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The ‘GENERATORprinthouse’ exhibition/project was envisaged partly as a way to produce a 
newspaper like The E.G to disseminate valuable information, news & artworks for a local – and 
sometimes not so local- audience. The ‘printhouse project’ is nearing conclusion on 22nd September. 
The E.G is entering unknown waters. It has been mooted that The E.G may continue as GENERATOR 
projects’ bi-monthly newsletter. It has been suggested that The E.G makes irregular comebacks as 
a vehicle for carrying ‘critical discourse’. The E.G may even continue to be produced sporadically 
and at times when GENERATOR needs it to be for whatever reason it deems pertinent at the time. 
It may be taken on by other artists & writers to use or abuse as deemed appropriate to them.  
The future is currently unknown for our publication. However, for all thoughts of the mortality of the 
newspaper, the mentions of faith & Jesus in this issue are purely coincidental. Honest.

All these mortal thoughts are the ‘background’ reason for the religious themes:  the main one is that 
as part of the Sister Corita exhibition at the DCA we will launch this issue at the related  ((echo)) 
event in the galleries. Well done if you’re reading this now in the DCA & have made your way down 
to see me & other DCA staff speak. Thank you, thank you.

Corita’s Immaculate Heart College newsletter, ‘The Irregular Bulletin’ finds a place of special influence 
upon the paper you read. In homage to her pre-punk aestethic, we have artistically ‘borrowed’ 
some of her ideas from the bulletin. Corita would appropriate texts for inclusion in her newsletter 
and say a ‘thank you’ by placing a red heart by the text. I thank Nicola Prosser for her hearts full of 
love in this issue.

From our ‘core’ press team, Claire Briegel & Katy Christopher continue writing and showcasing their 
art. Claire’s take on her experiences within the print house provide insight into the process of the 
print house project; Katy’s images & text delves into the potential of infinite production.

On keeping with ideas of production, I have appropriated – in homage to his ideas, as well as 
Corita’s – philosopher Michael Hardt’s text on Communism & immaterial production. Hardt’s idea is 
simple: ‘things’ such as ideas are more productive as ‘property’ when they have been set free of 
capitalist market relations. What better homage than to share this idea?

They also set forth in other work the similarities between what they call ‘The Multitude’ and Christian 
messianism. Negri/ Hardt’s militant theology attempts to revive Christian universalism by way of 
drawing from it ideas and concepts useful for contemporary political interventions, often dressing 
it in language similar to that found in the book of revelations. Ian Parker’s text also links theology & 
socialist political action

By placing Corita’s slogans in the context of a politically conscious Christianity, her appropriation 
of advertising messages- ‘Come Alive!’ & ‘People Like Us Say Yes!’- take on far more subversive 
political connotations of revolutionary agency & class awakening.

Please check out our ‘gallery’, for more artworks & writing: 
www.anyoneincapableoftakingsidesshouldsaynothing.wordpress.com

DEAR READER,

James Lee,

Editor, The E.G



Documentation of Dan Shay’s Popular 
Highlights workshop. 



The concept of infinity is something that has 
frustrated and inspired me from a young age. 
I remember being around 8 or 9 years old and 
becoming distraught at the definition I was 
given of death: “It’s just like being asleep except 
you never wake up”. I am sure to many others, 
as a comfort, that death is a peaceful place. 
However, for me it was terrifying; something 
that never ended. How could I, or anyone, 
understand that, or even be comfortable with 
that. I wanted to understand it, picture it; I 
wanted to see something that never ended. As 
an artist I began to conceptualise never-ending 
visuals but ultimately it was when I became 
interested in digital technology that I was able 
to begin to realise these concepts.

It is still early days for me as an artist; taking on 
infinity is, quite literally, a big challenge. But what 
fascinates me is the infinite potential digital 
technology gives us. The complexity of writing 
code can give us the ability to create ever 
developing and growing artworks that can run 
through infinite possibilities. One single artwork 
has the potential to never be exactly the same 
at any two points. Digital technology gives 
immense opportunity and infinite possibilities 
creating a vast open space.

This is not only relevant in the creation of 
art, but also as a part of everyday life. Digital 
technology has already extended our brains 
to the limits of what we can access on the 
Internet. This is ever changing and developing 
giving us infinite knowledge at the touch of a 
button. It is only a matter of time until this touch 
of a button becomes a flicker of an eye and 
ultimately a thought process. This would mean 
we would be able to locate information online by 
thinking, creating brains with infinite knowledge. 
The potential that exists in rapidly progressing 
digital technology is a terrifying yet an exciting 
prospect.

