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Abstract

Paul Emmanuel is a South African artist who produneised drawings, outdoor
installations and prints (particularly intaglio lkittgs andnaniere noirdithographs).
These focus on the representation of male bodigemperience. Having begun his
career as a collaborative printmaker, since 20i32wbrk has become more ambitious
as well as critically acclaimed. In 2010, his mestent body of workTransitions,

was exhibited at the Smithsonian Museum of Afriéaiin Washington D.C.

| propose that Emmanuel represents the male bodypassence that either is not
easily seen or that actively disappears or erasel. i Its subjectivity, and the
viewer’'s engagement with it, may be characterisedree of intimacy, exposure, loss
and vulnerability. Emmanuel’'s work may be saidjt@stion conventions and ideals
of masculinity while, at the same time, refusing prescriptive interpretation. To
develop this proposition, | examine specifically f/Banuel’s incising drawing
technique that ‘holds open’ transitions in malediv In these liminal moments,
Emmanuel represents men as ‘seen’ to change statatos, thereby exposing the on-
going process of building masculine identities.uty elucidatory is Emmanuel’s
imprinting of his own body, which, in his use ofdtes” that reveal the vacillation
between presence and absence, makes contingesthietthis gendering process,
and has patrticular implications for the expressibsubjectivity in a contemporary

South African context.
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INTRODUCTION

You are right to be suspicious of me:
| can’'t speak your absence for you.

- Margaret Atwood
‘War Photo 2’ (2007: 71)

Paul Emmanuel was born in 1969 in Kabwe, Zambid,gaaduated from the
University of the Witwatersrand in 1993 with a Baldr of Fine Arts. Working
variously as an assistant to a master printeraphgec designer and, from 1997 to
2001, a collaborative printmaker, he has beenlanid artist since 2001, with a
studio first at Fordsburg Artists Studios and, si@003, at The Refinery in Milpark,
Johannesburg. The recipient of several awards, &mel has exhibited in South
Africa and abroad and is represented in a numbpublic, private, institutional and

corporate collections (see Appendix for furtheads].

A printmaker of particular skill, he has workedrmparily with intaglio methods, such
as etching, dry point and mezzotint, as well af wibne lithographs. While his early
work focused exclusively on print-making and bodis asince 2000, he has been
combining traditional printmaking techniques withgpography, installations,
drawings and film. Although Emmanuel’s technigaes varied and his media
diverse, they have in common conceptual and thendsas, informed by his
personal experiences as a white, gay, South Afnecan. Along with the

representation of the male body, changing perceptxd masculinity and the



construction of male identities, Emmanuel has engaldhe enactment of public and

private loss and mourning and its relationship &mrory and the passage of tifme.

For Emmanuel, the technique and process of creatimgrk is central to its
conceptual integrity; he feels, for example, thatrhost recent body of work,
Transitions,is “a love affair with concept and surface’His techniques and media
resonate with each other. He scratches into ejghlates and into photographic
paper. He prints on paper and imprints his bddg.embosses paper and blind-
embosses his body. He wishes there were a tet¢hvagain which he could apply
photographic emulsion to his skin and print dinecfif his own body® Of his early
prints, he remarks: “The way that | make marks,dbgessiveness, lends itself to the
old way of printing, like working on an etching tgascratching directly onto a solid
metal surface with a dry point needle” (Emmanuddodd 2003). His work subverts
characteristics that can be said superficiallyabng print-making, such as multiple
copies, cheap manufacture and comparatively quiekwgion. His detailing is fine,
whether the scale on which he is working is merdgigeetres, as in some of his early
prints, or several metres long, as in his lateisgat drawings. His incised drawings
are based on photographs, laboriously scratcheghtographic paper with a razor
blade and express in their execution the paraddxrapossibility of capturing
fleeting and indeterminate moments. In his etchiagd incised drawings, he works
reductively, from dark to light, scratching downlight and building up the tones.
There is a deliberate not-knowing in his conceptunal technical process: he draws

inspiration from the unconscious, from dreams amgressionistic ideas and

L Art Source South Africa (2010: 4 & 6).
2 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2010: 6).
3 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakewn.



describes a “blindness over small areas” whendtirag in his image$. The artist's
art-making process and the tactile surface of l@dimmay be seen as emblematic of
the formation of identities and of Emmanuel’'s amass of himself as implicated in

his representation of them.

My contention in this thesis is that Paul Emmanaptesents the male body and
subjectivity as a vulnerable presence which is kmtlwough its absences, which
refuses to be fully ‘visible’ or ‘seen’ and whialrms in on itself in a movement
characterised by impermanence and indeterminapyopose that Emmanuel’s
concept of masculinity is as a process of socidlég®l socialising acts that regulates
and affirms an individual within a community. Emmog| presents this process by
focusing on times in male lives when subjectiviiyekpressed by the “peculiar unity”
of the liminal, when a subject is “that which igther this nor that, and yet is both”
(Turner 1967: 99). | consider why an engagemetit this kind of subjectivity,

which may be known through “traces” of itself, eeen prevalent in a post-apartheid
context and how Emmanuel’s oeuvre, in its simultarse marking’ and ‘unmarking’

of the body, relates to this engagement.

To develop my contention, | examine selected wbskEmmanuel within the context
of other artists’ work on issues and representatafrmasculinity and subjectivity. In
invoking reference to other artists’ work, my comces less to identify possible
influences on Emmanuel than to consider why comniteesabetween them may be
interpreted and how comparisons can afford a rictterpretation of Emmanuel’s

oeuvre. Similarly, my use of concepts elaboraggahun key discursive, critical,

4 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakgwn.



philosophical and anthropological texts is intentetbrm a more nuanced

understanding of the selected works by Emmanuetudidcussion.

| wish to discuss briefly one work before | outlithe development of my argument,
as this work may contextualise the issues introducehe breakdown of the thesis’'s
chapters.The Lost Men (Fig. 1), arguably, looks both back to Emmanuel’s
preceding work and forward to his future projedts.The Lost Merproject,
Emmanuel sought a deliberately different creativeation, using media unknown to
him, moving out of print-making and into land andathe imprinting of his body. As
the last mezzotint etching which Emmanuel to dategroducedlThe Lost Men |
provides a conceptual link between his small, eaidyrings and his large scale
incised drawings, installations and digital anthfpprojects. Transitions Emmanuel’s
most recent body of work, which evolved concepiualit of The Lost Mefi may be

seen therefore as also indebted' e Lost Men.|

James E. Elkins (1996: 85) comments that: “Evemgéaape painting gives me clues
to the way | might hide in a landscape.” Tihe Lost Men,IEmmanuel layers his

body into the landscape but also obfuscates oefhibdimself. One might not see part
of a human body when one looks at this image, faodd did one would not know
that the artist is using his own body to constithesky. It is etched from a
photograph of his throat’s super-sternal notchamts of his collar bones. In all his
work, Emmanuel seeks to represent “the person wiittie person”,the body that

actively disappears. For the first time, in thisheng, Emmanuel uses his own body

5 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakgwn.
% Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakgwn.
7 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakgwn.



as a surface on which to ‘record’ the impermaneridess and to express a

subjectivity that is both hidden and exposed.

The image is ambiguous. It appears to be secszinre way. One becomes aware of
this if one compares it to a watercolour by Ans&liefer which is similar visually to
The Lost Men.I Winter Landscapé€Fig. 2), seen in the context of Kiefer's other
work, can be taken as analogous of German guilnaemories about the dead of the
Holocaust and World War Il. A female head floatinghe sky, conceivably an
embodiment of the ‘spirit of nature’, has been shdhe throat and her blood flows
down onto the land. The land is ploughed but mgthvill grow; the earth has been
salted, literally, with blood. The blanket of sneuggests a smothering amnesia over
collective guilt and shameThe Lost Men,lin contrast, like most of Emmanuel’s

work, reads as emotionally ambivalent.

The Lost Men llike other early works which | shall be discussinmgy be viewed as
a retreat into the body. For Emmanuel, the bodyiiserable and exposed; its
intimacy is in its anonymity at the same time asamhonymity is intimate. He sees
physical landscapes as speaking of inner landscapbkfective experience and
memories. In this etching, one sees a part ofdy ldere the pulse is seen to beat
through, and the bones are visible beneath, tme Siie inner life of the body comes
up through the skin and the stable and intact sulgebody enclosed in skin, is
revealed as illusory. His landscapes are thode dfdhe inside and outside of the
body and of its situating, exterior environmenhey are frustrating and fascinating
in what is not said, not represented and the impeance and contingency this

imparts to ‘meaning’ and subjectivity.



This illusory stability extends to the subjectivafthe viewer as well. The viewer’s
eye that follows the road slicing confidently thgbuthe landscape is thrown off by
the triangular road sign on the right-hand sidectvindicates a hazard ahead. What
kind of hazard is unknown as the sign faces away fthe viewer, but it speaks to the
position of the viewer’s body before the imagethl viewing eye ‘goes into’ the
image, it might not be able to come back out. culating this destabilisation of the
viewer before the image, and the implicationsiids to Emmanuel’s representation

of subjective presence, becomes the central comeéZhapter One.

In Chapter One, | develop a theoretical frameworkviewing and interpreting
Emmanuel’s oeuvre and focus on several of Emmasipehts and incised drawings
from 1995 to 2003. | suggest that a mode of vigmirat is deliberately fragmented
and partial is reflective of the subjectivity repeated within these works. In an
attempt to find a mode of viewing that in its prees reflects this ‘becoming’,
contingent and inter-relational subjectivity, | exae Mieke Bal's process of
“correlative” viewing. This emphasises the relasibip between the viewing subject
and the art object and finds the ‘meaning’ of akmvafrart to be enacted continuously
in the on-going process of interpretation that sgikace in the visual and discursive
‘field’ of the work, into which the viewing subje enfolded. Similarly informative
is Norman Bryson’s concept of the “glance”, whieeks to acknowledge the
fragmented, partially blind way in which one exp@ges vision, by not allowing the
viewer to see an image in any ‘whole’ or fully sptesent’ way. | contend that these
two modes of viewing are appropriate when approacBEmmanuel’s work because

they allow images to ‘hide’ and ‘meaning’ to mulyipand become representative of a



subjective presence within his images that carhlaeacterised through both exposure
and hiding. | propose that the “active vanishingthe body, and the ambivalence
that this imparts to the subjectivity that it apyse@ express, interrogates the static

polarities of presence and absence in the repig@sambf subjectivity.

Concerned with issues of intimacy, loss and mapea&nce, Emmanuel seeks out
moments and experiences that threaten - or prontieedissolution of memory, the
self and the body. In their representation ande@n, | view the artist as starting
deliberately from a point of failure in his (andthiewer’s) ambivalent vacillation
between what he calls “seeing and not seeing” imerds he deems “intimate but not
intimate”? If, as Bal (1999: 264) says, the conscious stiligdikened to a sack of
skin that stands up by leaning against whatev@és, then, in Emmanuel’s oeuvre,
the viewer must be destabilised by his/ her thvabajgproach to the artist’s works
because s/he cannot easily ‘see’, place or at&riimeaning to the images. Adopting a
psychoanalytic explanation, | suggest that the giginability to ‘see’ the image
confirms the inability to ‘see’ the self. This lriity appears to be portrayed in
Emmanuel’s landscape works, where subjective poesisrboth a part of and apart
from its environment. In the empty clothing stremgross his landscapes, Emmanuel
can be said to express a subjectivity that reviesdd through hiding, which gives of
itself only in so far as it retreats from itselfview this clothing as Lacan’s “thrown

off skins” or the “given-to-be-seen”. These hangfidissonant presences within
Emmanuel’s landscapes mourn the subject’s inaliditsee the self within the

“picture”, reveal the blindness of the subject im/hherself and become an

acknowledgement of the first - and each subsequemtounter between self and

8 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakgwn.



other, which results in the destabilisation andrtbgation of the viewer. These
absent presences might be said to represent yistadjgy Phelan’s contention that
“[s]eeing is a (false) assertion that the world barmastered by the gaaed a

recognition of the world without one self” (Pheld®93: 25; italics in original).

To consider further this interaction between setf ather in Emmanuel’s
representation of subjectivity, in Chapter Twoxamine Emmanuel’s projedhe
Lost Men focusing orThe Lost Men (GrahamstownEmmanuel’s concern with
representing personal, public and historical lossespressed through the body, his
own and other men’s. In this installation, the yotisappears’, and thereby asserts
an inability to fix or express, to any degree onpteted certainty, its own
subjectivity. Emmanuel turns on his own body teateThe Lost Men The body is
both ‘marked’ and ‘un-marked’. His body is ‘markéterally (when he blind
embosses text into his body) and ‘marked’ concélyt(iay the names of men who
died in South Africa’s ‘Frontier Wars’). This mamkg becomes a mourning of
prescribed and restrictive gender roles and theimtgpof history. This history is
interpreted as Michel Foucault’s “effective” histpread, as it is, on and through the
artist’'s body, which becomes, what Foucault (1948) describes as, the “inscribed

surface of events”.

This ‘marking’ is, at the same time, an ‘un-marKjrags in an erasing of itself. The
imprinting, ‘marking’ or ‘inscribing’ emphasisesdlsurface of the body, its
vulnerable skin and its inexorable exteriority analteriality. The body is stressed as,
what Butler (2006a: 189) calls, a variable or psrboundary between self and other,

inside and outside, past and present. In consequére body’s subjectivity is not



easily ‘seen’ or appraised. To develop this prdjuos | look at Phelan’s
configuration of subjectivity as “unmarked”, whieRpresses itself through the
negative and disappearance, does not align its#fthe ‘rewards’ of visibility and
which exceeds yet constitutes the gaze (Phelan: 1993 | evoke Phelan’s
“unmarked” in order to assert that Emmanuel’s maglaf his body, as well as his
marking and scoring over of his print-making angeyasurfaces, is at the same time
an ‘unmarking’, or an “active vanishing”. The réga that neither marking nor
erasing and neither presence nor absence is affirthés in contingency and
impermanence, in the action of vanishing, in thecpss of losing and erasure that his

work is to be experienced and a conception of stibjgy proposed.

In light of this, | suggest that Emmanuel’'s oeuva@ be said to perform the
movement between presence and absence, enactaggtom of self-presence, or an
“active non-self-presence”. In his projddte Lost Meneach work literally undoes
itself, disintegrating over the time of its inséibn. Any assumed presence of
signification and subjectivity in the present idickgtely unravelled as well as
portrayed as opaquely layered. The presence ofidnie, the presence of the artist’s
body within the work and the self-presence of tieever who interacts with it, is
destabilised. Like Derrida’s ‘concept’ différance, The Lost Mdnr alsoa “silent
mark” through which one looks to see differentiihile différancediscursively
enacts this vacillating movement in significatidris the “trace” which is
(contingently) seen to move, in so far as Derrid@/@: 142-3) claims that it arrests
movement, pausing and thus exposing the movemehegdast and the future in the

present. It is therefore to the “trace” that Intum order to ‘see’ howhe Lost Men



makes the body ‘visible’ without making it ‘present find that the “trace” draws one

to observe ‘where’ rather than ‘who’ the body atsdsubjectivity is to be located.

Emmanuel’'s work explores male identity throughdus experiences as a white,
gay, South African man. In Chapter Three, | disdusw Emmanuel represents a
specifically gendered subjectivity. The artist tensaid to interrogate conventional
expectations about men, which are usually hiddgaaim sight, by focusing on “the
mundane and ritualized form of their legitimatiqButler 2006a: 191). These
legitimating forms he identifies as “rites of pagsa or liminal moments in male
lives. He depicts such ‘transitions’, controversiswell as quotidian, in five untitled
incised drawings from his exhibitidfransitions which | discuss in light of the
anthropological research of Victor Turner into implications for the individual and

collective experience of transitional rites.

I look with some detail at philosopher Judith Buferoposition that the constant
repetition and reiteration of gendered enactmeat®ime internalised to the extent
that the subject perpetuates roles s/he is nossadsy aware of ‘performing’, and
that these repetitions become the normative bebawioboth the individual and the
society. This argument, which refutes gender aatamor essential and distinguishes
socialized gender from physiological sex, providaseful context for understanding
Emmanuel’s ‘performance’ of different masculineritdges. For Butler, exposure
and subversion of gender roles and conventionsssiple because of the gaps and
slippages opened up by the constant need to nelatiécand reaffirm them. | suggest
that Emmanuel finds and, in Butler's phrase, “wadthe weaknesses” in these

masculine “norms”. With his labour intensive aimdd-distorting technique, he holds
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open moments of fracture or transition when a m&ibly’ changes state or statlis.
The artist can be interpreted as using male ‘ofggssage’ to expose gendered
identity as a “constituted social temporality” (Bwt2006a: 191). Emmanuel draws
out these moments of what he calls “suspendedipligsand impossibility” by
marking in the movement between presence/ abseisdality/ invisibility and

inside/ outside. In doing so, he portrays gendboaties and behaviour as enacting
‘seen’ or acknowledged, socialised and socialigdegformances’ at the same time as
they intimate ‘unseen’, inner transitions and confa contingent in-betweenness or

liminality.

Thus | examine how, in his representation of malgectivity as opaque, layered,
vulnerable and under negotiation, Emmanuel looksragnd differently, at codes

and conventions accruing to masculine identities.

Publications on Emmanuel to date are limited to tatalogues that he himself
produced, exhibition reviews, feature pieces afahgjournal articles by Robyn
Sassen, Julia Charlton and Yvette Greslé. Thesimga are all brief and focus on
one work or one exhibition. In the last two yeas Emmanuel’s projects have
grown more ambitious, and as he receives moreariticclaim and has more
opportunities to exhibit internationally, he hagie to receive more academic
attention. A substantial book on theansitionsproject, a project of Art Source South
Africa, the visual arts consultancy that managesnamuel’s projects, began

production in 2010 and will doubtless constitutgesaous scholarly review of his

% In using this expression, | am borrowing a phnased by Carolyn Kerr (2008: 6) in her introduction
to the film maker Runa Islam: “Islam’s focus is th@nsformation that the unaided eye ‘sees
differently’, a moment of fracture, metamorphosigper-reality, which is held open for our inspentio
by the camera”.
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recent work. But there has not yet been any examination of his oeuvre as a whole, nor
of the development of thematic concerns within his work. In my thesis, | attempt to
address this gap. Emmanuel is not aware of any one else who has undertaken any

significant postgraduate work on his oeuvre.
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CHAPTER ONE:

ON VIEWING WITHOUT SEEING

There is no definitive image of the telephon®hone Sens@=ig. 3); instead there
are 24, each from a different angle, each incorapléis my gaze prowls around this
object, the telephone is exposed without beingaleeke The receiver is never lifted
nor the surface apparently disturbed. | get theré®ssion that it is not the object, the
telephone, which is moving, but rather my eye orbragly which moves around it. |
am drawn both towards and away from it. | retumsigtently to it, yet it remains a
slippery and inaccessible portrait. My attempste’ Phone Senseirns in on itself,
becoming an interrogation of my own interpretagivecess, precipitated by the

subjectivity that | come to ‘see’ in Emmanuel’s wdrom 1995 to 2003.

| propose in this chapter that Norman Bryson’s figil’ - a form of looking that
acknowledges the fragmentation that one’s seeiggraters - has something to do
with the self-awareness thH@hone Senselicits. Equally importantly, | suggest, is
what Mieke Bal terms “correlative” viewing. Sitirg the viewer within the frame or
‘field’ of the work, a process of “correlative” laing may structure an attempt to say
‘I in relation to an object such that my intertive presence is acknowledged.
However, the interpretative presence of the ey@lsb needs to be interrogated.
Therefore, | look at Jacques Lacan’s theories @fgdize and the subjectivity which is
constituted by the gaze. | focus on the ‘failutet is inscribed in this subjectivity,
which is drawn out by Peggy Phelan. This enablesawposit that the “glancing”,

“correlative” viewing employed by the eye/ ‘I refits the fragmented subjectivity of
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that eye/ ‘I'. | consider the potential within shfailure’ and find that, in its exchange
between self and other, subject and object, a stiijy may be represented that
acknowledges, even is formed through, the contigeamtially blind experience of

vision.

| suggest that Emmanuel’s work can be interpresegtpresenting such subjectivity.
Therefore, this “glancing”, “correlative” viewing particularly suited to interpreting
a subjectivity which may be characterised as agmass that folds in on itself,
vacillating between exposure and hiding. This moidéewing also links
Emmanuel’s representations of vast, outdoor lampkscto his series of closely
observed, bodily fragments. To elaborate on tlogenof viewing and to describe the
subjectivity that this mode of viewing allows to emge, | focus on Emmanuel’s
Phone Sensand also oisleep Series I, IIIV andIX, Twelve Phases of Orange,
Airstrip andAir on the Skipnwhile also discussing works by Andres SerranajStiy

Vilhelm Hammershgi, Christian Boltanski and Jo et

The “Glance”: The Viewer Approaches the Image

In his analysis of ways of looking at and interpretart, Bryson divides the act of
viewing into two different modes: the “gaze” ane tiglance”. He describes the
“gaze” as petrifying, and the “glance” as acknowlied, the “process” and “rhythm”
within an image (Bryson 1983: 96). In his conceptof the “gaze”, the body of the
person who stands before the image (the viewdrepattist) disappears both spatially
and temporally (Bryson 1983: 96). Spatially, tloelyis fixed in a specific position

because, by devices such as perspective, the direcsed within the image in a

14



preordained manner (Bryson 1983: 96). This fiotyhe “gaze” causes the
disappearance of the body; the disembodied viemenat exist in relation to the
image. Temporally, the process of the painting,litush strokes, the duration of the
production, is petrified, excessive mimesis sentmyide its own production. Thus if
the ‘movement’ within the image is stilled, so iedhe viewer who stands before the

image.

