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The photographs have captions now,
not text, that insinuate the relation-
ship between the Israelis and Palesti-
nians to be that of brutes and gentle-
folk respectively. Unlike the original,
fact-laden text, nevertheless, these
captions seldom even mention Israe-
lis. Where, for instance, the forbidden
text had read **Israeli troops patrol the
Moslem Quarter, Old City, Jeru-
salem,’” the caption now available
reads **Patrol in Moslem Quarter, Old
City, Jerusalem.” The captions are
often so ahistorical that at times the
Palestinians could just as well have
been sandstorm victims. **Ali Awwad
Kashkhar, 67, was forcibly evicted,
along with his family of six, from his
traditional home in the Negev Desert,
on June 23, 1983, by the Green Patrol,
set up to protect the environment by
former Israeli Minister of Agriculture
and Settlements, General Ariel
Sharon,’ is tidily replaced by the new
caption reads ‘‘Ali Awwad Kashkhar,
67, Refugee from his Traditional
Home in the Negev.”

To the relief, no doubt, of the cen-
sors, the photographs themselves are
quite like their new captions, in that
they are in fact remarkably non-
specific. Because themes — modern
ways vs folkways, spirituality vs
physicality — rather than events, are
illustrated, they are especially vulner-
able to the dulling effects of the
pusilanimous censorship. There are
photographs of monolithic modern
highrises barricading the horizon
against the few sunbeams reaching the
wrinkled tents of tribesmen. A
thoroughly-accoutred soldier faces
an elaborately crafted mosque. With-
out the text, the effect of this themati-
zation of the Palestinian people is to
present them as an endangered Noble
Savage, an exotic type that for West-
erners is reflexly classed as a gener-
ally worthy cause, partly because it is
such a photogenic one: the implica-
tion being that the bright-eyed
Watermelon Boy, the pensive Shep-

herd Boy, the diligent peasant who
bakes bread or who brews coffee *‘in
the traditional way,”’ are just too
wholesome to be defaced by suffering.

One photograph, picturing a metal
worker toiling in a T-shirt that bears a
map of Palestine, is an exception to
this. He is distinguished from the
North American viewer by the earthi-
ness of his technology. Yet the T-shirt
personalizes his politicization. For a
moment the viewer can recognize that
through the mundane choice of what
to wear to work this man has pro-
claimed his own relationship to the
body politic.

There is another photograph that
reveals Story’s potential to be observ-
ant and curious without opportunism.
“‘Christian Service, Palm Sunday,
1981"° records a group of tense,
homely nuns who face the camera
unselfconsciously expectant, seem-
ingly in readiness for a revelatory
event. In front of them a pretty young
woman, her hair unbound, sits with
her back to the camera. She has just
turned her head to see what the nuns
are looking for. Her open, intent
glance is as eager in its secular way as
the nuns’ cheerless anticipation. The
photograph is really rather mysteri-
ous, and the mystery speaks well of
the photographer’s own vulnerability
as a stranger who also looks on, with
no way of explaining, too humble to
display images as if they are an infe-
rior form of fact.

Otherwise this exhibit designates
the Palestinians as underdogs, and
therefore does not face the question of
whether both photojournalists and
artists can stop perpetuating the view
that human beings are all either inno-
cents or guilty, forever victims in need
of rescue or oppressors in need of
punishment.

Jeanne Randolph

Letters

AXES OF DIFFERENCES
RESPONSES TO PHILIP MONK

Philip Monk s exsav Aves of Differences’
(Vanguard, Mav. 198 p. 10-14) was first
presented ina public lecture in Toronto in
February of 1984 Ity publication in Van-
guard has prompted the response of five
Toronto artists. These letrers are printed
below. together with Monk™s response. in
their entirerv. Vanguard will continue 1o
offer its pages to these and other important
discussions: however it now serves notice
that future letters may be edited for reasons
of length. [ed]

Dear editor:

““Toronto is neither New York nor Ger-
many. letalone Italy.”” Using the obvious as
a springboard. Philip Monk takes a wild
leap into the problematic pool of sexual pol-
itics and hauls up from its murky bottom
- Axes of Difference’” — a piece of criticism
so foul that it puts a critic of his stature to
shame.

