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‘I’ implies my singularity, my uniqueness, my individuality. 
It positions myself in relationship to another. This space in-
between; the knowing of another, and another knowing I,  
is constructed through definition. How we are defined*. 

I is an impossibility. Our definition is a mass of interpretation 
that creates multiple versions of the self, a plurality. And 
while layers of definition are used to create the essential 
social need for understanding between ‘I’s, an inherent 
contradiction exists between defining, while simultaneously 
abstracting. This abstractions become images of sorts. 
 
I needs to be reconsidered, its plurality known. The digital 
image has the potential to foster narcissistic desires, but 
through considering an alternative way of seeing the 
structure of digital images, we can form a perspective  
that accepts our inability to be completely described.  
If reducing the relationship between I and another to its 
simplest form—face to face interaction—the immediate 
structural positioning prompts the orientational convention 
of single point perspective. The positioning of a subject to 
object. However, I is not constructed from a single point of 
perspective. When viewed by multiple subjects, the horizon 
behind I multiples, rises and falls, is no longer fixed. The 
sense of a fixed self-image dissolves with the horizon.

A new orientational paradigm is needed to redefine (or 
undefine) I in order to liberate us from the narrowness of 
a singular or definable identity. A paradigm constructed 
through the digital image.

* My thesis document ‘The HD self - Hyper-definition’ elaborates on the ways we physically, 

psychologically and philosophically construct self-images, leading to an unavoidable and ever-

present state of representation.
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The horizon.
The orientation of individual truth. 
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Orientation to a single vanishing point. 
 
The horizon is both a visible and theoretical line that 
separates ground and he sky. Even if obscured from sight, 
the outside world diverges toward it. Before modern 
communication it represented the maximum distance 
of what can be immediately known. Its stability was the 
foundation of navigation, creating a consistent method of 
positioning oneself in relation to the ‘outside’ world.
 
For a person 170cm tall, the horizon sits at a distance of 
4.7km. If you are taller, that distance extends, if shorter, 
the distance recedes. Although it’s a calculable space we  
still are unable to full comprehend where that end point is 
exactly located.

In one point perspective you look directly at an object, 
straight on. This object converges on a single point on a 
horizon line. This line represents objects infinitely far away. 
It shrinks into the distance, skewed to conform to the 
vanishing point, reduced to the infinitesimal thickness of  
a line.

Diagram of one point perspective

Vanishing pointHorizon line

Orthogonal lines

Object in perspective
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Visualising vision. 
 
But if we look at the cube straight on, the form becomes 
more ambiguous. An optical illusion is created. The cube 
still appears to be converging toward the vanishing point, 
but a truncated pyramid can also be seen coming toward 
us. This dual perspective reveals the importance of a view 
point in creating perspective, and confronts the viewers 
subjectivity over the object seen. 
 
In one point perspective, the framing of an image within the 
horizon, also frames ourselves in relation to the image. The 
horizon contains all visible objects, but only objects of our 
singular perspective.  
 
This positioning of a subject in front of the object is fixed by 
the picture plane, a window that allows us to see the object. 
The converging orthogonal lines of perspective are not 
receding into the distance, but come towards the subject, 
like rays of light from the object. This is also known as the 
cone of vision, with our eye being the apex.

This combination of a geometric, quantifiable space, and 
the positioning of a human subject made the study of this 
duality relational to the concept of subjectivity and truth. 

Directly facing the object

The viewer facing the object

Picture plane

To the V.P

Image of cube in perspective 
as seen in the diagram above.

Station point (viewer)

Image of cube in perspective

Elevations of one point perspective
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Orientation of the subject

The early paintings and drawings typically sized many 
objects and characters hierarchically according to their 
spiritual or thematic importance, not their distance from  
the viewer, and did not use foreshortening. 

During the Renaissance, developments the arts and 
humanities were mirrored by progress in the sciences.  
As science and art were considered similar fields of 
research, representation in art evolved alongside geometry 
and mathematics. One point perspective came out of 
the desire to measure all things, it conquered the world 
of representation in the name of reason, science, and 
objectivity. Paintings began to show a single, unified,  
visually coherent scenes. Control was gained over the  
visible world by making it geometrically reproducible.

