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Avant-Garde Does Not Surrender

Kwon Hyukgue, Curator

The term avant-garde primarily evokes a radical departure from and disconnection from a certain established
domain. In the context of modern art, it signifies an effort to move beyond academicism that interprets the
present through precedents, as well as a refusal to conform to predictable relationships with the audience. It
also resists complete absorption into institutional frameworks, avoids submission to contemporary trends, and
seeks to remain in a state of incomprehensibility. Ironically, this very stance came to be regarded as a core
condition that affirmed the purity and autonomy emphasized by modernist art.

At the same time, such endeavors are often deemed failures. The historical avant-garde is said to have betrayed,
rather than realized, its fundamental task of integrating art and life, losing its subversive potential by being
absorbed into rigid institutions—whether through purist aesthetics or the mechanisms of capital and the market.
The project that once sought radical rupture ultimately became neutralized within institutional frameworks,
reduced to an empty aesthetic alibi. Within this irony, the pursuit of revolutionary possibility finds itself caught
in a paradoxical position, where it inevitably returns to institutional fiction it had sought to transcend.

The notion of this “failure,” however, can be reconsidered. Given that the avant-garde initially developed on the
basis of bourgeois support and a clear historical consciousness, its eventual neutralization or institutional
absorption might not simply be seen as a setback, but rather as an inherent aspect of its very nature. To put it
radically, could this so-called “failure” have in fact been the very force that sustained the avant-garde itself? If
so, the history of the avant-garde may not be reducible to a simple dichotomy of success and failure, but rather
understood through the recurring tensions and paradoxes that emerge between self-destruction and
institutional assimilation.

As its title suggests, Insane PARK’s solo exhibition Avant-Garde Does Not Surrender fully acknowledges the
failures and frustrations of the avant-garde. How, then, within this exhibition, does this sense of failure manifest
—and what, precisely, refuses to be abandoned? The artist begins with the premise that the success or failure
of the avant-garde cannot be measured merely by whether it has achieved its original goals. Rather, the very
fact of having failed to fulfill those initial aims—the trace of failure itself—seems to serve as a point of departure
for reaffirming avant-garde values. In this regard, PARK's artist’s statement recounts in detail his travels through
Europe in 2017. He describes his encounter with the endless graffiti and scribbles covering the facades of old
buildings, leaving the impression of a city built upon vandalism. Yet, he notes, these marks are not merely the
aftermath of destruction. They are instead, part of a city interwoven with desires to erase and rewrite—an
ongoing landscape rather than a relic of the past. Within these layered inscriptions that transcend time, the
artist may have perceived a form of avant-garde vitality that cannot be easily dismissed as failure. In the
interwoven scenes where the boundaries between failure and success, destruction and creation, remain
inseparable, PARK locates the continued subversive potential of the avant-garde. In other words, by confronting
unfulfilled cries and their lingering traces as scenes of entanglement emerging in the gaps between multiple
orders and desires, the artist transforms them into moments of the present; moments still capable of endurance.
In doing so, PARK reconsiders the avant-garde ideal, or rather the very notion of its failure, seeking to experience
it anew within the urban context—at times traversing time and space in a visionary or hallucinatory manner.

In the same vein, this exhibition comprises a series of works that intertwine different conditions and orders—
sometimes colliding with or contradicting one another. For instance, Disposable Mask for Amateur Vandals
(2025) consists of 10,000 plastic bags printed with images of masks worn by vandals, installed and distributed in
the gallery space alongside an instruction sheet. The subsequent work, Amateur Vandal Kit (2025), assembles
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vinyl sheets, spray paint, and a USB drive inside a paper box, staging an ironic scene in which vandalism—an act
of resistance against the system—is itself packaged, consumed, exhibited, and collected. In this process, even
the impulse toward destruction becomes commodified and absorbed into the institution, exposing the
contradictions and limits of subversive desires and vandalistic gestures observed across the world today. The
tools of radical action are displayed like a dry joke, or as scenes of self-contradictory self-destruction. Through
these self-dismantling gestures, the artist questions whether avant-garde imagination can still circulate, and
whether acts of defiance can persist, even in this compromised form. It is not a unidirectional practice, but rather
an attempt to parasitize the very systems it resists—confessing its own impotence while persistently recalling
the possibility of resistance.

