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We are experiencing times of open wounds, global injustice, and 
the depletion of Earth. They are the unequivocal expression of 
modernity, the Eurocentric and anthropocentric model of civi-
lization. We are facing the question of the (im)possibility of an 
ethical life. It is a question to which there are no ready-made 
answers. Can we live an ethical life in a historical order in which 
our wellbeing, our sense of achievement, the satisfaction of our 
pleasures and desires are dependent on the consumption of life, 
of the life others and the life of Earth, on the exploitation of 
others and the relentless extraction from and pollution of Earth? 
How can we live an ethical life when we are made to enjoy the 
consumption of life?

We are writing from the position of the inhabitants of the 
consumer society in the Global North. We are at the receiving 
end of all manners of intersectional privilege in a gendered-co-
lonial order. We know that in the consumer society we are fed 
and dressed owing to the suffering of others and the depletion 
of Earth. And we are made to enjoy it. Our sense of success, of a 
good life has been made dependent on processes of exploitation 
of others and extraction from Earth. Anthropocentrism and Eu-
rocentrism appear as two axes that imply, on the one hand, a mon-
ocultural strand of exploitation and dispossession of other worlds 
(worldlessness) and on the other an anthropocentric strand wast-
ing away Earth (Earthlessness). Our notions of progress, of devel-
opment, of civilization cannot be seen separate from the dispos-
session of others and the depletion of Earth, ecocide. The ethical 
question, the question for the possibility of an ethical life with 
Earth is the backdrop of these reflections.

What is the role of the museum as a public space for ed-
ucation and preservation when it is confronted with an aware-
ness of the modern/colonial order, when it is confronted with 
the ethical question? What can the museum do? Has the mu-
seum been engaged with these questions or has it rather been 
oblivious to and complicit with global injustice and ecocide? 
Our times demand that we pay attention to what is being asked. 
It is a call that, despite the lack of answers, is pushing us to 
dare to move and think differently. What we offer here is not a 
solution but a path to begin to understand the museum in rela-
tion to its modern/colonial historical reality. How is the mod-
ern formation of collections, narratives, and publics implicated 
in coloniality?

This text starts by addressing the museum from a decoloni-
al perspective, so as to indicate the sort of questions that lay ahead 
in the task of decolonizing the museum. The second and longest 
part of the text moves on to present some of the major proposi-
tions of decolonial thought, as an indication of a framework of 
reference that can sustain this task. Finally, in way of a conclusion 
we address the question of the end of the contemporary.

The Museum and Decolonial Critique
The museum, like the university, has been one of the core insti-
tutions of modernity. The museum has been enacting the anthro-
pocentric colonial difference, configuring the normative self, and 
negating alterity through exclusion and/or exhibition of alterity. 
It has been instrumental in the affirmation, production, and dis-
semination of western epistemology, in the formation of ways of 
knowing and forms of perception that configure normative sub-
jectivities. Its coloniality is enacted in a negation of appropriat-
ing, exhibiting, and relegating other people’s life-worlds, animals, 
and the Earth as ‘alterity’. The museum draws the alterity against 
which the normative self becomes human, modern, universal, 
and absent to the plurality of the world. The self is constituted 
in the separation from Earth, animals, and other peoples’ worlds 
as being outside the here and now of modernity. His aesthetic 
experience is an expression of the separation from other worlds of 
meaning and from embodied realities.

When we ask what the modern/colonial function of the 
museum has been, we see its movement of affirmation as that 
which constitutes a cultural archive (Wekker 2016) and is geared 
towards a normative subject formation. The formation of collec-
tions, narratives, and publics are co-implicated processes of con-
figuring normative cultural archives, worldviews, and subject-for-
mations. We need to ask to what extent intersectional forms of 
oppression and privilege have found a breeding ground in the 
museum.

The modernity of the museum, as movement of affirma-
tion and normativity refers to the way in which it has been a mech-
anism for the formation of the normative ideal subject: as citizen 
(National History Museum), Human (Natural History Museum), 
white (Ethnographic Museum), as the ‘modern’ and contempo-
rary self (Art and Contemporary Art Museum)... . Of course, 
these functions are intermingled and not exclusive to each type 
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of museum. They are all about entering civilization, humanity, 
and becoming modern, about becoming the self at the centre of 
the now.