A consciousness of individuality was developed during the 
renaissance. The convention of perspective reflected this, 
centering everything on the eye of the beholder. The visible 
world is arranged for the spectator as the universe was 
once thought to be arranged by god. This visual paradigm 
privileges a subjects personal experiences, observations, 
his point of view. It created truths about the material world, 
but also the emphasized the mental world of viewing. The 
inherent contradiction in perspective was that it structured 
all images of reality to address a single spectator who could 
only be in one place at one time.

Perugino’s fresco at the Sistine Chapel,1481–82
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A large white room. 
 
Our perception of space is dominated by linear perspective, 
in the sense of the reduction of the projected size of 
objects with distance. One of the key jobs of the visual 
brain is to decode this size diminution as distance in the 
third dimension, or egocentric distance. 
 
The classic example is the railroad tracks the meet at 
a point on the horizon. Leonardo da Vinci termed this 
natural perspective, a series of distorted projections 
that needs to be integrated over time as representation 
in the brain as the eye moves around the scene. But we 
can also see its effect over us when we stand in a large 
squared room. We see the walls begin to converge in the 
distance, while spatially we internally interpret the room 
as square. The room progresses from objectively square, 
perspectively skewed and perceptually re-squared. 
 
This process can be said to filter how we would meet 
someone, ‘face to face’ in the distorted room. The person 
exists, they are internalized by our subjectivity, then we 
know they exist. We create an horizon behind them, and 
they are projected onto our picture plane. Others are 
distorted by the same principles of our linear perspective. 
Like the duality of the walls converging both outwards 
into the distance, and inwards into our vision, others are 
framed in the picture plane of our subjectivity. Can I self 
from this perspective? Is the authenticity associated with 
‘face to face’ interaction as real as society maintains?

Meeting in a white square room
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The subject of the horizon.
The singularity of one point of perspective. 
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Perception in relation to Perspective.
 
The relationship between seeing and knowing is reflected 
in relationship between perception and perspective. Both 
terms deriving from the science of optics, with perspective 
from Latin ‘perspectivus’ meaning “of sight”, and perception 
deriving from Lain ‘perceptio’, meaning ‘a taking in’. 
 
Metaphysically, perspective defines the state of one’s 
ideas, the facts known to one. This is reflected in the term’s 
pictorial meaning, where it is used to represent three 
dimensional objects on a flat surface. It implies distance 
and scale. Perspective uses points of reference to define the 
object, where the object is ‘taken in’, its existence before 
the eye. This distance between the vanishing point and eye 
creates meaning. 
 
In this sense we begin to see the philosophical relationship 
between perception and visual perspective. Perception 
implies more explicitly this ‘taking in’ or seeing. Primarily 
it defines apprehending by means of the senses or of 
the mind; cognition; understanding. It situates a subject 
with senses, such as sight, and an external object or 
phenomenon that is perceived. It is this relationship 
between perspective and perception that saw Greek 
philosophers consider the science of optics as a 
philosophical issue, where the direction of lights and sight, 
and its representation, was intertwined with understanding 
of our concessions, the relationship between the mind, 
body, and external world.
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Horizon

Features of perspective

Vanishing point

Converging lines

Vision lines

Picture plane

Station point 

(the viewing eye)

The formation of linear perspective. 
 
Horizon. 
Symbolic of a particular point of view. What is circular 
becomes a line, revealing the limitations of our direct 
experience. 

Vanishing point. 
The mirror image of our eye. The reflection creates 
individualistic meaning, and the unification of thought. 
   
Converging line (Orthogonal line). 
Apparent truth creates the object. Our brain over-rides the 
visual of convergence with knowledge of it’s ‘true-ness’ to 
create otherness. The line is something observed. Through 
the conditioning of perspective it becomes appearance of 
truth.  

Vision lines.
Non apparent truth, internalizing the object. 
Subjectivity. observation. 

Picture plane (screen). 
We become aware of the object. What is known.  
Psychological, philosophical, and sensory. Visualizes  
the approximation of reality through framing it. 
 
Station point. 
The subject. An observer.
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Looking out and in. 
 