The “glance”, on the other hand, is characterisedigpersal (Bryson 1983: 122). It
is a mode of viewing that is based upon the s@attand constant movement of the
human eye, or, as Bryson describes it (1983: 112@) disjointed rhythm of the retinal
field”.'° The “glance” knows only movement, is motivateddagire and is brought to
meaning in the process of its scattered seeintjheduréeof its practical activity”
(Bryson 1983: 122). The “glance” is willingly andl necessity partially blind
(Bryson 1983: 131). This is primarily because‘tjlance” as a mode of viewing
foregrounds the eye’s dependence on the body’s mewtand positioning in the
framing of its seeing. It is the attempt to arkide a mode of vision that is reflective
of one’s embodied experience of the world; it 8ay of seeing that acknowledges,
not elides, one’s partial and fragmented knowleafgene’s own body. The
paradoxes and fragmentation of an embodied sulijgctire expressed thus by Terry
Eagleton:

Part of the point of bodies is their anonymity. e intimate with our

bodies, but we cannot grasp them as a whole. Tbalevays a kind of

‘outside’ to my body, which | can only ever squantsideways. The body

is my way of being present to others in ways whaithbound in part to
elude me (Eagleton 2003: 167-8).

10 Elkins (1996: 87) speaks similarly about a “skfitseeing”.
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It is the eye’s experience of the body’s constaudt iaternal movement, one’s
“somatic rhythms” (Bryson 1983: 131), which reacbasto the work of art and
irretrievably animates it. Seeing with the “glaho®/olves the physical space in
which both viewer and image, both as objects, #wated. Just as one cannot
experience one’s own body except in episodic fragmand through the eyes of
others, so too can one not see and interpret iritdimgss or wholeness, except in a
posthumous narration of what must be an illusoy meonstructed whole. The act
of viewing is thus a material and bodily practibattlives in the present tense, in the
time in which it happens. Looking at an image with “glance”, the viewer’s eye
must obey his or her body in its approach to thagey as Bryson (1983: 116) says,
“The viewer can try any number of points and disemnaway from the canvas but the
image will never cohere, singly or serially, arodhem.” This embodied and
partially blind vision must fragment the viewerst &f interpretation; as Bryson
describes:

At no single distance from the painting will theesfator discover its

global intelligibility, for the painting is not caeived in the model of a

physical transaction, but non-empirically, as aglity of local

transcriptions which nowhere melt in the fusioraaimultaneous

disclosure (Bryson 1983: 116).
Therefore, in Bryson'’s analysis, the “gaze” freeaed directs the viewer’'s
relationship to the image. It is the “glance” teaes the picture in fragments,
acknowledges its own presence and thereby faetlitatovement between the subject
and object. The viewer’s active engagement irptieduction of meaning outlines the
act of interpretation as an event. As Bryson (1938®-1) claims: “What analysis
begins to see, or at least to glimpse, is a shadwmiyity behind the image,

manipulation of the sign as plastic substancerpnggation of the sign as a material

work.” The viewer must be implicated in the sigify process; as Bryson asserts,

16



“the place where the sign arises isiterindividualterritory of recognition” (Bryson
1983: 131, italics in original). Indeed, he claithat it is in the mutual recognition
between viewer and image that creates the acewfing and interpretation. The
emphasis thus shifts from the art work to the fadfidhe art work, from the art work

as object, whether seen wholly or partially, toititerpretative space surrounding it.
In this way, Bryson outlines Bal's approach: “theaning of a work of art does not,
for Bal, lie in the work by itself but rather inglspecific performances that take place

in the work’s ‘field” (Bryson 2001: 5).

A “Correlative Glance”: The Image Traps the Viewer

What then is this space, the field of the art woflinterpretation? One might draw
on Walter Benjamin’s proposal ofi@tztzeitboth to describe it and to map out a
strategy for viewing. A potential limitation in goying the “glance” as a mode of
viewing is that it can be seen as encouraging ometv unreflectively and to walk
untouched through an endless stream of imagesouiater this situation in her
discussion of a contemporary baroque aestheticid@atifies works of art where, she
believes, “images are postmodern precisely bedieseacknowledge their inevitable
debt to modernity yet refuse to honor the fleepiage that generates indifference”
(Bal 1999: 65). Works of art do this by encourggimterpretation that exists within
“a movement in the time of now” (Bal 1999: 112xanception of time where “the
present itselfits pace and instantaneity, is called to a halt, stbd@vn, and made an
object of reflection” (Bal 1999: 59, italics in gmal). Bal takes her cue from

Benjamin’sjetztzeit This is where Benjamin (1992: 254) grants the#ewof history
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“a present which is not a transition” within whithjoin the process of meaning-
making. He claims:

A historical materialist cannot do without the watiof a present which is

not a transition, but in which time stands stillldras come to a stop. For

this notion defines the present in which he himsalfriting history

(Benjamin 1992: 254).
This is a space - and time - for interpretativernention, the vacillating dance
between viewer and work. Pensky (2001: 16) chissgpace Benjamin’s
“melancholy”, describing it as “a space that isvear between the subject and the
object by a question concerning the possibilityngfaning”. Pensky (2001: 26) draws
on Kristeva to discuss melancholy as signifying nieglessness. He sees objects as
embodying this loss and lack (Pensky 2001: 28Jf-i8entical unity is both absent
and illusory, entangled as a work is in continumisnaging as different viewers
negotiate it. The excessive dispersal of the ‘ggédnthe dissemination of
interpretation, where opaque signifiers refer esalieto others, might lead one to
dissipate outwards in a narcissistic glut of sefjlicating allegory; as in ‘I tell myself
into the object, which then tells me myself badlotigh it; | embrace myself; |
reproduce myself in objects’. One fears in onelm dody the proliferation of
meaning; objects creep round and up and over andeimand out of each other, and of
one’s own skin. What then remains is a cannibalgslf-consumption, Kristeva’s
“unsymbolizable, unnamable narcissistic wound” ¢kava in Pensky 2001: 1-2). For
Bal, what roots interpretative movement and lirtties drowning in detail, is the
interaction between subject and object. The atttefpretation that circulates in the
work’s field, which takes place as “a movementhia time of now”, is a performance
that is located in the viewer and in the specifieetin which the viewer performs that

interpretation.
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An act of interpretation that exists in the presettitforeground the object, the skin
of the object. The surface of the work insists whegiven narrative is occluded. For
Bryson, this is expressed by the viewer concengatin the process of the artist’s
making of the work, as revealed by the (for a pag)tbrush strokes themselves. For
Bal, the focus is the interpretative interactiotwsen subject and object, essential to
the development of what she, after Deleuze, cditoaelative” viewing positiort?
Bal describes such a position like this:

If the object cannot be an object, then the supyelcbse subjectivity

depends on its difference from the object, alsmgha. The two ‘poles’

of perception, subject and object, become two wagesubjectivities

correlatively bound in a space that exists forghgose of enabling this

perception to emerge, a space propitious to amesds in

‘impermanence’ (Bal 1999: 60).
This “correlative” engagement can be seen as aetoraf Emmanuel’s when he
describes why the concept of “cathexis” is so etivedor him:

[Cathexis] is a psychoanalytical term that dealh wiansference. The

ancient Greeks believed if you held on to an odjgctong enough, or

rubbed against an object for long enough, thereandesgree of energy

that transferred between you and that object diké that idea, in a sense,

that is how my life and career has unfolded (EmnedimuDodd 2003).
Bal considers the initiating factor of such a “@bative” viewing engagement to be
the viewer’s response to the perceived appeal dplifect to the viewer, which
results in a trapping of the viewer. She illusisahow this might be considered to

happen in her discussion of Andres Serrano’s sefiphotographs of cadavers in

mortuaries,The Morgue As she says:

™ Elsewhere Bal describes a “co-eval” situation #pgiears to be similar in concept to a “correldtive
viewing. “Co-evalness” is emphasised as an act,agnan act, as a performance, it must exist ia:tim
“it is an act - an act made to happen at the montenédge of existence between subjectivity and
objecthood comes into visibility” (Bal 1999: 231).
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Serrano’s images subject their viewers to what thayt want to see, to

what they fear, to what is foreign to them. Th&@&xe close-up

imprisons the viewer in a small, closed space wily this in it. The

fragment of a dead body becomes the viewer’s tah#tomb, or monad,

without a window, an exit, an escape. This impmsent of the viewer is

a necessary step in the development of a ‘corvelatiewing opposition

at a time when viewing is both subjecting, colomiziand fleeting (Bal

1999: 59).
In Serrano’sThe Morgue (John Doe Baby [IfFig. 4) one realises that it is the nature
of the close-up that renders this baby’s fist lazgnimonumental, even architectural.
Yet it is simultaneously tiny and delicate. Thalscconfuses; from where does the
viewer stand in relation to the image? Yet théy plane is shallow to the point of
non-existence, so that the viewer must be trappedth the object. Scale and space
turn on themselves and the viewer turns with themas Bryson (1983: 131) puts it,
“The picture plane is the scene of interruptiomagiuation, a sensuous materiality
turning and re-turning on itself.” This partialdaoontingent understanding of a work
would seem to be read with a kind of “correlatiV@nge”, the two concepts brought

together by their mutual emphasis on the involveroéthe viewer in the work,

resulting in the destabilisation of both subjedl abject.

Such a “correlative” position might be also deseditin the images grouped together
by Emmanuel as th8leep Serie¥ The prints represent fragments of bodies - mostly

hands and faces - in ambiguous moments of vulnéyadénd interaction. Emmanuel

2 The Sleep Seriesonsists of nine prints, all copperplate engravi@iher mezzotint or drypoint or a
combination of both), except f@leep SeriesAmnion(amaniére noirestone lithograph). The sizes
are variable but all are small (the small&gep Series,\is 9.3 x 7.5 cm and the largeSteep Series

I, is 46.5 x 33 cm). The series spans nine yelaesearliestSleep Series Il Amnodates from 1993
and the lastSleep Series IXrom 2001 (the prints titledto IX do not correspond numerically with the
exact chronological order in which Emmanuel produtteem). Four of th8leep Seriehave

additional titles (such asmnion); the other five do not.
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describes them as “claustrophobic small spatesii. Bal's analysis, the corpses in
Serrano’sMorgueseries trap the viewer by triggering the fearhef abject and the
gueasy interplay between stilled yet violent deatti a moving interpretation that
brushes the viewer’s body to the cold corpse. Kériinese, Emmanuel’s are more
ambiguous fragments that reach out to each otteetaatine viewer both within and
through their close-cropped framing. In an intaypdf intimacy and alienation and
distance and proximity the viewer becomes enfoldetie work’s field. In

illustration, one might consider that both the fisSerrano’slohn Doe Baby land

the ear in EmmanuelSleep Series Il{Fig. 5) are insistent objects. $eep Series

[, the light and shading make the ear stand out afjtia head, suggest its exposure
and vulnerability certainly, but, simultaneouslyake it seem out of place, a
parasitical growth on the head. This body doesaatuch fragment as pull away
from itself; or ‘I, in my fragmented seeing, pitllapart. The ear begins to seem more
- or less or other - than an ear; Johnson (2008sfthe ear to be shell-like and it can
also be seen as looking embryonic, as if it werarled human embryo floating

within a placenta. The tiny size (11.5 x 9 cm) emkhe image seem precious, both
delicate and heavy. The detail is extreme, themsion obsessive and intense. The
closer one creeps to the image, the more one sdab@less one sees: as Bryson
specifies of viewing with the “glance”, one mustgatially blind before it. To
engage with these prints is to be destabilisedasvebodied viewer: is the print very

small or am ‘I’ very large?

In Sleep Series IYFig. 6), conflicting perceptions are especialljdent and raw.

Images are represented in disjointed fragments thatldetails collapse any

3 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktown.
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experience of a whole. The image cannot cohengndrthe viewer. An adult hand
appears to administer to a hurt infant while, alifierent scale, a kind of whiskery
micro-organism drifts past. The anonymity of ehoky serves to bring to the fore
each body’s specificity and vulnerability. The Baaid on the infant’s skin is a less
theatrical, more ambivalent, enfolding of the badsurface than the amnion around
the body inSleep Series(Fig. 7), or the shroud around the body in Serrambe
Morgue (Blood Transfusion Resulting in AIOBig. 8). The cut of the frame
fluctuates with itself and with the viewer: the see the bodies in it - extends beyond
the frame of the image, and the fragment repredaateot enough to establish a
stable relationship between the viewer’s body &uadl of the image. This is not aided
by the tiny size of the image itself, 9.5 x 6.5 cifthere are two conflicting scales in
simultaneous operation: that of the ‘life-size’ adistration and that of the
microscopic organism. There are two modes and sxebseeing: what is known by
sight and touch and what is seen through a micpesc&oth modes act upon the
surface. This is appropriate enough, as Bal (1269) notes, magnification
transforms and also distorts; in a sense, the viswasion is both macroscopic and
microscopic. The wavering, whiskery lines of them-organism and the different
degrees of shading and lines might also be inteygras experimentation on the part
of the artist in this early print with manipulatiand exploring the possibilities of the
drypoint medium and, as he comments, his “fas@natiith the hairy soft line”
produced by this techniqd&. The time of the administration of the hand toitifant

is also the artist’s creation of the image. Thewar's experience of the image is as a
fragment of a process, not as an unfolding naeativhis is also, to an extent,

Emmanuel’s experience of it: in each image, thgemilonatter has its impetus in

¥ Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktown.
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dreams that Emmanuel hddand therefore one might see a deliberate blindoess

the part of the artist in the conception of 8leep Series

Both Serrano’s and Emmanuel’s bodies are anony@aod$ience deliberately
distanced from the viewer; yet their anonymityimwdtaneously an assault on the
viewer's own apparent specificity. Both enfold thewer in their claustrophobic,
close spaces. Both insist in their spaces bedhegechange, and change within, their
spaces. Serrano’s photographs make use of folidbo€ to create a presence that is
deliberately staged. Mhe Morgue (Blood Transfusion Resulting in AlDi) body’s
face is draped in the folds of a white shroud geaform death. If SerranoMorgue
images are theatrical, then Emmanuel’s might a¢éseden thus too. Both stage
exposure and vulnerability, a performance in whiehviewer correlatively becomes
involved too. Their theatricality does not provieehrouded place from which the
audience might observe with impunity. Rather,viesver is enfolded within the
object’'s own shrouded presence. In my viewingfiracl cannot stand before the
work, but must exist within its field. Althoughr because, | am in such close
proximity to the work, because | turn with it, battove and my knowledge of it will
be partial and contingent. This mode of viewingvaers for Bal her initial question
about Serrano’Morguephotographs, “How can a close-up photograph afaald
woman whom we do not know and therefore cannot mawoke and then avoid
both a voyeurism that exploits and a fleeting doentarism that dulls?” (Bal 1999:

61).

15 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktown.
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This “glancing”, “correlative” mode of viewing bohrouds and reveals the object
and has its impetus, arguably, in the ambiguousdireng’ subjectivity that seems to
be represented in tf&leep SeriesThis expression of subjectivity may be seerhin t
lithographAmnion(Fig. 7),the first of theSleep Seriesyhich, like Phone Sensg-ig.
3), dates from 1998. In it, a hand and arm rehstugh an enfolding, caul-like
amnion, the membrane that encloses the embrycs hénid, however, is adult and
male, suggestive thus of a forming subjectivitheatthann uterophysical
development. The ‘amnion’ becomes more iikenix caseosahe waxy, cheesy
skin with which full term infants are covered imnagdly after birth, seen here in the
process of peeling off the skin. The hand’s gestsiambiguous: either waving or
hailing or else warning or warding off. This amddence, the pull towards and away
from the viewer, also interpreted Rhone Sensdiere appears to touch - to
materialise - the unseen picture plane. It mag theiseen to emphasise the framing
of the work and to reveal the constitutive proagfshe subject that is represented
within it. Emmanuel found it appropriate to titiés work the first of th&leep Series
(it in fact camdan medias resthe chronologically first work iSleep Series [| Amnos
from 1993) Sleep Series | Amnianay be said therefore to become implicit in, or
retroactively to inform the direction of, the wh@éep Seriewith its ‘emerging’,

‘becoming’ subject/ object and its ambiguous geéstuin relation to the viewer.

Wrapping the Work, Enfolding the Viewer

Yet a “correlative” engagement need not, arguaidyas voluptuously enveloping
and mutually, even abjectly, embracing as Bal'$d$d, in the context of Baroque art,

can lead one to infer. It might equally and as @dully be a wry and cool
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engagement. An artist who might be said to irgtguch a relationship with the
viewer is Vilhelm Hammershgi, the Danish paintenirthe turn of the twentieth
century. The claustrophobic spaces of Serrakl@gue series and Emmanuel’s
Sleep Serieare also visible in Hammershgi’'s muted interioffe insistence of the
surface of his paintings denies any narrative anelgrounds the viewer’s position
within the field of work and the time of his/ hetérpretation while destabilising him/
her before the image. The relentless surface airhlarshgi’'s works negates any
interiority to his subjects, or suggests its inasdality. Hammershgi's paintings lend
themselves to Bal's “correlative” viewing, in thelose spaces that initiate the

destabilisation of self and other.

