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I am not sure a message is always a work,  
but I am even less sure of the opposite.  

              - Gérard Genette 

 

Introduction 
 

In preparation for his 2003 solo exhibition at Gagosian Gallery‟s Chelsea space in 

Manhattan, Douglas Gordon arranged to have a circus elephant from Connecticut 

shipped to the gallery and filmed as it obeyed the commands of its master: sit 

down, stand up, turn around, play dead. The resulting artwork shows a 

monumental creature in a monumental space by a monumental artist. The 

elephant‟s name is Minnie, but this information is quickly effaced in favour of 

two not-so-mini names that circulate in the heart of the contemporary art world 

– Gordon and Gagosian. Gordon is of course the internationally renowned forty 

year old Scottish artist, who has won many of the art world‟s most prestigious 

awards, including Britain's Turner Prize (1996), the Premio 2000 at the Venice 

Biennial (1997), and the Hugo Boss Prize (1998); his fame is not exceeded by any 

of his contemporaries. Likewise, Gagosian is one of the most powerful dealers 

living today. In order to come to an understanding of Gordon‟s film featuring the 

elephant, entitled Play Dead; Real Time (2003), these two names must be 

contended with: their reputations mediate our understanding of the artwork. 

 

A discussion of Play Dead; Real Time is further complicated by the fact that its 

iconography, an elephant, is easily incorporated into various curatorial agendas. I 

will concentrate on four instances of its public showing: at the Gagosian where it 
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was produced (May, 2002) and first exhibited (February, 2003), at the National 

Gallery of Canada‟s satellite space in Shawinigan where it was included in an 

exhibition entitled Noah’s Ark (June 12 to October 3, 2004), at the National 

Gallery itself, and at the Museum of Modern Art in New York where it was 

included in a solo exhibition entitled Timeline (June 11 to September 4, 2006). In 

addition to the mediators of “Gordon” and “Gagosian,” each of these spaces 

mediates the artwork. This paper is based on the premise that mediation is 

essential to the production of artistic significance, and that it is this significance 

that is shifting and changing as the work is mounted and dismounted at various 

sites, even if the physical object itself remains relatively stable. Reception is 

volatile and even the most informed receptions cannot account for the endless 

flux of meaning that every new piece of information sets in motion. 

 

Thesis 

 

The question driving this paper is thus theoretical: where can we, those who 

share the vocabulary of the art world, arbitrarily set the boundaries of an artwork 

in order to contain it as a concise and stable unit of meaning? Is this stability 

desirable? What is and what is not integral to the work? Can we actually call it the 

same work of art if it functions differently in different situations – if the work‟s 

work changes? The answer will always be case specific, and as such I propose to 

study the case of Douglas Gordon‟s “elephant,” but this paper is not “about” 

Gordon‟s oeuvre. By looking at Play Dead; Real Time‟s history of production, its 

diffusion as part of various museum exhibitions, and its consequent reception, I 
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hope to demonstrate that an art-sociological approach to these questions allows 

us to challenge basic art world assumptions of authorship and essence. By 

drawing on Gérard Genette‟s concept of transcendence, Howard Becker‟s 

sociological definition of the art world, and Edwina Taborsky‟s theory of the 

discursive object, as well as the work of Nathalie Heinich and Peter van Mensch, I 

argue that an artwork can change drastically in significance from context to 

context due to the various mediators that allow an object to gain cultural value.  

 

Production 

 

The idea that the meaning of an artwork resides in its production has been with 

us since the Romantic era, when the brushstroke denoted the grace of genius 

moving across a canvas, the trace of the master‟s hand. But “production” in art-

sociological terms is another affair altogether, for what precipitated this “era” in 

the first place, and how did the idea of “genius” take root? Who trained and 

assisted the “master,” how, and where was his paint and brush fabricated? Where 

was the “masterwork” presented, and who collected the information for 

posterity? Historical events and phenomena, ideas, institutions, individuals, 

words and things are all mediators in the production of an artwork.1 The degree 

of their intervention in the process of production determines the relative 

importance of these mediators to the final product, (and those with little impact 

                                                   
1 Nathalie Heinich explains this well in La Sociologie de l‟art. Paris : Editions La Découverte, 
Repère n. 328, 2001, p. 58-72. 
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are considered mere “intermediaries”2). Furthermore, as Joel-Marie Fauquet and 

Antoine Hennion have argued, an artwork can continue to be produced after it is 

“finished” due to the co-construction of artistic taste and oeuvre. According to a 

theory of mediation, production takes place as much outside of the studio as 

inside, and as much after the artwork is launched into public view as before.  

 

In his book entitled The Work of Art: Immanence and Transcendence, Gérard 

Genette discusses how an artwork “obscures” or “surpasses” the relation it 

maintains with its material manifestation in various ways, which he groups under 

the term transcendence. One of the ways is through usage, that is, by the value an 

artwork accrues in its field and the historical importance it is assigned by the 

experts and general public alike. As this “usage” changes, the significance of the 

art object also changes; thereby, it transcends its object of immanence. In other 

words, a work of art exceeds its manifestation because its significance reaches 

beyond the material into the conceptual flux of culture. We must consider an 

artwork‟s transcendence in a discussion of production because we cannot 

separate what an artwork is from what it accomplishes, from the work that it 

does. This work is not intrinsic in the object like some secret essence; rather, it is 

the object set in motion in an existing structure of social significance.  

 

Although we can conceive of an artwork without transcendence, we cannot 

encounter one, because it is its transcendence that makes it appear on the 

horizon. As Arthur Danto stated in 1964, “To see something as art requires 

                                                   
2 Class notes, HAR7000, November 28, 2005. 
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something the eye cannot descry – an atmosphere of artistic theory, a knowledge 

of the history of art: an art world.”3 The machinations of this “art world” have 

been analyzed at length by the sociologist Howard Becker in his book entitled Art 

Worlds, and his definition of art is still relevant today: 

Works of art, from this point of view, are not products of individual 
makers, “artists” who possess a rare and special gift. They are, rather, joint 
products of all the people who cooperate via an art world‟s characteristic 
conventions to bring works like that into existence.4 

In other words, an art object cannot be defined as an artwork without an art 

world to provide the necessary logistical and theoretical framework. This 

transcendence is necessary: we cannot distill the artwork from the art world 

without losing sight of it altogether. 