If we apply the one point perspective principles to our vision 
of reality, it might look something like this. The duality of 
the subject-object relationship is a form of perspective that 
can be seen as either receding into distance, or coming 
forward to the eye. As the lines travel in opposite directions, 
they separate the mind from the body, consciousness from 
the corporal self. This mind-body separation shifts the 
picture plane, converging through the eye and reproducing 
an individual image in the observing subject.
 
This shifting picture plane raises the question of how 
subjects relate to objects, how minds relate to other  
minds, and how we access our own experience. The two 
primary questions of the subject-object problem are;  
What is known? And what does it means to be known? 
These questions try to make a distinction between 
experience and belief, between the objective and subjective. 

The subject either orients itself towards the object, i.e., 
the subject knows the object, or the object is out there as 
the reality of the external world, and the subject tries to 
know what it is which is out there. In this duality there is a 
separation of the subject from the world ‘out there’.  

The model of reflection shows us that existence is defined 
by the subject, one point of perspective. It is not possible 
to resolve which of the subjective or physical universes 
ultimately contain the other.

Something happens

Something known

Something exists

Diagram of one point perspective
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A falling tree.  
 
The internet meme “Pics or is didn’t happen” is casually 
used to question the believability of something in message 
boards and chatrooms. It’s a contemporary expression 
illustrating how immersed in images we are. But it starts 
to resonate with philosophical notions when viewed in 
relation to the construction of images through perception; 
the knowing of objects as a subject.   
 
With image-taking ability becoming a constant moment, 
the camera begins to obtain a type of objectivity, with 
the image being loosened from a single subjective point 
of view, to a worldly gaze. In contrast, it highlights our 
inability to perceive a world without images, outside of 
our senses. I do not know a sun and an earth, only an 
eye that sees the sun and a hand that feels the earth. The 
world around me is only a representation. It exists only in 
reference to my consciousness*. 
 

“Pics or it didn’t happen” defined online

Google image results: falling tree

Google street view: Amazon forest trail

* Found digitally, without reference. 
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My horizon.
The orientation of individual truths. 
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16 June 2009

Scrolling through the image bookmarking website ffffound 
in a semi pseudo-productive state of procrastination, I 
stumbled upon myself. I don’t remember posing for this 
image...     A second past. 

This wasn’t me. It was David Wojnarowicz Smoking, 
1981, shot by photographer Peter Hujar. But the similarity 
created a temporary moment of confusion and mis-
recognition. This image had traveled through time and 
space, was decontextualized, compressed, reproduced, was 
reconfigured, and now was confronting the knowledge I had 
of my self image. Apparently I didn’t know my visual-self as 
well as I thought.  
 
At the time however I thought it was just an interesting 
doppelgänger [from German: someone who looks like 
someone else: a double that looks like a living person]. I 
decided to use this image to represent me as my facebook 
profile picture.

The image, found on ffffound.com

The image used as my facebook profile image.

Circulating image
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My mother was disappointed that I had started smoking. 
It’s the worst feeling in the world to disappoint your 
mother. But it wasn’t justified. My brother had shown her 
the new profile image and she too thought it was me. In 
her mind, representation became reality. The digital image 
formed a mental image which formed a real reaction.

This new smoking habit was reality for my mother, in 
contrast to my reality as a non-smoker. The conflict in 
‘knowledge’ however raises the philosophical questions 
of the subjectivity of our relationships. The image I had of 
myself was different from the image another had of me. Of 
course this is a matter of obvious misrepresentation, but 
this conflict started my line of questioning into the reality 
of images. This (mis)use of an image revealed the role 
perception has in forming interpersonal relationships, and 
that perhaps the digital image can describe a paradigm of 
perspective that reveals the dialect issues of my reality.  
 
An image without a horizon? Or was a horizon created by 
the viewer. The horizon doesn’t exist without a subject.

One point of perspective 

A horizon line is created behind the image, forming an image of myself 

as a smoker from my mothers perspective.
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18 June 2009.

A high-school friend commented that I looked like P.O.W. 
from World War II, perhaps on account of how underweight 
the model looks compared to how he initially imagined me, 
and the image’s monochrome colouring. The space between 
my own self-image, and the image the someone has of me 
becomes even more apparent. Is this space simply being 
revealed, rather than created by the mis-use of image 
representation? 

Two points of perspective 

A second point of perspective is created, but with a different set  

of converging lines to a new vanishing point on a separate horizon.  