Strangely enough, the one point that
made all the sound and fury of the original
lecture seem somewhat worthwhile (i.e.
that overt historicism may be encouraging a
curious passivity among artists today) was
never stated as clearly in the rewritten Van-
guard text. Allow me to speculate that this
was probably because, in cold print, the
assertion points the accusative finger as
boldly at his chosen female artists as the
indicted males. Let's face it, we're all guilty
on this count.

I seriously question the motivations for
Monk's argument that *‘the axes of differ-
ence’’ are male/female and expression/
mediation, when he prefaces this dubious
declaration with escape clauses like **we do
not have an overt expressionist tendency in
Canada’™ and, unbelievably, *‘the lines of
difference are not so much between expres-
sion and mediation, men and women.”” The
contradictions are glaring. Who can make
sense of them?

In the crucial paragraph of his text we
are dragged into a whirlpool of language.
He offers a model of a unit (‘*Toronto
work on representation’’) with two axes.
Although we are initially told that the
polarities of the first axis are expressionand
mediation, his elaboration makes this
impossible. Monk states that mediation
may just as well be called appropriation.
But then he frets that appropriation and
expression are too similar to be opposites:
**these latter both project ideal subjects; an
ideal presence; an ideal objectivity.”” Thus
he proposes that the polarities of the first
axis are actually expression and representa-
tion, which is sheer nonsense if *‘represen-
tation’’ is what the greater unit is supposed
to be. Monk gets away with this nightmare
world of constantly shifting meanings by
never clearly defining his terms for his
readers, therefore many of the crucial
words seem to mean whatever he needs
them to mean at any given time.

Sociology and psychology would both
be far easier fields of endeavour if defin-
itive conclusions on gender could be gar-
nered from small sample groups of only four
females and four males. What is surprising,
however. is that Monk did not stack the
deck in favour of his argument. Shelagh
Alexander, excellent artist though she is,
cannot fit into his rigid criterion. Her work
is hermetic, fragmented, full of nostalgia for
the completeness of childhood. On the
other hand Andy Patton, except for his
incriminating gender, would fall more natu-
rally within the opposing camp because of
his sophisticated understanding of the
mechanics of appropriation.

The lines blur considerably between the
genders. The fragmentation of Janice
Gurney'’s recent show seems to me to be as
emotional as it is strategic in relation to
problems of representation. Dressed up in
50s drag and accessorized with more stylish

paint. Patton’s picture. Archutccture of 1ri-
vacy. could easily be one by Tod. Many of
Marc de Guerres non-religious preoccu-
pations are not so different from Shirley
Wiitasalo's. even though she is infinitely
more resourceful in bringing them to light.
(As an aside. Wiitasalo's interior frame
relates to a considerable tradition in Euro-
pean pictorialism that is quite un-local and
extremely un-real, but that is a whole dif-
ferent can of worms warranting an equally
long rebuttal!) Dave Clarkson and Alexan-
der use different media and formats but
both walk the same melancholy landscape
of broken heroes, lost childhood idealism,
and ambivalence towards looming figures
of power. While gender may make the
registering of the relationships within each
artist's work different (and many a feminist
would argue that the perceived passivity in
Clarkson's was a positive thing indeed) it
doesn’t stop the work from functioning in a
similar manner. If we are to find fault for
cynical resignation among these eight art-
ists, Clarkson is totally eclipsed by the
caustic wit of Self Portrait as a Prostitute
by Tod. In this painting she says: I know my
paintings are luxury commodities. Yes, [
am critical of it. But, what the hell, I"ve got
to eat! Such a statement has little to do with
gender and everything to do with the condi-
tions of being an artist in this day and age.

The funniest moment in the essay
comes when Monk stoops to academic corn
and accuses ChromaZone of collectively
being Oedipal. Monk quickly drops
ChromaZone without clearly explaining
what he means by our “‘emulation™ of
General Idea and he proceeds to criticize us
through implied but debatable shared sen-
sibilities with his four unfortunate males.
Had he further pursued any of the male or
female members of ChromaZone in his
critique, he would have had to deal with a
topic that he traditionally avoids, even
while talking about the homosexually in-
formed work of General Idea: Sexuality as
it pertains to representation.

Here lies Monk’s major folly in Axes of
Difference. In using a feminist critique to
his own ends, he uses it selectively,
banishing the major precept that you simply
can’t consider the social apparatus that
encases gender and ignore the social con-
struction of sexuality.