INFINITE POTENTIAL

Words by Katy Christopher

To veiw the app that accompanies this 
article and cover image visit,

 http://myapp.is/InfiniteRegress



Dennis J. Reinmuller



Susannah Stark



…And once again ( Slavoj Zizek) follows in Hegel’s 
footsteps when he insists that ‘Christianity 
opposed itself to two distinct discources: Greek 
discourse of philosophical sophistry & the 
Jewish discourse of obscurantist propehtism, 
like today’s twin brothers of deconstructionist 
sophistry & New Age Obscuratnism’.

Hardt & Negri do indeed conclude Empire 
(their seminal book) with an image to warm 
Zizek’s heart when they evoke St Francis of 
Assisi’s opposition to ‘nascent capitalism’, 
‘identifying in the common condition of the 
multitude it’s enormous wealth’, an image to 
be repeated in ‘postmodernity’ when they 
pose ‘against the misery of power the joy of 
being’; ‘This’, they say in a final flourish, ‘is a 
revolution that no power will control- because 
biopower and communism, cooperation and 
revolution remain together, in love, simplicity 
and also innocence. This is the irrepressible 
lightness and joy of being communist’

This image of Communist militant neatly 
connects the Marxist revolutionary tradition 
with a radical Christian message about the 
evils of commodification – the turning of 
relationships and the products of human 
creativity into things- under capitalism. It also 
repeats an attempt to connect Marxism and 
Christianity that has become popular recently 
in a variety of leftist traditions. Zizek’s own 
take on this connection is to take the old ‘anti-
humanism’ of the Althusserians and post-
Marxists in a certain direction of redemptive 
self-obliteration and combine it with one of 
the most dubious of Hegelian influences on 
Marx himself. In both cases, the connection 
functions to cut against Marxism rather than 
take it forward. With the respect to the motif 
of anti-humanism we also find in Zizek a motif 
of the finding of wealth in poverty that reads 

more like a sermon than a call to revolutionary  
socialism: ‘in love, I am also nothing, but as 
it were a Nothing humbly aware of itself, a 
nothing paradoxically made rich through the 
very awareness of it’s lack’. This is miles away 
from Marx’s own call – in his ‘Critique of Hegel’s 
Philosophy of Right’ – for the ‘abolition of 
religion as the illusory happiness of the people 
‘ so that man ‘will think, act and fashion as the 
illusory happiness of the people’ so that man ‘ 
will think, act and fashion his reality like a man 
who has discarded his illusions and regained 
his senses, so that he will move around himself 
as his own true sun’.

- Excerpt from ‘Slavoj Zizek: A Critical 
Introduction’ by Ian Parker, Pluto Press, 2004, 
London

IAN PARKER ON ZIZEK’S POLITICAL THEOLOGY



Since the middle of the 19th century large-
scale industry held the hegemonic position 
within society, not in the sense that most 
people worked in factories (in fact, a small 
percentage did, even in the dominant 
countries) but rather in that the qualities of 
industry were progressively imposed over 
other economic sectors and eventually over 
society itself. Today, however, it is clear that 
industry no longer holds such a hegemonic 
position. This is not to say that fewer people 
work in factories today than 10 or 20 or 50 
years ago – although, in certain respects, their 
locations have shifted, moving to the other side 
of the global divisions of labour and power. The 
claim, once again, is not primarily quantitative 
but qualitative. Industry no longer imposes its 
qualities over other sectors of the economy 
and over social relations more generally. That 
seems to me a relatively uncontroversial claim.
More disagreement arises when one 
proposes another form of production as 
successor to industry and dominant in this 
way. Toni Negri and I argue that immaterial 
or biopolitical production is emerging in that 
hegemonic position – the production of 
ideas, information, images, knowledges, code, 
languages, social relationships, affects and the 
like. This designates occupations throughout 
the economy, from the high end to the low, 
from healthcare workers, flight attendants 
and educators to software programmers; 
and from fast food and call-centre workers 
to designers and advertisers. Most of these 
forms of production are not new, of course, 
but the coherence among them is perhaps 
more recognisable and, more important, their 
qualities tend today to be imposed over other 
sectors of the economy and over society 
as a whole. Industry has to informationalise: 
knowledge, code and images are becoming 
ever more important throughout the traditional 

sectors of production; and the production 
of affects and care is becoming increasingly 
essential in the valorisation process.