With it, a new image.

2726

My horizon.



 
28 May 2010. 

Another friend makes a more explicit comment on the 
indeterminate nature of my image.

Three points of perspective 

Lines of perspective start to weave, scattering* around the 

representation, framing new meaning in multiplying picture planes.

* Scattering is a general physical process where some forms of radiation, such as light, 

sound, or moving particles, are forced to deviate from a straight trajectory by one or 

more paths due to localized non-uniformities in the medium through which they pass.
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29 May 2014.

I hybridize with the image. An ex-girlfriend sees me hanging 
on the walls of the Museum of Modern Art in New York. The 
model attains the image she had of me, while her image of 
me attains the status of a new fame, and smoking habit. 

Multiple points of perspective 

As lines converge towards more horizons, the sense of individual points of 

convergence begins to diminish, the texture of lattice* of lines surfaces.

*In physics, a lattice model is a physical model that is defined on a lattice, 

as opposed to the continuum of space or spacetime. Often used to show 

the positions of atoms, molecules, or ions as a grid.
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October 2014. 

I opened my iPhone’s camera application and saw ‘myself’ 
looking back. It was an unfamiliar and uncomfortable 
perspective. I had recently updated the operating system 
and the forward facing camera (the lens on the front of 
the phone above the screen) had now become the default 
perspective. Its new priority. Was this switch in the default 
setting made to meet consumer’s expectation, or was it 
forming new expectations?  
 
In scientific study, technological capabilities can be 
considered an extension of human observation. Where  
does the boundary lie between human subjective 
observation and objective observation through the medium 
of technology? As my perceived image begins to form a 
grid-like perspective formation, a technological perspective 
starts to compliment it. The surprise of the default lens 
change, and the unfamiliarity of the perspective signified a 
growing autonomy of image making, and the narrowness  
of my own self image.

Perspective forms a grid 

The uncertainty of definite points of convergence undermines the authority 

of any particular sets of lines. I lose authority over my image, they way I am 

perceived, the lines run parallel.
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With more perspectives taken into account, the grid 
becomes denser, more detailed. Its resolution increases. 

3534

My horizon.



3736

My horizon.



We arrive at an index image, the smallest thumbnail of this 
representation on my facebook page. The orientational grid 
is visible when we zoom in. 
 
The orientational paradigm of the digital image is based 
on this grid. The structural potential to facilitate multiple 
perspectives, inherently embodying a construction.  
 
Walter Benjamin claimed the camera introduces 
‘unconscious optics’ through “lowerings and liftings, 
its interruptions and isolations, its extensions and 
accelerations, its enlargements and reductions”. The 
‘unconscious optic’ of the digital image can be said to be 
orientation of the grid, where no particular eye is implied, 
and no single horizon is created by a single viewer. This 
is the reality of our self image, where the potential for 
difference is more real than a fixed point of convergence. 

The index image 

32x32 pixels, the smallest instance of this image on my profile.
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Plurality and Multiplicity
 
Further clarification is needed of the terms I will use to 
define how orientational paradigms construct images in the 
space between subjects. 

Plurality is used to discuss the subject in an non-physical, 
abstract sense. Plurality imparts a connotation of the 
metaphysical aspects of differencing through subjectivity, 
culture, psychology and philosophy. Further clarification is 
seen in addressing pluralism. In metaphysics, pluralism is a 
doctrine that there is more than one reality, while realism 
holds that there is but one reality, that may have single 
objective ontology or plural ontology. In epistemology, 
pluralism is the position that there is not one consistent 
means of approaching truths about the world, but rather 
many.
 
Multiplicity to refer to the application or use of more than 
one point of view in the process of creating an image. 
Multiplicity incorporates more than one image, moment, 
viewpoint or physical position in an image. It is the 
bridge between the abstract notion of plurality and its 
visualisation. It is not only the visual itself, but the technical 
structure and systems for viewing the image.  

Asking others to try and ‘accurately’ recreate the closest visual image of myself shows 

the plurality of their image of me with the multiplicity of profiling software.
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This paradigm debate is not about relative problem solving 
ability. It is a dialect between the the reality of images, 
and the images of our reality. It is also a dialect between 
intuition and an attempt at scientific objectivity. It was 
primarily an investigation into what constitutes my image, 
and as such, I use myself as a visual medium. 
 