Frustrated with this gaping omission,
1 asked Philip Monk in the bar after his
initial lecture, what he thought about the
work of gay artists such as Rob Flack,
Stephen Andrews. He responded that he
didn’t *like”’ it, so he hadn’t thought much
about it. In contrast, he doesn’t seem to
“like”" the work of de Guerre, but he has
thought about it considerably. All mar-
ginalized groups in society know what it is
like to be invisible before the white
heterosexist male gaze.

It's alarming to see Philip Monk clum-
sily and condescendingly make a safe place
for the women artists he plans to assemble
in a show at YYZ this fall. Their work’
speaks strongly; they don’t need a male
critic to isolate them with his artificial
dichotomies and then presume to speak for
them.

Andy Fabo, Toronto

Dear editor:
1 wish to make two criticisms regarding the
two main ‘‘Axes of Difference” which
Philip Monk posits in his article of the same
name. The first points out an important
intellectual error, and the second, (which I
find more disturbing) a socio-political one.
Central to Monk’s argument dividing
“active and passive’’ art is his mistaken
supposition that so-called **. . .emblems of
failure. . .’ are nor representations of the
same order as emblems which he alleges
contain **. . .the sense of the possibility of
action.”” Of course, this denial is crucial to
his false construction. It takes no **. . .ideal
objectivity. . . to see that neither sort of
representation is more real as a representa-
tion than the other. Both share the same
characteristic properties of representation




and create the identical condition of
attendant transformative potential which
Monk correctly assumes is their important
quality. It's his idea after all **. . .that one is
able to act in the real (through representa-
tion changing representation).”” All repre-
sentations contain the implicit functional
ability to change our representational prac-
tice. precisely because they are representa-
tions. therefore all are equally “‘active".

Monk's second axis divides a group of
artists (of which I am one) according to
gender. In criticizing this ploy 1 will draw
from a well known and valuable text. Fig-
wres of Authority. Ciphers of Regression.
In describing the recent **. . .revitilization
of obsolete pictorial practices. . . which
legitimize social repression and are based in
sexism, Benjamin Buchloh warns us that ™.
. .at a time when cultural production in
every field is becoming increasingly aware
of. if not actively countering, the oppres-
sion of traditional role distinctions based on
the construction of sexual difference.
contemporary art. . .returns to the concepts
of psychosexual organization that date
from the origins of bourgeois character
formation.”” Sadly. I believe that Monk has
resorted to the tired universalizations of
sexual difference that Buchloh brings to our
attention. To be sure, Monk reverses these
arbitrary, traditional gender attributes to
suit his purpose. but they still function in
the same depersonalizing way.

| find this strategy unfortunate because
the author and 1 are in general accord
regarding the importance of other issues
presented in his essay. (These concern self-
representation and conditions of media-
tion.) It is regrettable then, that these theo-
ries are overshadowed by his ill considered
reliance on divisive gender distinctions and
stereotypical labeling.

To close. I will again return to Buch-
Joh’s text in order to utilize his conclusion
for my own and because | believe that it
provides the theoretical foundation for
Monk's text: “The primary function of
such cultural re-presentation is the confir-
mation of the hieratics of cultural domina-
tion.”” If Monk is correct in his belief that
this is my mistake. then it is his to share as
well.

David Clarkson, Toronto

Dear editor:
| have many problems with Philip Monk's
recent article, " Axes of Difference™, which
al many points seems to be simply an axe to
grind. In his haste to slam my work. Monk
does not seem to have looked at the actual
work. For example, in attempting to distin-
guish Shirley Wiitasalo’s work from mine,
which he had paired it with, Monk points to
two criteria: “Wiitasalo's paintings
similarly are framed in one medium, but an
interior frame almost always mimes the
edge of the canvas as a self-conscious
division between inside and outside, and
the subject itself is decidedly not unitary.”
And he goes on to discuss Wiitasalo’s paint-
ing Interview which was reproduced in the
article. What strikes me as unfair is Monk’s
selective inattention to the work of mine
which was also reproduced in the article.
The Architecture of Privacy has a very
obvious internal frame as well, which only
someone with a blind spot could miss. I can
only conclude that the key word concerning
an internal frame is *‘self-conscious’, and
that I didn’t know what I was doing when 1
laid out the painting. I thought at the time I
was conscious of what 1 was doing, but
obviously, I was mistaken.

