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A real work of art destroys, in the consciousness of the receiver, the separation between himself and the artist.
(Tolstoy, 1996, p.52)

One of our company bethought him of asking our blind man if he would like to have eyes. “If it were not for curiosity,” he replied, “I would just as soon have long arms: it seems to me my hands would tell me more of what goes on in the moon than your eyes or your telescopes; and besides eyes cease to sense sooner than hands to touch. I would be as well off if I perfected the organ I possess, as if I obtained the organ which I am deprived of.”
 (Diderot and Jourdain, 1916, p.77)

The skin, like a cloak, covers us all over, the oldest and the most sensitive of our organs, our first medium of communication, and our most efficient of protectors.
(Montague, 1971. P.1)

His eyes closed, old Mr Jenkins traced the interior contour of the eighty-year-old Ewenny ceramic pot, his hands feeling every indentation, every detail.  ‘Yes,’ he said, ‘this is one of mine.’ The emotional connection was plain to see as potter and pot were reunited after decades of separation. 
(Anon) 
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This paper explores the connection between artwork and audience that occurs through empathy by examining the importance of the skin and tactile interaction. Uncovering the relationship between vision, touch and cognition through study of past art-pieces and existing installations. This paper also comments on the problems of the contemporary approach of viewing art. Concluding by touching upon the eventual change and decay of all artworks and how we avoid or embrace this inevitability.
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Saying goodbye. The instrument had been given to her to begin lessons at the age of 6 and now, twelve years on she watched as flames engulfed it. As it collapsed in on itself and sparks flew upwards, sounds of the strings could be heard from within. It created an eerie echo which in response; she felt a sharp pang of guilt. The means by which she learned to play music now reduced to ash before her eyes. The piano had transformed, not been fully destroyed. Now residing in her thought and memory instead of her living room. It had entered a new era of its existence and she was connected to its previous use through sight, sound, smell and touch. The interaction now was simply an alteration of sensory expectation. Connected to her younger self, to emotions previously experienced while playing the instrument. Closed eyes heightened these emotions, similar to how she would often play with eyes closed using muscle memory, touch, and sound to locate the right notes. The response was clearly filled with empathy, a very natural yet very perplexing psychological phenomenon. 
Before going any further it is important for us to find common ground on the general definition of empathy. We may be inclined to consider empathy as being an abstract emotion that arises between people without consideration of that same emotion being between objects and people. Coined from the German word Einfuhlung (in-feeling) at the start of the 20th century, the concept of empathy has been subject to change and various interpretations from the very beginning. Originally meaning the act of one projecting feeling ‘into’ something, whether by force, weight or movement. Fusing oneself with an object and therefore blurring the lines between self and perceived object. Overtime the meaning has changed drastically. Despite these shifts in meaning, there remain similarities and reoccurring themes. It is generally agreed that empathy marks a relation between self and other that “draws a border but also builds a bridge” (Lanzoni, 2018, p.17). Although arguably controversial, in his work What is Art, Tolstoy penned a neat summarisation of what empathy means in terms of the connection between maker and receiver. He describes empathy as a means by which we can pass on ideas from those before us continuing the line of thought and activity, stating: 
thanks to man’s capacity to be infected with the feelings of others by means of art, all that is being lived through by his contemporaries is accessible to him, as well as the feelings experienced by men thousands of years ago, and he has also the possibility of transmitting his own feelings to others (Tolstoy, 1996, p.328).

