
between sculpture and drawing. His three-dimensional work includes
sculptures and drawings, and his drawings are sometimes two and some-
times three-dimensional. “All sculpture includes drawing™* the artist tells
us, and vet, drawing does not characterize all his sculpture.

“Impossible to define,” drawing tends to reveal itself in terms of
the specific relationship it either does or does not maintain with the work.
Drawing is “of the mind” and sculpture, “of the body, ™ notions which
reflect the way Kapoor sees the difference between his drawn and his
sculptural work.

Some of Kapoor’s more formal sculptures therefore invite the viewer
to experience the real space in which he moves, differentiates himself from
the work and confronts its different elements. These composite sculptures,
on the floor and/or the wall, involve the body via the dynamies of the
connections which are woven between one unit and the next and within each
unit in the interaction between surface and colour, Other sculptures, whose
effect is pictorial, play more with the suggested two-dimensional space.
These pieces, which are equally complex structures of juxtaposed elements
or as sole elements, give us an illusion of space by making use of an
undefined. unified colour field in which shapes become difficult to distin-
guish. The sculptures resemble paintings insofar as their surfaces, present



in the materiality of the saturated colour, escape us because of the immate-
riality of the shapes. They also act as drawings because, by breaking up the
effect of volumes in space, they encourage the play of illusions and evoke
the autonomous, two-dimensional, illusionist space of painting.

Kapoor’s relief drawings, in which gouache and pigment emanate
directly from the wall or the sheet of paper, resemble sculptural practice
where form intrudes on the plane in a similar way and partakes of the real
space or the creation of a spatial illusion.

Combining the sculptural and the drawn, the pieces chosen for this
exhibition invite a critical examination of the way the artistic media are
interrelated in the context of a contemporary art which has been enriched
by the premises of formalist theory and language and nonetheless moving
away from an emphasis on the self-referentiality of the art work. Seulpture
or drawing, drawing and sculpture, these works deal with content, concep-
tualization, as well as materiality and the significance of its transformation.
The genres and art practices in this exhibition defy the hierarchy of models
and compel recognition by ereating signs and providing their meanings,
The titles which are given here are mostly remarkably eloquent and point,
in their own way, to what we are invited to consider in the work. whether it
be a drawing or a sculpture: Feast for the Eve, Dyving Slave, Blue Skies.
Building with Missing Columns/To Be Seen from the Inside. Parrot Fashion.
Home and the World. At the Hub of Things. ..

Sandra Grant Marchand

NOTES

I. Edward Allington and Bill Woodrow in the travelling exhibition Space Invaders
organized by The Mackenzie Art Gallery, University of Regina and shown at the
Musée d’art contemporain de Montréal from May 29 to August 31, 1986. Tony
Cragg and Bill Woodrow in Les vingt ans du Musée a travers sa collection, Musée
d’art contemporain de Montréal, January 27 to August 21, 1985.

2. Only Richard Long is considered a member of the generation immediately
preceding that of the other artists in this exhibition.

3. The first important gathering of work by British sculptors of this generation was
for the Objects & Sculpture exhibition which was held jointly in 1981, at the
Institute of Contemporary Arts in London and the Arnolfini Gallery in Bristol,
A number of exhibitions abroad subsequently reunited the work of these British
sculptors: the Venice Biennial, 1982; Documenta 7 at Kassel, 1982 Lecons de
choses at Berne Kunsthalle, 1982; British Sculpture Now at the Lucerne Kunst-
museum, 1982: Transformations—New Sculpture From Britain, 17th Sao Paulo
Biennial. 1983...

4. On this subject see Michael Newman's article “New Sculpture in Britain™ in Art
in America, September 1982, pp. 177-178.
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20,
21.
22,
23.

24,
25.

For example, see Michael Newman's article “New Sculpture in Britain™ in Art in
America, pp. 104-114, 177-178: John Roberts’ article *Urban Renewal — New
British Sculpture™ in Parachute, March/April/May 1983, pp. 12-17; also the
chapter called “Between Image and Object: The New British Seulpture™ by
Lynne Cooke, from the catalogue A Quiet Revolution, British Sculpture Since
1965, an exhibition organized by the Museum of Contemporary Art, Chicago
and the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, published by Thames and
Hudson, 1987.

For a study of ideas about drawing since Cézanne, see the chapter called “Une
perspective du dessin, aujourd'hui” by Bernice Rose, in Le dessin, Skira, 1979,

From the Claude Gintz' interview with Richard Long “Richard Long, la vision,
le paysage, le temps.” Art Press, June 1986, pp. 4-8.
]“ﬂ{f’ﬂfq

Rudi H. Fuchs, “Memories of Passing: A Note on Richard Long,” in Studio
International, April 1974, pp. 172-173.

Quoted by Jeremy Lewison in “Alison Wilding,” The British Show. The Art
Gallery of New South Wales, The British Council, 1985, p. 118.

From the catalogue Entre el Objeto y la Imdgen, Madrid, 1986, p. 236, quoted
by Lynne Cooke in “Alison Wilding: Sailing On,” in Artseribe International,
April/May 1986, pp. 46-47.

An expression used by Allington during a conversation on March 8, 1988,

Idem.

From an interview by Shin-ichi Nakazawa with Edward Allington, on
January 12, 1988, in the exhibition catalogue Edward Allington, edited and
published by FACE Gallery, Tokyo, 1988,

Quoted by Liliana Albertazzi in the article “David Tremlett: Old Falling Arch —
Creel Mexico, 1986-1987" in Galeries Magazine, April/May 1987, pp. 62-65.

From a conversation with the artist on March 11, 1988,
Idem.
Quoted in Antony Gormley, edited by Salvatore Ala, Milan/New York, 1985, p. 7.

Quoted in Antony Gormley, Stidtische Galerie Regensburg and the Frankfurter
Kunstverein, 1985, p. 50.

Idem, p. 54.
Quoted in Antony Gormley, edited by Salvatore Ala, Milan/New York, 1985, p. 7.
Quoted in the catalogue Documenta 8, Kassel, 1987, Book 3.

From the interview by Mina Roustayi with Antony Gormley, “An Interview with
Antony Gormley,” in Arts Magazine, September 1987, pp. 21-25,

From a conversation with the artist on March 14, 1988.
Idem.

Ihidem.
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