Sato (2008: 44) characterises Hammershgi’s woflragioning “as if ridiculing our
own vision as the unstable element”. Kramer (2@2}:describes the atmosphere of
one of his paintings as one of “oppressive intghsiT his oppressive, claustrophobic
intensity that may be said to characterise the spimeres in most of Hammershgi’'s
paintings can be seen as resulting from the mannehich the artist appears to
expose as an illusion his carefully wrought piabunity. Kramer points out that
“anomalies” within Hammershgi’'s paintings distuneit (apparent) structural

“harmony”, thereby precluding a detached viewing:

Hammershgi’s paintings register in the first plasecarefully orchestrated
structures conveying a sense of harmony. The raaoynalies embedded
in the compositions are initially perceived mordess consciously as an
element of melancholy. Even if viewers do not alsveecognise this, it is
essential for them to engage emotionally with Hamsmei's pictures
(Kramer 2008: 25).
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The anomalies of which Kramer speaks include daitfsout handles, windows
without latches, women without feet, furniture vaithi the appropriate number of legs
and light sources that cast confusing and appareatiflicting shadows. These
anomalies can be said to contribute to an “unegttiobility” (Bal 1999: 202) within
a hermetic, indeed claustrophobic, space. Thisrgit tension within each image,
which signals itself across Hammershgi’'s entirevogucan be seen as resulting from
the viewer’s experience of what Kramer (2008: J#l)sc‘the conjunction of nearness
and farness”. Kramer notes that, while the ningteeentury was addicted to
domestic life and its proliferating products (as\@enin observed), Hammershgi
“repeatedly depicts his home without ever offernglimpse of his domestic
existence” (Kramer 2008: 25). The relentless serfaf each object insists on itself as
a representation, not as a functional or narralbgecy thereby interrogating the

viewer’s own looking and expectations.

To consider this contention further, | focus paiécly on Hammershgi's
representation of the piano, referring to the pagniinterior: With Piano and Woman
in Black, Strandgade 3@ig. 9) Through it, one might re-approach Emmanuel’s
lithographPhone Senseln the work of both Hammershgi and Emmanuel, care
interpret an inherent tension between the conjanati what Kramer terms “nearness
and farness” and Emmanuel “intimacy and alienati@manuel in Paton 2006).
This tension serves to foreground the effects pfegentation and, as Bal and Bryson

envisage, make the viewer participate in an ingtgtion, not a narrative.

An act of viewing necessarily and obviously prigis sight. In the mode of viewing

proposed thus far, both subject and object colindke fragmentation of their vision,
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turning on their own seeing. Phone Sensandlinterior, another sense, hearing, is
alluded to and subverted or denied. The piandes sind unplayed, as a
“functionless piece of furniture” (Kramer 2008: 20)deed often serving, with closed
lid, in the most literal sense as a surface on whtber objects rest, is repeatedly
portrayed in Hammershgi's paintings. From the tateteenth century, the presence
of a piano in the middle-class household was a aigfluence and cultivation as
well as a source of entertainment and convivighkisamer 2008: 20). As a musical
instrument, its self-evident function would be ®giayed, to flood one’s home with
sound and ‘life’. At a time when a piano was cdesed to be a “female accessory”
(Kramer 2008: 149), where a woman'’s presence s@ghpsontributed to a warm
domestic milieu (Kramer 2008: 19), the still anddrutable presence of the woman in
Interior, as another functionless object, is unsettlinge artist repeatedly depicted
his wife Ida standing near or sitting at their @iayet never interacting with it by
visibly playing it. The paradoxical and insistsiience of the piano and the
ambiguous relationship between the piano and theamoincreases the stillness of

Hammershgi’s interiors and concomitantly increaeesdemands upon the viewer.

Like the piano in Hammershgilaterior, the telephone in EmmanuePhone Sense
gives the impression of declining wilfully to maiesound; as Dodd (2003) suggests,
it “seems to refuse to ring”. Similarly, Bleep Series Il{Fig. 4), the ear stands out
from the body as if straining to hear an elusivensh according to Johnson (2003),
“The ear inSleep Series [3ic] seems poised to listen within a silence that
deafening.” Emmanuel confirms this:

| suppose it’s a slightly melancholic humour (iéth is such a thing)
about turning the phone into a sort of ‘vicariolrgeat of desire’, waiting
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foritto ring. The TV's display static, as if thare being ‘tuned’, looking

for a signal.®
In Phone Senseonflicting views that turn with and against eather are also
evident between the images of the 24 telephonesedensions. Smaller images of
blank or static-filled television screens appeardagh every image of the telephone.
These opaque screens seem to echo the repeated)yoh&of-focus paintings or
prints that hang silently on the walls of the roontsch Hammershgi represents, such
as the two frames above the piandniterior. In these blank screens, the viewer sees
the frame and a framed absence. The phones thadtdng, the televisions that will
not tune: neither will perform the function for whithey are assumed to exist. The
viewer is thus wrong-footed, dispossessed, undusdere to stand in relation to the
work, in a spatial, interpretative and subjectigase; Elkins (1996: 86) comments:
“Our sense of ourselves is like a television statitways going out of focus, and we

tune and clarify ourselves by seeing.” Narratigeging’ narrative, anchors objects
with a function and a setting, the lack of whichkesithe subjects/ objects in
Emmanuel’s and Hammershgi’s images both vulnemadediffusely menacing. |
look to objects to confirm myself; here ‘I' am refd and fragmented. In the work of
both Emmanuel and Hammershgi, | am destabilis@dyiriewing presence and then

- thus - made aware of my own interpretative presemithin the field of the work, a

subjective presence which can be only contingeditpamtial.

In Emmanuel’s prints, the fragile and unformed saty, the intimate scale, the
delicacy and tenuousness of the interaction betwbggcts all serve to foreground

the surfaces of the objects and the exposure andnability of skin to the external

18 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepe®10.
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world. This scrutiny of the skin suggests the expe of inner lives, as if insides
might be drawn outside. Yet the closeness anchady of the portraits
simultaneously render them anonymous and make #oeessible only on the skin or
as a surface. Narrative is withheld as the subjecthe images are ultimately
withheld. When the viewer reaches after the imageording to Bal, s/he becomes
“enfolded” in the work’s field. A ‘surface’ cané¢i be said to become a ‘skin’ when
the viewing subject becomes involved in the “maitegkperience” of the image (Bal
1999: 30). Surfaces seem alive, warm and respengiinteraction; they become
skins that are indexical of a weight and presemg®id that of their physical
presence, thereby destabilising the distinctiombenh inside and outside, subject and
object. Bal credits the fold, with its insisterme “surface and materiality”, as
drawing the viewer into a relation with the imapeough a sensuous delight in the
surface (Bal 1999: 30). Thus, 8teep Series lJithe body has its own landscapes
which the viewer experiences as the subtle shautsvaves and folds of the skin
ripple over the skull. The bones seem to move &rthe skin of the shaved head, or
the skin hugs the bones, undulating over the serféc this way, the surfaces of the
telephones ifPhone Sensare also skins that enfold the viewer into an gegeent

with the work, exposing the viewer’s own skin ortardied looking. One might
consider this by comparing Christo’s literal wrapgpbf a telephone with plastic and
twine to Emmanuel’s telephones, whose repeatedssfare figuratively enfolded

by the act of viewing.

Christo and Jean Claude are perhaps best-knowhdwmrwrapping of buildings, such

asWrapped Reichstaig 1995 (where for two weeks the German Parliament

buildings were wrapped in 100 000 square metrg®lyjpropylene fabric with an
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aluminium surface) or for their landscape instalad, such aSurrounded Islands
1983 (where eleven islands in Biscayne Bay in Miaugiie surrounded by 1 828 800
square metres of pink woven polypropylene fabrat #xtended 60 metres from each
island into the bay). But Christo has also wrappacherous smaller objects and
these include higVrapped Telephon@ig. 10) Here a telephone is wrapped up in
plastic and tied with twine. It appears somewhabngruous but nonetheless banal.
Yet if one thinks about the concept of wrappingofolding objects, one must
confront issues of representation and percept&pies (1988: 10) characterises
Christo’s work as “a silent obscuring of elememnt$he environment that temporarily
deprives them of utility”. The object is not reneavfrom the environment; one is not
confronting absence. Rather, its function is reeuvts ability to interact on the

level of utility. The viewer is confronted with \w@hremains when function is
removed. This is defamiliarising and decontexgiadj; as Spies (1988: 11) contends:
“Familiar landscapes, buildings we pass every dilyout seeing, suddenly become
the focus of awareness; wherever Christo turnsibeegds in interrupting the
predictability and pragmatism of the world.” Thisfamiliarisation jolts the viewer
into a consideration of the surfaces of the objefcthe space that the obscured object
fills in relation to other objects and the viewernisn body. What remains is the
viewer's confrontation with his/ her pre-formed amalv inadequate perception of
what the object ‘is’. | am confronted with mysetapped in my own act of viewing.
This is the initiating factor in Bal's “correlatiV@iewing. It is the folds - the
wrapping, the obscuring - that call attention te surface or exteriority of the object,
which insists on its materiality and draws the \@ewto an engagement with it, such
that its surface becomes a skin and my own skirt besome - as it always has been

- an opaque surface to the eyes of others.
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Emmanuel’s telephone idhone Sensis not literally wrapped or enfolded. But
arguably it is as obscured as if it were. The i##ém@nt views of the same object, the
repeated approach to the same object, the mappthg surfaces of the object, all
appear to foreground the inadequacy, even theéaibf the act of representation and
of interpretation. The repeated approach to thecbb by the artist, by the viewer - is
both tentative and predatory. Under such scrutimg,telephone can only fail as a
functional object. It cannot ring, it cannot rebayond itself, it is as trapped, as
bound, in a “correlative” engagement as the vieselThis can be interpreted as why
Dodd feels that Emmanuel’s telephone seem to rdéusag, why Johnson feels that
the ear irSleep Series Itio be straining to hear within a deafening sileaicd why
Spies considers “silent” to be an appropriate djeco describe the obscuring that
creates Christo’s work. This silence reflects bokn a silence on the part of the
viewer, from a failure of the viewer’s act of loagi. | become aware of my attempt
to ‘hear’ the work, of my act of interpretation,rafy writing of and over the object, of

writing myself into its field.

Subjective Viewpoints: The Eye/ ‘I’ that Collapseghe ‘You’

The work of art as an object would seem to be knbwiis surface, its skin, by what
visibly situates it in space, in the space thatibever also occupies, and occupies in
relation to the object. Bal describes an integire¢ event where the materiality of
the surface, its folds, appeals to the viewer,geal that is mutual. To experience or
interpret the work of art, the viewer must step itite work’s field, become

implicated within the work, become part of the weréffect, or add “folds” as Bal
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(2001: 229) terms these layers of interpretatidhe work “folds” you into it, you
become a part of the interpretative performancd,ahers, on entering this
“citational practice that is already whirling aratir(Bal 1999: 14), might see you as a
part of these folds. In her words:

The work of art, not as object but as effect, istode confined to the

surface or skin, nor to one person or hand, bteatsinitiates an

interaction that comes to full deployment in thiarider fold, where the

work envelops the ‘you’ that constitutes it (Bal20229).
| address the work in relation to myself, to myenpiretative eye and physical body.
For Bal, the destabilising of the viewer and thie f the viewer within interpretation
does not end with the viewing subject reachingtoand animating the viewed
object: “the relation between subject and objechily the first step in this loss of
stability. Another relation that starts shimmeringts wake is that between two
subjects: ‘speaker’ and “addressee’ [...] ‘I’ andty” (Bal 1999: 43). Bal (1999:
204) considers that Emile Benveniste’s work on idgbostulates “a bodily and
spatially grounded semiotics of vision”. Bal (19294) draws on it to elaborate
further her attempt to articulate “a narratologyision that takes the viewer’s
position seriously”. Deixis describes the ‘I'/ yoaxis in (the English) language; as
Bal (2001: 217) puts it, “the reversibility, theatvange, of the first and second
person.” Thus in an ‘I 'you’ exchange such ais thPerson Al know you Person
B: | know you toc the pronouns are reversible. These particutamguns are used
by anyone who wishes to insert him/ herself in@ealrent. ‘I’ and ‘you’ exist in
relation to each other, each shadowing the otfibere is a subject behind every
vocative address: ‘you’ must evoke ‘I’, as in - @1 A: (I think)You are
insufferable. When ‘you’ are addressed, the ‘I is implicit,caalso implicated. ‘I’

stake my presence within the utterance, withinetvent and in the visual field; as
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Phelan says, “Language expresses the positioredfah it sees the image” (Phelan
1993: 15). Each ‘I'/ ‘you’ address is time and apapecific. Such an exchange is of
necessity impermanent and relational; as Brysota@g “l andyouare directions,

or vectors, inside the discourse where these waydear - they exist there and only

there” (Bryson 2001: 16, italics in original).

In Serrano’sThe Morgue (Blood Transfusion Resulting in AIIIARY. 8), this corpse -
the ultimate object - looks at the viewer looking imeaning’. One’s “glance” is
drawn by the mouth half-open, in an expressiorohogal or simulated desire but in
the arrest of death, and the intimacy of the glienpisthe vulnerable teeth within, and
the wound on the cheek, but it is the eye thastthp viewer. Bal (1999: 234) draws
on Merleau-Ponty’s argument that, as she putshg éye, like the skin, is another
site where culturally constructed opposites turhtowe inseparable, where mind and
body collaborate.” Bal then emphasises how the/lsgahysical movement affects
what the eye sees and hence what that eye/ | iaterr as she says: “this
implication of movement in the act of seeing isdevice of the bodily quality of
seeing and the way the body ‘touches’ the fieldision” (Bal 1999: 234). So the eye
in The Morgue (Blood Transfusion Resulting in AIlr&ps the viewer because it
touches the viewer with its own movement that leeothan movement. In Bal's
“correlative” viewing, | give of myself to the olge | see through that eye, | am
myself this object; the tension arising from thet fdnat | am an object and yet am still
myself. | am partially blind to the physical existe of my own body and thus to my
own death. The point of light on the eye, the w/ispot, is not the same white as the
draped white folds that enfold the body. Both fatl spot emphasise the exteriority

of the body, but the white spot posits the relesstieurface of the eye. The viewer is
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trapped on the skin of the eye. The surface amsfthe absence within. The
photograph has a terrifying aestheticism. Therjpmégative animation of this
fragment is an effect whose consequences mustrbe by the viewer. This
knowledge roots me before the object and simultasigalenies me a place before it.
| see the eye but the eye does not see me; my avyacsivity is under negotiation. It
is not just that the corpse performs death fowtberer; more, it is that it rehearses
death for me. The eye affirms my own failure te sgyself; in the exchange of gazes

that Lacan proposes, it literally reflects my imt@rsed absence.

It becomes apparent that not only do ‘I’ and ‘yexist in relation to each other, but
that each can only exist through reference to thero The slide along the ‘I'/ ‘you’
axis repeatedly demonstrates the instability oflsitursive boundaries, including that
between self and other (Bal 1999: 43). It is atéd by the relentless and material
surface - any surface - which reflects back to nyeomin exteriority and my
consciousness of it. | become aware that all eéi#r interaction is a souvenir of my
consciousness of the deeper fracture within mysgilft Lacan calls, “a splitting of
the being to which the being accommodates itsetan 1991: 107). What | am
confronted with is not a narrative with which | higenjoy the illusion of

participation, but rather my own narrating, | segseif seeing, expose my own
process of representation; as Bal describes itafitl ‘you’ interaction [...] comes
from the surface without depth that underminesaime yet replaces narrative
representation with a narrative of representat{@al 1999: 43). The stillness and
silence of Emmanuel’s and Hammershgi’'s images noghioto be re-evaluated.
What has been interpreted as silence on the p#meamage reflects rather a silence -

a failure - on the part of the viewer. The sedkanresolved portraits iRhone Sense
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do seem to perform failure. The failure of the @ctiewing reflects a failure by the
viewer; so, if the ‘I’ speaks to and writes thetyan the act of interpretation, it might

do to examine what is implied by this ‘I".

Subjective Viewpoints: The “Stain” of the “I” in th e “Picture”

| seek confirmation from outside - in this casenirthe unseeing eye - which can
never come. Lacan describes two intersectingglésn the bases of each are the
subject and object, the bodies of each are thewarg vision or gaze of subject and
object, and the tips of each touch the base obtther. The view-point and the
vanishing point (the tips of the triangles) aresdied and fixed in their relation to
each other. The triangles represent the fieldgsadn of two different subjectivities,
“I” and the “picture”. Although the two trianglestersect and touch at their tips, they
are irremediably separate. “I” can never be iartgke of - the “picture” because “I”
can never see myself in the “picture” (Lacan 198): My looking must always be
embodied; | see only outside of myself. My visemberience begins at the boundary
of my own skin. | see only outside of myself beahnot see myself from the
outside. | can only have a partial knowledge ofawyn presence. What is more, as
Phelan points out, the precise symmetry of the \peumt and the vanishing point in
the intersecting triangles means that the nothisgneflects itself, such that “the
looking eye sees itself as a vanishing emptinesa,tdank” (Phelan 1993: 15). My
failure to ‘see’ myself fully is my failure, and getuates my failure, to experience
anything else. As Phelan (1993: 16) says, “Alirsgés hooded with loss - the loss of
self-seeing. In looking at the other (animatenanimate) the subject seeks to see

itself.” The extent to which looking might revehé subject to him/ herself is only
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the acknowledgement of the failure and incompleterdé vision. | touch nothing.
For Lacan, as Phelan (1993: 25) points out, “thé (internalized) absence that

visual representation continually tries to re-cOver

If I insert myself into the picture, my presencey(fgaze”, the point where the tip of
one triangle touches the base of the other) ikesstain” or the “spot” (Lacan 1991
97-8). This insertion comes across as violentdisdiptive, with the emphasis on
staining and bruising. If “I” stain or bruise thgcture”, then “I” (who am part of the
“picture” under the gaze of others) am stainednayrt in turn. | elboow my way into
the picture. So in Serranolfie Morgue (Blood Transfusion Resulting in AIQSY.
8), the point of light on the eye can be interpiteds the “stain” announcing the gaze -
the presence - of the viewer. The “spot” is aatesnt to the viewer’s futile grasping
of the image, to the failure of representation.e T$tain” imprints my seeing of the
object as well as my knowledge of the inadequduy jicompleteness, of that gaze.
It is the reminder to me of what dogs, but alwayesdes, my conscious vision, of
what | do not know that | cannot know. As Lacangses it:

If the function of the stain is recognized in ite@omy and identified

with that of the gaze, we can seek its trackhitedd, its trace, at every

stage of the constitution of the world, in the scdild. We will then

realize that the function of the stain and of theagis both that which

governs the gaze most secretly and that which awagapes from the

grasp of that form of vision that is satisfied witself in imaging itself as
consciousness (Lacan 1991: 74).