Marx recognised, parallel to the rise to 
dominance of industrial production, a struggle 
between two forms of property: immobile 
property (such as land) and moveable property 
(such as material commodities). Today, with the 
rise of the biopolitical economy, the struggle 
is between material property and immaterial 
property. Or, to put it another way, whereas 
Marx focused on the mobility of property, 
today at issue is scarcity and reproducibility, 
such that the struggle is between exclusive 
versus shared property. Consider, for 
example, debates over patents, copyrights, 
indigenous knowledges, genetic codes, and 
the information in the germplasm of seeds. 
Just as Marx saw that movement necessarily 
triumphs over immobility, so too today the 
immaterial triumphs over the material, the 
reproducible over the unreproducible, and the 
shared over the exclusive.

The emerging dominance of this form of 
property is significant, in part, because it 
demonstrates and returns to centre stage 
the conflict between the common and 
property as such. Ideas, images, knowledges, 
code, languages and even affects can be 
privatised and controlled as property, but it 
is more difficult to police ownership because 
they are so easily shared or reproduced. 
There is a constant pressure for such goods 
to escape the boundaries of property and 
become common. If you have an idea, sharing 
it with me does not reduce its utility to you, but 
usually increases it. In fact, in order to realise 
their maximum productivity, ideas, images and 
affects must be common and shared. When 
they are privatised their productivity reduces 

THE COMMON IN COMMUNISM



dramatically – and, I would add, making the 
common into public property, that is, subjecting 
it to state control or management, similarly 
reduces productivity. Property is becoming a 
fetter on the capitalist mode of production. 
Here is an emerging contradiction internal to 
capital: the more the common is corralled as 
property, the more its productivity is reduced; 
and yet expansion of the common undermines 
the relations of property.

Neoliberalism has been defined by the 
battle of private property not only against 
public property but also, and perhaps more 
importantly, against the common. Two types 
of the common have been the object of 
neoliberal strategies of capital. On the one 
hand, the common names the earth and all 
the resources associated with it: the land, 
the forests, the water, the air, minerals and 
so forth. On the other hand, the common also 
refers, as I have already said, to the results 
of human labour and creativity, such as ideas, 
language, affects and so forth. One major 
scene of such privatisation has been the 
extractive industries, providing transnational 
corporations with access to diamonds in Sierra 
Leone or oil in Uganda or lithium deposits 
and water rights in Bolivia. Many authors, 
including David Harvey and Naomi Klein, have 
described this in terms that mark the renewed 
importance of primitive accumulation or 
accumulation by dispossession.

The neoliberal strategies for the privatisation 
of the “artificial” common are much more 
complex and contradictory. The more the 
common is subject to property relations, as I 
said, the less productive it is; and yet capitalist 
valorization processes require private 
accumulation. In many domains, capitalist 
strategies for privatising the common through 
mechanisms such as patents and copyrights 
continue (often with difficulty) despite the 
contradictions. The music industry and 
computer industry are full of examples. This 
is also the case with so-called biopiracy, 
that is, the processes whereby transnational 
corporations expropriate the common in the 
form of indigenous knowledges or genetic 
information from plants, animals and humans, 
usually through the use of patents. Traditional 
knowledges of the use of a ground seed as a 

natural pesticide, for instance, or the healing 
qualities of a particular plant, are turned into 
private property by the corporation that 
patents the knowledge. (Piracy is actually a 
misnomer for such activities. Pirates have 
a much more noble vocation: they steal 
property. These corporations instead steal 
the common and transform it into property.) 
The development of capital is clearly not good 
in itself – and the tendential dominance of 
immaterial or biopolitical production carries 
with it a series of new and more severe forms 
of exploitation and control. But we should 
also recognise how biopolitical production, 
particularly in the ways it exceeds the bounds 
of capitalist relations and constantly refers 
to the common, grants labour increasing 
autonomy and provides the tools or weapons 
that could be wielded in a project of liberation. 