This text highlights the union that traverses time that arises through empathy. The people we connect with when looking at a piece of art, listening to music or reading poetry don’t have to be in the same place or even the same time as us. Empathy breaks down these barriers.
Returning to the image of the piano, three artists who met while studying jewellery and metalsmithing in Hagersten, Sweden decided to combine their skills to create multi-disciplinary works and in this case involving an inexpensive second-hand piano.  The on-going project titled The Aeon Profit (2015) involved the disassembly and departmentalisation of a pianoforte and the reassembly of the thousands of individual components.  The result is three hundred pounds worth of wearable pieces of jewellery. By engaging in such a task the artists are asking the viewer or potential wearer to reorient themselves to a multiplicity of objects rather than a singular offering (Zilber, 2015). It presents the idea of an extension to an objects life through time and manipulation. Through the closer study of the piece, there remains a suggestion of previous use but its original purpose has been lost. We no longer walk around it or sit and play but rather view and wear the elements. The artists make it clear that this is more than an up-cycle, as the piano was fully functioning pre-dismantling, but an alteration of sensory expectation. Aeon Profit is clearly an “experience that allows for a reformulation of the relative value of objects and of the intimacy with which the viewers understand and interact with them” (Zilber, 2015, p. 58).
The fundamental similarities which jewellery and musical instruments share include craftsmanship steeped in tradition, a function for the user and often an immeasurable value along with them being ornamental. Both will be passed from person to person and are intended to last for generations. Therefore when either of them falls into disuse or are no longer wanted they enter into a state of limbo. Neither here nor there, the owner wishes to part with them but hopes that they could still be used and that their existence can continue.
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Figure 1 – A5 (2015) Aeon Profit – Piano Forte.

[image: Macintosh HD:Users:imwalsh:Desktop:Aeon Profit - Piano Forte by A5_files:A5_PianoForte_12 copy.jpg]Empathy is intrinsic to the core of this project in a very obvious way. One could easily put forward the idea that this is indeed true of all artworks throughout history. If this is the intention of most artists why then when we enter a gallery do we sometimes feel disconnected from the artworks before us? It’s easy to feel a particular emotion when an heirloom is passed down to us, or when we witness the end of an object’s life but what about those things which are not personal to us? 
This paper discusses the creation of the visceral connection between artwork and audience that occurs through empathy, by exploring existing artworks that primarily rely on empathic responses from viewers that take them from mere spectators to participators. Focusing on connections between vision, touch and cognition this further reveals the significance of tactility as a form of acquiring information within the context of the gallery. The paper also touches upon the eventual change and decay of all artworks and how we view and try to overcome this inescapable difficulty. Alternatively the paper explores how artists embrace and factor in change in their work through ‘one-off’ experiences or immersive installations.  Drawing on the ideas of thinkers and writers including Constance Classen, David Howes, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Nicholas Bourriaud and Juhani Pallasmaa in order to unpack the themes in question. The subject of this dissertation has been both inspired and informed by an internship spent in the Netherlands with Dutch Textile Designer Jan Koen Lomans. His practice centres on ideas of birth, rebirth, transition and transience, translated into cloth. 