If the museum has been so central in the formation of the 
cultural archive, the world view, and the normative subject, how 
can it engage in the task of ‘humbling modernity’? How can it en-
gage in the task of divesting modernity of its normative position-
ality? We believe that the humbling of modernity is the condition 
of possibility for beginning to listen to other worlds of meaning 
(Vázquez 2012).

How can the museum undo the white western gaze? How 
can it undo its position of abstraction? How can it reveal its negat-
ed modern/colonial positionality? How can the museum critically 
engage its role in the formation of a monocultural archive and 
normative publics? How can it come to terms with its geo-histor-
ical positionality and reach towards responsibility? How can the 
museum become aware of how it has been implicated in config-
uring, guarding, and benefiting from the colonial difference? Can 
the museum unlearn its own self-made narrative and engage in the 
task of humbling modernity? Can the museum engage in a deco-
lonial transformation of the cultural archive, of its collections and 
narratives, of its public formations?

It seems to us that the first step to be taken is to humble its 
own narratives to recognize the limits of its own episteme so that 
it can begin listening. It has to recognize how it is implicated in 
the modern/colonial difference. We see the exhibitions ‘The Mak-
ing of Modern Art’ and ‘The Way Beyond Art’ curated at the Van 
Abbemuseum (2017–2018) under the notion of demodernizing as 
engaging in this process.

The second step is for the museum to recognize itself as 
being implicated in the modern colonial/order, and take respon-
sibility. The notion of being implicated is a tool against ‘arrogant 
ignorance’ that comes from black and chicana feminist thought 
(Anzaldúa 2007; Alexander 2006; Lugones 2010; Wekker 2016). 
When you are in a position of abstraction, when you are in this 
nowhere where you hold the power to see while not being seen 
(Haraway 1988) you cannot take responsibility.

The third step that we see for decolonizing the museum in 
connection with decolonial aesthesis is to engage with the task of 
listening across the colonial difference. We are entering a time 
in which we have to stop focusing on holding the monopoly of 

enunciation and claiming the radically new, we need to begin lis-
tening to that which has been silenced by coloniality, by our cul-
tural archive, by our narratives and our privilege. We need to ask 
how can we listen to that which has been made silent, invisible, 
irrelevant by our own narratives? Decolonial critique is cracking 
open the presentism/noveltism of modernity to illuminate already 
existing alternative genealogies and paths into the to-come. We 
have to learn to become quiet, to quiet the cacophony of our own 
narratives.

Decolonial Critique
One of the characteristics of modernity is that it is oblivious to co-
loniality. While upholding its own self-made narrative it has simul-
taneously hidden the processes of negation that have enabled it to 
exist. Decolonial forms of questioning are needed to overcome 
the enclosure in the epistemic territory of modernity that is built 
on the denial of coloniality (Vázquez 2011). Our notions of pro-
gress, of development, of civilization have been sustained on ex-
ploitation, dispossession of others, and on the depletion of Earth, 
on ecocide. Thinking our historical reality as a modern/colonial 
order is fundamental for understanding our times. In this second 
part of the essay we will present some of the key propositions that 
sustain the decolonial critique of the modern/colonial order.

1492 Birth of Modernity

Unlike the most common approach, which sees modernity as 
stemming from the enlightenment, the industrial revolution, the 
French revolution, and the reformation, decolonial thought un-
derstands modernity as starting in 1492. For us the timespan of 
modernity comes from the beginning of the colonial enterprise. 
To clarify this proposition, we recall the famous quote from En-
rique Dussel: 

According to my central thesis, 1492 is the date of the ‘birth’ 
of modernity … [M]odernity as such was ‘born’ when Eu-
rope was in a position to pose itself against another, when, 
in other words, Europe could constitute itself as a unified 
ego exploring, conquering, colonizing an alterity that gave 
back its image of itself. This other, in other words, was not 
‘dis-covered’ as such, but concealed’ (Dussel 1993, p. 66).
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Before 1492, before the colonial enterprise, Europe could not 
think of itself as the centre of the entire world. This Eurocentrism 
is easy to visualize in the ‘world map’ that inhabits the imagina-
tion of most of us, a ‘world map’ in which Europe stands at the 
centre. In it you have a very clear example of the epistemic power 
of colonialism. Why is Europe sitting at the centre of the ‘world 
map’ in our modern/colonial imagination?