 

Douglas Gordon‟s Play Dead; Real Time was produced in the heart of the art 

world. Two mediators define it as art: the reputation of Douglas Gordon and the 

reputation of the Gagosian Gallery. It does not matter what he exhibited: the 

gallery could have stood empty with the press-release pinned to the wall and 

Gordon‟s work would still have been “art.” Therefore, I will not begin my 

discussion by describing the actual manifestation or the manner in which it 

functioned at the Gagosian, but rather by looking at how reputations mediate our 

understanding of an artwork. According to Becker, the “theory of reputation” 

(which he argues against) goes like this: 

(1) Specially gifted people (2) create works of exceptional beauty and depth 
which (3) express profound human emotions and cultural values. (4) The 
work‟s special qualities testify to its maker‟s special gifts, and the already 

                                                   
3 as quoted in Howard Becker, Art Worlds. Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1982, p. 
360. 
4 Becker, p. 35. 
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known gifts of the maker testify to the special qualities of the work. (5) 
Since the works reveal the maker‟s essential qualities and worth, all the 
works that person makes, but no others, should be included in the corpus 
on which his reputation is based.5 

So-be-it: no matter what was made by Gordon at Gagosian‟s, it would be “great” 

art since his “special gifts” are already known throughout the art world. His 

reputation is further bolstered by that of Gagosian, who is one of the leading 

dealers of contemporary art, with two spaces in New York, two in London and 

one in Beverly Hills. His roster includes other heavyweights such as Richard 

Serra, Anselm Kiefer and Damien Hirst, to name a few. In company like this, the 

stamp of validation is beyond negotiation. 

 

When we turn our attention to the object that was in fact made, Play Dead; Real 

Time, a number of other mediators present themselves. The story begins when 

Gordon arranged for the animal to be shipped to the Gagosian and filmed as it 

performed its circus tricks. The footage was then edited and the resulting three 

filmic loops where exhibited nine months later in the same space, across two 

large free standing screens and one monitor set on the floor (Fig. 1). The screens 

are large enough to allow the elephant to appear life-size. On one of the screens, 

we see the elephant rolling on its back from side to side in order to gather enough 

momentum to stand up (Fig. 2-3). On the other screen the camera circles around 

its object vertiginously, setting the floor into virtual motion (Fig. 4-7). As for the 

monitor, it frequently shows a close up of the elephant‟s eye, staring fixedly out 

into space (Fig. 8). The two screens are set at right angles to form a “T” but they 

                                                   
5 Becker, p. 352-3. 
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do not intersect, and the monitor is outside of the imaginary rectangle they form. 

Although carefully configured, the installation looks haphazard because the “T” is 

set at an angle to the wall, echoing the spin of the camera.  

 

If we accept the theory of reputation, all of these factors were determined by 

Douglas Gordon himself, and the work was manifest exactly as it was intended in 

his mind‟s eye. Common usage maintains this theory still today despite the fact 

that it is historically and culturally contingent (and is itself a mediator). If the 

devil‟s advocate puts on an art-sociologist‟s hat, such a claim quickly flounders. 

For example, what if the elephant was not trained to play dead? Would we have a 

film entitled “stand still” instead? How much of the content of the film was 

predetermined and how much was spontaneously incorporated during the 

process of production, which was necessarily collaborative? Does it matter, given 

that in the end Gordon claims it under his proper name? As Becker states, “many 

other people, especially but not only those whose job is editing, help the artist 

make the innumerable choices that shape the work, and make some of them 

whether the artist wants their help or not.”6 Because production is a collective 

activity, mediators are many, such as the elephant and its repertoire of moves, 

the gallery space, and the camera man, as well as the press release and other 

promotional material, the title, the identification of the gallery space as the 

Gagosian, and art historical knowledge at large. All of these mediators factor into 

Play Dead; Real Time‟s history of production.  

 

                                                   
6 Becker, 360-1. 
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Let‟s take the example of the cameraman: no amount of direction from Gordon 

would be able to account for his or her skill or efface his or her personal style. But 

this “he or she” remains nameless by convention as he or she is operating, 

supposedly, as an immediate facilitator for Gordon‟s vision, not as a mediator. 

The relative importance of his or her participation in the production of the film is 

hard to assess without further information being provided as to his or her “own” 

work (which is a purposeful omission).  What is clear, however, is that the 

production of Play Dead; Real Time was not a solitary activity that occurred in a 

vacuum: various skills and multiple visions needed to be pooled in a creative 

effort. According to Genette, “attributing to an individual things that in fact 

derived from a collective enterprise and history” results in a “deformed 

reception.”7 Although the theory of reputation limits the corpus to works that 

“reveal the maker‟s essential qualities,” in fact the entire chain of influence and 

involvement is responsible for the production.  

 

Play Dead; Real Time, Gagosian Gallery, Chelsea 

 

With regard to the title and promotional material that accompanied the film‟s 

foray into public view, they too operate as mediators, not in the production of the 

manifestation, but rather in the production of its meaning – its work. For 

example, if it were entitled Lie Down; Slow Motion then the theatrics of death 

would be hard to discern and the illusion that the elephant is acting in the 

                                                   
7 Gérard Genette, The Work of Art: Immanence and Transcendence. Trans. G.M. Goshgarian, 
London : Cornell University Press, 1997, p. 217. 
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viewer‟s real time would be impossible to maintain. Both “play dead” and “real 

time” also make allusions to themes that are consistent in Douglas Gordon‟s 

oeuvre, allowing viewers who possess this knowledge to make the connections 

between this “exemplar” and his body of work as a whole; for them, it is not a 

work that stands in isolation, as though it dropped out of the blue, but part of an 

ongoing investigation (more on this later).  

 

The press release announcing the exhibition is accessible to everyone that enters 

the gallery. It tells us that the elephant “has classically symbolized memory” and 

that here it functions as a trope “for our own remembrances of circuses, zoos, and 

nature documentaries, various situations where the chaotic power of the wild is 

held safely at a distance.”8 It tells us what we “should” see and guides our 

interpretation. If viewers have a deeper interest in the work, they can peruse the 

many books and catalogues that are available at the information desk. These 

provide further information on the artist‟s oeuvre, and open doors to other 

interpretations. With knowledge of the artist, certain qualities become apparent 

in the artwork that might not be discernable if it were attributed to someone else.  