[bookmark: _Toc406165953]Breath on the Glass 

In his book The Boy Who Breathed on the Glass in the British Museum, without the use of any words, the cartoonist H.M.Bateman (1931) describes the story of a boy who is arrested for breathing on the glass of an exhibit at the British Museum in London. Fictitious as it may be, the story draws light to the popular notion that even a breath on the glass that encases an exhibit, is a threat against the pristine preservation of the gallery. Many will have had first-hand experiences of this although perhaps not as dramatic as Bateman's depiction. A tentative lean in to examine a painting at close proximity, or a finger pointing towards a specific spot within a frame only to be stopped abruptly by the museum staff standing two feet away from you. Again imagine yourself walking through the gallery when a piece of art seems to call out to you. Making your way over to the enticing object, you think what is it about this object that is so tantalising to reach out your hand and touch it? Will it do any harm? 
Professor of Museology at Birkbeck College in London, Fiona Candlin, has been asking herself and other people these questions for over two decades of her career. While working at the Tate Liverpool in the early 2000s Candlin was aware that museums were beginning to think harder about how to make exhibits more accessible to the visually impaired. However, she found herself discontented with the results, stating, “it didn’t begin to think about how we might encounter things through touching them” (Giaimo, 2017). In response Candlin set out to begin her own direction of observational research which really came down to spending a lot of time “sitting in galleries, watching people touch things” (Giaimo, 2017). Wandering around the British Museum between 2004 and 2005, keeping a watchful eye out for ‘low-key unauthorized touch.’ Like fidgety children visitors continue tapping, leaning, poking and stroking. Meanwhile, attendants, sympathetic yet burdened with the seemingly impossible task of enforcing the rules and regulations of the gallery, relentlessly call out the single directive of ‘do not touch’. A member of museum staff told Candlin, “You stop a hundred people touching and there are two hundred more. It’s like trying to turn back the sea” (Giamo, 2017).
Currently, the vast majority of gallery experiences are completely visual. Generally displaying items that are ‘on view’ with information presented on small plaques for the public to read and learn more about the history of the objects in front of them. One problem of many is that once an artwork, whatever it is, has left its original environment and intended purpose, suppressing its non-visual qualities. “As ‘trained’ spectators, we know that the right thing to do is to stand back and look at it” (Howes and Classen, 2014 p.17). The object has become decontextualized, its purpose reconfigured for display and aesthetic evaluation. Ideally, the gaze of the viewer should be “prolonged, focused and also somewhat aloof and detached” (Leahy, 2012). So often we are distracted by our own thoughts, only half-adhering to the ‘correct’ behaviour. The archetypal gallery visitor should be restrained, composed and pensive, anything outside of this is deemed to be inappropriate. We have all been taught, or observed in others how to stand at the correct distance from an artwork, walking at a pace that is neither too fast nor too slow, and knowing what to feel without touching. Viewing quietly and attentively is compulsory for us to obtain the correct level of cultural competence.  Like a script, we read the exhibition, and stick to it. However, this was not always the case, or at least not as enforced as it is now.
 In the past, even before the museum as we know it today existed, people would visit curiosity cabinets. Often reserved for the elite and situated in a place where ‘polite’ society could access them. Usually these private collections of items with personal value would have been opened and people would have taken objects in their hands to examine them. The cabinets of curiosity would in time become big influencers of the public institutions. There is proof dating back as far as the 18th century of people being able to pick up museum objects and handle them. This is confirmed by a 1710 account of a visit to the Ashmolean in Oxford by a German traveller named Zacharias Conrad von Uffenbach, who comments on certain tactile properties of the exhibits, finding the hair of a stuffed reindeer "almost as stiff as horse-hair" while that of a Turkish goat is "as soft as silk” (Quarrell and Mare, 1934, p.26). By the mid-nineteenth century, such hands-on practice was increasingly rare in museums and by the late nineteenth century it was generally assumed that collections were to be seen and not touched. The reasons for this were not only because the handling of such objects as these were too damaging, but also aesthetic appreciations had changed. The motivations that had previously upheld touch as an important part of the experience of the museum or gallery were no longer considered valid in society and appreciation of objects no longer came through handling. Touch was demoted and replaced by “new ways of walking, looking, sitting and speaking” (Howes, 2014). Due to this transformation we have become increasingly distant from artworks and artefacts, moving from handlers to spectators. As Howes (2014) comments, there are always exceptions to this rule but for the most part it can be applied to practically every museum and gallery we enter. Most of the objects a gallery holds aren’t even visible or known to the public and remain hidden and protected in vast archives.
In time, the museum eventually grew in size making any tactile interaction from the masses unsustainable. It is simply not maintainable to allow the millions of people walking into museums today to touch the art and artefacts on display. It’s obvious that hands, full of hidden oil and dirt cannot come into contact with delicate precious objects and expect to survive the years. Yet, despite this, we’re all doing it anyway! If you were to factor in the unauthorised touch that goes on daily in galleries and museums it would appear that these places a far more multisensory than is generally acknowledged. Sometimes the disobedience goes a step too far, taking the famous Ecce Homo ‘restoration’ (2012) for instance. Another humorous example took place recently in Nuremberg. While visiting the Neues Museum and unsuspecting 91 year old woman ‘unintentionally’ vandalized one piece titled Reading-work-piece (1965), an artwork by Arthur Koepcke. It consists of a partially filled-out crossword, labelled “insert words.” The elderly lady took this request seriously, pulling out ballpoint pen, and began to complete the crossword, naturally (Slattery, 2016).
 The ultimate question that spans the ages is why can we not keep our hands to ourselves? Some might claim that it’s to get a feel for the materials used, and how it was made. Perhaps the non-existent glass in some areas calls out in our direction as if an invitation to touch. As true as this may be, there is a larger force at play here. The truth, for the most part, is that we can’t properly learn about things unless we handle things ourselves. Touching the cold chiselled marble of a piece of sculpture not only reveals it’s temperature, texture, and stability but creates the very moment when our fingertips touch the surface an appreciation and understanding of the artistry involved in the making process. Empathy exists in this space and is sometimes expressed by the viewer either through words or silence. Viewers, or handlers, become part of the bigger picture and are able to have a more imaginative encounter with things, somehow making contact with the past. It could occur while picking up a tool of some sort or perhaps holding a piece of earthenware, our hands grasp and settle into the same position as the countless owners before our time. There might even evidence of wear resulting from how it’s been handled over the years. It causes us to think of how that particular object came to rest in our hands and what journey it’s been on to get there. Passed across the gulf of time, it’s a jump that requires a little imagination on our part but what a powerful way of forming a relationship.