The Euro-centred world map serves us as a metaphor to 
show that without colonialism Europe could neither represent 
itself as the centre of geography nor as the ‘now’ of history. Co-
lonialism enables Europe to claim for itself the central position 
of enunciation. Colonialism enables the universal validity claim 
that sustains ‘Eurocentrism’. Europe begins claiming the central 
position of enunciation across the world, presenting itself as the 
reference point in both space and time.

Apart from revealing the colonial underpinnings of the 
epistemic privilege of Europe, the quote from Dussel also shows 
that the conditions for Europe’s self-understanding is that of pos-
iting itself ‘against an other’, of ‘colonizing an alterity that gave 
back its image of itself’. Europe cannot understand itself without 
the negation of the other. This has happened through a process 
of double negation, constituted by two co-implicated movements. 
The first movement is the colonial enactment of negation of the 
other by enslaving, exterminating, exploiting, dispossessing, ex-
tracting... The second and simultaneous movement of the double 
negation is that of the denial and erasure of the first. The nega-
tion of coloniality is achieved by the dominion of modernity over 
representation with its narrative of salvation, of civilization, of 
progress, of development, and so on, and through the discrimina-
tion of the other by relegating her to the past or to the outside of 
history, under categories such as ‘barbarism’, ‘underdevelopment’, 
‘poverty’, and so on. For example, in the narratives of progress 
and development, we erase the fact that the plantation system 
was essential for the formation of the Atlantic economy and the 
emergence of a global capitalism centred in the West. We negate 
the ‘other’ materially through oppression, exploitation, and ex-
traction but we also erase that process from our representation of 
world-historical reality.

Let us clarify that the proposition of placing the start of 
modernity in 1492 is not a naïve interpretation of modernity. 
It is not as if we are not aware of the narratives of modernity 

as multiple, contested, never achieved, and so on. But for us, 
all those representations of modernity belong to intra-European 
perspectives. When you see modernity from the outside of the 
dominant west, other questions emerge. Modernity appears then 
as the Western project of civilization and as a driving principle 
for the historical constitution of the modern/colonial order.

The Eurocentrism of Modernity

The second proposition is about the Eurocentric character of 
the project of modernity. Eurocentrism is a form of arrogant 
ignorance, because it assumes itself as universal and assumes 
that there is no outside its own logic, so that there is no epistem-
ic outside and no genealogical outside its epistemic territory. 
When non-Western-centred peoples show that they have other 
knowledges, other philosophies, other forms of life, they are 
often seen as holding romanticist positions. We are told that 
everyone has been touched by modernity and that there is no 
such thing as an ‘outside modernity’. For decolonial thought, 
however, there is an ‘outside’ of modernity; this is not to claim 
that there are worlds in a state of purity that remain untouched 
by modernity, but rather that there are genealogies and trajecto-
ries of life and thought that do not come and cannot be traced 
back to the claimed Greco Latin heritage of the Enlightenment 
and the Renaissance.

Especially since the last part of the twentieth century 
up until today, critique has been praised for its self-reflexivity, 
for being critical of one’s self-understanding. We think that this 
movement of thought is completely insufficient to address the 
problems of the modern/colonial world and that it is actually 
complicit with enforcing the epistemic self-enclosure of moder-
nity. The moment this Eurocentric-West begins listening to the 
other that it has negated, to the alterity that gives it the image of 
itself, is the moment when the West will begin to understand its 
location in the broader historical reality of the modern/colonial 
order. Locating the West requires the overcoming of the double 
negation that has enabled its claim to the abstract position of 
universality, of being in the present of history and at the centre 
of geography. It is through an act of listening to ‘the other’, of 
understanding itself through the voice of ‘others’, that the West 
can overcome the ignorance of Eurocentrism and recognize itself 
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through a more truthful positionality. This we believe is one of 
the key tasks that needs to be addressed by cultural institutions 
such as the museum.

Let me clarify here that when we speak of ‘Europe’ we do 
not mean to say that Europe as a geographical place is not diverse. 
The dominant project of modernity has also suppressed diversity 
inside European geography. For instance, Sylvia Federici (Fed-
erici 2014) has shown how women with knowledge and authority 
were persecuted throughout the inquisition in Europe. The pro-
ject of modernity is a dominant project also inside Europe that 
will establish a dominant order over other knowledges, languages, 
forms of relating to Earth, and so on. We have the big task of 
listening to the ‘others of Europe’ and engaging the question of 
decolonizing Europe.