From so laboriously affirming the viewer’s preseitéhe visual field and the
interpretative act, | now seem to have taken teever out again, to have affirmed the

failure of my own seeing, that is reflected in tagure of representation; what
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remains is, in Phelan’s words, “the inability oéthaze to secure symmetry or
reciprocity” (Phelan 1993: 20). Images performirtiogvn failure; they reproduce for
the viewer the viewer’'s own failure - the failucesee the other is the failure to see
the self. So Serrano’s eye cannot be seen; Emisitelephone cannot be heard to
ring. This failure is a melancholic reminder oé ihremediable gap between referent
and sign, signifier and signified; it is the indtlyilto speak vision and the loss in the
telling of experience, to myself or others. Thelence - and the anxiety - that
accompanies this failure is perpetuated in langaaghe singular “I” (Phelan 1993:

25), and as the Lacanian “stain” in the visualdiel

Subijective Viewpoints: The Potential in Failure

But this melancholic position supposes that failmest always be negative and that
perfect and complete symmetry is both desirableadtainable. As Phelan insists:
To take the humility and blindness inscribed witthie gaze seriously,
one must accept the radical impotency of the gdias impotency
underscores the broken and incomplete symmetrydetithe self and the
image of the other (Phelan 1993: 18).
If failure - incompleteness - is always alreadyugad, then it is this broken symmetry
that allows for intervention, for meaning, for irgeetation. If the gaze must turn
outwards, then ‘meaning’ is created in the procégxchange:
For Lacan, seeing is fundamentally social becausties on an exchange
of gazes: one looks and one is seen. The potdatialresponding eye,
like the hunger for a responsive voice, informsdhsire to see the self

throughthe image of the other which all Western represént exploits
(Phelan 1993: 16; italics in original).

37



Failure - loss - need not be so petrifying if iseen as a potentially productive
position from which to interpret. If the gaze s&esn a point of failure, then the
image exceeds the viewer. If one accepts the idissl of one’s own gaze, this
acknowledgement enables one to - attempt to - diafate the image and not merely
pass untouched through a stream of images andssiprs. The moment of fracture
may be held open. The work’s buckling and manigaeof what Bryson (1983:

122) terms “thaluréeof its practical activity” is an essential elemehEmmanuel’s
work, as he describes (Emmanuel in Croucamp 2088)dsire to obsess, in his
repetitive and subtle mark-making, over the repregon of a moment that is already

lost.

Bryson's “gaze”, which he discards in favour of tigeance”, is drawn from early
Renaissance images that employ perfectly rulegepective, to establish and
maintain the ideal illusion of, as Phelan put&tite centrality of a single perception
and a coherent unified looker” (Phelan 1993:24)it \Bhen the viewer is revealed as
blind to him/ herself, that failure - loss, absenteeaks the symmetry of the visual
field as posited by Lacan’s intersecting gazestftleetriangles). This break “stains”
the image but liberates the eye/ I. A scattereihge a disjointed visual rhythm - is
reflective of one’s fragmented subjectivity anddapresentative of how one
experiences sight. It attempts to articulate stdurse the act of looking; it situates
interpretation within the breathing time - le¢ztzeit- in which meaning is produced.
The fragmentation of the viewing subject and theops instability between subjects
and between subject and object is what allowsxXohange across the skin, the first
and porous boundary which faces both towards aray &nem the self. The viewer is

trapped on the skin of the work and enfolded ihewisual and discursive field.
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“Glancing” at Inner Landscapes

The printPhone Sensappears again i@athexis(Fig. 11), the artist’'s book that
Emmanuel produced in 2003, which brings togethee gears of his prints and
includes twelve texts written by friends of hisrasponses to his work. In tHfhone
Sensethe sequence of the 24 small pairs of telephoddelevision is the same, but
here, each time, the telephone has literally be¢out of its landscape, leaving
behind the surface on which it rested, its shadmwekits electrical cord. One sees the
previous and forthcoming pages of the book thrahghshaped holes that outline the
telephone’s repeated absence. These glimpsesragtimes blank white space and
sometimes fragments of text. What is withheld, digappeared and cannot be seen
shapes and determines the space. It can be saidlitte not so much a melancholic
and static absence as an active failure of reptatsem. Like Doubting Thomas, the
disciple who reached into the wound in Jesus’s wdmnfirm that Jesus had been
mortally wounded and yet had risen from the dead,feels a compulsion to reach in
and touch the hole. Once so enfolded, one feelsdasy it would be to pull and tear
further the hole in the image. The distance betwbe subject “I” and the “picture”
collapses. The holes in the page both affirm amydal’s “surface without depth”
(Bal 1999: 43). The image performs its own faijuadailure that is both the cause
and the effect of visual representation. It res¢laé blindness of the viewer’s eye/ I.
It is because of the representation of this faithed the viewer may be drawn literally
and interpretatively into the work. My experierafeéhe work is folded along the ‘I'/
‘you’ axis. | am held - trapped - in the work lhis trapping is not one that affirms

my position before the image. It is my finger thedches out and in so doing it pulls
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away from my body, just as the earS}éep Series ljpulls away from its head.

Distance and detachment are not possible; | fragmggelf in the image.

My scattered seeing reflects my fragmented subjégtiwhich is both produced by
and confirmed in my interpretative process and wgw’ of the works of
Emmanuel’s that have been discussed thus far. nkdygretative process has been
framed through a “correlative” engagement betwaewer and work. This mode of
viewing appears to require expression within aecksd claustrophobic space, since
Bal posits such a space as the initiating factat destabilises the subject/ object
relation. However, | wish to consider whether santengagement possible within a
vast space, a landscape, such as Emmanuel’s prigise Phases of Orange, Air on
the SkimandAirstrip. Why do these landscapes appear to have thefsagneented,
conflicting perceptions and “unsettling mobilityiett would seem to be characteristic
of the more obviously hermetic spaces of $teep Serieand the repeated approach
to Phone Sen&e InTwelve Phases of OrangEigs. 12 a-b), for example, the subject
seems to be implicated in the shaping of the enaient and the experience that it
appears to relate, setting up resonancesmitine Sensitom Cathexis where the
presence of the ‘I’ can be said to be implicatethanact of interpretation, where the
absent telephone seems to address not ‘what’bge@ow’ | see. Twelve Phases of
Orangeis the work of Emmanuel’s that is most purchasethieyfirst time buyer; it
appears comfortingly interpretable - one might irdiately ‘get’ the story, see the
colour and gain entry into the wotk.Images of an orange being unpeeled and
consumed are juxtaposed with disjointed imagesjofianey through a landscape.

There is an apparent sequential chronology tovileése pairs of images in that the

7 Interview with Les Cohn 19 July 2009, Grahamstown.
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orange begins whole and ends consumed and thesypbagins squarely on an open

road and ends at the sea.

In Twelve Phases of Orangémmanuel takes the same physical journey that Jo
Ractliffe does in heN1: Every Hundred Kilometrg§ig. 13). In this work, Ractliffe
took a black and white photograph from her car wimevery 100 km on the

National road from Johannesburg to Cape Town asglalied the 28 photographs in
a ribbon running on three sides of the exhibitipace. Ractliffe’s photographs are
taken from within her car; in the photographs, paftthe car, such as the dashboard
and window wipers, intercede with the images ofltmelscape, serving to make
visible the arbitrary frame or ground or traversiing that structures one'’s vision of
the scene. The viewer remains within the carapétee car, just as the eye/ | is
situated within the body. Ractliffe’s “inventorgan be seen to cast wry aspersion on
the dissonances in the different ways in which tidistance and experience are
remembered and marked. Sequence is implied bartist in the title, and thus

sought by the viewer in the images, but it is fa viewer to construct some kind of
chronology between each photograph; on viewingmnitains unseen. In a similar
fashion, inTwelve Phases of Orangie twelve sets of images of the orange and the
landscape are paired together - move together tharsdappear to imply a

relationship with each other. The apparent sequehthe unpeeling skin of the
orange and the disclosure and disappearance eégments of flesh suggest a similar
progression through layers of landscape. The ungesence which consumes the
orange also digests the landscape scenes through ivinoves; the movement
‘recorded’ in the frames of landscape is the bogyigsical travel and the fragmented

mental filing of experience. What the viewer saeeries of lurching effects. Rather
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than a milometer that precisely counts out therkétres, for Emmanuel it is the
internal rhythms of the body - as Bryson (1983:)Xdscribes the “glance” - that
here mark time. This marking erases itself in apipg to be without conscious logic,
sequence or discernable narrative. This is becéursthe artist, while the work is a
representation of a personal experience, the ‘tilmaarks is personal and subjective,

what it ‘records’ is an emotive, metaphorical joeyrthrough inner landscap¥s.

For Emmanuel, journeys are occasions for the disioc of the self and for moments
of vulnerability and exposure within spaces whioh r@vealed as opaquely layered.
The ‘record’ of his journey iTfwelve Phases of Orangehis first experience of
driving from Johannesburg to Cape Town. The etphinstrip (Fig. 14) likewise
‘records’, as he says, “a journey into the unknowms first journey to Botswana and
the first time he had driven into another countvigich he did aloné? Airstrip shows
a strip of road running through unidentifiable vedd if the inferred driver has pulled
over into the shoulder of the left hand side. Ajside the road run the telephone
pylons which one would expect to see, but haphazarthg from them are items of
clothing, like laundry out to dry, in the procegdtowing away. In Emmanuel’s
landscapes, bodies are only ambivalently preseotigiin various shed and discarded
skins, such as clothing, asAirstrip, or as the orange peel and disappearing segments
in Twelve Phases of Orangén Emmanuel’s work, the skin might peel off amalk

away from its body, or the subjectivity from itpresentation of itself. For

18 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Grakiwn.

¥ Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepge@®10. Emmanuel writes that, as a title,
Airstrip refers to the exposure and vulnerability of stirigp(arguably, the body, layers of landscape
and experience) and to a landing strip (when flythg dangerous and in-between moments of travel).
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Emmanuel, empty and discarded clothing expressespierson without the persof?”.

This “thrown-off skin” might be said to represer#tdan’s “given-to-be-seefi™.

“Thrown-Off Skins”: Bodies Exposed and Hiding

In Lacan’s configuration, “I” exist always outsitiee “picture” in that “I” can never
see myself within the “picture”. Yet | am in theture from the perspective of other
people: “I see only from one point, but in my egigte | am looked at from all sides”
(Lacan 1991: 72). | anm the pictures of others and thus | adésnthe picture, aware
of myself as seen and surveyed. My responsedathareness, according to Lacan
(1991: 106), is taurn myselinto a picture under the gaze of others. Ladastiates
his idea by invoking the mimicry in the courtingnaeiour of male animals, such as
birds, which perform to be seen by rivals and matescan (1991: 106) calls these
performances the “given-to-be-seen”, where “thedeives of himself, or receives
from the other, something that is like a mask, abt®, an envelope, a thrown-off
skin, thrown off in order to cover the frame oftéetd”. This is an active process
(although the degree of conscious agency on theop#re subject is ambiguous); |

give of myself so that | might see and so thatdhhbe seen.

The price - or the gift - of seeing is, in turn® seen. Vision is haunted by the loss
of self-seeing (Phelan 1993: 16). Seeing relietherexchange of gazes between
subject and object (Phelan 1993: 16); unable tdhsegherself, the subject seeks to
see the self through the other, whether throughfi@mation or a disavowal of that

other. But in the symmetry of the vanishing p@ind view-point (in Lacan’s

20 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktwn.
%L Le donner-a-voihas been variously translated; | think “the givesbe-seen” is the most nuanced.
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intersecting triangles that describe the gaze) sees an absence. This failed attempt
to see myself in my picture, my mirror-image, isnifi@st as a stain, a spot, or a
screen (Lacan 1991: 97). The “given-to-be-seeifingwn up against this absence as
well as against the gaze. | perform for othersatem for myself. The loss
experienced by the eye/ | finds its consequentiaract of representation; as Phelan
(1993: 16) says: “Representation appeases a dgepipsmpulse to employ the

image seen as a mirror for the seeing eye/ | aforget that it is also a screen which
erases the subject’s own blankness and blindn@ds"“given-to-be-seen” is the
“thrown-off skin” that records the encounter wittetother in the Symbolic order. It
testifies to “[tlhe exchange of gaze [that] matks splitwithin the subject (the loss of
the Secular | of the Imaginary) abdtweersubjects (the entry into the Social | of the
Symbolic)” (Phelan 1993: 21; italics in originallf, as Phelan (1993: 25) says, the
“language of ‘the (singular) eye’ re-marks the giate of this vanishing” then the

“given-to-be-seen” can be said to re-mark it agsaal representation.

In Emmanuel’s landscapes, the “given-to-be-seefitemlly the “thrown-off skin” of
empty clothing. Empty clothing interacting withdawithin landscapes is a motif to
which Emmanuel repeatedly returns. He likes “theiof clothes that don’t have the
body” as they speak to him of the subject as “#sqn without the persof®.
Emmanuel sees clothes as “holding the inner emsitias well as being “an outer
‘skin’, which, like the dried remnants of insecibskeleton or snake scales, are shed,
washed, re-worn or replaced. They are intricatalplved in our evolution and

23

transformation™” These “outer skins” are left behind, arguablyhes*given-to-be-

seen” and thus as ambivalent reminders of the sfiliin and between subjects, their

22 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktwn.
23 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepe®10.
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environments or the landscapes through which theyermand the representations that

they make of both.

My attempt to find a mode of viewing with whichitgerpret Emmanuel’s
representations, a mode of viewing that takes cague of the time in which it
occurs and that acknowledges the presence of’thetthe viewer, becomes an
exposure of that viewing ‘I’, but not necessariigt ‘completely’, of the subjectivity
implicit within his images. Emmanuel’s images twrith the viewer but also turon
the viewer; to add to Phelan’s phrase, they amess which may erase but also

expose the viewing subject’s own blanknesses andr#sses.

Empty and discarded clothing is frequently seearirthat references genocides,
especially the Holocaust. According to Ziva Amishkisels (2005: 123), such
clothing evokes the victims, representing bothrtless and their continuing existence
in memory; as she puts it: “both their past preseartd their present absence”. In his
works, Christian Boltanski repeatedly uses disadaething together with
photographs, found objects, shadows, lists andyafeen in site-specific
installations, to consider the relationship betweeath, life, memory and individual
experience. In focusing on his 2010 commissiorMonumentaPersonnegFig.

15), in the 13 500 fmave of Paris’s Grand Palais, | can compare BskiEuse of
abandoned clothing to Emmanuel’s, to suggest hoananymous intimacy on a

monumental scale can become both unsettling anddbs

On entering the Grand Palais, the noise one hedne isound of 15 000 recorded

human heartbeats; the cold one feels is the GralaisHn winter (Boltanski delayed
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the opening to incorporate the feel of the spat®time work); what one sees, at one
end of the building, is a giant mechanical hand teéaches repeatedly down to a fifty
tonne pile of clothing, picks up a fistful, raiseto the roof, and drops it down again,
in a process “as pointless as it is interminab82grle 2010). Before the mechanical
claw stretch piles of clothing, the clothing anatsent of the wretched and
fashionable, the piles in a grid-like pattern, wdasrangement suggests, as Adrian
Searle (2010) puts it, “municipal flower beds diedd of remembrance” as well as
“the last day of the spring sales”. To Searle,aherhead strip lighting intimates both
a dismal carnival and a stadium in which detaimgesounded up. It is this
combination of “tragedy, humour and a sense oftteurd” that, for Searle (2010), is
characteristic of much of Boltanski's work. Thigimion has resonances with
Boltanski’'s own view of the work; the giant mechaaligrab, for example, Boltanski
thinks of as both “the indifferent hand of God [fnde of those fairground
amusements where you try to grab a particularaog, always fail” (Boltanski in
Searle 2010). Gravity, gravitas, failure and absyrdingle to induce a queasy

experience of the work.

In Emmanuel’sAir on the Skir(Figs. 16 a-b§’ there is a similar sliding between
poignancy and absurdity. Rather than being merapyped on the skin of the surface,
as in the claustrophobic spaces of $teep Seriesn Air on the Skirthe viewer
appears to be left exposed within a landscape wdrgranswering presence undoes

itself, where the empty clothing speaks melanchdlioof erasure and loss, of lack

4 Emmanuel produced two versionsAf on the Skin The first triptych, now held by the Standard
Bank Art Collection, was produced for the inaugBahumann-Sasol Wax in Art Competition in
2002, for which Emmanuel won first prize in the “¥\@s the medium” category. The second triptych
was commissioned for the Sasol Art Collection. Pheels of the two triptychs are different but all
represent clothing on a line within a landscapeh@apparent process of blowing away. Both arg 70
304 cm, hand incised into black shoe polish (a fofrwax) over white, PVA-treated paper. | refer to
both versions when | discusér on the Skin
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and disaster, more crumpled than sinuous, suggestimbandonment and of an
ambivalent and ambiguous occupation of the surnmgnspace. For Emmanudlir

on the Skirexplores the theme of exposure, of a subject vabie within a vast
landscapé® Yet it is also absurd in its incongruity, the oy deliberate; as the
“given-to-be-seen”, the empty clothing can be saidle an awareness of a staged
subjectivity. The skin is discarded; the subjeatks away from the representation of
him/ herself. The vulnerability implicit iAir on the SkirandTwelve Phases of
Orange(Figs. 12 a-b) is a ‘record’ of exposure but aébiding. Experiences and
memories, whether consciously or subconscioustyshed like skin, and are often as
disregarded. But Emmanuel reclaims and refashitmma. One appears to see the

impossible, the “person without the person”.

Resistant Landscapes: Insides Turning Out, OutsideSurning In

The proposed “correlative glance” traps the viearethe skin of the work, not within
it. The viewer is enfolded in the visual and distee field, in an on-going movement
between solicitation and rejection, Kramer’s “nemsand farness” and Emmanuel’s
“intimacy and alienation”. This mode of viewing ynbe extended to a theorising of
landscape as a genre. James E. Elkins (2008e69)landscape, like the body and its
representations, as “resist[ing] the illusion ofadoserving subject”. Like gender and
the human body, landscape has traditionally beamralgsed in its representation.
Such positions would display, as Mitchell contertds, artificial world as if it were
simply given and inevitable” and “independent ofrfan intentions” (Mitchell 1994:

1-2). Yetitis not; landscape as a genre is laatbltural and social construction and

5 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepe2®10.
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as such is both an instrument and agent of culpoaker (Mitchell 1994: 1-2). The
ambivalence and partiality with which one approacthe representation and
knowledge of the body and its subjectivity is tlalso appropriate in the
representation of the environment within which thbsdies find themselves to be

situated.

Hammershgi, known for his muted and spare interads® painted a small number of
urban and rural landscapes, one of whichtieet in LondorfFig. 17). Here the
empty scene is a view of Montague Street (thewisgt of the British Museum is
visible on the left) from the Hammershgis’s lodginvghen they stayed in Great
Russell Street from November 1905 to January 190 viewer knows that the
people have been taken out - erased - from thisatealways busy and teeming area.
Hammershgi’s landscape can be said to resistlttsgoih of an observing subject by
his deliberate manipulation of the landscape leydity taking the subject(s) out of

his composition, and thus confronting the viewingject with his/ her own absence.
In a related manner, in Emmanuel’s landscapes;lthiking as ambiguous souvenirs
within the landscape, as the “given-to-be-seenstatslises or interrupts the viewer's
approach to the landscapes, rendering them incoongrand unsettling. The strewn
clothing is simultaneously absurd and unnaturaligi denaturalised), infused with a
melancholic humour and reflective of inner, uncamss and dreaming landscapes, as
well as the traces of the aftermath of horror aisdster. Emmanuel can be
interpreted as resisting the illusion of an obseg\subject by placing the subject as
the “given-to-be-seen” already within his landscapkike the white spot on the eye
in Serrano’sThe Morgue (Blood Transfusion Resulting in AIREY. 8),which may

be seen as Lacan’s “stain” of the viewer’'s gazthentime of his/ her viewing, the
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empty clothing in Emmanuel’s landscapes stainkénviewer’s presence. The
subject is thus both takewt of the frame (in that corporeal figures are abseikt

that the empty clothing as the Lacanian screensegthe subject’s blindness) and is
revealed as alreadyithin the frame (the attempt to see stains in an andval
presence and leaves the traces of the clothinghwdrie also the “thrown-off skins” of

the “given-to-be-seen”).