Similarly. the subject of the painting is
the whole painting. which is structured bas-
ically along a division of “'self"” and oth-

ers’’, i.e. the woman dancing, and the
others whose gaze is directed at her from
the other side of the frame, arch, or page.
While the viewer is likely, I think, to iden-
tify with the dancer, I don't see how the
“others’* and their looking can be ignored.
How is it possible then to say that where
Wiitasalo's subject is non-unitary, that the
subject of my painting is unitary? If one
identifies with the dancer, one becomes
subject to *"their'” gaze. If one does not put
oneself into the painting, one will see both
sides of the “‘self”’/"other’" split from a
distance. In either case, the subject is not a
simple unity. Basically, Monk excludes the
left three feet of the painting from his analy-
sis. If he means to argue that Wiitasalo's
painting is superior to mine with three feet
cut off on the left, I'll certainly agree.

Monk seems to be saying that the prob-
lem with my work most basically is that the
works about privacy do not comprehend
that privacy is socially constructed. In the
case of the work reproduced. even if the
*“self>’/**other’" relation is ignored, the title
The Architecture of Privacy explicitly
links *‘privacy’" to a non-natural social con-
struction. ""architecture’".

But what upsets me most is not Monk's
criticism but his need to totally discredit the
work of the various men. I think most
readers will sense this in the tone, but it can
be pointed out in the article’s construction.
I'd like to point to two examples where a
single word is used as a means of shifting
what would have been a simple and accu-
rate description into a more or less total
discrediting of either the work or the values
expressed there. Monk writes " For David
Clarkson, fragmentation is only the lack of
a desired unity.”” Why ““only™"? Because,
without some term that would inflect and
direct the statement negatively, Clarkson’s
work would be revealed as wanting a
“unity'", something which all of us do
desire to various degrees and in various
ways, and which takes its social shape in
feelings and relations of love. solidarity.
friendship, nurturance, shared celebration.
.. Does Clarkson have no right to this? Do
we have no right to this?

And earlier Monk writes of my work
that **. . .a retreat from the public is made
under the guise of a lament for the public.™
The word **guise’” here states that the work
is not even a lament. My works are not only
in retreat, they lie, disguising themselves as
what appears to be a felt, actual loss.
Monk, I suppose. saves those of you who
might be deceived by me, who might
believe that I really do feel the loss of a real
sociality, of a political realm not con-
tinuously effaced by the charismatic, by
advertising, by its own special fetishism,
and by a history which has continuously
atomized society. If his argument is suc-
cessful, Monk will have pointed out not
only the failings real or imaginary of my
work, but will have discredited even my
attempt, which [ thought was human
enough.

This more or less total discrediting of
the men and their work is, oddly enough.
part and parcel of the article’s phallo-
centrism. While the article quite explicitly
distances itself from the old “*men are
active, women are passive’  song and
dance, it never questions what is centrally
valuable in our society and culture. The
article is merely a shifting of genders
around that central value, "‘action’’.
Throughout the article, Monk makes it
quite clear that this is the value by which all
must be judged. And while he says that
women fulfill this central value better than
men, this is about as radical as women on
Bay St. saying that women have to be better
than men at their jobs in order to be taken
seriously. It should not be surprising that
this aspect of Monk’s article was pointed
out to me by a gay friend, who regarded
Monk's argument as simply another polic-
ing of what was allowable to men and for
men in this society. Men must not be pas-
sive, even if women can be active. Isn’t it
possible to value, assess, and support the
work done by various women in art, with-

out implicitly tying it once again to the suc-
cess or failure of men's artworks; without
tying it so explicitly to the central phallo-
centric value of a culture which simply does
not know when to stop, when to sit still,
how to limit itself, how to nurture; without
re-asserting the most narrow and oppres-
sive vision of what it is to be male in this
society?

Andy Patton, Toronto

Dear editor:

My initial ambivalence towards Philip
Monk's article ‘*Axes of Difference™ has
given way to dismay, when I consider some
of its inherent implications.

That Monk should value the women's
work, which he describes in this essay,
seems to reflect a certain degree of good
taste and sense on his part. That he should
find it necessary to denigrate several of
their male colleagues’ work in the process.
however, reflects a wilful lack of sense. The
proliferation of this type of hierarchical
classification, which depends on a practice
of polarization and separation, does not
seem particularly well suited to a careful
examination of work which answers to the
local and real.