And while looking at a particular event of mis-perception to 
consider the reality of a new form of perception, I become 
more concerned with the characteristics of images, rather 
than the image itself (much like Kosuth’s desire to shift 
emphasis away from the work, to it’s conception, labeling 
this movement conceptualism).  
 
Through this paradigm I consider the plural of I. The word 
we is not the plural, we is not even a plural at all, but only 
a multiple. A plural is a group whose units are alike in kind. 
Linguists argue that I  represents a conception absolutely 
unique, and can therefore have no plural, of that of which 
there is but one. When a multiplying self image borders the 
self, the plurality I am defining creates a linguistic problem.  

One and three plants, Joseph Kosuth, 1965
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In effect, this image David Wojnarowicz Smoking, 1981, 
by Peter Hujar created the image of me as a smoker, as 
someone underfed, as someone important enough to 
be hanging on the walls of MoMA. It would be easy to 
disregard these images are wrong, false, untrue. But 
the misconception created by the image strengthen the 
argument that defining a singular self image, or even an 
accurate is involve more than a single point of view. And 
if my image is open is filtered through the subjectivity of 
others, so too is my perception of others. 
 
Multistable perceptual phenomena are a form of perceptual 
phenomena in which there are unpredictable sequences of 
spontaneous subjective changes. One example is the Necker 
cube. A wire frame cube with no depth cues. An ambiguous 
form that changes orientation within the focus of a subject, 
and between subjects. Am I Necker’s cube? 
 
The Necker cube is used in epistemology to disprove 
claims of realism because we see one or the other of two 
cubes, but really, there is no cube there at all: only a two-
dimensional drawing of twelve lines. The relationship 
between the cube and the viewer, the space in-between,  
is the illusion of a third (unstable) dimension. This multiple 
readings of the image of Necker’s cube brings us closer 
to visualising the plurality of the self-image, a new 
orientational paradigm that allows for multiple readings. 

Chapter name
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The shifting horizon. 
Orientation of the digital image.
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Seen as a flat line, the horizon is in reality an 
incomprehensible circle.  
 
The plurality of my image is like the smoke of this 
incriminating cigarette. The inherent multiplicity of the 
digital image, the pixel, the network, disperses through 
space, making visible the air the separates us. As it 
circulated from the original, to the blog, to my Facebook 
profile, to the personal computers of my friends and family, 
it developed a new, non-liner form of visual perspective. 
This perspective exists without clear reference points, 
adapting to different ways of seeing. Some perspectives 
high-resolution, some low, all the while reflecting our own 
limitations of perspective. How much or little we know, how 
near or far, if we can touch and feel, if we can understand 
and comprehend. While making us aware of space the 
smoke also abstracts reality. Visualizing perception reveals 
the distances between us. As we producing and consume 
digital images, we can also visualize the abstraction of 
perception.  
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The cubists created fragmented images of ordinary scenes 
using multiple perspectives shift the emphasis of the work 
but to the subject observing. There goal was to express 
a contemporary way of thinking about plurality of self 
construction seen through advancements in psychology and 
philosophy. The visualisation of these perspectives asked 
the observer to question these notions. 
 
El Lissitzky furthered these notions through his concept 
of axonometry. With the advent of photography, technical 
processes began to incorporate multiple perspectives. He 
believed ‘our visual faculty’ had become too limited, so he 
set out to explore new expressions of space which would 
enlarge our receptivity and constitute a new and more 
sensorial way of seeing. He hopped that the appearance of 
this new space would lead to a more active way of looking, 
a larger optical awareness and finally to a new system of 
perception.

Like the orientational paradigm of the digital image, 
axonometry attempts eliminated all reference to the 
spectator’s point of view. The two sets of converging  
lines, to the vanishing point and to the eye, enclosed by 
the viewer by perspective and does not define space in  
a fundamental way. 

Paul Cézanne, Still Life With a Basket,1890-95 (illustration by Erle Loran)

El Lissitzky, Proun 19D, 1922

El Lissitzky, In the Studio, 1923
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The Suprematists wanted to overturn deeply rooted 
Renaissance ideals, including linear perspective. Like 
axonometry, space was considered an infinite continuum, 
leaving existing forms of representation insignificant.
As we see in Black Square, Malevich abandoned the 
depiction of reality, its limiting perspective altogether. 
 