[bookmark: _Toc406165954]The Hand and the Eye 

Our language is rich with tactile idioms. We are capable of ‘rubbing’ up people the wrong way. We speak of ‘prickly’ personalities, of a person with a ‘soft’ or a ‘human touch’. We stay ‘in touch’ or ‘in contact’ with people we meet. Sometimes people have to be ‘handled’ gently. One can be ‘thick-skinned’ or ‘thin-skinned’. They might get ‘under our skin’ while others remain only ‘skin deep’. Something is ‘palpable’ or potentially ‘tangible’ or not so. One can be ‘out of touch’ with reality others may ‘lose their grip’ (Montague, 1971, pp.5-6). The English language is full to the brim with expressions relating to the skin and to the sense of touch. It’s sneaks into our vernacular without us even realising. Charles Bell, by using various experiments argued that “the brain receives more trustworthy information from the touch of the hand than from images in the eye, the latter so often yielding false misleading appearances” (Bell, 1833). “Regardless of our prioritisation of the eye, visual observation is often confirmed by touch” (Pallasmaa, 2005, p.23). Pallasmaa’s sentiment is displayed in Caravaggio’s’ The Incredulity of Saint Thomas (1601-1602). In John’s gospel we read the words of ‘doubting Thomas,’ “Unless I see the nail marks in his hands and put my finger where the nails were, and put my hand into his side, I will not believe” (John 20:24, Holy Bible, NIV). The words of Pallasmaa echo the account of ‘doubting Thomas’ in that they propose the idea that sight can only truly be confirmed by touch.
[bookmark: _Toc406159161][bookmark: _Toc406160968][image: ]
Figure 2 –Caravaggio (1601 – 1602) The Incredulity of Saint Thomas.
In the history of aesthetics and within the modern hierarchy of the senses, touch has been somewhat neglected. Aesthetics being our capacity for feeling, sensing and being affected, involving a sense of touch, texture and mass, those qualities which inform our worldly encounters with things (Paterson, 2007, p.83). 
Physiologically, touch is a modality resulting from the combined information of innumerable receptors and nerve endings concerned with pressure, temperature, pain and movement. But there is more to touch. It is a sense of communication. It is a receptive, expressive, can communicate empathy. It can bring distant objects and people into proximity (Paterson, 2007, p.1).

In modern society, especially from the beginning of the twenty first century, the words ‘losing touch’ have never been so true. Many tend to discount the exploratory pleasure of touch when put up against the other senses. This must be investigated while remaining aware of the fact that touch, sight, sound, taste and smell are not in competition with one another but working in harmony with each other.
The anthropologist Ashley Montague draws light to the primacy of the tactile sense over all the senses from which they derive from. Based on medical evidence, Montague (1986) confirms that ‘the skin is the oldest and most sensitive of our organs, our first medium of communication, and our most efficient protector.’ Touch is the parent of our eyes, ears, nose and mouth. Despite the fact in the chapter, Nobility of Sight (1817), Hans Jonas gives precedence to vision over touch, he does give touch the recognition its demands. 
An organ for real shape-feeling exists probably only in the human hand, and there is more than mere coincidence in the fact that in his hand man possesses a tactile organ which can take over some of the distinctive achievements of his eye (Jonas, 1817, p.141).