This indeterminate, ambivalent vacillation betwé@gside and outside, the
interpretative movement that situates the viewd bothin and outside of the work,
its corollary found in the partial knowledge of @ewn body and subjectivity,
generates an on-going dissonance in one’s intapvatof it. Kramer (2008: 25) sees
the structural anomalies within Hammershgi’'s pagdias registering unconsciously
as melancholy and lack; in Emmanuel’s landscapesiunsettling mobility” between
inside and outside, viewer and image likewise tegssas a form of romantic
melancholy. Such a dissonant vacillation, andessilting romantic melancholy that
is infused with a certain ambivalent menace, maintezpreted inThe Lost Men |
(Fig. 1). Here the body is a part of yet aparhfrhe landscape; it forms, yet
obscures, the sky. Its presence within the imatygch may be both visible and not
immediately apparent, consequently supposes the soebe an ‘inner’,

psychological landscape.

Similarly, in Sleep Series IXFig. 18), the folds and waves that form the baskgd
landscape behind the grasping male hands is tabhds’cape’ that can be mapped or
described. This landscape has been drawn intoeti@ated into - the body. Itis a

liquid sky, a fluid material; it emerges - or ispeMed - from the inside of the body. It
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is the other side of skin, the side that faces rd&janot outwards. The self turns
inside out, produced by, yet exceeding, the g&¥#h this in mind, one may return to
the images of the journeys Tiwelve Phases of Orang€igs. 12 a-b), where the
pictures of external landscapes serve to expressitier consciousness. Roads
venture into and through the body and the bodytnacious memory. The twelve
images of fragmented views of landscapes, of jorgtieat do not apparently resolve
themselves, become themselves the “thrown-off Skaiscarded with (possibly

related to) the disappearing orange peel.

In Twelve Phases of Orangihe orange is not just unpeeled, it is torn opEhne
remaining skin is bruised: touched by time, hanustae viewer's gaze. If one
observes closely the flesh of the orange (Fig. li2kgkes on characteristics of
exposed, human flesh, its pitted skin appears midtauthe pores in facial skin or the
follicle roots of shaved heads, and it becomesdéss interpretative leap to liken the
orange to a body. The orange - the body - botliadgs and explodes. It is hypnotic
and intimate, banal yet extraordinary, with a hothat is both tragic and absurd. The
movement that turns in on itself in Emmanuel’s aagojourneys through landscapes,
as observed in the claustrophobic spaces and dngdamidscapes of tH&leep Series
is here manifest in outsides being drawn insidénsides pulled outside; landscapes
have retreated into and been expelled from the hady mode of seeing that is
experienced through disjointed movement and adaileeomplete vision.
Emmanuel’s landscapes can, arguably, be seensistling the illusion of an
observing subject” by presenting the subject asadly enfolded in, yet always a

dissonant presence within, his landscapes.
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Conclusion

Twelve Phases of Orangan be said to illustrate both projected resudlth®
subjectivity that emerges from Lacan’s “mirror faxperience”; as Bryson (2001:
33) describes: “One way, the self is colonizedh®ydther completely and tragically;
the other way, the self colonizes the world.” blked the figure of Doubting Thomas
to describe the compulsion to reach into the ‘abseoutlined by the repeated return
to the erased telephone in fAkone Sensieom Cathexis(Fig. 11), and saw it as
demonstrating the destabilisation of the subjdgjéd relation and the collapsing of
the space between viewer and image, which enfdliediewer into Bal's
“correlative” engagement. Now perhaps Krishnansaae appropriate analogy. A
Hindu god, Krishna hid within the world in the formha boy, yet he held the whole
universe down his throat, thus existing inside antside, both at once. The
conscious self colonises and appropriates its ennient - swallows the whole world
- yet simultaneously remains fixed and framed a‘ghicture” under the gaze of and

exposed to others.

When Emmanuel says, Airstrip (Fig. 14), that he “liked the interplay of that fieg

of vulnerability, exposure and uncertainty that esmwith journeying into new
places®®, these “new places” can be seen as referringetself, the body and their
interaction with other subjects and objects as aglio new environments through
which they move. In his landscapes, Emmanuel eainterpreted as representing, in
the traces that he leaves behind, both the escapuhghe trapping of subjective

presence. His landscapes are vast, outdoor spadadaustrophobic, fragmented,

26 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepe®10.
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corporeal spaces. All surfaces in Emmanuel’s aetake on the appearance of skin,
whether as an insertion into a landscape, se€hernLost Men (Fig. 1), or as the
interaction between body, self and landscape nstrtiieough the “given-to-be-seen”,
as inAirstrip, Air on the SkirandTwelve Phases of Oranger as interaction across
human skin, as in theleep SeriefFigs. 4, 6, 7 & 18), or in inanimate surfaces

brought to ‘life’ by the viewer, such &hone Sens@-ig. 3).

| have suggested that tBéeep SerieandPhone Senseoth represent claustrophobic
spaces that enfold the viewer into an intimate gageent with them, an engagement
characterised by a sense of exposure. Bal (1929:&nsiders an “unsettling
mobility” to be the result of this kind of engagemewhich she also sees as the effect
of representation. This “unsettling mobility” isa, arguably, an effect of
subjectivity, of being a subject in relation toétechanges with other subjects and/ or
objects. If, as Bryson asserts, “the place whaeesign arises is theterindividual
territory of recognition” (Bryson 1983: 131, itadien original), then what is
“unsettling” - destabilising - for the viewer ismdoonting him/ herself, and being
confronted, within this territory, both making méalready within it. In the works
that | have discussed, | have considered Emmaaueptresent a subjectivity that
seems to turn on itself, expressed as it is thramglyes from dreams and “flash
visions” (Emmanuel in Van Schalkwyk 2008). Hisnegentation of this subjectivity
has encouraged me to turn on and examine my owrilegad practices of viewing,

in an attempt for me to represent with greater nadhis emergent subjectivity.

So | return taPhone Senseith which | began. Its proliferation in 24 image

induces a vacillating interpretative process thating on itself, interrogates
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itself. | propose that a “glancing”, “correlativaiode of viewing is an apt
theoretical approach to the print's sense of a phtithe repeated return to,

and representation of, the telephone within thetpiself. | suggest that the

telephone, in its silences and episodic frames]dvotherwise resist the viewer.

These fragmented frames may be said to represtaiiteerately ‘broken’ and
partially blind vision, within whose ‘failure’ liethe possibility for intervention

and the interpretative presence of the eye/ ‘I'.

Yet if the discursive “unsettling mobility” is drawfrom the representation of a
subjective ‘becoming’, then where are both goifg® skin of the “given-to-
be-seen” is thrown off in order “to cover the franfea shield”; it prepares for
conflict by both hiding and disclosing itself. tme next chapter, I look closely
at Emmanuel’s projecthe Lost Mepand examine how the artist interrogates
issues of masculinity and militarism by portrayegubjectivity that, while it
may still be characterised by a movement betwepnsxe and hiding, is more

strongly expressed, arguably, in a presence thigedcerases itself.
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CHAPTER TWO

IMPRINTS FROM THE ABSENTING OF PRESENCE

The Lost Men (Grahamstow(Higs. 19 a-c) was a temporary, open-air insialtat
where ink-jet photographs were printed onto 21gseaf 1 x 2 m, voile and silk
organza fabric and hung in three rows on structilrasresembled rigid washing
lines. The installation was exhibited for two weetkithin the landscape on
Monument Hill, overlooking Grahamstown. The phatgahs were thirteen different
views of parts of the artist’s naked, shaved ammhgmous body, such as the nape of
the neck and the back of the thighs, which had Idiad embossed with texts set in
lead type (Figs. 19 d-0). These imprinted texteawwmes of British, Boer and
amaxXhosa men who died in the ‘Frontier Wars’ angloues conflicts in the

Grahamstown area and in the surrounding Eastera Befwveen 1820 and 1850.

Exhibited in 2004 during the National Arts Festjvethe Lost Men (Grahamstown)
was Phase One of an ongoing projétie Lost Men.Each phase, or installation,
shifts in its title, structure and format but resathe same concept when installed in
different sites in countries that have a connectith South African history. In
2007, Phase Twd,he Lost Men (Mozambiquélig. 20) was installed on Catembe
Ferry Jetty in Maputo, with the texts on Emmanubbsly then reflecting the names,
when known, of South African and Mozambiquan mew dited in Mozambique’s

civil war.?® Emmanuel intends to continue with an additiohe¢ phases of the

27 Blind embossing is traditionally an un-inked pniretking technique where a deeply etched plate and
piece of paper are run through the press; the @ricreated through the indentations and shadoats th
‘bruise’ the paper.

When Emmanuel was invited by the Kunst:Raum Sykl@Uu~oundation to be an artist-in-residence
in 2009, he reinstalledihe Lost Men (GrahamstowahdThe Lost Men (Mozambiqueh the island of
Slyt off the coast of Germany. This installatismit one of the five phasesTie Lost Men Project
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project, developing the installation for Franceri@any and the USAThe Lost Men
Project Grahamstow(Fig. 21) was created for the 2006 exhibition ‘igting the
Bookscape: Artists’ Books and the Digital Interface which some of the images of
The Lost Men (Grahamstowbgcome an interactive digital exhibition, where the
embossed names imprinted on the artist’s skintladkin irritation they caused,
‘faded away’, through a sequence of images, indbgesliccessive touches by the

viewer of a touch-sensitive digital screen.

In The Lost Men (Grahamstowrhe British, Boer and amaXhosa names reflect all
sides in the conflicts. However, Emmanuel’'s resteamto archival sources for these
names revealed inaccurate and incomplete recotdewfor example, isiXhosa-
speaking men were only recorded as incidental chensiin stories told by white
soldiers. These fragmentary and lost recordsrzaeted again in the blind embossing
on Emmanuel’s skin, where, due to the contours@tiody, the print is not always
‘clean’ or ‘whole’. The process of imprinting (Kig22 a-d) creates both pain and
impermanence. The print had to be photographetkiyubefore the impression,
along with the red bruising effect produced bydkim irritation, disappeared. Fhe
Lost Menproject, the artist’s body makes contingently uisithe marking that is a
specific reading of ‘history’ as experienced throulge body, the self through others,

the past through the present and historical lasgith personal loss.

While he embosses his body with texts pertainingao, Emmanuel has never served
in any military capacity, nor did he have to pemiianational service in South Africa,

having been born in Zambia. His experience ointliigary has been through second-
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hand accounts from his older brother and friertdis. marking of his body may be
seen therefore as the ambivalent traces of exatgubexperiences that he will never
have, and yet feels himself to be influenced by iarglicated in. This performance

of absence (of any direct experience of the eviliatishe memorialises) can be said to
open up the spacing that makes possible - or fe'silihe vacillation between

presence and absence that, | argue, is a defihaagcteristic oThe Lost Men

The losses and limitations in the spacing of megmmemory and representation are
also made visible in a manner that enacts those$osDerrideadifférance as the
movement between presence and absence, is a waglhhwhich the various phases
of The Lost Memight be read in the sites of their installatiowl ahrough which one
might situate them in relation to issues of preseabsence and visibility in South
African landscape conventions. Emmanuel, and atbetemporary South African
artists such as Berni Searle, makes use of thee'tita ‘situate’ an identity that is to
be found in the movement of a present that divigem itself. It is in this movement
that the artist creates a memorial that undoel, itgkich, in so doing, speaks to the
losses of his own personal relationships with mahfar men ‘lost’ in the

confrontation of historical and contemporary issoesnilitarism and masculinity.

The ‘Concept’ of Différance

Différanceis a Derridean neologism that implies the twoidéttyet simultaneous
meanings of the French vedifférer. In one sense, it has the English meaning of ‘to

differ’ or ‘to differentiate’, which Derrida dest@s as
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the sense of not being identical, of being othebeing discernible
[where] interval, distance, spacing occur amongdifferent elements and
occur actively, dynamically, and with a certainggerance in repetition
(Derrida 1973: 136-7).

In another senséjfférer has the English meaning of ‘to defer’ or ‘to terrglise’. It

is

to resort, consciously or unconsciously, to thepgeral and temporalizing

mediation of a detour that suspends the accompéishor fulfilment of

‘desire’ or ‘will’, or carries desire or will ouhia way that annuls or

tempers their effect (Derrida 1973: 136).
According to Derrida (see 1973: 130-14différanceis not a word; it is not a
concept. It does not describe how sense is imposepaphic disorder. Itis not a
sign, since a sign has a referent. It cannot pesed in the present, since one can
expose only what can be made to be present. ¥ehdt concealed, since
concealment might imply it to be ineffable or unwable. It cannot be heard, since
différenceanddifférancesound identical. Nor can it be spoken, compelbagrida
to specify and add ‘with agi or ‘with ana’ as the text of his lecture attests.
Différanceis written; it is read; it is silent, it remainigest, like a tomb, secret and
discrete. It is “put forward by a silent mark, ¥yacit monument” (Derrida 1973:
132) which is the graphic differenca - the first letter.Différancethus designates

the origin of differences; it is the movement witltanguage - or any system of

reference - that produces difference and the efiefctlifference.

The movement ddifférancecannot be exposed but - throughatsit can expose the

illusion of the self-presence of meaning; as Johreslains, “To mean [...] is

automaticallynotto be. As soon as there is meaning, there isréifice” (Johnson
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1981: ix; italics in original). This differencgemporalising and spacing - arises in
the sign that, as Saussure theorises, differs fisetf (splitting into a signifier and
signified) and differs from other signs, endlesshliding and making meaning in
arbitrary relations (Derrida 1973: 239). Languagay signifying system - is thus, as
Johnson (1981.: ix) puts it, “constituted by theyweistances and differences it seeks
to overcome”.Différanceis found in this differing and deferring of sigiiisis “what
makes the movement of signification possible” (Rxr1973: 142).Différanceis

“an economic movement of the trace that implied st mark and its erasure”
(Derrida 1981: 5). Neithatfifférancenor the “trace” can be conceived of “on the
basis of either the present or the presence girigment” (Derrida 1973: 152). The
present thus divides upon itself, becoming “the sifjsigns, the trace of traces”
(Derrida 1973: 156). To write in this presentagperform on “the stage of presence”
(Derrida 1973: 142), to attempt “a writing withimaiting whose different strokes all
pass, in certain respects, through a gross spetliatake, through a violation of the
rules governing writing” (Derrida: 1973, 131). $hnistake is tha of différance

through which | consider Emmanuelse Lost Men

In The Lost Men (Grahamstow(Higs. 19 a-c), the present could be experiensed a
dividing upon itself. Walking through the instaitan, shadows rippling over one’s
own body, made by the silk sheets moving in thedwitisturbed one’s illusions of
self-presence in a situated presefiie Lost Men (Grahamstowa$ an installation
seemed laid over, rather than inserted into, thddeape of Monument Hill that
overlooks Grahamstown. These ‘washing lines’ werethe sinuous insertions into
the landscape th&tr on the Skir(Figs. 16 a-b) appears to represent, where the

clothing seems almost enfolded within the landscafiee ‘lines’ that the silk sheets
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hung from were rigid wire, forming precise and ragnted lines. Viewing it from the
outside, the effect was as if of a layer, evenab skaid over the landscape. Moving
within the installation, one felt the layering ohe, space and experience and was
tempted to attempt to peel such layers apartasisine reached up to grab, pull down
and inspect the sheets as they blew up in the (dMimshument Hill is very windy, see
Fig. 19c). This layering enacted transience, defand difference as it was created
moment by moment by interaction with the site. Thages of the body on the prints
were fragmented and seemingly endlessly replicatéa: wind moved the prints, the
sun cast shadows on and with them and the imaggeledi, forming and reforming.
This was a delicate, silken layering in constamt emntingent motion. Over two
weeks of exhibition, the installation was exposethe possibilities of vandalism or
theft while weathering caused the silk sheetsttertand break apart to the extent that
they could not have been re-hung or re-exhibitElde delicate layering was, at the
same time, traced through with violence. Whenpitiats were whipped by the wind,
they wrenched with the sound of fabric under stresitee one dodged the fraying
cords of the disintegrating silk. The landscakd@red through tha of différance

The spacing of these intervals estranged one frenteindscape as one imagined the

scenes of conflict that had taken place within it.

The Lost Men (Grahamstowhdth situates the subject within and estranges the
subject from the landscape. It evokes the preseheeents and their participants,
only to affirm their disappearance. The loss &ypt out in and through a specific
place, which is henceforth revealed both as layésse history one might peel
apart, reveal and discover) and as traced throygtrtitrary and misaligned signs (in

which one might oneself become the lost and deddtrieg). One looks again at a
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landscape with which one is perhaps numbingly fiamilSimilarly, this looking and
looking again at a place through an image canlasattempted with David
Goldblatt'sGrahamstown, Eastern Cape, in the Time of Aid©d®ber, 2004rom
his In the Time of Aidseries (Fig. 23). This photograph shows parhefitigh street
of Grahamstown, including the Anglican Cathedfa, town hall and a nineteenth
century war memorial. Without the accompanyinig titvhich situates the image in
the place and time of a contemporary crisis, temsacould be that of a postcard. A
characteristic of Goldblatt’s work is his detaikites. The titles contextualise the
images in a witnessing, documentary style whictakpe¢hrough exposure, but they
also obscure the images - often using irony arsl{asplying a weighted about-to-
happenness within the photograph’s situation. Sdeme cannot be comfortably
consumed as could a ‘postcard’ image. As Goldbédktcts on the influences on his
early work: “It was to the quiet and commonplacesvehnothing ‘happened’ and yet
all was contained and immanent that | was most dig@oldblatt 1998: 7). Rather
perhaps thadifférance(in its deferring and differing from itself), omeight evoke
Derrida’s “supplement® (which both adds something to an imagel substitutes or
replaces something that is not present in the ijagkis adding as well as
substituting enables one to consider the layetkeointeraction between the image
and its title, of what the latter brings to thenfi@r, of how the latter rewrites the
former and of how a landscape might be re-seemgfrd. If Goldblatt’s
Grahamstowns seen as illustrative of the “supplement”, wadkithrough addition
and substitution, Emmanuellhe Lost Mermproject seems more illustrative of
différance the vacillation between presence and absenceithitg differing and

deferring, puts forward loss and erasure and tigatien of self-presence.

29 |n French, le supplémetit
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Landscape and the Presence of Absence

If différanceis the movement between absence and presenced@®&é73: 155),

then what is ‘seen’ to move is the “trace”. Theate” is the element of the self in the
other, of the same in the (apparent) opposite;asda (1973: 150) puts it: “The one
is only the other deferred, the one differing frtira other.” The trace “disappear[s]
in its appearing” (Derrida 1973: 156). The “tracefound within every apparently
present and self-present element in the mark oélégion to something other than
itself, the mark of a past element and the antimpaof the mark of a future element
(Derrida 1973: 142). Through the “trace”, one cernwere-evaluate “the sense of
being in general as presence or absence” (Derfidd:1139). In South Africa, the
“trace” has been - and is - evoked to expose aimdaa the political and cultural
polarising of presence/ absence and possessi@usdisssion as well as the absenting

of presence.