This notion of the common can help us 
understand what communism means – or what 
it could mean. Marx argues in his early writings 
against any conception of communism that 
involves abolishing private property only to 
make goods the property of the community. 
Instead communism properly conceived is the 
abolition not only of private property but of 
property as such. It is difficult, though, for us 
to imagine our world and ourselves outside 
of property relations. “Private property has 
made us so stupid and one-sided,” he writes, 
“that an object is only ours when we have it.” 
What would it mean for something to be ours 
when we do not possess it? What would it 
mean to regard ourselves and our world not 
as property? Has private property made us 
so stupid that we cannot see that? Marx tries 
to grasp communism, rather awkwardly and 
romantically, in terms of the creation of a new 
way of seeing, a new hearing, a new thinking, a 
new loving – in short, the production of a new 
humanity.

- Excerpt from Negri & Hardt, ‘The Idea of 
Communism’ published by Verso Books







There are only two hard historical facts 
about Jesus of Nazareth upon which we can 
confidently rely: the first is that Jesus was a 
Jew who led a popular Jewish movement in 
Palestine at the beginning of the first century 
C.E.; the second is that Rome crucified him 
for doing so. By themselves these two facts 
cannot provide a complete portrait of the 
life of a man who lived two thousand years 
ago. But when combined with all we know 
about the tumultuous era in which Jesus 
lived—and thanks to the Romans, we know a 
great deal—these two facts can help paint 
a picture of Jesus of Nazareth that may 
be more historically accurate than the one 
painted by the gospels. Indeed, the Jesus 
that emerges from this historical exercise—a 
zealous revolutionary swept up, as all Jews 
of the era were, in the religious and political 
turmoil of first-century Palestine—bears 
little resemblance to the image of the gentle 
shepherd cultivated by the early Christian 
community.

Consider this: Crucifixion was a punishment 
that Rome reserved almost exclusively for 
the crime of sedition. The plaque the Romans 
placed above Jesus’ head as he writhed in 
pain—“King of the Jews”—was called a titulus 
and, despite common perception, was not 
meant to be sarcastic. Every criminal who 
hung on a cross received a plaque declaring 
the specific crime for which he was being 
executed. Jesus’ crime, in the eyes of Rome, 
was striving for kingly rule (i.e. treason), the 
same crime for which nearly every other 
messianic aspirant of the time was killed. Nor 
did Jesus die alone. The gospels claim that on 
either side of Jesus hung men who in Greek 
are called lestai, a word often rendered into 
English as “thieves” but that actually means 
“bandits” and was the most common Roman 

designation for an insurrectionist or rebel.

Three rebels on a hill covered in crosses, each 
cross bearing the racked and bloodied body 
of a man who dared defy the will of Rome. 
That image alone should cast doubt upon 
the gospels’ portrayal of Jesus as a man of 
unconditional peace almost wholly insulated 
from the political upheavals of his time. The 
notion that the leader of a popular messianic 
movement calling for the imposition of the 
“Kingdom of God”—a term that would have 
been understood by Jew and gentile alike 
as implying revolt against Rome—could have 
remained uninvolved in the revolutionary 
fervor that had gripped nearly every Jew in 
Judea is simply ridiculous.

Why would the gospel writers go to such lengths 
to temper the revolutionary nature of Jesus’ 
message and movement? To answer this 
question we must first recognize that almost 
every gospel story written about the life and 
mission of Jesus of Nazareth was composed 
after the Jewish rebellion against Rome in 
66 C.E. In that year, a band of Jewish rebels, 
spurred by their zeal for God, roused their 
fellow Jews in revolt. Miraculously, the rebels 
managed to liberate the Holy Land from the 
Roman occupation. For four glorious years, 
the city of God was once again under Jewish 
control. Then, in 70 C.E., the Romans returned. 
After a brief siege of Jerusalem, the soldiers 
breached the city walls and unleashed an orgy 
of violence upon its residents. They butchered 
everyone in their path, heaping corpses on the 
Temple Mount. A river of blood flowed down the 
cobblestone streets. When the massacre was 
complete, the soldiers set fire to the Temple 
of God. The fires spread beyond the Temple 
Mount, engulfing Jerusalem’s meadows, the 
farms, the olive trees. Everything burned. So 

ZEALOT: THE LIFE & TIMES OF JESUS OF NAZARETH



complete was the devastation wrought upon 
the holy city that Josephus writes there was 
nothing left to prove Jerusalem had ever 
been inhabited. Tens of thousands of Jews 
were slaughtered. The rest were marched out 
of the city in chains.