Jonas also proposes later on in his book The Phenomenon of Life, with good reason, that the eye and the hand must work in synthesis in order to receive a fully clear and informed picture. 
In his book The Craftsman, Richard Sennet echo’s Jonas’ sentiment when explaining the historical importance of seeing and doing using the backdrop of the archaic theatre or ‘theatron’ which literally means ‘place for seeing’. Sennet describes the way in which there was relatively little divide between spectator and performer or seeing and doing. After actors played their part through dancing and delivering their lines, they would sit and watch others do the same. As time moved forward performers became masters of costuming, speaking and moving. Audiences stayed off-stage, and so, developed their own skills of interpretation as spectators. Sennet goes on to note that the classist, Myles Burnyeat believes that this is where the phrase ‘the mind's eye’ originates. Another way to put it in this context would be, understanding is separated from doing. Sennet argues that this separation doesn’t occur in the occupation of the craftsman who is “engaged in a continual dialogue with materials. They do not suffer this divide and therefore his or her engagement is more complete. The workshop or studio has a claim to make against the theatre, practice against theory” (Sennet 2009, pp.124-125).
However, it is only in the modern age that this predominantly western way of understanding art and the space in which it is held has come into full fruition. Before this time, art took a journey from the hands of the craftsman to the hand of the receiver. Just as in the theatre, where the distinction between audience and performers were blurred. It was a hands-on process appreciated through sight and touch simultaneously. Looking back to the past it was much easier to define craftsmanship than it is in this era. Now we have what are known as ‘post-digital artisans’ (Openshaw, 2015) who are constantly redefining and modernizing what craftsmanship means today. Touch technology still proves challenging for ‘digital crafters’ as the sense of touch cannot be engineered. Haptic skill in computing however can be produced in specialised areas. For instance, we see it in remote surgical operations just to name one of many. Sight and sound for example can be in a way digitally manufactured, but when it comes down to it, the fact that traditional crafts have endured for so long is because they “satisfy some deep need for direct experience” (McCullough, 1998, p25). The direct experience that we encounter may be related to what Walter Benjamin (Benjamin, 2008) writes about in his influential essay, The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction (1936), that is the notion of ‘aura’. According to Benjamin, every work of art has an integral quality that cannot be communicated through reproduction. It’s the element of an artwork, its presence in time and space and its unique existence when and where it happens to be. It adds a certain value and durability that can be found in past artefacts. The tapestries, stonework and decorated objects of the middle ages, for example, speak volumes of the emphasis of tactility that was placed upon almost anything made by human hands and in pre-industrial times this was certainly the case. A reoccurrence of this prioritisation is not beyond the realm of possibility. While preservation is vital in protecting objects and in the wider sense our own heritage, it can also cut us off from fully appreciating our past. In today’s world, the art we have come to know and love is overwhelmingly visual, only involving the sense of sight. Whether it is an historical artefact, a made object or a piece of literature, all are directed to the eye. Not only paintings hanging on a wall but also three-dimensional objects are subject to the viewers gaze over anything else.
 In western civilisation, we seem to possess the desire for a departure from decomposing materials to a more supposedly ‘sustainable’ path. Perhaps this is where the idea that the head is superior to the hand comes from. “Where the theorist becomes better than the craftsman because ideas last and materials simply do not” (Sennett, 2009, p.124).  The pervasive idea of ‘mind over matter’ in every aspect of our lives that began to spread from the 18th century has been counter-argued by theorists and thinkers. According to French Philosopher and Phenomenologist Maurice Merleau-Ponty (Kearney and Rainwater, 1996) physical encounters with things by way of handling and seeing are equal to thinking. It is not so much what we think but what we live through that places us in a position of reciprocity between artist and audience. When it comes to tangible objects or immersive art, an exchange is made between both artwork and audience. We touch and are touched by the subject in return. 
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‘Portraits of Possessions’ are what Argentine-born designer and trends-forecaster, Paula Zuccotti created in her project titled Everything We Touch (2015). The investigation consisted of ‘time-capsule’ style photographs that contained items that people had touched over a period of twenty-four hours. From chefs to cowboys, from theatrical artists to babies, the resulting images give insight into what each individual’s daily life looks like through their hands. Zuccotti wrote via e-mail, “I was amazed at the honest X-rays from our everyday lives that emerged from the photos” (Rosenburg, 2016). The objects that were touched by the participants are laid out in chronological order to be photographed by Zuccotti. She found out that on average people touched about 140 things in their day. The project is a wonderful documentation of routine and lifestyle, but one that also reveals a huge amount about a person. Highlighting how tactile our daily lives are. We navigate through our worlds through touch.
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Figure 3 – Zuccotti.P (2015) Everything We Touch.