The axis which Monk, develops is one
of alienation and division, rather than a re-
ference for what might (and should) be seen
as co-ordinates. Little is to be gained by
creating false dichotomies between the
sexes. Much good will arise from a discus-
sion of disparate modes of experience,
which needn’t be perceived as mutually ex-
clusive.

Elizabeth MacKenzie, Toronto

Dear editor:

We live in a time when intelligent people
recognize and respect the value of the
women's movement. Philip Monk is cer-
tainly not the first to acknowledge it. In his
article ‘*Axes of Difference’” (Vanguard,
May ’84) he may be the first, however, to
direct its acknowledged importance
towards the fabrication of a new critical
method of art evaluation based on gender
prejudice.

Following a familiar preamble concern-
ing Toronto artists’ culpability to interna-
tional production for legitimization, Monk
poses a rhetorical question, which as an
issue remains unaddressed throughout the
remainder of his article. The question: *'Is
it fair to create the opposition (between the
work by men and that by women), or am [
generalizing from a few select examples?”
The question is not posed, as it should be,
as a cautionary remark acknowledging the
tentative, provocative nature of the' ensu-
ing statements. Itis rather planted as aruse,
feigning fairness: the "‘questioning’" critic
should after all be trusted for his good inten-
tions. This tactic is necessary, it turns out,
because what follows in the remainder of
the article is an insupportable simplification
of a very complex subject.

The first distinction Monk attempts tc
set up between the men and women artists
is that apparently the *‘referents for subject
matter and practice are located in the real
for women and the gallery and art world for
men’". That the *‘real’” is, as Monk implies.

sufficiently constituted by “*modern forms
of communication and reproduction’” is not
certain. More signifantly, that this concern
is necessarily absent from the work of the
men discussed is unfounded. As for **prac-
tice'". it seems necessary to disclose the
fact that each and every artist discussed in
the article has exhibited in a commercial
gallery (of the art world). Further in the
same paragraph Monk insists on another
inaccuracy. Every artist discussed, not just
the women. as he would want us to believe.
produces work that “‘follows through from
the critical and contextual art of the recent
past: conceptual, installation, video, per-
formance, photo-textual, etc.”” This over-
sight on Monk's part is a deliberate falsifi-
cation and constitutes blatant malice.

The diatribe that follows these inaccu-
racies provides the reader with glib witti-
cisms that categorize the men respectively
as exemplifying ‘‘romantic idealism, pri-
vate subjectivism, sentimental humanism
or nihilistic expressionism ™. The very form
of these paired adjectives reveal their con-
trived insincerity.

Monk then ensues to elaborate on his
subjective evaluations and comparisons of
the artists in question. As it has been histor-
ically determined, this, of course, is the
privilege of his vocation. However, for this
activity to pose as authentic, relevant, criti-
cal theory is thoroughly unprofessional.
Fortunately. the self-serving opportunism
of Monks critique is so evidently transpar-
ent that it has rendered itself irrelevant and
ineffectual. His partisanship in this fiction
in any case casts doubt on his status as a
commentator on art in Toronto. If Monk
had intended his article as provocation to
open debate on this supposed issue, he
should have discovered a responsible way
of doing so.

Will Gorlitz, Toronto

Philip Monk Responds

Given the fact that the letters seem to be
responding to the hearsay of the lecture
rather than the article itself, it is fruitless to
reply. Nonetheless some clarifications
need to be made.

The gross distortions of the letters start
by privileging an opposition between men
and women. No one has gone beyond that
misrepresentation of the article to its obvi-
ous intent: namely a statement of the con-
sequences of artistic form, of which I
opposed ‘‘representation’’ and “‘expres-
sion”’. The contrasting of the work by men
and women was at a third remove from that
primary opposition. A rereading of the logic
of the article would show this as well as
disqualify Will Gorlitz's opening conten-
tion.

If the “*blatant malice’” and “*contrived
insincerity’* of my ‘‘diatribe’’ based on
““inaccuracies’", “'insupportable simplifica-
tion'* and **subjective evaluations’, which,
however, are the “privilege'™ of my *self-
serving opportunism’* and **partisanship’’,
produces a '‘fiction’” which is not only
*‘thoroughly unprofessional’* but ‘irrele-
vant and ineffectual’” as well, and further
lead Gorlitz to *‘doubt’ my ‘‘status as a
commentator on art in Toronto’’, I can only
think that some truth, or threat, is con-
tained in an article that could provoke such
excessive abuse. Otherwise the *‘fiction”™
would cancel itself in the reading and the
response would not be so invested by
hostility.