The Christians, too, felt the need to distance 
themselves from the revolutionary zeal that 
had led to the sacking of Jerusalem, not only 
because it allowed the early church to ward 
off the wrath of a deeply vengeful Rome, but 
also because, with the Jewish religion having 
become pariah, the Romans had become the 
primary target of the church’s evangelism. 
Thus began the long process of transforming 
Jesus from a revolutionary Jewish nationalist 
into a peaceful spiritual leader with no interest 
in any earthly matter. That was a Jesus 
the Romans could accept, and in fact did 
accept three centuries later when the Roman 
emperor Flavius Theodosius (d. 395) made 
the itinerant Jewish preacher’s movement the 
official religion of the state, and what we now 
recognize as orthodox Christianity was born.

The Jesus of history, the Jesus before 
Christianity: the politically conscious Jewish 
revolutionary who, two thousand years ago, 
walked across the Galilean countryside, 
gathering followers for a messianic movement 
with the goal of establishing the Kingdom of 
God but whose mission failed when, after 
a provocative entry into Jerusalem and a 
brazen attack on the Temple, he was arrested 
and executed by Rome for the crime of 
sedition. It is also about how, in the aftermath 
of Jesus’ failure to establish God’s reign on 
earth, his followers reinterpreted not only 
Jesus’ mission and identity, but also the very 
nature and definition of the Jewish messiah.

- Extract by Reza Asla, taken from Zealot: The 
life & times of Jesus of Nazareth, 2013



Whilst print has not previously been a conscious 
focus of mine, or one of which I have much 
working knowledge, aspects of Print Festival 
Scotland 2013 have impacted upon me by 
illuminating some of the expanded notions of 
print relevant to a breadth of approaches to 
art practice, as well as grappling print itself. 
Discursively interwoven with lots of different 
projects happening in Dundee for a relatively 
short period of time, print—in its broadest 
state—has revealed itself as an integral and 
sometimes ubiquitous thematic and method 
of visual communication which often comprises 
a strong social and political imperative. From 
my observations, based on things I have seen 
or participated in during the festival in the city, 
this is one that could tap into some important 
questions about art’s autonomous and social 
commitment, as well as shedding light on the 
progressively more complex dynamic of ‘print’ in 
an ever-more digital canon. 

The ubiquity of print is something I found 
incited and referenced in the curation of 
Print Shift (Roseangle Cafe Arts, 21 August – 
21 September). Shazia Ahmed’s Flag works 
and unfinished weaved currencies induce a 
controversion of any aesthetic naturalism 
attached to the symbolic order (which seems to 
be posited almost synonymously with capital), 
and Chris Biddlecombe’s Mill Shilling – 1927 
espouses a favourable distrust of the unwritten 
agreements of ‘shared’ currencies. Instead, with 
the sharing of a delicate archive associated 
with mill worker Nell C. Rooney, and her own 
printed currency, comes an unsentimental 
nostalgia for the strength and value of singular 
voices in speaking about, and against, ‘given’ 
systems. Within a work like this is an inherent 
question about how to represent such a voice 
visually, which perhaps involves pointing to the 

limitations of retrieving such representation as 
well as expressing faithfulness towards it. 
This, I think, is a problematic especially relevant 
when speaking about print as an art medium, 
which has tended to hold its subversive potential 
through its possibility for reproduction, repetition 
and impression. This is perhaps why the visual 
currents in many of the works appropriate and 
critique the aesthetic ‘agenda’ of propaganda 
and marketing at the same time as they allude 
towards, or exist as, commitments to pragmatic 
social value. If such works pertain to some kind 
of ‘mass consumption’, (mass as we understand 
it in the Marxian sense, as well as along the 
slightly different lines of recent terminology 
relating to social and community engagement, 
and in the sense of work speaking directly about 
consummate sociological structures) context 
and dissemination must be integral to the 
question of viewing. 