While many if not most galleries and museums follow the ‘hands-off’ ethos as we have discussed, some are introducing interactive features that break down the long-standing barrier between audience and artefact (Classen, 2007). There are some features which have been implemented for the purpose of giving the visually impaired a better understanding of what the artworks look like, others are installed artworks in themselves. Just as those old curiosity cabinets that were opened, now the visually impaired have an opportunity to interact with artworks in a similar but fresh way. 
Abstract artist Ad Reinhardt’s Black Paintings at first glance may just look like large canvasses covered with black paint that people just don’t get. The signature pieces have caused many to wonder at their worth and meaning, and have even offended some. However, these misunderstood dark squares are not just monochrome fields of pigment. You have to look closer into the painting in order to physically see the variations in tone and shape (Moma.org, 2018). Going by this description of the paintings it seems an odd choice for the works to include in a multisensory tour for the visually impaired at the Guggenheim. Out of every piece of artwork on display art historian, Georgia Krantz finds a place for Reinhardt’s work in her sensory experience workshops titled Mind’s Eye. The workshops go beyond simply describing the artworks with words but provide an explanation through stimulating the senses of sound, smell and touch. “We see through our brains, not our eyes. The eye is just one of the channels through which sensory information is passed to the brain for processing” (Urist, 2016).
All it takes are the right tools in order to unlock a meaningful connection between artist and the visually impaired. Scientists have discovered that the senses actually interact with various parts of the brain previously thought to be vision specific. Especially for blind subjects, the sense of touch can stimulate neurons typically reserved for sight, clearly showing that they can be moved by visual art at the same level as anyone else. There are also many recent examples of participatory artwork meant for everyone. Take the recent atmospheric installation in Tate Modern’s Turbine Hall. On the ground, a large heat-sensitive matt covers the floor, deliberately placed for visitors to interact with. Active and engaging, it’s a set-up where, by using the collective body heat of all the visitors you can reveal a hidden portrait of Youssef, a young man who fled Syria to come to London. Simultaneously, a low-frequency sound fills the space with an unsettling energy. In a small room nearby, a tear inducing organic compound in the air causes you to cry and provokes what the artist describes as ‘forced empathy’. The artist responsible is Tania Bruguera (2018) whose practice frequently explores the role of emotions in politics spanning a wide spectrum from performance, action based events, film, installation, sculpture and writing alongside site-specific works. Often setting out to cause change through her work, where people engage as users rather than spectators, she calls this approach Arte Útil (Pickford, 2018). In this current installation, the heat from your body is transferred in order to reveal the hidden image. Once back to room temperature, it vanishes from sight. In many ways it has gone but the potential for a renewed image remains.
[bookmark: _Toc406011882][image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc406159163][bookmark: _Toc406160970]Figure 4 - Bruguera.T (2018) 10,143,493.
Since the period of the ancient Greeks, time and being have become interlaced. The longer something exists for, the more ‘being’ it implies. Its ontological status is increased along with its value. The permanent has taken up its place in the centre of aesthetics leaving the transitory to one side. In current Western society, we seem to have a denial of change, of decay and the fact that nothing lasts forever. Obsession with ageless perfection can perhaps be related to our underlying human fear of death. Artworks made from materials full of vulnerability are forced to become immortal. This rejection of change is one that we battle every day not just inside the walls of the gallery but within ourselves and brings to mind the Japanese abstract acceptance of reality known as Wabi-sabi. Hard to define, this concept is a way of life for many seeking satisfaction in what is around them avoiding a materialistic worldview. The empathetic practice of Wabi-sabi can be seen in the light that things are either devolving toward or evolving from, nothingness. 
As dusk approaches in the hinterlands, a traveller ponders shelter for the night. He notices tall rushes growing everywhere, so he bundles an armful together as they stand in the field, and knots them at the to. Presto, a living grass hut. The next morning, before embarking on another day’s journey, he unknots the rushes and presto the hut de-constructs, disappears, and becomes a virtually indistinguishable part of the larger field of rushes once again. The original wilderness seems to be restored, but minute traces of the shelter remain. A slight twist or bend in a reed here and there. There is also the memory of the hut in the mind of the traveller- and in the mind of the reader reading this description. Wabi-Sabi, in its purest most idealized form, is precisely about these delicate traces, this faint evidence, at the borders of nothingness (Koren, 2008, p42).