No Modernity without Coloniality

The third proposition, coming from Anibal Quijano (Quijano 
2010), is that there is no modernity without coloniality. The history 
of progress and civilization cannot be disconnected from the his-
tory of enslavement, plantation, extraction, and so on. Modernity/
coloniality is written as a binomial separated by a slash to signify 
that its terms are co-constitutive and that they are enjoined by the 
colonial difference. However, it is very important to recognize that 
each term of the binomial designates a distinct movement towards 
the real. The movement of modernity is clearly distinct from the 
movement of coloniality. ‘Modernity’ is about the control of pres-
ence, the control of world historical reality: what appears as world 
is what modernity is controlling, ranging from its institutions to its 
forms of subjectivity and from its sciences and arts to its everyday 
practices. Modernity’s movement as the control of presence has 
two important coexisting moments: appropriation and representa-
tion. Modernity has been materially about the appropriation of 
land, the massive appropriation of what it will name ‘America’, 
possibly the largest appropriation of land in history, that will be 
followed by massive colonial appropriations in Africa, Asia and 
Oceania. The appropriation of land has to be understood in con-
nection to the appropriation of Earth through extractive practices 
and the appropriation of life of humans and non-humans.

Together with this moment of appropriation there is a mo-
ment of representation. Modernity controls materially through 

the force of appropriation that will be accompanied by the control 
of representation, that is the control of knowledge, epistemolo-
gies, narratives, and the control of appearance. Modernity will 
control presence through tangible forms of appropriation, like the 
plantation for the extraction of human life and Earth’s life, while 
at one and the same time it will represent it as civilization, pro-
gress, and development. Appropriation and representation work 
hand in hand. The combination of appropriation and representa-
tion enables modernity to hold the monopoly over worlding the 
world. Modernity’s world as artifice results from the forceful pro-
jection of its mode of representation, often dressed as salvation 
utopias, enabled by the appropriation of life and the negation of 
other worlds of meaning. Without coloniality there is no moderni-
ty as world’s artifice, there are no simulacra.

When we ask the question of modernity we see how power 
is operating tangibly, instituting itself as world-historical reality. 
This has been the focus of critical social sciences and humanities 
in the West. But when we ask the question of coloniality, we ask 
the question of what has been lost. What is being lost? What is 
being de-futured? What is being stopped from becoming world? 
While ‘Modernity’ is that which controls the presence and enacts 
the dominant way of worlding the world, ‘Coloniality’ expresses 
the absenting of the other. Whereas modernity controls the world 
presencing, coloniality is the movement of absencing. It speaks 
of all sorts of processes of denigration, exploitation, extraction, 
racialization, dispossession, and the double erasure through their 
occlusion. To ask the question of coloniality is very different from 
asking the question of modernity.

Allow us a small parenthesis to clarify the importance of 
thinking about modernity/coloniality in conjunction. Geologists 
who have been busy finding markers to establish the onset of 
the Anthropocene, of human-driven geological transformations, 
have made a striking discovery that confirms the inseparability 
of modernity and coloniality. Geologists have found an impor-
tant reduction in atmospheric CO

2 
concentration between 1570 

and 1620 registered in the Antarctic ice-core, what they call the 
Orbis Spike (Lewis 2015). This reduction in CO2 is linked to 
the mass death of three quarters of the population of the Amer-
icas and Africa and corresponds to the unfolding of colonial-
ism (Biello 2015). We have now the geological confirmation 
that the onset of modernity and the dominion of the Western 
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project of civilization corresponds to the genocidal erasure of 
other worlds. The Euro-centred and anthropo-centred project 
of civilization is inseparable from coloniality. To be sure, the 
mass death of the early colonial period is not only explained 
through the mass appropriation of land, enslavement, and mass 
killings—the biota exchange and the resulting epidemics that fol-
lowed also played a role. The work on the so-called ‘Columbian 
Exchange’ shows that European domination was also based on 
pathogens (Carney 2015). That pathogenic non-human agents 
played a role in the destruction of colonized worlds stresses the 
importance of thinking coloniality as inseparable from the on-
set of modernity. Historically, the experience of mass death and 
colonial domination are inseparable. Now, thanks to the work 
of geologists, we have the geological markers that confirm the 
entwinement of colonialism and genocide. We know that the un-
folding of the modern/colonial order meant genocide and that 
the thesis of Dussel, for whom 1492 coincides with the start of 
modernity is inseparable from coloniality, as the destruction of 
other worlds. The mass death of the colonized through domi-
nation and contagion is inseparable from the foundation of the 
modern/colonial order, and modernity’s claim to ‘universal’ 
domination. Coloniality must be part of the on-going conversa-
tions on the Anthropocene.