In the late 1980s, J.M. Coetzee found an antagomishfrontation between poet and
landscape in English language poetry from SouticAfof the mid-twentieth century.
Landscape - ‘Africa’ - is represented as silent amgbty and it is for the poet to fill
and interpret it: “silence, the silence of Africannot be allowed to prevail: space
presents itself, it must be filled” (Coetzee 19887). This need is felt urgently;
landscape writing in English is “a project [...] domated by a concern to make the
landscape speak, to give a voice to the landstapeterpret it” (Coetzee 1988: 177).
Coetzee foresees that “[tlhe poetry of empty spaag one day be accused of

furthering the same fiction” (Coetzee 1988: 17T has indeed been so accused, and
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a concurrent emphasis on visibility accompaniedis. Nuttall and Micheal (2000:

16) note: “[Clultural debates, particularly in Slou#frica, have been tied to an
identity politics based on visibility: a visibilitargely reliant on the marks of race.”
The contemporary framing of art around an affirrpeesence that seeks to give voice
to the historically interpreted silence of Southiédin landscape can been seen in

approaches such as Tamar Garb’s reading of BeanleSe

Searle is part of a new generation of South Afriggists whose

reclaiming of the past involves a renegotiatiothef land and a recovery

of the silenced voices of its subjugated populatiah Searle undermines

familiar topographies by invoking the human pressmbey harbour.

Unearthed and restaged, these subjects becomt\psitiicipants in a

reframed landscape (Garb 2008: 25).
So, to speak broadly about the colonial and aparéra landscape conventions in
South Africa, it has been not so much the absehtteedwhite) self that is covered
over, but the presence of the (black) other. Tiseace of the (black) other affirms
the presence of the (white) self. This absendesursive and representational as
well as literally reflective of political policiesFor example, in early colonial South
African landscapes what Bunn calls (1994: 140)‘ttape of the excursive eye” is
characteristically in operation. By this, he reftor the viewer as armchair traveller
who may gaze with proprietary power over vast spades Bunn (1994: 133)
describes it, these representations address tharadel “an enquiring self that is
unencumbered, free to enter into exchanges, inhglitspace full of exotic interest
but cleared of obstacles”. In the representatisuoh landscapes, the eye/ | can
stroll at leisure and with impunity, can considettvgcientific interest flora, fauna

(including anthropological ‘specimens’), may majpl aarvey the landscape with

acquisatory avidity, may lose itself nihilistically the sublimity of empty Africa,
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may, in short, frame the landscape as it chooSash interpretations have been

applied to the landscape paintings of, for examplé]. Pierneef.

This literal absence extends to an absenting clemee, where the (black) other is
present but invisible or silent. Anne McClintooksdribes colonial discourse as
representing the journey through Africa as “prodegdorward in geographical space
but backward in historical time” (McClintock 19980). Travelling into Africa is
travelling back into time; the presence of any gedious peoples is only allowable as
“the living embodiment of the archaic ‘primitive(McClintock 1996: 30), thereby
shifting their contemporary presence into an ineideanomaly, “a permanently
anterior time within the geographic space of theleno empire” (McClintock 1996:
30) and into what she terms “anachronistic spakEQlintock 1996: 30). Discourse
temporally and spatially absents presence. In sitghtions, there is a vacillating
between presence and absence, but this is noattiee€ vanishing” that Peggy

Phelan (1993: 19) advocates.

Rather than affirming presence, Phelan (1993: 6)esis “the binary between the
power of visibility and the impotency of invisiliji’ with this “active vanishing”, or
the “unmarked”, and draws attention to the competiaims of “identity politics”
that stress visibility and presence in contrashéopsychoanalytic/ deconstructionist
mistrust of visibility as intimating unity and whesiess (Phelan 1993: 6).
Representation is not to be equated with visibiliBhe proposes the potential of the
“unmarked” to express a subjectivity that is knawat through visibility and
surveillance, but that is “seen” through the negatind through disappearance

(Phelan 1993: 27). By doing so, it acknowledgespartiality - the failure - of visual
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and verbal representation (Phelan 1993: 1-hough dismissive of “identity
politics” that crudely equates visibility with reggentation, Phelan acknowledges
however that the disappearance which she advosabedy effective when it may be
freely chosen, being “aactivevanishing, a deliberate and conscious refusalke t
the payoff of visibility” (Phelan 1993: 19; italids original). It is“by seeing the

blind spot within the visible real we might see aywto redesign the representational

real” (Phelan 1993: 3). As she describes it:

The unmarked is not spatial; nor is it temporais ihot metaphorical; nor
is it literal. It is a configuration of subjectiyiwhich exceeds, even while
informing, both the gaze and language. In thes dtsound language
produces, the unmarked can be heard as silendée pienitude of
pleasure produced by photographic vision, the ukathcan be seen as a
negative. In the analysis of the means of prodacthe unmarked
signals the un(re)productive (Phelan 1993: 27).
This “active vanishing” and “unmarked” appears ¢éodut forward in a manner
similar to the “active non-self-presence both iacpand time” (Johnson 1981: 5)
that characterises the movemendifférance the “trace” of the “double mark” that

implies both marking and erasure.

This “active vanishing” that uses the “trace” tteimogate issues of visibility and
identity can be interpreted in Berni Searle’s waskmuch as can a reclaimed
visibility. In Traces(Fig. 24), for example, Liese van der Watt seew|S8&as working
within an “aesthetics of disappearance”.Thaces Searle displays life-sized
photographs of either her naked body covered -Isened - in spice powder or the
blank imprint left in the powder once her body hhsented itself. It is a vacillating
movement that seems most clearly to be expressadamder Watt (2003) says:

“The body moves between absence and presence; stélér appears and
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disappears.” Van der Watt evokes Phelan’s “unn@iriee characterise this
movement. She views it as a staged escape, whaakstained through its failure:
“We witness the “trace” of her bodily flight, yetesreturns again and again to that
invasive weight” (Van der Watt 2004b: 124). ‘Idiyitin Searle’s work is

interpreted as “a never-ending process of becomingich expresses “the radical
insufficiency of identity” (Van der Watt 2004b: 124The disappearance of the body
is an inability to fix or express, to any degreeompleted certainty, its subjectivity.

In such a formulation of subjectivity, the selfis accretion of signs that turn outward

to a place.

Like Searle, Cuban American artist Ana Mendietatp@aphed traces of her body
(Fig. 25) - expressed as shadows, outlines, areshah performances that can be
characterised as land art in view of the artisttenactions with the ground, plants,
rocks, the ocean and other elements of landscdgendieta’s choice and use of
media, according to Jane Blocker, “attempt to leeatd fix representation through
movement, disappearance, and dislocation” (Blo@R&9: 94). The representation of
the self is expressed through the “trace”, in tftezpss of marking and erasing,
making and disowning; as Blocker says: “These wedem obsessively to locate and
then dislocate, to mark a spot on the earth amideeart from that marking”

(Blocker 1999: 96). Intimations about identity treron where, not who, the self is:
“They cannot tell us who she was, only where sleeleen” (Blocker 1999: 99). Van
der Watt discusses Searle by reframing Blocker&stjan “Where is Ana Mendieta?”
into “Where is Berni Searle?” ‘Where’ rather thamo’ refers beyond the body, to
the exteriority of the subject as proposed by tlegary of mirroring; it places the

subject within its environment, in relation to paand time, yet without the visible
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presence of the subject and the fixed and detedr@ssence that describing the
subject might entail. If both Mendieta and Seada be ‘seen’ only through their
absence and through the disappearing traces hraisent their bodies, if their
existence cannot be exposed in the present, latha the representation of their
bodies mirrors their ‘becoming’ subjectivities, thinat question “Where is Mendieta/
Searle?” knowingly expresses its own inadequadigiconstriction of the subjects
into the insufficient present tense. “Where haarl®é Mendieta been?”
grammatically - graphically - enacts the “tracer’the present continuous the action
began in the past and continues in the presenéwhiicipating the future, as Derrida

describes the action of the “trace”.

In The Lost Men (Grahamstow(figs. 19 a-0), the body of the artist both appear
and disappears. It emphasises its materialityextetiority with the evident irritation
and bruising that results from the embossing olehd type into the body’s skin. Yet
the artist’s body is also effaced by the impositdthe numerous names; it is
stamped with new and multiplying significationsné&knows or assumes the body of
the images to be that of the artist, but, excepbfe image of his face with an imprint
on his forehead, the various images portray omlgrfrents of a generic model white
male. The body fragments and disappears becalutsenofiltiple and partial (because
close-up) images on the silk sheets. These inthgesselves cannot be fully or
easily seen as they move in the wind. His bodyoib ‘marked’ - as in imprinted -
and ‘unmarked’ - as in erased. Disturbing becaasgparadoxical, the body marks
and un-marks itself with the anonymity of intimady viewing other times, places,
people and events printed both onto his skin armd bis body, the question ‘Where

has Emmanuel been?’ refers to a disturbance ispgheing of time and to a
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dispossession in physical space. It is a distuamtime because the names of men
killed in wars more than a century ago are ambivlaeanimated through the body
of a man in the present who, in the recent pasidcalso have died in war, had he not
been born in Zambia and hence been exempt frortamilservice in South Africa.

The wounds of personal losses also scar the blbdy.a dispossession of space
because the positioning of the installation witthia landscape estranges one from the
landscape, in which these scenes of conflict tdakey and from the body, through
which and where more personal conflicts have bégyed out. ‘Where has
Emmanuel been?’ is as answerable (i.e. not) as ‘iWEmmanuel?’ This embossing
process - the preparation, the imprinting, the pi@ naming, the photographing -
makes Emmanuel both more situated in his body am@ ispossessed of it. His
presence and self-presence in the presence ofdberi are destabilised. Through
the body, the present presents itself as the ‘sigmgns” and the “trace of traces”
(Derrida 1973: 156). lithe Lost Men (Grahamstowngither presence nor absence,
marking nor erasing are affirmed. It is in imperaace, in the action of vanishing, in
the process of losing and erasure that the perfucens staged. In being staged - in

being made to be present - it presents nothingl itsstages its escape.

Being and Origins

To speak of ‘the action of vanishing’ or ‘the presef losing’ might suggest a
chipping away from some homogenous block of preterg wholeness and unity.
This increases when speaking, as Derrida doebedforigin”, with its associations of
the Bang and the Word, and ‘Being’ as pure preseaganst which ‘meaning’ is

opposed and found to be lacking in the comparidéow then does the movement of
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différanceintervene in such apparent homogeneity? Accorttirigerridadifférance

is both“the structured and differing origin of differerefgDerrida 1973: 1413nd

“to be conceived prior to the separation betwedardag as delay and differing as
the active work of difference” (Derrida 1973: 8®)ifféranceboth marks the entry
into meaning and significaticandit ‘exists’ in the ‘time’ before the beginning of
meaning and signification, i.e. in the ‘time’ ofiBg or the Lacanian Real. One might
say that both statements can make serdiféfanceis seen to reveal any conception
of the “origin” as always in deferment, that to abef the “origin” (i.e. to represent
or signify it) is to divide it from itself and thétis therefore a representational
impossibility (it isdifférancenot the “origin” that is not to be considered fagle).
Différancemight therefore expose the appropriately invested redefined “nonfull,
nonsimple ‘origin™ (Derrida 1973: 141). But oneght possibly say thatifférance
both ‘exists’ before and constitutes the origimwaning. Let me go back and

continue the extract:

Différanceis to be conceived prior to the separation betwsdarring as
delay and differing as the active work of differendOf course this is
inconceivable if one begins on the basis of consriess, that is,
presence, or on the basis of its simple contrdryeace or
nonconsciousness (Derrida 1973: 88).

The origin of being as consciousness and as clesised by presence can be said to
be the moment when the self becomes self-awarehat Lacan (2002: 107) calls the
split in the being to which the being accommodaésedf. | suppose a time before |

thought, and before | thought ‘I, a time when thacorporeal existence, but prior to

my conscious participation in the Symbolic ordetrer external world.
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In his account of what he terms the “mirror staggegience”, Lacan uses his
observation that infants cannot recognise themsefvenirrors as a demonstration of
their lack of self-awareness. He thus referslie ‘fhirror stage experience” as the
moment when the child sees, i.e. recognises, itsélfe mirror and ‘identifies’ with

an image that is not the self. It is only throwgieing its exterior body that the child
becomes aware of its internal world, i.e. its mamd sensations. This reaching out
into surrounding space is a mental but also a phyactivity; the child reaches out to
the image - ineffectually - and touches the colfiaae of the mirror. What might be
gained is simultaneously lost; the mirror selflisr@ating because it is exterior,
fictional and visual (Bal 1999: 232). The “jubitdtutter” (that Lacan describes as
following the understanding of the self as a sepavaing) might indeed be joy at the
understanding and achievement of the ‘recognitdrthe self but that joy can also be
seen as an adrenal response to a moment of térom then on, the retroactive
awareness of a time in which one did not existil{at one was not conscious of
existing) is repeatedly and compulsively covereerovThis action may be linked to
the “perseverance in repetition” that characterisepart, the movement différance
within the spacing of signification (Derrida 19785-6). The “jubilant flutter” is a
sublimation of the moment that precedes the awaeeokthe self as a being that
moves spatially and temporally, where the childestainseeingly because it is unseen
by itself. Visualisation is thus based on repm@ssas Bal (1999: 233) puts it, the
“representation of the absence that characteriaesen‘before’ the subject’s entrance
into it”. This anxiety is also a symptom of cor@eness, stemming from one’s
simultaneous experience of oneselagsartof the Lacanian “picture”, a participant
in the visual field, andpart from it, absent due to one’s inability to see @ffewithin

the “picture”. This awareness is as much aboutiwhone is located as it is about
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‘who’ one is. The ‘where’ refers to the relatiamdgposition of the subject to the
external world that henceforth is a crucial det@amt of the constitution of the self,
and the ‘who’ is the interior, henceforth felt amtseen, world of internal
consciousness. The interaction between the ‘wlasré“who’ create the conscious
self; the being which emerges from the “mirror stagperience” is described by Bal
(1999: 264) as “a ‘sack of skin’ which is made t@nsl up by leaning against what it

sees”.

The “trace” can be said to trail the action of d6ithat has been through a ‘where’;
the “trace” marks a place in which ‘where’ botlared becomes ‘who’Différance
traces presence in absence and absence in prelssecg the body as both a part of
and apart from its surrounding space. As Elkimamments: “Like the body,
landscape is something we inhabit without beintedsint from it: we are in it, and we
are it (Elkins 2008: 69; italics in original). He fiis this to be the reason why
representations of both the body and landscapst tési illusion of a detached and
observing subject (Elkins 2008: 69). In discusgmgwork of Ana Mendieta, Raine
(qtd in Bal 1999: 233) describes her work as exgings‘the unimaginable situation
of human body and non-human landscape literallppginig the same space”. Bal
(1999: 233) sees this statement as evoking theligfare the infant gains
consciousness in Lacan’s “mirror-stage experienwbén the infant does not
distinguish itself from the surrounding space. Mieta’'s body works such as the
Siluetaseries (Fig. 25) are performances where the @tgtotographed inserting
herself into the landscape, then gradually absgérself from it and the (d)evolving
traces she leaves behind. According to Bal (1298), the photographs of

anthropomorphic shapes left by the body in thedaage represent a twofold entry:
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into the “picture” and Symbolic order (which re-etsthe realisation of the self as a
being separate from its surroundings) and intoraapace (where the body’s
irremediable and material exteriority temporarigcopies nature and space). Works
of art that make deliberate use of the tracesebtidy in the spaces that it occupies
(those I have looked at are one of Mendie&ilgetaseries, SearleSracesand
Emmanuel’sThe Lost Mephcan be said to resist the observing subjectestatilise
the viewer’s self-presence, by tracing one’s menargk to the unremembered loss

of the undifferentiated self.

Derrida says that one cannot conceivdifiranceas existing before this
“separation” if “one begins on the basis of congsitess, that is, presence, or on the
basis of its simple contrary, absence or nonconsaiess” (Derrida 1973: 88).
Therefore, | posit that the undifferentiated selivhat may be said to exist before the
“origin” or “the basis of consciousness” or the arstanding of presence/ absence,
inside/ outside, self/ other that is inauguratedhay“mirror stage experience”. The
“mirror stage experience” is variously describedBa} (1999: 264) as a narrative, an
account, a theory and a foundational myth. Letmea& add a prefix. When | glimpse
myself in a reflective surface, so that | see aagenof myself when | am not
expecting to, | am aware of two recognitions: frétbecome aware of movement in
the corner of my eye, and then | connect that m&vdno the movement of my own
body and find myself in the reflective surface.thdugh practically instantaneous, it
is nonetheless an incremental realisation. Likewasie may propose that the infant
does not recognise itself instantly in the mirroage - ‘| see a being that | now know
to be myself’ - which locks the new self into adtkrelation between the gaze of itself

as both subject and object within the “picture’heThon-conscious, undifferentiated
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self sees physical movement that it gradually cotsm® itself, thereby initiating the
awareness of itself as a being separate fromitewudings. This movement
becomedut alschas beerthe movement between presence and absence, tiere bo
somatic and discursive, which is characterisedifigrance Sodifférancemay be
understood as being at wdnkforethe separation or the origin of consciousnesstand
alsois the origin and producer of differences, that isag, the awareness of

differences, which is consciousness.

Imprints of History

The subject and the traces left of the subjectahato be found in the representations
that it makes are not defined by their presendbgerahey are defined by their
otherness to themselves and to how they relateetsgace they inhabit and other
objects within it. Through the of différance the illusion of self-presence is
destabilised. Instead an active non-self-presermaeynlike Phelan’s “unmarked”, is
proposed. One might see such a non-self-presarideei Lost Men (Grahamstown)
(Figs. 19 a-0). The names of the lost men that Bmual imprints into his skin are
deliberately mixed up by the artist in terms of whexactly they died and for which
side they fought. One cannot know ‘who’ they wenaly where they died. The
memorial speaks to the site, to the place in whi@nts happened. The site is the
landscape of the Eastern Cape, in and around Gsdbemm, but it is also the human
body on which they are embossed. The names celtimésartist's body, a space
presumed to be already inhabited by the artistfsoseonsciousness. They instigate

a proliferation of differing and deferring.

72



It is against the apparent excesses of this “itdidrift of signs” (Derrida 1973: 103)
that Bal proposes a “correlative” viewing that utesviewer’s somatic engagement
with the object to initiate and anchor his/ heeiptetative engagement with it.
Foucault also begins with the body, with what carekperienced and read over and
through the body, with what can be seen to be pteskhis ‘presence’ is a contingent
assemblage, built up, broken down and scored thrauitp traces, such that the

subject is its own “trace”.