 

Perhaps the most pervasive (and evasive) mediator is the gallery space itself. The 

legitimizing stamp of “Gagosian” has already been discussed, but what of the 

pristine white space in which the elephant is rolling around? It is of a type, the 

“white cube.” It is also the exact same space in which the film is presented. Both 

of these facts are mediators. Clearly the elephant could have been filmed at a 

                                                   
8 Gagosian Gallery, Douglas Gordon: Play Dead; Real Time. Press Release, February 3, 2003. 
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different location and the resulting film could still have been shown at the 

Gagosian, but the decision was taken to film the elephant in the Gagosian, and 

this was deemed important enough to ship Minnie to New York. Why, we can 

only hazard to guess, but we must nevertheless face the consequences it has for 

our understanding of the work. Filming the elephant in a space such as this 

heightens the contrast between “nature” and “culture,” making the “taming of the 

wild” theme that the press release suggests even more blatant: an elephant sullies 

the pristine cleanliness of an art gallery. 

 

More importantly, however, “white cubes” are never neutral, despite their 

attempts to look as such. The space exerts an ideological pressure on the viewers: 

it has a “hidden curriculum.”9 Tony Bennett and Carol Duncan have written 

extensively about how the viewer is interpellated by the gallery space, as well as 

Brian O‟Doherty in Inside the White Cube and Mary Anne Staniszewski in The 

Power of Display. This is important for a discussion of Play Dead; Real Time 

because viewers stand in the same space as the elephant once stood and also obey 

commands, albeit unwritten. In an effort to encapsulate these authors‟ 

observations with regard to the influence of installation styles on the 

interpretation of art, let‟s say that these commands read along the lines:  

This is a sanctioned space – speak in hushed voices. Leave your body 
behind and imaginatively enter the artwork. Forget your identity – here 
you are universal and ideal, an independent free monad that can stand on 
its own just like an artwork. You are whole and without context… 

                                                   
9 Eilean Hooper-Greenhill, Museums and the Interpretation of Visual Culture. London and New 
York: Routledge, 2000, p. 3. 
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…supposedly. But effectively viewers internalize the hidden curriculum and play 

the role of this “autonomous” and “independent” viewer10 above historical 

contingencies. Consider O‟Doherty‟s famous words, “this eternity [of display] 

gives the gallery a limbolike status; one has to have died already to be there.”11 

And so viewers play dead in real time. For both viewers and this circus elephant, 

it is a marker of acculturation and the result of interpellation.  

  

Secondly, the fact that the elephant stood where we stand now, in the Gagosian in 

Chelsea, New York, February 2003, allows viewers to understand the film as 

documentation of a previous event: an artist corralled an elephant in this gallery, 

turning it into a makeshift circus. With art historical knowledge, this gesture 

becomes a significant artistic act. It follows a long line of predecessors, most 

notably Jannis Kounellis‟ exhibition of live horses in the Galleria l‟Attico, Rome 

in 1969 (Fig. 9). Perhaps the horse has been substituted by an elephant in 

reference to the gigantic reputation of Gagosian‟s “stable.” But whether or not 

evidence of such direct intent is on record matters little, because such references 

appear throughout art history and they are part of the shared vocabulary of the 

art world, from which the artwork is inextricable. In light of this reference, the 

manifestation we are witness to is a document of a previous performance, and it 

is the knowledge of this performance that that does the work – not the video.  

 

                                                   
10 Mary Anne Staniszewski, The Power of Display: A History of Exhibitioin Installations at the 
Museum of Modern Art. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1998, p. 70.  
11 Brian O‟Doherty, Inside the White Cube: The Ideology of the Gallery Space. Intro. by Thomas 
McEvilley. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999, p. 7. 
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It is for this reason that I have discussed the first exhibition of the manifestation 

under the rubric of production in stead of diffusion; in my opinion, location it is 

integral to this work. This opinion also necessitates that we accept that this video 

installation is a document of an artwork, of an artistic act. It is the performance 

that contains what Gérard Genette calls the “immanent ideal;” Play Dead; Real 

Time serves to communicate it to us after the fact.  

 

Diffusion  

 

Arguments are often made that this type of analysis relies on specialized 

knowledge and therefore “art is elitist,” etc., and I will pick up this issue when I 

look more specifically at reception. As for the argument that such supplementary 

art historical knowledge indicates a shortcoming of the artwork because “art 

should stand on its own,” etc., I hope that I have adequately demonstrated that 

art does not and cannot stand on its own – it is always mediated – but I will 

continue to address this issue for it bears heavily on a discussion of diffusion. If 

you accept that its history of production and art historical references are an 

integral part of Play Dead; Real Time, the question follows: will it still mean the 

same thing if it finds itself outside of Gagosian‟s walls? What if it were to find 

itself in India, where Minnie is originally from? Would she feature more 

prominently in the film‟s reception? Or what if it were to find itself installed at a 

zoo? Or a natural history museum among dinosaur skeletons? I postulate these 

places not to pursue a definitive answer but to indicate that, evidently, the work 
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would come to mean something different when negotiated in the vocabulary of a 

different culture or discipline of study.  

 

But Play Dead; Real Time is “museum art” that is made specifically for the art 

world, and it is its symbolic instability within this circumscribed world that is of 

interest to me. Three of its public appearances are of specific interest: in Noah’s 

Ark, in the Permanent Collection of the National Gallery, and in Timeline. These 

three manifestations are almost identical, but is the work of art also the same? Or 

does its “work” change? Or, rather, how does it change, and to what effect? For as 

Genette argues, “every one of these transfers annuls one meaning and imposes 

another.”12  

 

Noah’s Ark, National Gallery of Canada, Shawinigan 

 

Play Dead; Real Time is featured on the cover of the catalogue for Noah’s Ark, 

clearly announcing the exhibition‟s theme of animals (Fig. 10): the show pulled 

out artworks from the National Gallery‟s collection that depicted animals in any 

which way, regardless of medium or historical context, and put them all together 

(Fig. 11).  As such, a small bronze by Edgar Degas entitled Cheval au gallop 

(c.1890) finds itself in the company of animal carcasses by Bruce Nauman 

(Carrousel, 1988); similarly, a dog in a painting by Leon Golub (Mission 

civilisatrice, 1996) hangs not far from a life-sized horse by Joe Fafard (Western 

Dancer, 2003)(Figs. 12-14). Again, with art historical knowledge, such 

                                                   
12 Genette, p. 234. 
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relationships are near preposterous: subject matter (in this case, animals) and 

artistic content are not the same thing and yet here in Shawinigan the curator 

draws attention to the depicted animals as opposed to the saliency of the 

individual artworks. As such, any meaning that the works may have held is 

drained out in favour of a stylistic comparison. Cultural value is supplanted by a 

consideration of form, line, colour, texture, etc., which may allow for aesthetic 

pleasure but is artistically vacuous on its own. As Genette makes clear, to see is 

not necessarily to understand. For example, is Golub‟s dog the only part of the 

canvas that we need to focus on in order to come to terms with his work? No. The 

exhibition catalogue compensates for this misdirection by filling in the missing 

information: Golub is socially and politically engaged and denounces war, 

injustice and violence.13 But within this exhibition such considerations are 

downplayed to force others to light, namely, the curator‟s consideration of “quel 

oeil – affectueux, impartial, formal, humoristique, solennel ou sinister – des 

artistes contemporains et modernes ont scruté les animaux et leur esprit.”14  

 