My labelling of the work, which people
find so contentious, as ‘‘romantic idealism,
private subjectivism, sentimental human-
ism or nihilistic expressionism’’ is tame,
nearly “‘responsible’”, next to Gorlitz's




accusations or Andy Fabo's characteriza-
tion of me as **the white heterosexist male’™’
critic. The connotations of racism and
homophobia are of a completely different
order than the claims I registered against
these artists’ works. This is the unfortunate
fate of the critic in whom artists project and
invest so much authority: that I am to be
condemned for everything that I have not
written about. Fabo’s statement is nothing
other than a desire to be visible *‘before the
white heterosexist male gaze’’, a desire to
be written about by that figure of authority.

As for the ‘“‘gaping omission,” Fabo
claims, the **social construction of sexuali-
ty"” was one of the generalized explanations
of the opposition I suggested, but it was not
the main topic under discussion, which was
once again, the ideological consequences of
artistic form. I might add that bar talk is not
art criticism, nor are private conversations
public statements. Fabo unfortunately
makes them so, and does a disservice to
both the artists, Stephen Andrews and Rob
Flack, and myself. In fact I qualified the
refusal to talk about these artists by stating
that I had not seen enough of either’s work
to make a comment.

Fabo’s forgetfulness is understandable
given that he remembers a different lecture
from the near transcript published. Ironi-
cally, what was dropped from the published
text, that which Fabo found so ‘‘worth-
while”’, were the long quotations and my
commentary on the distortions of recent
Toronto art history by the ChromaZone art-
ists and those who write about them.

Furthermore, Fabo might not find the
**shifting meanings’ of my text so night-
marish if he understood this as a process of
definition. Please grant me one of the dis-
puted virtues of *‘patriarchal language’” —
that of logic.

If, as Andy Patton generously offers,
David Clarkson has a right to **feelings and
relations of love, solidarity, friendship,
nurturance, shared celebration’’, then
surely in all charity I am entitled to an
““intellectual error’’. However, it is neither
an error nor an ‘‘important’’ one. More-
over, it is not really an error if one can make
of representation (and ‘‘emblem’’) what-
ever one pleases, as Clarkson does in order
to include his work on the **positive’’ side
of my classification. Yes, “‘all represen-
tations’’ are ‘‘active’’ in that they have
effects. That was exactly my point: that
they have certainideological consequences
(a word Clarkson refuses in substituting
“cultural’’ for ‘‘ideological’’ in one of
Buchloh’s quotations).

As for my ‘‘more disturbing, socio-
political”” errors, I suggest Clarkson reread
Buchloh, his authority against me (an
author whose article, by the way, has the
problematic effect of condemning all repre-
sentation as an extension of figuration).
The **character of sexual difference. . . that
dates from the origin of bourgeois character
formation’’ unfortunately describes
Clarkson’s art, as a continuation of
Buchloh's quotation indicates: *“The bour-
geois concept of the avant-garde as the
domain of heroic male sublimation func-
tions as the ideological complement and
cultural legitimation of social repression.”
The difference lies in the phrase ‘‘tradition-
al role disttinctions’”” which Buchloh claims
this art is a regression to, while ‘‘construc-
tion of sexual difference’’ affirms my
argument. I can’tbelieve that Clarkson uses
Buchloh against me when his article is one
long argument against the type of work
that Clarkson’s represents. Reading errors
are every bit as serious as intellectual
ones, more serious [ would say, as they lead
nowhere.

Perhaps my *‘phallocentric values’ are
too harsh. I am sorry to have wounded
Andy Patton by suggesting to any reader or
potential viewer that he is less than
humane. But my article has occasioned
Patton’s urgent need to display that
wounded humanism in speaking for himself
and others, and has allowed him to nurse
into print what his works do not declare
themselves. I do not want to condemn his

feelings or suggest that he is disguising
them: rather they are exactly the con-
sequences | forsaw in his paintings. If  am
permitted one more time. | might coin a
new slogan for this urgency: **authoritarian
humanism™". As for Patton’s analysis of my
deceptive semantic turns. [ suggest that
there is a great difference between ‘‘guise’’
and “disguise’ that figures in the prefix
*dis’* on the order of "ability’” and
**disability .