Foucault (1977: 148) describes the body as “theriimsd surface of events (traced by
language and dissolved by ideas), the locus o$sodiated Self (adopting the illusion
of a substantial unity), and a volume in perpetlisihtegration”. This body is also
Emmanuel’s. InThe Lost Merproject, the artist’s body is anonymous and uristab
imprinted by history. His skin and flesh is thefage on which events are
imperfectly and impermanently inscribed, makinghlis on the body’s skin the
accretion and fragmentation of the self. The pti@tphing of the impressions, which
resulted from the pressure of the blind embossngrique before they had time to
fade, intervenes in and distorts time and makablgisvhat otherwise might fade
away. There was urgency for the artist and théqaurapher to capture the imprinted
names before they faded since they only lastedvarfmutes. Although the violence
of the ‘bruising’ done to the body is temporary @taged, it exposes the body to hurt,
as Emmanuel remembers, “It was a painful processinjanuel in Paton 2006). The
redness that spreads out from around and undenghrent that reveals the skin’s
irritation strongly suggests, yet is not, a brui3éis bruising effect is similar to
Searle’s staining of the skin of various parts @f body with black henna. Both

artists mark their anonymous bodies by, what Emmabaescribes as, “wounding in
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the skin"*® The resulting photographs seem to speak strafgipysical violence
done to the body and implicate the viewer’s gaziénframing of the subject and the

imposition of meaning and identity onto his/ hedo

In The palms of the hands, the small of the backpdipe of the neck, under the belly,
the soles of the feétom theDiscolouredseries (Fig. 26), Searle stains the
eponymous parts of her body with black henna, psee®em up against a sheet of
glass, and has them photographed. The body im&ated into disconnected
vulnerable parts that seem to blossom with darksbsuthrough a laboratory slide.
Each part might be inspected distantly like a caaéd specimen. Or not. As
Coombes describes the images, they are “held wadar, almost opened out, but not
quite” (Coombes 2003: 247). Like the subjectiwipressed through Phelan’s
“unmarked”, here the body exceeds its framed retasion. There is visible
condensation on the glass from its heat. Althaugh stilled, the ‘bruising’ testifies
to the body’s involvement with movement, likely Maot, yet concealed, altercation.
Coombes (2003: 247) sees them as “the ‘evidencactidns - the remnants of
another time and an undisclosed location”. SeareEmmanuel can be interpreted
as referencing the apartheid era of racial clasgitin, where, as Coombes puts it
(2003: 246), evidence was seen as written on thg:libey mark themselves and
stage the process of the self being constructed fhe outside, painfully moulded to
fit - imperfectly - into a desired frame. Searlb&nna and implicit bruising and
Emmanuel’s embossed text that resulted in actuasibg/ irritation both reveal and

withhold information. Events are inscribed upoe Hody but they are implicit and
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nebulous, being the ‘evidence’ or ‘after-imageastions and events, becoming the

more disturbing for their lack of context, whiclvalves and implicates the viewer.

In Berni Searle’<Conversing with Pane(Fig. 27), the artist can be seen as
“conversing” with her “dissociated Self” when sisephotographed balancing a pane
of glass on her chest, examining and “conversinigfi Wwer inked-up hands through
the pane of glass. As withfférencedifférance it is only when performed and
written - printed, imprinted - that the semantitfatience between pane/ pain is made
clear, or perhaps not. The pane of glass andaimeqgb embossing into the skin are
both mediums that make use of the surface of timeagid the materiality of the body
to estrange and yet also to affirm the self tdfitsBomething similar may be said of

the medium of photography.

Searle used blind embossingRrofile (Figs. 28 a-d), the same technique used by
Emmanuel to imprint the lead type names into his skThe Lost Men In Profile,
Searle photographs a close-up view of the sideepfdce so that her cheek is
prominent, onto which she presses various objdws can be taken as representative
of different influences on the formation of herrtiey. These objects are a Christian
crucifix, a Muslim rakam, a beaded African lovedet a Dutch windmill, cloves, a
British crown and an apartheid era shield. Theskharned repeatedly to the viewer
is a more subjective self-situating than the distanprofile of the mug shot required
by an arresting facility but both use the principteaccounting for and branding the
body. Sassen compares Sear&g'sfile to Emmanuel’dhe Lost Men
(Grahamstown)n terms of their use of blind embossing, a pnraking medium,

onto their bodies rather than paper, and findgebkenique to be a potent signifier in
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South Africa because of the legacy of physicalgatisation. During the apartheid
years, Searle was designated as a coloured wontlamatendant restrictions;
Emmanuel was classed as a white man who had tatémal service and could have
been sent to one of the wars in which the aparthei@rnment was involved (Sassen
2007: 61). Both artists explore racial and gerdgectations, types and roles.
Sassen considers Searle and Emmanuel - as Coomb&sia der Watt view Searle -
to be part of a post-apartheid generation of anigto employ the body as a tool and
surface in their art-making. They do so in thelitian of social and identity
performance protest but both artists do so in e&maanced and intimate manner
(Sassen 2007: 63). In crossing lines between pe#ioce and print-making, both
artists turn on their own bodies, becoming, as ¥@anWatt (2004c: 76) says of
Searle, both author and text, subject and objgetirle and Emmanuel perform from
and with the body as the locus of a “dissociatdéi.S&he impermanence of the
imprinting, however, also suggests the proces®ta ftaged and self-aware

performance by a situated self that explores itsedion and dissolution.

This performance, the movement that turns on itpédfys out the process of
signification, construction and implicates the wwn the mapping, tracing and
marking of the exposed body in a confined spaceftinagrounds the vulnerable skin
and the body as a “volume in perpetual disintegréti To explore this further, one
might consider EmmanuelBhe Lost Men Project Grahamsto\{ffig. 21). Here
photographs of the artist's body, embossed witm#émaes of the lost men, which are
among the images printed onto the silk sheetdirtstallation ofThe Lost Men
(Grahamstown)have become a digital programme. The vieweragats with the

images by touching the computer screen on which ¢basecutively appear, which
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causes the text to disappear gradually from the skihe body (and the screen of the
computer). The red inflammation of the ‘bruisekinsunder and around the
embossing is likewise made gradually to disapp@&e viewer ‘heals’ the body, but
causes the loss of the names. The viewer toubkescteen but cannot touch the
body. The viewer’s interaction is essential towwek, but the viewer is kept at a
distance. Emmanuel says of this project: “I warntedse the cold unforgiving
surface of a glass screen to talk poignantly alidumacy and alienation, the body
being soft and warm to the touch” (Emmanuel in R&006). This project can be
seen as indebted to Emmanuel’s initial experimenthe Lost Menwhich was to
emboss text onto his hand and then take photogi@diis hand gradually opening
and the type fading. His idea was that memorialising, memory, loss @sing with
trauma could be expressed through a "Woundingeirsktiln”.32 The movement and
impermanence that is arrested by the photograpifitite embossing that become the
images used iffthe Lost Men (Grahamstowis)made literally visible here in a digital

project as a process of disappearance and disatiegr

Conceptually, embossing is attractive to Emmanaehbse the result of the
imprinting is, as he says, “white on white”, indatiins that should be experienced by
touching them, which explore the idea of makingbkeswithout seeing - as he says
“seeing and not seeind®. In his embossinganado(Fig. 29), for example, the

merest circular outline and the name ‘PANADQ’ ceetliie image. Itis a print that is
white on white, a print that is also a sculptur@sireliance on three dimensional
shadows and dents to create its form in the papégads one to wonder how softly

something might be inserted into space. The enalogsaper is as much a “trace” of
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how it was made, of the copper-plate that embogsed it is an assertion of its
presence as the result. Blind embossing onto skiher than paper, emphasises the
body as a volume and a surface that is charaatebgés vulnerability and the
distorting and disconcerting vacillation betweetinracy and alienation of the self's
relationship to its own and other bodies.Thre Lost MenEmmanuel effaces himself
to the viewer by marking himself with the nameshaf lost men. He can be said to
employ Derrida’s “double mark”différance- which both marks and erases itself
(Derrida 1981: 4). Emmanuel’s body may be wrigé&rthan life when the
photographs are printed onto the silk sheets tiealhang in the landscape, but it is
fragile and his skin translucent; he appears bduisethe imposition of meaning onto
him. These signs and traces might circulate omdrcanstitute the body - and
implicitly the self - but they do not enfold it; teethey are made evident as bruising
and inscriptions imprinted into the skin. Thegmnsiand traces are written on, with,
through and over the body. Yet they are impermiargeperformance, their
disappearance is in their appearance. The signigialways in deferral; from the
moment the process of representation begins, thieduas well as the present,
divides upon and postpones itself. This unstahlbjective, vulnerable body is the
stage on which Emmanuel can be viewed as enactiigi@y and remembering that
sees loss, deferral and difference as processem#nk the body and are experienced
through the body. Foucault’s injunction to seéeffective” history ‘through’ the

body is elucidatory in this regard.

One reads events through as well as on the bodycdkilt points out that the body

does not escape, but rather is shaped by, histéoices and social influences in the

most literal, physiological sense. The ‘naturaiifran body is one that is built up and
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broken down by the ‘where’ and ‘how’ in which it$axisted; as Foucault (1977:
153) says: “The body is moulded by a great manyndisregimes; it is broken down
by the rhythms of work, rest, and holidays; it 8goned by food or values, through
eating habits or moral laws.” The body is impreht® history and reveals the
process whereby history destroys it (Foucault 1948). Contrasting what he terms
“effective” history with “traditional” history, Focault finds the body so traced
through by these forces that “[n]othing in man t @een his body - is sufficiently
stable to serve as the basis for self-recognitidiorounderstanding other men”
(Foucault 1977: 153). Yet it can only be throulgé individual body that history may
interrogate itself. “Effective” history should styiwhat is closest, for it is there that
one might find things written. What is closest, foucault, is the body and its
processes: “the body, the nervous system, nutritgestion, and energies”
(Foucault 1977: 155). Therefore, “effective” bist operates in a continual
movement between proximity and distance that migpiodsess the self that studies it
(Foucault 1977: 156). Foucault (1977: 154) disesss conception of history that
promotes the consolation of recognition. Rathire true historical sense confirms
our existence among countless lost events, withdamdmark or a point of reference”

(Foucault 1977: 155).

The Lost Mertonfirms the viewer’s existence among lost evemtsch took place
within the landscape through which the viewer mdwatswhich now have no
landmark through which to affirm them. There apgvmo voices or bodies that
might speak of these events. The only point agdregice is the incomplete records of
the names of the men who died. Itis to theseetradlank spaces in the historical

record that outline only absence - which Emmanasltiirned. By embossing the
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names onto his own body, he githese empty signifiers a temporary body and a
contingent stage. Yet even the most scrupulousietailed records (which
Emmanuel’s original archival sources are not) wowt have preserved the lived
experiences of these men. These historical laggesiscribed as an impermanent
wounding in the skin by the names of lost men. ifTpresence can but confirm their
absence. Emmanuel enacts and experiences the ffdsistory by assembling the
names of the lost men in lead type, then painfulgssing the stamp into his body,
then waiting for and watching his skin respondh® imprint and then having the
‘bruising’ recorded in a photograph before the skiases it (Figs. 22 a-d).
Emmanuel himself becomes one of the lost men imtiwgymity and vulnerability of
his body stripped of clothing, hair, privacy andiinduality. His groupings of names
do not delineate sides in the conflicts, therediapsing ideology of self and other
within the historical record as well as betweengnesent body and the events of the

past.

The kind of knowledge that Emmanuel explores issapearance, the impossibility
of rediscovery. It speaks of the past throughpttessent, of the abstracted historical
record through the intimate, fallible, personal ypod he body erases the record with
which it marks itself. The installation disintetga as it is exposed in the landscape.
It erases itself.The Lost Mertan be read through Foucault’s “effective” histtrat
“introduces discontinuity into our very being -iadivides our emotions, dramatizes
our instincts, multiplies our body and sets it agaitself” such that “the reassuring
stability of life and nature” is denied to the s@lbucault 1977: 154)The Lost Men,
whose marshalling and expression of historicakféatough the artist’'s body is both

a representation and an appraisal of history, apgede illustrative of Foucault's
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contention that “[klnowledge, even under the baroidristory, does not depend on

‘rediscovery’, and it emphatically excludes thediszovery of ourselves™ (Foucault
1977: 154-5). The self-presence - the “stabilitgf the subject in the present, in
remembering the past, in the anticipation of tharky in relation to the spaces
through which it moves and in the meanings it é&sito these activities, is under
continual construction and renegotiation. ‘I’ ampmbssessed, traced through,
existing through and indebted to forces and infbgsnof which | am imperfectly
conscious. When Emmanuel began this project, bavkre would use his own body
as the template because, apart from various dtkeends which he wished to explore,
he found himself realising “Who would you ask totds?* The personal request,
the painful process of the imprinting and the itiendisplay of the body

paradoxically (or perhaps not) exposes the disatingedispossession of one’s own

body.

In The Lost MenEmmanuel appropriates historical events - reises, re-
contextualises them - but also painfully marks klhwith their erasure. His body
speaks against and through personal loss to Idsstory. In doing so, the names of
the lost men are ambivalently reanimated. Witmgss as central to Emmanuel’s

work as it is ambivalentThe Lost Merseems to question what can be seen or spoken

or made to be present. As Francoise Verges observe

‘Speaking the unspeakable’ is the injunction of timnes. No longer a
paradox but a conventional formula, it has becoroerdral
preoccupation. The truth has a public, a collectiglue. Oneughtto
speak, for it will serve the common good. It iduty. One cannot keep
the truth, it would be an anti-social act. Oneaggefor humanity; one
bears witness (Vergés 2002: 354; italics in oriina
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When Verges says that slavery was both global acdliar, she makes the
distinction between public memories that find legiadl political expression
(monuments, books, names, dates) and private mesn@xperience it seems)
(Verges 2002: 354). While there must be an amoftimterplay between these
different kinds of memories, Verges asserts thiaafg memories cannot serve as
prompts for and sites of collective identificatigince this “conflates the individual
with the collective experience” (Vergés 2002: 35@ne cannot step into the skin of
another; the attempt to do so - to conflate expeggto collapse time - is written into
the bruising on the body’s skin Trhe Lost Men An “effective” history that emanates

from the human body resists - or exposes - a dehising and detached distancing.

Yet the resistance of proximity is as necessath@asesistance of distance. A
“naming of parts” is how Coombes (2003: 250) démsiSearle’Ihe palms of the
hands, the small of the back, the nape of the newer the belly, the soles of the feet
(Fig. 26). In this work, the naming is a stainthgt marks the consumed image and
the consuming viewer. The viewer becomes an irafgitt voyeur who fragments and
bruises intimate and vulnerable areas of the digpldoody. The study of and through
the body ought not to be an onanistic revellinthimm presence of the body; as Vergés
puts it: “How can we speak ttie authority of sufferingnd therefore of the body
without falling into an ecstasy of the wounded li@5(Vergés 2002: 354; italics in
original). Rather, it is in an awareness of thevzement between distance and
proximity and presence and absence that will argreath a means of reading

representation.
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Memorials, Mourning and Memory

The memorial is a visible assertion, a markinghefpresence of absencEhe Lost
Men project can be said to be a series of memoriaause the artist describes it as
such® but the assertion should be gualified. Each liagian of The Lost Meris a
personal memorial that sees public, historical thesugh personal lossThe Lost
Men project creates impermanent memorials that ehadntpossibility of
remembering. Itis about losing loss and of how'smelationship to loss changes

over time>®

A memorial is generically considered to be a puékpression of memory and
mourning, in the form of a monument. Such monusien¢ frequently permanent,
dedicated to the nation or the dead, commissiogdatdstate or a privately funded
body to provide a site of mourning or remembrantlke modern consciousness is
likely to associate public expressions of memorynasiuments with war memorials
due to their pervasiveness, especially those conuraing the losses of the First and
Second World Wars (Forty 1999: 9). According torRnds (1999: 144), a
monument ‘becomes’ a memorial - is considered apémenced as a memorial -
when it performs successfully three functions Far public. Firstly, it provides an
acknowledgment of the importance of the loss, deathdestruction that occurred
and the suffering that that loss incurred; secaritiig acknowledgement takes place
in context of a collective, national loss from whigomething is gained; and thirdly,
the dead are immortalised in this idea of the ctille. Rowlands (1999: 144)

concludes that the erection of such memorials igvai@d by the fear of “an absence
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of debt by the living to the dead”. Such memortalss emphasise remembering; the
living give the dead “the remembering of names artbns as real events [...] by
compressing both past and future in the presedit although memorials emphasise

remembering, they are not themselves always pemianeisible constructions.

Memorials that James E. Young calls “counter-momisieare self-effacing and self-
erasing and thereby question the reliability anslsgmlity of memory. Such counter-
monuments locate memory, if anywhere, in the imtligi and in the on-going and
conflicted process of remembering. The most wedivikn expressions of this
designated genre are arguably Holocaust-relatedamalsy for exampleThe

Harburg Monument Against Fascigifigs. 30 a-c) by Jochen Gerz and Esther
Shalev. This is - or was - a pillar of hollow almmm, twelve metres high, covered
in soft lead, in Harburg, Germany, erected withampe at its base that bore the

following message:

We invite the citizens of Harburg, and visitordie town, to add their

names here to ours. In doing so, we commit ouesdie remain vigilant.

As more and more names cover this 12 metre tall éedumn, it will

gradually be lowered into the ground. One dayilitlvave disappeared

completely, and the site of the Harburg monumeatresg fascism will be

empty. Inthe end it is only we ourselves who KGa@ up against injustice

(qtd. in Coombes 2003: 93).
The pillar did indeed get covered with inscriptioras well as graffiti - and was
gradually sunk into the ground from its installatio 1986 until, by November 1993,
a plaque and a glass vitrine through which theofape pillar could be seen were the

only remaining “traces”. As Coombes says, this ument embodies Pierre Nora’'s

assertion of the “trace” as “the primary bearemefaning in contemporary life:
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impermanent, mutating, and fragmentary, referrongut never entirely revealing the
whole of which it is a part” (Coombes 2003: 93he Lost Merproject might be
considered as a variant of a counter-monumens ievibcation yet simultaneous
erasure of the events that it ‘depicts’. Unlike tharburg Monument, however, which
exhorts its viewers tbecomebearers of the “trace” in the sense of “remair][ing
vigilant”, The Lost Memroposes that viewers aatreadybearers of the traces that

mark their bodies and constitute their identities.

These traces relate specifically to the human tossrirred from essentialist male
gender roles; as Emmanuel says, issues of “masling$tarism and patriarchy”
(Emmanuel in Sassen: 2005). These losses of cowlsele, but are not limited to,
deaths, and deaths in war. Althusser (1971: 1&(9ats: “Humanity only inscribes
its official deaths on its war memorials: those wiere able to die on time, i.e. late,
as men.” One of the few things that can be knawmfreading the names of the lost
men is that they were, indeed, men and that, whéda are not the only casualties in
war, it was their gender and its attendant, prbedrmilitary role that caused their
deaths. The way in which Emmanuel has choserstwibe their names is a
temporary and ambivalent rewriting of the “timeksé of their “official” deaths. The
imprinting on the vulnerable male body and the impanent installations that change
and disintegrate can be seen as breaking down kingheontingently visible the
dehumanising expectations and conventions thad lamtl accrue to gendefrhe Lost
Men project is a series of memorials, war memorials,the war to which they are
monuments is also “the only war without memoirsn@morials” (Althusser 1971:
190). For Althusser (1971: 190), this war is theialisation that constitutes gender

identity: “the war humanity pretends it has nevecldred, the war it always thinks it
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has won in advance, simply because humanity ismgptbut surviving this war”.
Since Althusser considers it to be impossible {deast not done) to memorialise
gender in any conventional way, it may be seerppsopriate that the medium
through whichThe Lost Merexplores ‘war’ and ‘loss’ are works of visual Hrat are

grounded in personal and somatic experience.

Arguably, however, public memorials are also ashmatwout allowing forgetting as
desiring to remember (Forty 1999: 8). Forgettmgdt merely an ability but an art,
as Forty and Kuchler's eponymotike Art of Forgettingsserts. The “trace” as the
bearer of meaning is thus particularly apt, behgphysical ‘evidence’ of the
movement between presence and absence. Forty:(@Ppfposes “a history not of
memorials but of amnesiacs” through the charting tgrocess of social forgetting”
in which artefacts become “agents of forgettinggi.relation to monuments, Forty
(2999: 9) outlines four ways in which this socialdetting may be enacted: in
separation (such as in medieval European tombsepegsent the realms of the soul
and the flesh), in iconoclasm (such as the toppingtatues of Lenin in Eastern
Europe at the end of the cold war), in exclusiohdme commemorative artefacts
permit only certain things to be remembered, sgclwar memorials that proclaim
heroism and sacrifice not aggression or futilignd in a tension between

remembering and forgetting.