Responsible curating directs the viewer‟s attention to the work that the artwork 

demands, not to its manifestation as an end in itself, for an artwork transcends 

its object of manifestation. Genette distinguishes between artistic and aesthetic 

appreciation: an awareness of any or all of the mediating factors that resulted in 

the production of the artwork may be considered irrelevant on a purely aesthetic 

level, “but it is harder to do without them at the level of artistic appreciation in 

                                                   
13 Kitty Scott in Pierre Théberge, L‟Arche de Noé. Ottawa: Musée des beaux-arts du Canada, 2004, 
p. 52. 
14 Théberge, p. 10. 
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the true sense of the word.”15 An elephant fits right in to Noah‟s ark for obvious 

reasons, but does Play Dead; Real Time? According to the curator, Pierre 

Théberge, the exhibition “prend fin avec le regard fixe, direct et sage de 

l’éléphant dans ‘Faire le mort; En temps reel’”16: notice that he talks about the 

elephant in the artwork, the subject matter, not the artwork itself. As such, the 

specifics of what the work comes to mean due to its particular history of 

production within the Gagosian and consequent transcendence is deemed 

irrelevant in Shawinigan, because what is here on show is an elephant, not an 

artwork! It continues to transcend but only tangentially and with little artistic 

relevance.  

 

This accusation, that the Gordon‟s artwork is reduced to just an elephant, needs 

some unpacking. In the previous discussion on production, I argued that the 

manifestation (which consists of the videos in their specific configuration and 

specific location) operates as a document of a previous event. As such, it stands in 

the place of missing information (the elephant itself in the Gagosian on a given 

day in May 2002). When the National Gallery acquired the document of this 

event, they acquired the videos in their configuration but not their location. 

Consequently this missing information now also needs to be filled in by other 

sources of information, such as wall labels and pamphlets. As such, we can see 

how the “original” sign is broken up into various parts. In The Discursive Object, 

Edwina Taborsky discusses three different components to a sign in relation to 

                                                   
15 Genette, p. 218. 
16 Théberge, p. 10. 
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museum objects. These are the qualisign, the sinsign and the legisign, first 

identified by Pierce. The qualisign considers the qualities of signs, not their 

meanings – it is the sign as it is experienced sensationally, without any 

understanding of the experience or external references. The sinsign is the actual 

individual sign as we understand it, differentiated from other signs. Legisigns 

constitute a pool of conventional signs and general types that are more or less 

stable, by which we come to understand the particularities of the sinsign. As such, 

the sinsign uses both the experience of the qualisign and the legisigns of a given 

culture to come up with the sign‟s meaning.17 

 

With regard to Play Dead; Real Time the qualisign – an experience of the 

manifestation – remains more or less the same from site to site, as it is the video 

of an elephant in a certain configuration in all cases. The legisigns that come into 

play in order to create the sinsign, however, are less stable, for as I have argued, it 

is the legisigns of the art world that lend this manifestation its particular 

meaning. If these legisigns are not made accessible to viewers, as is the case in 

Noah’s Ark, then other legisigns form the basis of comparison. The biblical idea 

of Noah‟s Ark, for example, or simply the category “animals,” comes to legislate – 

mediate – the meaning of the particular signs within the exhibition.  This is how 

things go askew, for if the desire is to maintain as much as possible the “original” 

meaning of an artwork, then all three parts of the sign must be located within the 

original society. That is to say, the missing information, in this case the location, 

                                                   
17 Edwina Taborsky, “The Discursive Object” in Pearce, Susan M. (ed.), Objects of Knowledge, 
New Research in Museum Studies 1: An International Series. London: The Athlone Press, 1990, p. 
73. 
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must be offered to viewers for it constitutes the legisigns by which they can come 

to understand the work, rather than just appreciate the manifestation. To my 

mind, in Noah’s Ark, we are only given the qualisign, and consequently the work 

is reduced to “just an elephant.”  

 

Permanent Collection, National Gallery of Canada, Ottawa 

 

In the context of the National Gallery‟s Permanent Collection, as opposed to a 

particular exhibition, it is also reduced, not to an elephant, but rather to a “big 

thing” among other big things, for example, Brian Jungen‟s Transmutation 

(2000), Ron Mueck‟s Untitled (Head of a Baby) (2003) and Louise Bourgeois‟ 

Maman (1999), which each boast a gigantic size (Figs. 15-17). The work also 

stands as a signpost for the artist himself – the Douglas Gordon – as common 

usage indicates in statements such as, I saw the Picasso, or the Pollock, etc. 

Perhaps this is the unfortunate fallout out of fame, for the manifestation ends up 

pointing more to his reputation than to his work. It is for this reason that I have 

titled my paper “an elephant named Gordon.” Perhaps it is even a “white 

elephant.”18 

 

What is similar to both the showing in Shawinigan and Ottawa is the loss of the 

original site of exhibition, which, I argued, was integral to the work. This is more 

apparent in Ottawa than Shawinigan due to the aesthetic differences of the 

                                                   
18 The English expression “white elephant” denotes something that is deemed to have been 
attributed a grossly inflated value, such as a bad investment or over-priced purchase. 
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exhibition rooms, particularly the hardwood floor instead of the polished cement, 

and the grey walls and intimate scale of the room instead of the white, cavernous 

industrial space. The resulting impact on the artwork is not only aesthetic, 

however: as Peter van Mensch states, “sometimes what has been considered as 

secondary information proves to be primary information and the removal is an 

irretrievable loss.”19 To my mind the Gagosian space is primary information: once 

the artwork is purchased and isolated from this space it functions as a source of 

information on its previous function; it becomes a document of itself. But what 

about the cement floor? Is it primary or secondary information? And the white 

walls?  As similar argument can be made in both cases. When exhibited on a 

cement floor, a relationship is established between the elephant‟s space in the 

video and the viewer‟s space – they appear continuous. On a hardwood floor, this 

illusion is broken and an imaginative closure with the image cannot occur – we 

are outsiders looking in (Fig. 18). It is also doubtful that a hardwood floor could 

withstand the wear and tear and sheer weight of an Indian elephant, and so the 

animal appears to be even more “out of place.” Keep in mind that Gagosian‟s 

floors were reinforced to bear the weight of the work of his other heavyweight, 

Richard Serra, which Play Dead; Real Time indirectly makes reference to. For 

these reasons the floor itself is also an active mediator in the production of 

meaning. 