Far from abandoning these ‘‘phallo-
centric values™. given the response to this
article, ] am free to be a “prick’". However,
given that my critical terms are already
being appropriated by and for the very work
I was criticizing. perhaps my value has
expired for this self-serving axis of painters
(1 can return the phrase to this newly
emerged *status quo’’) that can absorb any
challenge to its self-esteem.

Philip Monk

ERRATUM

The review by Denis Roy of the exhibition
“Desire’’, published in the May Vanguard,
was translated by M. Roy and not by Fran-
cine Dagenais as indicated.
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a masers student in Canadian art history
at Concordia University in Montreal;
Ellen Ramsey is a Vancouver artist and
recent graduate of Simon Fraser
University; Jeanne Randolph is a
Toronto art critic and psychiatrist;
Christine Ross is a Montreal writer;
Dennis Roy is an education offiver at the
National Gallery of Canada; Elspeth
Sage is a Vancouver writer; Marcel
Saint-Pierre is a painter and a professor
of art history living in Montreal; Bruce
Seraphin is a Vancouver writer; Cheryl
Simon is a Montreal writer specializing in
photography; Maureen Smith is an
Edmonton writer; Nell Tenhaaf is a
Montreal artist and former director of
Powerhouse; Jean Tourangeau is Quebec
Regional Editor for Vanguard: Charlotte
Townsend Gault is Atlantic Regional
Editor for Vanguard; Dot Tuer is a
Toronto writer; Liz Wylie teaches art
history in Edmonton.
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VANCOUVER

ABTRON SPECTRUM GALLERY

993 Marine Dr.

Greg McRitchie. opening exhibition paintings.
drawings. sculpture. through Sept.

ALEXANDER HARRISON GALLERIES

2932 Granville, 732-5217

Gallery artists including Bates. Trinidad. lzzard,
Lam. Horton and Jackson. through Sept.

667 Howe, 681-2817

Gallery artists through month.

2020 Park Royal, South Mall, 926-2615

David MacLagan, watercolours, Sept. 19.

ALEX FRASER GALLERIES

2027 W. 41st, 266-6010

Jack Hamilton, watercolours of Greece, opens
Sept. 6th.

ART EMPORIUM

2928 Granville, 738-3510

New paintings by Jack Wise, Britton Francis and
Brian Johnson; recent acquisitions by A. J. Casson
and A. Y. Jackson, through the month.

ARTS UMBRELLA

1286 Cartwright St., 681-4786

Performing art centre for children ages 2 to 18.
ATELIER GALLERY

3039 Granville, 732-3021

R. Davis, E. Erisalu, S. Mennie, R. Young, L.
Graff, S. Birstein, D. Berglund and H. G. Glyde,
through Sept.

BARR GALLERY

1701 W. 4th, 732-5613

Wildlife artists, Frace, Bateman, Parker and
works by Neiman and Alvar, through month.
BAU-XI GALLERY

3045 Granville, 733-7011

Richard Bond and scupture from Zimbabwe, both
from Sept. 4 to 15; Gordon Smith, canvases and
works on paper, Sept. 17 to 29.

BENT BOX GALLERY

1520 W. 15th, 734-3133

Northwest coast Indian art originals and prints by
John Goodwin and Lyle Wilson through month.
BURNABY ART GALLERY

6344 Gilpin, Burnaby, 291-9441

Jack Kidder, recent drawings and Early Canadian
Intaglio Prints, both to Sept. 16

BUTLER GALLERIES

2860 W. 4th, 736-1813

Limited edition prints including J. F. Lansdowne,
through month.

CARTWRIGHT STREET GALLERY

1411 Cartwright, 687-8266

Halfyard Dolls, travelling exhibition, July 12 to
Sept. 8.

CENTRE CULTUREL COLUMBIEN

795 W. 16th, 874-9105

Folk Art Exhibition, group show including, tapes-
tries, ceramic and paper sculpture, dolls, to Sept.
27.

CHARLES H. SCOTT GALLERY

Emily Carr College of Art

1399 Johnston, 687-2345

The Emily Carr College of Art and Design Faculty
Exhibition, to Sept. 30.

CHINESE CULTURAL CENTRE

50 E. Pender, 687-0729

Local Chinese Canadian artists, Sept. 21 to Oct. 4.
CINNABAR GALLERY

581 Granville St., 688-2935

Donald Evans, painting, photography, through
month.