The above passage paints a picture for us to further understand the natural growth and decay of everyday usable ‘things’. Ephemeral art, natural installations and one-off performances are all intentionally time-sensitive. Most other artworks are unintentionally condemned and destined for decay by their design. Despite conservators’ best efforts, many human creations are simply fabricated with imperfect and finite materials that inevitably deteriorate as the years go by. In light of this truth, some artists have taken hold of the uncontrollability of certain materials and used it to their advantage in creating works of immersive art where the audience plays a leading role. 
Claire Twomey’s ceramic installation Consciousness/Conscience (2001-2004) is just one example. It is both an installation and immersive artwork combined. Thousands of white, hollow, unfired bone china tiles are laid out on the floor like a fresh blanket of snow. There is no way to reach the other parts of the exhibition but to step on the tiles that immediately crack under the weight of the visitors walking across them. They are effectively forced into destroying the floor beneath their feet in order to get where they want to go. It’s another literal example of forced empathy in art. The artwork not only leaves a physical trace of where people have stepped but also heavily links with “ideas of human interaction, social convention and appropriateness” (Twomey, 2018). The work is a clear contrast to the highly crafted and treasured objects of the gallery. One can react in one of two ways when activating the installation. He or she either feels a sense of regret in fracturing something that cannot be fixed or takes pleasure in the ephemeral aspect. Both must take responsibility for the evidence left behind. We leave behind a trace of ourselves when engaging with Twomey’s immersive installation.

[bookmark: _Toc406011883][image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc406159164][bookmark: _Toc406160971]Figure 5 –Twomey.C (2001-2004) Consciousness/Conscience.

[bookmark: _Toc406165956]Conclusion - Lastingness Through Empathy

[bookmark: _GoBack]This paper has discussed, using past and present examples of artworks, the importance of touch, both tactile and haptic, and the power it holds in relation to our own understanding of the world around us. We have looked further into touch impression and how that changes into the act of feeling, more specifically the feeling of empathy. Identifying that empathic vision in art, design and craft is how we make connections, those connections being between ourselves and our surroundings or the artists who produced the work. Artworks that demand to be investigated and examined by walking through, touching and being in. Some being so immersive that “the only way to completely understand them is to place your body inside them”(Ullrich, 1999, p.47). To develop a deep visceral connection with an artwork requires multi-sensory immersion. We made the connection that the artworks that take us and fully envelop us either emotionally or physically usually possess lastingness. This lastingness relies on the individual’s empathic and emotional experience of the artwork or object.  This connection can only be fully realised by means of a tactile interaction, as is often quoted, “seeing’s believing, but feeling’s the truth” (Fuller, 1732).
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