Decoloniality as Delinking

The fourth proposition holds that decoloniality is an orientation 
and a practice that doesn’t want to be included in modernity. We 
don’t want to be modern, because for us modernity is the Western 
project of civilization that is coeval to and inseparable from coloni-
ality. Decolonial thought does not fight for the recognition of being 
modern, neither for the recognition of contemporaneity. We don’t 
want to be modern, we want to overcome modernity, to overcome 
the modern/colonial order. The movement of decoloniality is what 
Walter Mignolo calls a movement of delinking (Mignolo 2011). We 
are not fighting for recognition. We are not struggling for denied 
histories to be recognized as part of the global history of moder-
nity nor do we want to claim that we are also modern. We do not 
want to discredit those struggles for recognition, we think they are 
valid strategies for many local histories, but our strategy, inspired 
by the radical autonomy of maroon and first nations struggles, is 

that of not seeking to become modern. Decolonial delinking and 
the rejection of modernity as the horizon of expectations is not to 
be confused with a backward or traditional perspective, it is rather 
a strong stand for autonomy and dignity, and a radical departure 
of the historical horizon of Eurocentrism and the dominant West.

Decoloniality, as the overcoming of the modern/colonial 
order, is not just oppositional resistance, it is driven by the strug-
gle for re-existence (Albán Achinte 2009), for dignity and justice. 
If we look at social movements across the global South (including 
the South in the North, such as diaspora communities or first 
nations in Europe, North America, and Oceania) in their differ-
ent struggles for land, against feminicide, against ecocide, against 
violence, the common denominator is that they are demanding 
and fighting for dignity.

Decoloniality is about enabling other worlds to become 
world. What modernity has done is to suppress the possibility 
of other worlds to become world (worldlessness). Decoloniality 
means to reclaim the possibility of naming and inhabiting the 
world; it is to be able to embody and experience those other worlds. 
Decoloniality has to do with the question of the vernacular and of 
verbality; not with having or taking; not with the object but with 
the verb, with being others and being able to make worlds, recov-
ering the autonomy of naming and worlding our worlds.

Modernity as Separation

Once we have distinguished the movement of modernity and co-
loniality, we will now address how they become conjugated as mo-
dernity/coloniality and come to constitute the colonial difference. 
More broadly, we will see how modernity attains its affirmation 
as the ‘self’ of world-historical reality through major processes of 
production and separation from alterity. The processes of sepa-
ration reveal the mediation between the controlling of presence 
and the absencing of alterity. We suggest ordering the processes 
of separation in three major axes that are mutually implicated: a) 
Eurocentrism, b) anthropocentrism and c) contemporaneity.

a) Eurocentrism, as mentioned before, is the axis of separation 
from other worlds. It establishes the dominance of the mono-cul-
ture of the West and expresses the modern/colonial order as world-
lessness. It affirms whiteness and patriarchy through racialization 



193192

T h e  M u s e u m ,  D e c o l o n i a l i t y  a n d  t h e  E n d  
o f  t h e  C o n t e m p o r a r y

T h e  F u t u r e  o f  t h e  N e w

and the imposition of the modern/colonial gender system. Through 
its operation the ‘other’ is racialized, animalized, impoverished, 
de-sexualized or hyper-sexualized, the other is made sub-human 
and the male/white/western self becomes the norm of the human. 
Eurocentrism, the monoculture of the West, rules over the rela-
tions to others, leading us towards ‘wordlessness’, to the loss of 
worlds. It means the imposition of a single world and the loss of 
the diversity of worlds.

b) Anthropocentrism is the axis of separation from Earth. It estab-
lishes the superiority of the ‘human’ (as an expression of Eurocen-
trism, of ‘reason’, civilization, culture) over Earth life (including 
animals, rivers, mountains, forests, etc). It expresses the modern/
colonial order as ‘Earthlessness’. The axis of anthropocentrism, 
with its concurrent manifestation in science, ‘reason’, humanity, 
culture etc. rules over the relation to Earth, and leads us to a con-
dition of ‘Earthlesness’.