This is something I considered when viewing 
There Will Be New Rules Next Week, (Dundee 
Contemporary Arts, 20 July – 23 September) 
an exhibition of historical works by Sister Corita 
Kent shown in tangent with the works of a 
selected group of artists who are connected in 
some way to Dundee, or to Scotland.  I like the 
idea of introducing the work of these established 
new generation artists as somehow congruent 
contemporaries of Sister Corita, allowing their 
impressions to make shape of the primacy of 
her work, a bit like Corita’s subversive students 
swapping some of the liberty of their amateurism 
with the responsibilities of a teacher. I enjoyed, 
too, sitting and watching one of Baylis Glascock’s 
films about Corita in a temporary dwelling in the 
gallery made out of cardboard boxes printed 
with sections of the Immaculate Heart College 
Art Department Rules (printed by Claire McVinnie 
from DCA Print Studio). This experience was 

STATES OF PRINT

Words by Claire Briegel



perhaps more impressionable to me than the 
prominent wall display of Corita’s prints (despite 
the former offering context to the latter); I don’t 
think this is because I wasn’t wholly impressed 
upon by their dynamism and dexterity, but 
rather because the gutsy expeditiousness of 
Cortia’s practice seemed to make a graceful 
gallery display appear somehow tempered. I 
liked the collaborative and aesthetic connections 
made and responded to in the exhibition, but 
wondered how the relational expanse of Corita’s 
‘work’ might have been explored more deeply in 
the gallery itself. 

Means and methods of revealing socially driven 
practice through exhibition is also a central 
strand of Print Shift, where the impetus of 
print as material seems aligned with the critical 
positions presented. Dean Kenning’s poster 
and film Metallurgy of the Subject offer a 
philosophically grounded investigation into social 
ephemera, using blunt composition to expose 
layers of the public sphere often explained away 
by reductive thought. It is this potential cross 
over between social pragmatism and aesthetic 
critique that I find interesting and relevant 
when thinking about print as material process, 
as well as aesthetic product containing social 
statement – this work in particular muddles 
any distinction to be made between digital and 
material figuration. Chad McCail’s series ‘Food 
Shelter Clothing Food’ also offers an interesting 
aesthetic disruption through printed imagery 
that manifests in colour, text and form almost 
as if utopian propaganda, but reveals in its 
content a complex composition of alternative 
social structure and human compassion that is, 
as yet, faceless. 

Offering a compelling local and current context to 
the exhibition are DUO, (Dundee Urban Orchard) 
a collaboration between Jonathan Baxter and 
Sarah Gittins, working with other community 
groups to plant urban orchards in the city.* Their 
work for Print Shift presents strands of their 
activity so far, with relational elements like live 
printing allowing for the possibility of participation 
in the project. This seems to be an exploration 
of print as a tool specific to community activity, 
with printed silhouette figures and ‘sustainability 
bunting’ punctuating the exhibition subtly. There 
is an interesting discontinuity here between 
material and processes often associated 
with community cohesion, and the shadowed 
imprints marking them, which stand as a call for 
activity and reminder that community is about 

innovation and graft as much as comfort or 
leisure. The location of the exhibition, situated 
in the gallery space of Roseangle Cafe Arts, 
lends itself well to the critical curation of these 
issues, with work asking questions specifically 
relevant to its context as shared social space 
(the situation of both activity and ‘leisure’). In 
this sense, the bustle of regular cafe goers, and 
presence of tables and group meetings in the 
gallery space of an exhibition exploring ecology 
and economies, seemed to embody questions 
of community empowerment relevant to the 
future of this platform as a space of stimulating 
cultural activity. 

GENERATORprojects also made use of space 
as a site of cultural production, with the gallery 
transforming into a printhouse for anyone 
incapable of taking sides should say nothing 
(26 August – 22 September).** From my 
understanding, the project set out to explore the 
potential art has as ‘independent’ press, looking 
specifically at dynamics between analogue 
and digital mediums. An interesting program 
of speakers brought divergent perspectives to 
discussions in the Printhouse, with a clarity of 
focus seeming to rest on the momentum specific 
to art practice in dealing with issues of social 
responsibility and responsive ‘reporting’. Of the 
discussions I participated in, something offered 
by guest speak and art critic Giles Sutherland 
stuck in my mind: when speaking about writing 
and reporting in a local context, there is a 
balance to be struck between personal integrity, 
responsibility and friendship. I took this as an 
important question about the role of art criticism 
to reflect, like in newspaper press, ‘what is really 
going on’; the task, it seems, is in responding to 
and allowing for changing states of art practice 
and cultural production whilst upholding healthy 
dialogue with others. This is a dynamic prevalent 
in recent conversations about print and imprint 
in art and social structure, and one that will 
hopefully continue to develop in expanded 
forms of art activity and material manifestation.

*   [See www.dundeeurbanorchard.net]
**  [See http:anyoneincapableoftakingsidesshoul
dsaynothing.wordpress.com/]
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