Shortly after, during the midst of significant technological 
changes in cinema, Sergei Eisenstein tried to persuade the 
American film industry to consider the “dynamic square,” 
a screen that was exactly as high as it was wide. To him 
the square was modern, charged with productive machine 
force. Horizontal and vertical content were treated equally.
 
Dziga Vertov attempted to progress perspective in cinema 
in a comparative way to our contemporary state of image 
production. In his manifesto he speaks of ‘A mechanical 
eye.” Its ability to capture without constraints reflects our 
ability to constantly capture through networked, always 
ready lenses. For him, through the camera he can “show 
you a world the way only I can see it. I free myself for 
today and forever from human immobility.” Through its 
ability to circulate, the digital image is also “Freed from the 
boundaries of time and space.” The manifesto continues: 
“I co-ordinate any and all points of the universe, wherever 
I want them to be. My way leads towards the creation of a 
fresh perception of the world. Thus I explain in a new way 
the world unknown to you.”

Kazimir Malevich, Black Square, 1915

Dziga Vertov, Man with a Movie Camera, 1929

Sergei Eisenstein advocation of a ‘dynamic square’ 

format for cinema.1920’s
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This inability to experience one another directly - without an 
image - is expressed through the work of Gerhard Richter. 
 
In 48 portraits, 48 19th century and early 20th century 
cultural figures are displayed. Musicians, writers, 
philosophers, scientists. It creates a sense of cultural 
achievement. The aim of presenting this quantity of 
images was to emphasis their image as the only form of 
identification. Richter proclaimed this it is impossible to 
make a portrait, as it’s impossible to know anything about 
the life and internal experience of the person depicted. That 
is why it is sufficient to paint from a photograph. You will 
never get at the reality of the individual involved. 

In other of his works, the image is worked up to a point of 
extreme refinement, were highly developed. But at some 
point they are scraped back, smeared, blurred. In doing so 
the painting is recreated afresh, the distortion becomes the 
reality of our disconnect. Not liking certainty or systems 
or modes of thought, he was preoccupied with constant 
uncertainty. He said that appearances are theme of his life. 
Reality for him will always be beyond reach. In his mind, 
all we can really have is appearances.  

48 portraits, Gerhard Richter 1971-72

48 portraits, Gerhard Richter 1971-72 (grid)

Google image results (grid): 48 portraits Gerhard Richter

5554

The shifting horizon.



640x480 0.3MP

854x480 480p

1280x720 720p

1280x1024 1.2MP

1600x1200 2MP

1920x1080 1080p 

2048x1536 3MP 

2592x1944 5MP  

3264x1944 8MP 

Camera resolution from all iPhone models. 
 
Our perceptions are informed by our sensory organs, they 
become appearances. If we had compound eyes, as flies 
do, we would receive information about the visual world in 
a completely different form. If we had other sense organs 
altogether, infra-red detectors or echo-location devices, we 
can barely imagine how the world would appear to us. 
Varying resolutions and image proportions can make the 
invisible visible, or the visible incomprehensible. 
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1366x768 19.1% 

1920x1080 9.4% 

1280x800 8.5% 

320x568 6.4% 

1440x900 5.7%

1280x1024 5.5%

320x480 5.2%

1600x900 4.6%

768x1024 4.5%

1024x768 3.9%

1680x1050 2.8%

360x640 2.3%  

1920x1200 1.7%

720x1280 1.6%

480x800 1.1%  

1360x768 0.9%  

1280x720 0.9%

Most commonly used screen resolutions (2014). 
 
The pixel, the smallest unit of the grid, responsive to 
the screen. Adaptable, reforming any image in different 
densities, colour variations, contexts. The pixel is the 
foundation of plurality. 
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70x70 

90x90 

100x100 

130x130 

150x150

155x155

160x160

192x192

200x200

220x220

225x225

236x236

300x300

320x320

350x350

400x400

420x420

426x426

450x449

480x480

500x500

601x600

620x620

700x699

804x803 

1024x1023

Google image search results when uploading the 
downloaded image. 
 