c) Contemporaneity is the axis of separation from relational tem-
porality. It establishes chronology and the principle of novelty 
(immanence, futurity, contemporaneity) over relational temporali-
ties, over precedence (Vázquez 2017a; Chavéz and Vázquez 2017). 
It expresses the modern/colonial order as amnesic, as oblivion. 
Through the axis of contemporaneity, the ‘now’ attains its defini-
tion through temporal discrimination. The ‘now’ as a property of 
the self is defined through seeing the other as traditional, as passé, 
as backward, as a belated copy. Contemporaneity, the notions of 
novelty, futurity, nowness, rules over our experience in time and 
leads us into the oblivion of empty presence, confining us to the 
surface of present that is reduced to presence. It establishes the 
empty present and the concurrent affirmation of the world as ar-
tifice as the confinement of experience. Experience becomes akin 
to superficiality and emptiness.

These three axes of separation become embodied in the 
subject that experiences life as separated from others in his in-
dividuality, as separated from Earth in his ‘humanity’ and as 
being uprooted from his communal precedence. The subject ex-
periences life in the confinement of his individual identity. The 
self is confined in the artifice and superficiality of representa-
tion. The ‘modern subject’, the model of the ‘human’, lives a 
confined life of individuality, consumption and artifice, lives in 

conditions of separation from others, from Earth and from his 
communal precedence.

The axes of separation offer us a different understanding 
of modernity, one that is inaccessible from its own epistemic en-
closure. Modernity appears as ‘worldlessness’, as ‘Earthlessness’ 
and as ‘oblivion’. The radical impoverishment of experience is the 
consequence of the loss of our relation to other worlds, to Earth 
and to precedence.

The End of the Contemporary
The decolonial critique of time shows us that the configuration 
of the modern/colonial order corresponds to the establishment 
of a world-historical reality that is mediated by a particular rela-
tion to time. The modern/colonial politics of time configure the 
mediation between what is to be considered real, what is to be 
considered normative, and that which will be produced as alterity 
or relegated to oblivion. ‘Contemporaneity’ is a normative field 
that renders real modern chronology, with its cult of novelty and 
the sovereignty of empty present. Allow us to use a fragment of 
the text that summoned the meeting on ‘The End of the Contem-
porary’ in Berlin in 2017.

The contemporary has been a normative position in the 
arts since the second half of the 20th century. The emer-
gence of the global contemporary towards 1989 opened a 
critique of Eurocentrism in the field of contemporary art 
but left the normativity of the contemporary untouched. 
What remained untouched and at the same time became 
globalized was the normativity of modern time’ (Vazquez 
2017b).

The decolonial critique of time shows how the seemingly open-end-
ed and inclusive notion of contemporaneity has been functioning 
to reinforce the colonial difference by normalizing the modern/
postmodern conception of time as the condition for recognition 
and legibility. In contrast with the normativity of contemporanei-
ty we suggest listening to the philosophies from ‘Abya Yala’ (The 
Americas), we propose to address the question of time beyond 
the enclosure of modern chronology, by mobilizing the notion of 
‘precedence’. The notion of precedence is a way to overcome the 
binary between immanence and transcendence (Vázquez 2017a). 
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It is a way to relate to deep temporalities, in which what precedes 
us is not immanent, not fully contained in the now of the present, 
but it is both ahead of us and before us. This is the notion of time 
that exists in many philosophies of Abya Yala (The Americas), 
and that cannot be articulated through the dominant philosophi-
cal framework of the West, precisely because the epistemology of 
the West is confined to the dichotomy immanence/transcendence.

Decolonial aesthesis (Vázquez and Mignolo 2013) is not 
about seeking novelty nor contemporaneity; decolonial aesthesis 
is about disobeying the chronology of modernity (Vazquez 2016). 
It’s coming under the ‘sign of the return’; a radical return that is 
capable of breaking open the modern/colonial order of the pres-
ent.

This text is a version of the lecture by Rolando Vazquez, 22 September 2017, ‘The Muse-
um, Decoloniality and the End of the Contemporary’; ‘Collections in Transition: Decol-
onising, Demodernising and Decentralising?’, Museum Confederation L’Internationale, 
Van Abbe Museum, Eindhoven, the Netherlands. This text will also be published in other 
formats. I want to thank Laura de Gaetano for helping with the transcription of the lec-
ture.
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