 

                                                   
19 Peter van Mensch, “Methodological museology; or, towards a theory of museum practice” in 
Pearce, Susan M. (ed.), Objects of Knowledge, New Research in Museum Studies 1: An 
International Series. London: The Athlone Press, 1990, p. 148. 
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Similarly, the walls mediate the artwork. Originally filmed and exhibited within a 

“white cube” space, Play Dead; Real Time is exhibited in a grey space in Ottawa. 

This is for practical reasons: because the room is smaller, and therefore the walls 

are closer, Gordon decided to paint the walls grey to increase their visual distance 

from the work and reduce the reflections from the video.20 As such, to use 

Genette‟s term, it was “adapted” to fit its new environment.  Here the “white 

cube” is half-way to becoming a “black box,” which introduces a set of references 

taken from theatre. It also mimics the colour of the elephant and the cement 

floor, creating a good sense of interior design, which is contradictory to the 

“white cube” ideology that the work originally commented on. Whether this is 

primary or secondary information is debatable, but to my mind it presents less of 

a loss than that of the floor, and certainly less than that of the original site. 

Compromises need to be made and loss goes hand in hand with diffusion: not 

everything can be preserved and at some point, under some authority, someone 

makes a decision as to where to draw the circle of relevance around an artwork. 

According to common usage, Genette argues, adaptations are accepted as 

versions of one and the same work.21 Then he adds, “some of these adaptations, 

imposed by practical necessity, were doubtless nothing more than compromises 

or stopgaps.”22 In the case of Play Dead; Real Time, however, it was decided by 

the artist that this particular adaptation would better serve the work than a more 

correct “white wall” version.23  

 

                                                   
20 Richard Gagnier as paraphrased in class notes, January 7, 2006. 
21 Genette, p. 175. 
22 Ibid., p. 181. 
23 Gagnier, class notes, January 7, 2006. 
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Timeline, Museum of Modern Art, New York 

 

Within the context of the Timeline exhibition, the circle of relevance is drawn 

differently. We see the same manifestation in light of a different set of legisigns 

than in Shawinigan or Ottawa. And of course the original site, the Gagosian, is 

missing here, as well. The implications of this loss have already been discussed 

but what is different in this case from the previous exhibitions is that the artwork 

is contextualized within Douglas Gordon‟s own oeuvre. Timeline is a 

monographic exhibition that contains thirteen works ranging from 1993 to 2006. 

The exhibition was curated by Klaus Biesenbach, the MoMA‟s curator of film and 

media, along a timeline of Gordon‟s life, as the title suggests. By focusing closely 

on the development of the artist‟s work, the exhibition encourages a scholarly 

intimacy with the artist. As mentioned earlier, it is due to an artist‟s reputation 

that certain artistic qualities become apparent that might not otherwise be 

discernable. This exhibition offers such knowledge.  

 

What gets lost in the process, however, are all the other factors that participated 

in the artwork‟s production, such as the cameraman and editors. Remember 

Genette‟s words that this results in a “deformed reception,” because indeed 

Gordon did not work in a vacuum: in addition to all the factors that produced the 

actual manifestation, a number of other factors need to be considered in the 

production of the artwork, such as artistic milieu that gave rise to the genre of 

“video installation art” and the preceding artists who paved the path of 

“appropriation art,” which Gordon draws on heavily in his work. Both of these 
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factors operate as mediators, as well. Due it its tight focus, however, this 

exhibition leaves the impression that the “theory of reputation” is valid after all – 

that Douglas Gordon pulled all of these works out of his navel in an act of 

spontaneous generation, thanks to his “special gifts.” It is no surprise that the 

catalogue essay begins by pondering what Gordon‟s “earliest oceanic feelings in 

utero”24 might have been. To close the solipsistic reflection, the end of the 

catalogue lists the names of all the people Gordon has met in his life, to the best 

of his memory.  

 

In each case where Play Dead; Real Time was exhibited, its diffusion posed an 

interesting problem: with what authority can someone decide what information 

is primary and what information is secondary? Is placing the work within the 

artist‟s oeuvre more pertinent than seeing it in the context of the Gagosian? A loss 

of information inevitably occurs when an artwork is diffused. Like a piece of 

theatre, it needs to be adapted to its new venue. If the loss it too great, however, 

the artwork ceases to function in a way comparable to its original function. This is 

often the case with museum objects, because they have been torn from their 

original contexts25 and restored to life in our world of art, not their own.26 Once 

within the museum, they function as a source of information on their previous 

status. As Peter van Mensch states, “the object is selected and isolated from its 

original environment, and preserved. By this act or rather process it becomes a 

                                                   
24 Klaus Peter Biesenbach, Douglas Gordon: Timeline. New York: Museum of Modern Art, 2006, 
p. 11. 
25 Genette, p. 227. 
26 André Malraux as quoted in Genette, p. 227. 
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document… and as such, a source of knowledge.”27 But it could feasibly be 

substituted by other sources of knowledge altogether, such as photographs, 

testimonies and various other accumulated data. W.E. Washburn goes as far as to 

ask, is it necessary to preserve the realized object when our main aim is to 

preserve the idea behind it?28 I will leave this question hanging.  

 

Reception  

 

As seen in the previous two sections of this paper, reception is never innocent: it 

takes it cues where it can: pre-accumulated knowledge, visual cues, curatorial 

framing, art-historical framing, biography and institutional identity. Claims that 

viewer‟s can have immediate access to the meaning of an artwork by just looking 

at it – that its meaning is inherent in the object itself – not only fly in the face of 

poststructuralism but also are blind to the artistic contribution of the work, which 

is distinguishable from its manifestation and is reliant on legisigns to produce 

meaning. What is immediately accessible is the qualisign, but the work is 

something evasive, something that relies on mediation to be understood (more or 

less) completely. As Taborsky states, “We do not gather meaning directly from 

the object, but create it using our own „fore-knowledge‟ about our society.”29 

Genette argues that an artwork harbours “an operal plurality of an attentional 

kind.”30 That is, “it is the work as an object of reception… which takes on different 

                                                   
27 Van Mensch, p. 144. 
28 As stated in Van Mensch, p. 153. 
29 Taborsky, p. 52. 
30 Genette, p. 230. 
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appearances and meanings depending on the circumstances and context.”31 As 

such, the work is infinite, as it will function in the future in ways that we cannot 

imagine today. In the previous examples of how Play Dead; Real Time was 

diffused, we have seen that its meaning was indeed contingent on context, but 

can we go as far as to say that the work is plural? That each of these exhibitions 

produces a different work, as opposed to so many adaptations of the same work?  