While traveling through screens, the image produces a  
type of memory, both vivid and fading, creating data base 
of events in different proportions.

Before the digital image we were more aware of the 
an image being selected, a deliberate action. With the 
proliferation of devices embedded with cameras and 
screens, the ease of taking and sharing image invests them 
with their own authority as separate entities, creating  
their own gaze. Does this give them a sense of objectivity?  
A quality of being true even outside of a subject’s individual 
biases, interpretations, feelings, and imaginings. 
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32x32

100x114

155x100

160x160

167x168

251x252

251x504

484x252

504x251

504x335

504x400

504x504

851x315 

Available image formats for facebook images. 
 
The same uploaded image is automatically assumes 
different instances of distance and interest. From the index 
image, a suggestion of a person, to the deliberate act of 
enlarging an image, moving closer.
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Portraits without horizons. 
Perspective of the digital image.
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The eye 

Light reflecting from objects forms our cone of vision. Light is used here 

to show different viewing positions. As my perspective changes, so does 

the perspective of others. The combination of the 10 images below form 

another reality of my visual field. 

These 10 images are at actual printing resolution, 300dpi. In the following 5 spreads, 

the pixels are spread apart and recombined to create an image 10 times the size. 

Just as different combinations of our mental images can form different versions of 

the self, different structures for weaving the pixels back together creates different 

visual images (details of the recombination seen on right of following spreads). 

In the 1982 film Blade Runner, directed by Ridley Scott, 
eyes are a recurring motif, calling into question reality and 
our ability to accurately perceive and remember it. Images 
are planted as memories into artificial human minds to 
construct their reality so not to question their existence.  
By doing so the film describes a process where humans that 
experienced original, unfiltered visions of the world rather 
than recycled images, become fabrications themselves.
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Portraits without horizons.
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Low-res one point perspective. 
 
The duality of the subject-object problem is a form of 
perspective that can be seen as lines either receding into 
distance, or coming forward to the eye. Seen from one 
perspective, the self image is undefined. It appears only to 
the subjectivity of one, removing the detail which is our 
plurality. To see the pixel is to see the limitations of a one 
point of perspective.

The anamorphic image degrades in resolution as it extends, furthering the isolation 

of the subject. They are made aware of the single orientation they are locked into, 

seeing the vanishing point of our own horizon. We can visualise its distortion. Lines 

of apparent truth converge at the end of the room. We know the squareness of the 

space. We also see the non-apparent truth, the lines of the image converging into 

the viewer, the internalisation of the outside world. 
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Portraits without horizons.



High-res multi-perspective. 
 
The horizon frames our sense of distance and scale. The 
plural self has no scale, as its infinity can not be known. 
The less we know, the smaller it may be, but with every 
perspective added, every horizon created, the image grows 
larger than our sense of proportion.

The single pixel from the low resolution forward facing camera is enlarged to 

fill the space. The image is recaptured enough times to fill in the space created 

by enlarging the pixel. The image returns to its initial high resolution state, both 

detailed and distorted, it acknowledges the plurality of the self image, while 

suggesting our singular subjectivity is incapable of knowing it.    
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Portraits without horizons.



1:1 scale album. 
 
A cube is not seen in its entirety until it is unfolded into 
a net, one of 11 possible combination of the six sides. 
However it is then no longer a cube. A map that covers the 
world is one that is as detailed as possible, but blocks out 
the object to which it was referring. A translation occurs 
through description. Both our single point perspective, 
and the digital image form a translation, but the question 
remains which visual paradigm has more claim to reality.

10mm x 10mm markers create a connection to the physicality of the object by 

maintaining scale. The resolution increases by removing the converging lines of 

perspective, The parallel lines of the orientational paradigm of the digital image can 

be seen in the idea of an album, a database. This gridded perspectives creates a 

quality of being true even outside of a subject’s individual biases, interpretations, 

feelings, and imaginings. The only way to see a cube without perspective is to 

unfold it to reveal its net. 
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Portraits without horizons.



This consideration of an alternative paradigm of perception 
is an encouragement to expand our notions of self, as 
images become more and more prevalent in our lives.  
The image offers more than representation through 
provoking us to question the way we see, our subjective 
relationship to the world and to each other.  
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Portraits without horizons.