CIRCLE CRAFT CO-OP

Circle Craft has moved to Granville Is., across
from food market, from June through Sept.
COBURG GALLERY

314 W. Cordova, 688-0866

Carole Itter, Images From Al Neil Performances,
Sept. 5 to 22; Photographs by Orest Semchishen,
Images of Life and Transition in Alberta, Sept. 26
to Oct. 13.

CONTEMPORARY ART GALLERY

555 Hamilton, 687-1345

Myros Buriak, works on paper, multi-media, a
scroll format, Sept. 5 to 29.

CREEKHOUSE GALLERY

1551 Johnson, 681-5016

Elizabeth Scott, serigraphs, through Sept.
DELTA MUSEUM AND ARCHIVES

4858 Delta St., Delta, 946-9322

The Wonder of Weaving, raw wool to finished
article, to Sept. 30.

DOWNSTAIRS GALLERY

1425 Marine, 926-3525

Wayne Ngan, pottery, raku, oils on canvas, sumi

ink drawings and sketches. thre
DUNDARAVE PRINT WORRNH!
1640 Johnston, Granville Iskand
Andrzej Brakoniecki. throneh N
EQUINOX GALLERY

1525 W. 8th - 3rd Noor, 736-240%
Colette French, recent work. Se:
FEDERATION GALLERY

367 Water, 681-8534

Len Gedak. portraits. oils and t
scapes in watercolours. both te S
22, to be announced.
FIREHALL THEATRE

280 East Cordova St.. 689-0920
to be announced. Gallery just
Cafe.

GRANVILLE ISLAND GRAPHI
1650 Johnston, 687-8914
Malaspina Print Workshop An:
Sale Show, Sept. Sto 29.
GROSVENOR GALLERY
327-925 W. Georgia, 684-4297
Andrew Kiss, wildlife. oils. thr.
HOUSTON-FARRIS

165 Water St., third floor, 687-2
to be announced.

IMAGES FOR A CANADIAN i
779 Burrard, 685-7046
Virginianne and Maxine Nocl
tured prints, through Sept.
INUIT GALLERY

345 Water, 688-7323

Exhibit of Pangnirtung graphi.
month.

KENNETH HEFFEL FINE AR
2247 Granville, 732-6506

Toni Onley, new paintings .
mountains and glaciers: John
temporary sculptures. both li:
KUPCZYNSKI STUDIO GALI
2233 Granville, 734-5673

Stanley Kupczynski. reces
Kupczynski, tapestries. throu.

LOUNT’S TAPESTRY GALL L
1544 W. 8th, 734-7878

Suede, leather mosaics: recer
Artist Fabrice - meet the artin:
Sept. 23,2 to 5 pm.

M. C. DUTHIE

776 Thurlow, 689-4766

Art book gallery.

MAPLE RIDGE ART GALLt
11949 Haney Place, 467-585%
Hank Tyson, A Retrospectin:
MARION SCOTT GALLERY
671 Howe, 685-1934

Eskimo sculpture, graphics .
woodcarvings, through Scpt
MCEWEN’S ARTSPACE

331 W. Pender, 685-6920

Ken Westman, oils and eyl

METALLIC DESIGN GALLL
219 Lonsdale, N. Van., 980-18*
Group show featuring. Bern:
Melton, brass etchings and
Namaste Series, paintings.

6.

MIDO FRAMERS

2952 W. 4th, 736-1321

Alan Wood, an exhibition ot
MONTGOMERY CAFE
433 W. Pender St., 685-5524
to be announced.

NEOARTISM

3685 West Fourth, 738-1533
Lincoln Clarkes, Innocen:
paintings and photography
mixed media show. Scpt 1+
Francis Thenard, Sept. [Vt

(N)ON COMMERCIAL
1011 Commercial Dr., 874.9~
Warren Murfitt, Prisoncors
structions, to Sept. 15 ih.
5, Thurs. 12 t0 9).

NORTH SHORE MUSELU M
209 W. 4th, N. Vancouscr,
Birks Room. Togs 1o 1
clothing 1860 to 19640, th:
OR GALLERY

1729 Franklin St., 251-641%
Thomas Lawson. new -
Penner Bancroft. photow
Nick Brdar, sculpture. ~