 

To draw neat equivalences between an art object and an arbitrary meaning is to 

deny the work its particular – and peculiar – agency, which is to travel endlessly 

in significance regardless of whether or not the manifestation is stable; this is its 

transcendence. It goes without saying that as the art world changes, so too does 

the significance of the art objects, but art world conventions are remarkably 

resistant to change. Perhaps there will be a time that reputation no longer holds 

the sway that it does today, or that the genre of “video installation art” is 

drastically out of style, but it is hard to imagine. The problem is further 

compounded when institutional policies and museum conventions attempt to 

hold an artwork stable, both physically and symbolically, despite the ravages of 

time. Play Dead; Real Time is a contemporary project, and so it is now seen in its 

own time (more or less), but how will it be understood by posterity?  

 

Genette defines two ways in which we can approach the “original” object of 

immanence, neither of which can successfully collapse the distance of time: 

anachronism and restitution. An anachronistic approach looks at the past 

                                                   
31 Ibid. 
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artwork in light of the present framework, whereas restitution seeks to respect its 

original value by adjusting the framework to suit it (an effort which is always 

itself historically specific). For example, we can imagine a time when elephants 

are extinct, and that perhaps this artwork will take on a new meaning. The 

anachronistic approach would simply accept this new significance without 

question. Fred Sandback called this an “impossible liberty.”32 If a future curator 

tries to restitute the work, however, he or she will make every effort at “historical 

correctness”33 and make it clear that elephants were not yet then extinct. In either 

case, “the curator is stuck with her/his role as interpreter.”34 There is no way to 

recreate the conditions of the initial reception, not even three years after the first 

show closes. Both theoretically and practically, its reception will be incomplete. 

 

Reception is also incomplete when the time is NOW due to the complexity of 

factors involved in an artwork‟s production: to quote Genette, “every occurrence 

of reception of a work is partial, since no contemplation, reading or audition lasts 

long enough or is sufficiently attentive to exhaust the work‟s properties.”35 That 

being said, however, it is also important to note that this does not open the door 

to a voracious relativism. Quite the opposite: the “infinity” of transcendence 

necessitates responsible interpretation. The nagging question then follows: how 

do we define “responsible”? Who has the authority to define it? Whose reception 

is privileged? There seem to be two camps of thought: either it is the artist who 

                                                   
32 As quoted in Sandback in Kimberly Davenport, “Impossible Liberties: Contemporary Artists on 
the Life of Their Work over Time” in Art Journal. Vol. 54, No. 2, summer 1995, p. 51. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 
35 Genette, p. 211. 
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dictates the work‟s significance, or it is the expert. To compound the problem, we 

could also add the popular assertion that it is the viewer who dictates its 

meaning. 

 

Artist 

 

Undoubtedly an artwork is made with intention. But equating that intention with 

the meaning of the artwork is untenable for two reasons: first, in order for 

intention to be communicated it must pass through many layers of mediation, 

which prevent transparent access. These layers obstruct a transportation model 

of meaning, which “carries” the intention wholly in tact all the way through to 

comprehension. As discussed previously, however, in order to make sense of any 

art object, legisigns drawn from a particular society come into play with the 

qualisign in order to establish the object‟s significance. As Edwina Taborsky 

states, the concept of “signification” can be described as “an object having a 

meaning that is not inherent in that object, but that is socially assigned to it.”36 

Significance and intention are thus two different things; regardless of how close 

they may approximate each other, they are not equal.  

 

Secondly, as Genette describes, an artist‟s intention is itself not always certain or 

definitive: “the artist‟s „final intention‟ is never anything more than the most 

recent to date.”37 Rosalind Krauss argues that intention is “divided” and that the 

                                                   
36 Taborsky, p. 51. 
37 Genette, p. 196. 
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artist is prone to “internal fraudulence.”38 Furthermore, the artist is not 

necessarily conscious of all of his intentions as he is working; therefore, the idea 

that these intentions cause the work to be a particular way and are thus 

embedded in it is fallible. But this is not to say that an artist‟s intentions should 

be disregarded, especially with regard to matters of diffusion and preservation. 

And regard to reception, knowledge of intention may bring certain aspects of the 

work to the fore that would otherwise command less attention. But let it be clear 

that this is knowledge that the viewer brings to the manifestation, it is not in the 

manifestation in any essential way – it is a legisign. As new knowledge about the 

artist‟s intention is obtained, new aspects will be highlighted, and if no such 

knowledge is available, reception and interpretation will simple occur with a 

different set of legisigns.  

 

Because intention is unreliable as a confirmation of significance, it is better 

understood under the rubric that Taborsky defines as “namer:” 

A namer can be considered a social agent, who has the social right to give a 
unit, be it material or mental, a „name‟. This name can be considered its 
social right of existence, for the name, which is also a sign, provides that 
material/mental unit with meaning.39 

The artist is (usually) the first to “name” his work; he is the “original namer.” By 

this act of naming he transforms the qualisign (the manifestation) into a sinsign 

(a work). He defines the object‟s function; he is its first user. Namers are 

powerful agents in societies because, as Taborsky argues, “once named, the 

                                                   
38 Rosalind Krauss, “Sincerely Yours” in The Originality of the Avant-Garde and Other Modernist 
Myths. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1985, p. 182-3. 
39 Taborsky, p. 66. 
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meaning of that object may have a limited range of interpretation in the society. 

…the potential to change fully the basic meaning is limited.”40  

 

What does the “original” society name this work, above and beyond “Play Dead; 

Real Time by Douglas Gordon”? To my mind, the entire history of production, 

including the exhibition at the Gagosian, constitutes the original namer, not just 

the artist himself. This is an art-sociological approach. An art-historical approach 

would look more closely at the artist‟s statements of intent, of which none have 

been published that address this work in particular. On the original press release, 

only a general statement by Gordon is cited:  

My work is more about researching, about memory, about stories that 
happened, films I saw… I‟m interested in finding out what happens when 
you look a something so long, it disappears. You look at a picture, you start 
looking through the picture and you get to the other side – and then you 
go back to the front view.41  

If we were left with only this information to base our interpretations on, they 

would be sparse indeed; no one has ever claimed that an artist is the best 

spokesperson for his work.   