PARK also stages the gallery space as if parts of it had been damaged —by inscribing graffiti directly onto the
walls and surfaces. This gesture of bringing graffiti and acts of vandalism into the formal and spatial domain of
art exposes with striking clarity how the impulse toward destruction and subversive energy are ultimately
absorbed into artistic form, situating the work precisely on the boundary between the “real” and the “fake.” The
artist questions whether such a situation constitutes a kind of imitation devised for the sake of exhibition—a
“fake avant-garde.” At the same time, he questions whether it might move beyond mere disguise or superficial
representation to become another form of practice imbued with subversive desire. This approach is
accompanied by acts that, rather than collapsing the institution itself, construct mechanisms that can only
function within it. Ultimately, the work both reenacts the scenes of failure experienced by the historical avant-
garde, and seeks new phases in which those failures are reconfigured and made to operate in different ways.
Thus, such practices—though they might be called “fake” —do not remain as mere disguises. Rather, they exist
as if they themselves were part of the failure, consciously aware of their own falsity. In an era where actual
destruction has become nearly impossible, PARK explores whether these fictional gestures can still unsettle the
surface of reality, stimulate the senses and imagination, and expose the fragility of existing orders and
authorities. The exhibition replaces acts of vandalism with commodities, constructed situations, and artworks,
thereby creating subtle fissures and imagined scenes—where the potential for a “clearer, sharper kind of fake
or failure” comes into view.

The attempt to situate oneself within failure and falsity becomes even more pronounced in the series of video
works included in the exhibition. In Post Vandalism (2022), for example, the artist stages scenes that appear to
show the interior and exterior of the Seoul Museum of Art, Nam-Seoul branch, defaced with red spray paint. At
the museum entrance, he installs a fictitious banner reading “Vandalism: Insane PARK Solo Exhibition.” On the
exterior walls, graffiti such as the wordplay “Artist Fee” turned into “Artist Pee,” along with slogans like “All Art
is Propaganda” are superimposed. In the 2024 Thailand residency, the PARK collaborated with local residents to
create a banner made of bamboo and white fabric, onto which graffiti-like spray paint was layered. The resulting
work, Post Vandalism (BACC) (2024), is a fictional video depicting the act of defacing the Bangkok Art and Culture
Centre (BACC). In another work, Burning Down the Museum (2022), the artist virtually simulates a scene of the
National Museum of Modern and Contemporary Art, Seoul, engulfed in flames, presented in the format of an
Instagram Live broadcast. This series of works dismantles both the security and authority of institutional systems
within a digital environment. Furthermore, by translating the violence and subversive character of vandalism
into humor, social communication, or fictional systems, the artist reflects on how acts of destruction might
continue to exist under contemporary conditions.

The artist’s work actively embraces the falsity of the “fake,” moving beyond the notion of failure. Though it may
appear destructive, it ultimately remains an experiment permitted within institutional boundaries—fully aware
of its own fragility and impotence. It is precisely within this precarious falsity that the artist seems to seek avant-
garde potential. In an era when genuine subversion is deemed impossible, PARK believes that the very act of
forcibly overlaying imaginative fictions onto the surface of reality constitutes one of the few radical gestures still
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available today. Yet this practice does not remain within the realm of abstract virtuality. On the contrary, it
depends on specific sites and conditions, attempting to absorb a certain degree of reality. The work makes clear
that graffiti can exist only upon a wall, and that fissures can occur only within a structure. In this way, disposable
masks and kits, Instagram Live broadcasts, and edited fictional videos become not empty stagings but
embodiments that acquire vitality within material and institutional specificity. Here, the work may be
understood not as pure destruction or complete creation, but as an attempt to recognize today’s given
conditions and inscribe within them a trace of avant-garde rupture. This exhibition gathers gestures of repeated
attempts made in full awareness of their inevitable failure, acts of simulated destruction despite knowing its
impossibility, and practices that declare their fictionality yet still imagine beyond it. Within these cycles of
recurring failure, an old declaration is once again affirmed: thus, the artist’s avant-garde does not surrender.