 

Expert 

 

There are, however, subsequent namers who interfere with the “original”: the 

“curatorial namer” is also powerful. As we have seen in the previous section, he or 

she “defines the object in its existence within the museum society.”42 There is also 

                                                   
40 Ibid.     
41 as quoted in Gagosian Gallery. 
42 Taborsky, p. 66. 
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the “expert namer” and the “viewer namer.” Gérard Genette makes an almost 

passionate appeal for expert namers:  

…a work endlessly evokes, from one association to the next, and in the 
most diverse ways imaginable, the latent totality of the world of art – in 
the way a single note, as Valéry says somewhere, evokes the totality of the 
musical universe.43 

Nathalie Heinich words this differently:  

Chaque rencontre avec une oeuvre est désormais nourrie de toutes les 
images d’autres oeuvres avec lesquelles nous établissons, même sans le 
savoir, des comparaisons.44 

Those who are best acquainted with the artistic universe are thus those who are 

in the best position to understand a work of art. For as Genette makes clear 

throughout his book, “to identify a text (for instance) is one thing, to identify the 

work that immanates in it is quite another, for the work is the way the text 

operates.”45 In other words, the manifestation is only potentially a work (the 

qualisign is only potentially a sinsign) and can become one “only under various 

attentional conditions, „knowing the language‟ among them.”46 To be a work, the 

text must be understood.47 

 

An expert who knows “the totality of the world of art” and “toutes les images 

d’autres oeuvres” is an ideal construction: no living person can contain all this 

knowledge. Genette stresses, however, that that no one can “read a work” 

unawares48: a certain amount of knowledge is necessary to understand the work‟s 

                                                   
43 Genette, p. 218. 
44 Heinich, p. 64. 
45 Genette, p. 245. 
46 Ibid., p. 244. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid., p. 246. 
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work, such as the date, the genre and especially the artist. For example, “one can 

look at a painting without being aware that it is the View of Delft… but it is not 

the same thing as (I do not say it is worse than) looking at the View of Delft.”49 

This becomes of utmost importance when two works have identical 

manifestations, for then it is their difference in historical and philosophical 

context the give rise to differences in meaning.50 

 

I have already cited the experts on the side of diffusion. On the side of reception, 

several other experts have published their analyses of Play Dead; Real Time. 

Each focuses on a different aspect of the work. Ken Johnson of the New York 

Times appeals to the artist‟s formative context:  

Born in Glasgow in 1966, Mr. Gordon belongs to a generation schooled in 
structuralism, deconstruction and semiotic theory and in the works of neo-
Pop artists like Jack Goldstein and Cindy Sherman and trained to see 
mainstream Hollywood movies as something far more consequential than 
just mass entertainment.51  

Jerry Saltz of the Village Voice concerns himself more with the artwork‟s artistic 

context:  

The air is also filled with art-historical ghosts. There‟s Bruce Nauman 
walking in funny ways around his studio or filming marauding mice there; 
…and Maurizio Cattelan hanging a stuffed mule from a gallery ceiling – 
the perfect metaphor for what it must feel like to have your work on 
display. Gordon seems to have channeled all these acts and actions, and 
filtered them through a sensibility that is part Animal Planet, part Godard 
and part Siegfried & Roy.52  

                                                   
49 Ibid.  
50 Ibid. p. 247. 
51 Ken Johnson, “At MoMA, Douglas Gordon: The Hourglass Contortionist” in The New York 
Times. Art & Design, June 9, 2006. 
52 Jerry Saltz, “Douglas Gordon Lands on Animal Planet” in The Village Voice. March 24, 2003. 
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By offering viewers this supplementary information, experts affect their 

understanding of the work, sometimes drastically. For example, could someone 

claim to have seen the work (as opposed to perceiving it) if they were unawares of 

the Janis Kounellis reference? By making this information available, it is hard to 

say whether experts should be classified as part of the reception of a work or part 

of its production.53  

 

Viewer 

 

In this appeal to the expert we hear the charge of elitism, for what percentage of 

the museum public is, 1) fluent in the language of contemporary art, 2) knows all 

contemporary artists, and 3) can conjure up images of all the artworks past and 

present? None; not even “real” experts (as opposed to their “ideal” counterparts). 

All reception is “deformed” to some degree or another. The question is what 

degree is acceptable? Are the public‟s various understandings not also valid 

despite their volatility? It can be argued that different exhibitions establish 

different contexts for the artwork and thereby give rise to different meanings. 

Each of these meanings is valid within its own context. Take for example the 

elephant in Noah’s Ark, which created a neat comprehensible unit of meaning. 

But again, is this drawing the circle of relevance too small? Is it defining the 

artwork‟s function too narrowly? All viewers will make meaning differently 

according to the given context and the knowledge they bring with them, but does 

a meaning constitute a work?  

                                                   
53 Heinich, p. 66. 
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Answering affirmatively to this question would have far reaching implications for 

museum practices: every time a work returns from a loan, it would need to be 

given a new catalogue number to attest to the new meaning it accrued during its 

travel. Although theoretically possible, this goes against common sense. As 

Genette states, this question is a matter of opinion: 

To say that an object of immanence whose function changes – for example, 
a text whose meaning changes – becomes another work is neither “true” 
nor “false,” but rather the result of a choice that bears, in sum, on the 
definition of the concept “work,” approached from this angle.54  

So we are back to where we started, to a consideration of the art world and the 

conventions that define a work of art as such. Madeleine Akrich puts this 

succinctly : « C’est à dire à quel point l’objet et les réseaux dans lesquels il se 

situe sont indissociables : impossible de faire passer la moindre ligne de 

démarcation entre eux. »55 

 

In today‟s réseaux there is only one work entitled Play Dead; Real Time despite 

its variances in significance. This is what common usage, still profoundly seeped 

in ideas of authorship and essence, asserts. The measure is thus established: the 

expert‟s reception will be privileged over the public‟s reception because it is 

relatively more stable. The public is prone to making so many works for so many 

viewers, whereas the expert draws on an established body of knowledge. His or 

her opinion is thus more predictable and more prone to consensus.  

 

                                                   
54 Genette, p. 243. 
55 Madeleine Akrich, “‟Le Jugement dernier‟: Une sociologie de la beauté” in L‟Année 
sociologique. 1986, p. 276. 
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For example, not many people will give lasting credit to the experience of Play 

Dead; Real Time that Buzz describes on the “camp blood” website:  

When we lean in to peer at the dying fly (the tiny screen is oddly placed 
about belly-button high in the wall), it‟s hard to imagine what he might 
experience as an enormous creature fixes its awful gaze on him. Once we 
notice the elephant‟s eye watching us, it‟s much easier to picture.56  

For Buzz, the question of where one artwork ends and the other begins is of little 

importance; he considers his experience of the exhibition (Timeline) as a singular 

whole. This is a good example of the difficulty of disentangling the work of art 

from the réseaux, in this case, the part of the network that is perceivable – the 

artworks to either side of the work in question.  

 

The disentangling that is required in order to understand the history of 

production, diffusion and reception of an artwork is an enterprise on which only 

experts embark – few viewers have the desire or the patience required for this 

task. But to disentangle is not too disassociate, and we are still left with a big pile 

of loose threads that must be accounted for if we are to understand the work. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In The Transfiguration of the Commonplace Arthur Danto tells a story of a 

bronze cat statue that is chained to a railing in Columbia University‟s Conference 

Center. He muses: 

                                                   
56 Buzz on Campblood.org website: 
http://campblood.org/Features/Douglas%20Gordon%20Timeline.htm 

http://campblood.org/Features/Douglas%20Gordon%20Timeline.htm
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Of course what we take to be a bit of reality can in fact be part of the work, 
which is now a sculpture of a cat-chained-to-an-iron-railing, though the 
moment we allow it to be a part of the work, where does or can the work 
end? It becomes a kind of metaphysical sandpit, swallowing the whole 
universe down into itself.57 

Similarly, once we consider the Gagosian Gallery as part of Play Dead; Real 

Time, where does the work end? Is the National Gallery of Canada and the 

Museum of Modern Art also part of the work, then? The walls, the floor, the 

building, the street, the city and the country? Where can we draw the circle of 

relevance to prevent the universe from imploding on the artwork? 

 

I draw again on Gérard Genette, who states: “It is perhaps to leap from truism to 

hyperbole to speak of operal plurality in connection with these matters of 

functional variation.”58 Common usage allows the diffusion of the artwork in 

Shawinigan, Ottawa and New York to be considered as one and the same work, 

not as different works for different contexts. This is due to what Genette defines 

as the audience‟s “operal tolerance.” To argue, as I have done in this paper, that 

the various exhibitions of Play Dead; Real Time are more accurately defined as 

adaptations of one work, is already to contradict art world conventions, which 

continue to uphold the “referential fallacy.”59 That is, codes of professional 

conduct continue to assert that an art object divulges its meaning as though it 

were a “direct, linear, mirror-like copy of its material nature.”60 This meaning can 

supposedly be delivered to the observer wholly in tact regardless of variances in 

                                                   
57 Arthur Danto, The Transfiguration of the Commonplace: A Philosophy of Art, Cambridge, 
Mass.:Harvard University Press, 1981, p. 102. 
58 Genette, p. 255. 
59 Taborsky, p. 53. 
60 Ibid. 
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context because the art object is deemed whole onto itself, autonomous, and 

complete in its own identity.61 

 

But that is not to say that I have written these last thirty-five pages for none. Like 

Genette, I am not certain that the “imaginary nature” of such an awkward 

concept as plural-works-immanating-in-one-object is sufficient grounds for 

disregarding what it has to teach us.62 The fact that the diffusion of Play Dead; 

Real Time or its passage over time could result in “operal plurality” is enough to 

pose a serious challenge to the “referential fallacy” as well as to the “theory of 

reputation” and on which the art world is based. Both the idea of the genius-

author and the mythical essence to which his work attests are refuted when we 

look at the life-span of an artwork in art-sociological terms. What we have instead 

is a concept of art that incorporates the entirety of the cultural réseaux, which 

gave rise to it in the first place. Although it is more difficult to establish a circle of 

relevance than to limit ourselves to a singular artist, the reward of an art-

sociological analysis are many: it is the only way we can accurately access the 

cultural agency of a work of art.   

 

Because of an object‟s transcendence – “this endless evocation, this appeal that 

every work implicitly addresses to all the others”63 – reception is always partial 

and incomplete. It is also creative, for the baggage that we bring with us 

constitutes the legisigns by which we will interpret what we see. As I have argued 

                                                   
61 Ibid. p. 60. 
62 Genette, p. 250. 
63 Ibid., p. 218. 
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throughout this paper, “objects as signs are specific to their group. They cannot 

be moved from society to society and retain the same meaning; the meaning will 

change and the object may even become meaningless.”64 Perhaps it is this threat 

of meaninglessness that keeps the myths of the art world alive, for indeed chasing 

a buried “essence” sounds better than projecting our own ghosts.  

                                                   
64 Taborsky, p. 65. 



 38 

Figures 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Douglas Gordon, Play Dead; Real Time, 2003.Video installation with two 
screens, monitor and colour video, 21 min. loop and 11 min. loop. Installation view 
at Gagosian Gallery, New York, 2003. 
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Figure 2: detail.     Figure 3: detail. 
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Figure 4: detail.  

Figure 5: detail.  

Figure 6: detail. 

Figure 7: detail. 
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Figure 8: detail. 



 42 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Jannis Kounellis, Galleria l’Attico, Rome, 1969. Live Horses.  
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Figure 10: cover of the exhibition  
catalogue, Noah’s Ark. 

 
 

 

Figure 11: frame from the National Gallery of Canada’s website. 
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Figure 12: Leon Golub, Mission   Figure 13: Edgar Degas, Cheval au gallop,  
Civilatrice, 1996. Acrylic on   c. 1890. Bronze, 25 x 34 x 18 cm. National 
Canvas, 234 x 131 cm. Private   Gallery of Canada. 
Collection.        

 

 

Figure 14: Joe Fafard, Western Dancer, 2003. Bronze with patina, 
162 x 285 x 100 cm.  Artist’s Collection. 
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Figure 15: Brian Jungen, Transmutation, 2000.  
Plastic Chairs, 145 x 660 x 132 cm. National 
Gallery of Canada. 

 

 

Figure 16: Ron Mueck, Untitled (Head of a 
 Baby), 2003. Silicone, fibreglass resin, and 
mixed media, 215 cm. 

 

 

Figure 17: Louise Bourgeois, Maman, 1999.  
Bronze, 915 cm. 
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Figure 18: installation view at the National Gallery of Canada. 
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