This tension between remembering and forgettingoeaseen in the installations of
The Lost Men On a personal level, for Emmanuel, the projesiimificance is about

“holding on and letting go®’ In valuing the (apparent) negative, one consitiers
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to forget as much as how to rememberThe LostMen (Grahamstowrg evocation

of historical events, any desire to remember isatited by thdait accompliof
forgetting. The opportunity for remembering thedfics of the events and
experiences in which men in the ‘Frontier Wars'ddies already passed. These men
are lost; their names are empty signifiers, habiegn garnered from selected archival
sources that are known themselves to be inaccanaténcomplete records, for
example, amaxXhosa men are known only through sttyeBritish and Boer men. In
The Lost Men (Mozambiquéig. 20), this point is even more pertinent, and
contemporary, as the Mozambiquan military authesitiave placed a moratorium on
the public release of names of men from the Frelmd Renano political movements
who were killed in Mozambique’s civil war. Thereéo alongside the known names
of South African men killed during South Africanis/olvement in Mozambique,
Emmanuel embossed his skin with the phrase “UnknBuaidier”, repeated in
Shangaan (a local indigenous language) and Podaguemmanuel intersperses
these literally empty appellations with ‘known’ nasnof men who died. In both
works, these deaths aremorablesvents but without memory as Vergés (2003:
353) describes the commemoration of slavery in ¢hrguost-colonies. How can one
remember events that have been already forgotiEanfanuel describes his blind
embossing technique as “seeing and not seéthghis may be seen as relating,
among other things, to Emmanuel’s own lack of muilitexperience, of his telling of
events not only forgotten, but, for him, never eigreced. If these events are “see[n]
and not see[n]”, then, through the installatiore sees that what is visible is what one
cannot see. | see a history that forgets (Forf918), a history that does not save

(Blocker 1999: 134), a narrative that is un(re)picttve (Phelan 1993: 27);
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knowledge that cannot depend upon rediscovery @dut977: 154); | see myself as
lost among countless lost events (Foucault 1975%).1bhe Lost Mens not a project
of historical reclamationThe LostMen (GrahamstowrgndThe Lost Men
(Mozambique)e-animate their sites in the landscape only ifasas they layer its
opacity and destabilises the viewer’s experiendd@fpresent and of him/ herself

within this present.

The Lost Mereveloped conceptually at the time of the natioledlate around
memory, where the Truth and Reconciliation ComroisgirRC) raised issues about,
as Emmanuel puts it, the re-construction of memalpput what one chooses to
remember, to know and not to knétv.The military themes and the specific site for
the installation offhe Lost Men (Grahamstowayolved later. John K. Noyes
considers that Antje Krog's book on the proceedmigtie TRC Country of My

Skull showed that “truth” in South Africa reveals “argal discrepancy between the
gestures of trauma and the language it is spoReiNmyes 2002: 271). This
discrepancy - spacing, difference - occurs in tien in which suffering is

expressed, the relation of truth to language aedithitations of language.

Noyes considers that language fails twice overstlyi it fails because “it recognises
the tautologies of its own interventions” (Noye$920278) or in other words, it fails
because words fail before experience, one caneatksime unspeakable and re-
presentation must always mourn its own inadequdtys failure may be
demonstrated in what Noyes calls an “endemic gn€tthat, for example, he sees as

partially accounting for the failure of the libeedtablishment to speak against
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apartheid before the Soweto uprisings (Noyes 2R99). In this sense, the
proceedings of the TRC succeeded because heraalgagather than sublimating the
individual to the collective experience, revealedénts” where before had been only
“history” (Noyes 2002: 279). He considers critiaiguage to succeed when it
produces events out of history, when it draws gjgeekperience up out of discourse.
Secondly, language fails because “it recognisesithat can be said about another
person’s body cannot be divorced from the expeeai®ne’s own body” (Noyes
2002: 279). It threatens to collapse victim angbpgator, self and other, subject and
object. Yet the refusal to consider “the somataugding of thought” that results in
inhumanity can also be resisted through languaggdhbl2002: 279). As Noyes says
in his interpretation of Adorno’s considerationvdiether thought, poetry and life are
possible after Auschwitz: “When thought confroriits events of bodily experience, it
requires a language that resists the contempldistance that would negate these
events” (Noyes 2002: 279). Foucault’s “effectiveStory similarly urges the
confrontation and collapse of contemplative disgaimcfavour of a proximity to the

body that is inscribed and through which eventsrameed.

Noyes'’s conclusion is that language fails not beeaticannot express the “truth” of
“history” but because it must do so through memasyich is “a performance which
presents itself as the historical at one removedy@é 2002: 280). For Noyes,
memory is “a personalized narrative that definesesp as an organic experience in
the most literal sense, a somatic nagging thatmésnihe speaker of what language
will never be able to say” (Noyes 2002: 280). ‘tdig” is only readable through the
specificity of memory and its “somatic force”, whimust mark the individual’s

position as outside of “history” (Noyes 2002: 280he specificity of individual
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experience thus constitutes but also deconstracisoty”. The oral and written
testimony of memory, as well as its physiologicafigcribed surfaces, forms “traces”
that speak through the individual body, placinglibdy both inside and outside of

discourse.

The inadequacy of the communication of memory éslitihitation of language and
the failure of representation. In the Englistetf Nabokov’s memoir of his
childhood -Speak, Memorythe exhortative verb, which is at once impemtawnd
imploring, attempts to reach through the punctaaise. The unseen - unwritten,
implicit - speaker of the phrase commands “memeg’noun, a thing - to walk itself
backwards into a verb again, to become again ttiegagut of events. It is this
bringing of the past into the present, the trarmsiadf somatic experience into oral
and written testimony that seeks to confirm théuatiedness of experience” (to quote
Mieke Bal) and the “eventedness of events” (as Nasanslates Adorno). But that
implicit speaker is addressing himself, exhortilgdwn memory to speak. The
representation turns on itself just asThe Lost Menthe lost and incomplete names
are read on the artist’s bodf¥he Lost Memoes not conflate private with public
memories and individual with collective experiescemuch as it reads a ‘history’
throughthe artist’s body, historical loss through perdgdoss and pain, and the past
through the present. Rather than reclaiming oedu@vents” out of “history”The
Lost Menmakes visible the selectiveness and misalignnietitmhust be part of the
historical record. ‘History’ here is a subjectnepresentation that, seeking loss and
disappearance, dispossesses the subject thatssitdiet unlike Foucault’'s advocated

“effective” history that is read through and on tezly.
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Conclusion

If memory is seen as a personalised narrativentinigt be spoken through the body
and its subjectivity, if memory is a mental “traca”’symptom of the body’s
materiality, if memory both threatens and promitesdissolution of experience, then
différancehas been invited in, while already inhabiting, tioee of presence and self-
presence. IThe Lost Merproject is a “tacit monument” to losses and exgpares
both remembered and never known, if it is a sexiesemorials that enact those
losses in their own fragmentation, impermanencecamtingency, if that enactment
is also reflective of the ambivalence of how omrelationship to loss changes over
time, thenThe Lost Memay be seen as translating Derrida’s “double m#rét both
marks and erases itself. Like thef différance The Lost Mens its own monument,
in its silent movement that structures dissociaéind characterises the basis of
consciousness, the “double mark” that, while réatseen’ only in its effects or

traces.

Looking at history, landscape, the self and theyltbdoughThe Lost Menone asks
how one affirms presence without making preserdwldoes one see something that
is not there, that disappears? How does one oatrwill or desire such that it annuls
or defers its own effects (Derrida 1973: 136)? Hmes one speak over the spacing,
differing and deferral of signification? Possibbne speakwith the intervals and its
spacing. InThe Lost MenEmmanuel’s body is visibly marked by his concaptu
concerns, his personal relationships with men astdiical losses associated with
masculinity and militarism. Enlarged and fragmengnonymous and inscribed, his

body is visible and unseen. It cannot be madetprbsent; its marking is a tracing,
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the traces tell where it has been, not who itrisits impermanence, it stages itself as
a performance of a marking that un-marks or eréisel. Created by photographing
the process of the temporary imprinting on the badynsformed into an installation
that is intended to disintegrate, the work, andvieeving thereof, is always at a

remove from and in deferment of itself.

If western culture and philosophical theory prigigepresence and self-presence over
absence, and the concern with visibility in “idgnpolitics” is a contemporary
expression of that, then Phelan’s concept of timerfarked” seeks to affirm instead a
sense of subjectivity as an “active vanishing”vajuing the negative and
disappearance. Derridedifféranceis intended to structure dissociation as well as
induce disappearance, through which it exposeltuasry the self-presence of
meaning, subjectivity and the body. This movenwnlifféranceexpresses an active
“non-self-presence” that is ‘seen’ in the “trac&€€oming from a tradition where
physical and ideological difference, carefully meg@and patrolled, was both
accentuated and invented, Emmanuel employs thee'tias the evidence that erases
itself, in order to explore a subjectivity thasisbtle, contingent and an on-going
process. Inthe next chapter, | look more clos¢llyow issues of gender influence the
conceptualisation and representation of this stiljgc | consider how moments of
transition and liminality in male lives, when undenmanuel’s focus that pauses and
holds open these moments, both affirm and alsatsire dissociation from

established social roles and codes.
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CHAPTER THREE

RE-MARKING LIMINAL MALE ‘PERFORMANCES’

Five drawings, titledl), (2), (3), (4) and(5), form part of Emmanuel’s touring
museum exhibitiof ransitiond and represent what Emmanuel sees as transitions or
rites of passage in male identity. (It), a baby boy is circumcised by a surgeon (Fig.
31); in(2), a army recruit’'s head is shaved by a barber @2g.in(3), a Maronite
Catholic bridegroom is crowned by his priest (@8); in(4), a man, rising to make a
speech, is helped on with his jacket by another (ram 34); in(5), people dissolve

as they pass through a train station’s turnstiég. 35). Each drawing comprises five
panels and took six months to complete. Five gamalke up one drawing. Each
drawing, which is three metres in width, took signths to complete. The set of
drawings were bought by the Spier Contemporaryegcttn from plan in 2007.

When exhibited, the box-framed drawings are insthih a specific sequence,
suspended from the ceiling back to back, to be @tkwne at a time by the viewer
who must move around them (Fig. 36). To make tivesges, the artist scratched

with a razor blade into exposed or undevelopedggraphic paper (Figs. 37 a-b).

40 Transitionshas been a four year project of two parts, to epteted in February 2011. Part One,
Paul Emmanuel: Transitioris a touring, solo museum exhibition comprisetheffive drawings of
rites of passage ar8BAl: A Rite of Passaga short, non-verbal, artist’s film documenting tiead-
shaving of new recruits at a South African militiigse. It was exhibited around South Africa in@200
and began its international tour, which is schedltdecontinue over the next three to five yearshat
Smithsonian Museum of African Art in Washington(@n 2010 (see Appendix). Part Two,
Transitions - Prints & Multiplesis a limited edition series of hand drawn andiggdmaniére noire
lithographic triptychs based on theansitionsimages and concepts. From 2011, it is schedoled t
show in several commercial galleries. A booKleansitions which began production in 2010, has
been designated the third part of the overall ptoj@heTransitionsproject is managed by Art Source
South Africa.
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For his images, Emmanuel chooses experiences rhviia feels himself to be
implicated, as a man, as a white South African raarg white gay South African
man?! He works from photographs which he took at eang so that he is both
involved in and excluded from each event that leetonents’. In his subject matter
and his technique, he is concerned with the gerudes which men accept, whether
willingly, consciously or not, with what happensaenan as he undergoes a transition
from one role or state to another, and in how pwasent that transition to the viewer.
He re-interprets traditions of and assumptions ageader by, arguably,

‘performing’ (or staging) the “performativity” ofender. Emmanuel finds the
liminality of subjects during rites of passage ¢ovisual and ‘visible’ representations
of temporal and spatial intervals within socialiaifs that reveal the construction of
male identity to be a process; an on-going prottetsmay be discussed as
“performative” by referring to philosopher JuditlutBer's concept of gender identity
as the accretive and repeated internalisationeofegulated and regulating norms that
produce and govern gendered behaviour. Victor ditsranthropological research
into the liminality that defines subjects durintgs of passage, being “that which is
neither this nor that, and yet is both” (Turner 1:989), becomes central to
understanding why, in these drawings, Emmanues fiblt he works emotionally,
conceptually and technically from a point of fadwr loss in his attempt to represent
- to mark, re-mark, remark on - contemporary maseutentities in moments of
transition and contingency that, for the artisg elnaracterised by an ambivalent

vulnerability.

The ‘Performativity’ of Gender

! Interview with Paul Emmanuel. 19 July 2009, Graktown.
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In Judith Butler’s theory of the “performativity’f gender (see Butler 2006a: 189-
193), an individual’'s gender identity is constitlites a life-long process of socialised
and socialising actions or ‘performances’. Thestant repetition and reiteration of
these gender conventions and expectations becdareafised to the extent that the
subject perpetuates roles s/he is not necessardyesof ‘performing’. These
performances are collectively agreed to, but thie@ment is “tacit” and not
necessarily consciously reflected on, being raghtstrategy of survival within
compulsory systems” (Butler 2006a: 190). If garttien is a learned series of
socially sanctioned actions and responses, th&xperiencing and re-enactment
reinforces and legitimises them, thereby concealieg geneses as constructions,
and ‘naturalising’ them as ritualised social exaesthat structure individual and
public relationships, which connect with the paffirm the present and predict the
future in order to build vocabularies for a poladsand essentialised ‘masculinity’
and ‘femininity’. The repeated enactment of thscdrsive and somatic “corporeal
style” that constitutes gendered behaviour and agpee maintains a heterosexual
hierarchy by becoming the normative behaviour @ghlitbe individual and the
society. Gender identity is thus a stylised effesgulated and self-regulated,

mediated and self-mediated, but also unstable e@dtended.

This theory thus refutes gender as innate andhdisishes socialized gender from
physiological sex. The reiteration produced byrteetition of “sustained social
performances” conceals their geneses as performamukobscures the fact that there
IS no ‘essential’ masculinity or femininity (Butl@006a: 192-3). Butler (1993: 22)

cites Foucault's concept of the body as a “regwaitieal” whereby, as she describes,
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“regulatory power produces the subjects it controlshe materiality of bodies and
their situated gender identities are effects of @oWormed through norms and
conventions. However, while others before Buttarght to expose the construction
of gendef’? Butler denaturaliselsoth sex and gender. Her contention is that the
categories of biological sex are themselves pradoicthe expectations for gender
identities. So in a society that privileges a tetexual hierarchy, expectations about
gender are imposed upon physiological bodies tm€ithem into either male
heterosexual or female heterosexual subjects.b®tg and the subjectivity of a
homosexual or inter-sexed person is disavowed emdered abject under this system,
which only ‘serves’ the bodies that have acknowéstigresence, or, as in Butler’s
eponymous 1993 title, those bodies that mattetth Bex and gender are therefore

learned responses.

The “assumption of sex”, as Butler borrows Lacatisaseology for the process by
which one “assumes” a gendered identity and peiaepf one’s body, is compelled,
not chosen. Gender identity is built, not giveut, this construction does not imply
individual or voluntary agency (Butler 1993: 12)he ‘performance’ of gender, its
“performativity”, is not composed of singular ‘actghich are theatrical, in the sense
of being consciously staged and enacted. In spaetdneory, the “performative” is
“that discursive practice that enacts or produbaswhich it names” (Butler 1993:
13). Butler quotes Derrida’s reformulation of tiperformative”, where he
emphasises that the success of a “performativeantte” is dependant on its

conformity to an iterable model; in other wordssutceeds not through its own

42 5uch as Simone de Beauvoir's assertion in 194%ihais not born but rather becomes a woman or
Joan Riviere’s proposal in 1929 that women perfommmanliness” as a necessary “masquerade”.
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authority or presence, but because it is a neasdarivative citation of an existing

model (Butler 1993: 13). In Derrida’s words:

Could a performative utterance succeed if its fdation did not repeat a
‘coded’ or iterable utterance [...] if it were noethidentifiable in some
way as a ‘citation’? [...] In such a typology, theegory of intention will
not disappear; it will have its place, but fromttphkace it will no longer be
able to govern the entire scene and system ofamiter(Derrida in Butler
1993: 13).
Butler reads “assuming a sex” as enacting a dévevaitationality. For her
“performative acts” are forms of “authoritative spl”, examples of which include
the words of legal sentences, baptisms and mas;iadjeare situations where
statements “not only perform an action, but coaféinding power on the action

performed” (Butler 1993: 225). These are situaionwhich power acts as, in other

words,is, discourse (Butler 1993: 225).

This does not mean, however, that the power fronchvinese laws or citations
derive exists “in a fixed form prior to its citatib(Butler 1993: 14). Rather, the
authority is (re-)produced through its citationsiain as Nietzsche explains the
concept of God, where “the power attributed to grisr and ideal power is derived
and deflected from the attribution itself” (Butt&993: 14). So, for example, the law
that the judge cites confers authority on his oulimg and also (re-)affirms the power
of the law. Equally, arguably, the punitive authoof derivative and value-laden
norms is as evident in the processes of ‘mascudind’‘feminine’ socialisation as in
the ‘more formal’ performative acts outlined aboviéhese structure every aspect of
life - from ‘princes rescue princesses’ to ‘mendi&¢s’ to ‘every woman should have
a night moisturizer’. The discourses of power picElithe subjects that they name

and maintain.
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For Butler, individual subjects (such as the judgd’) do not exist or ‘act’ outside of
or before their actions or utterances, they havéoriginating will”, their

“intention[s]” are always citations. The authordlthese utterances derives from “a
nexus of power and discourse that repeats or mingediscursive gestures of power”
(Butler 1993: 225). We watch and regulate eackrotlie internalise the gaze of the
punitive other. ‘I’ do not exist before | am named before | know myself to be
named, | come into existentt@ough beinghamed; as Butler (1993: 225-6) puts it:
“The discursive condition of social recognition geees and conditions the formation
of the subject: recognition is not conferred omlgjact, but forms that subject.” The
process of the citation of norms is the procesdaitifying with these norms and
maintaining the material integrity of the bodyisit'a citing that establishes an
originary complicity with power in the formation dfe ‘I"”” (Butler 1993: 15). ‘I’ as

a subject, as genderedsubject, where gender is the primary identifiaat@am

formed by having gone through the process of “agsgim sex”, through a

heterosexual hierarchy that allows for certain tdieations and disavows others.

| successfully perform my assumed gender, thergfeinen my intentions and actions
give the superficial appearance of having derivechfmy own ‘will’ yet remain
situated in and drawing their authority from thpeated citation of a prior,
authoritative set of practices (Butler 1993: 22[f).other words: “a performative
‘works’ to the extent that diraws on and covers ovére constitutive convention by
which it is mobilized” (Butler 1993: 227; italica priginal). ‘I’ do not exist outside

of the regulatory norms that constitute my selbnBtheless, | may re-signify power

by citing the law differently, thereby producinglifferently through a reiteration and
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co-option of its power (Butler 1993: 15). Crucyahough, | act from within; my
agency is “a reiterative or rearticulatory practicemanent to power, and not a
relation of external opposition to power” (Butléd9B: 15). | am not outside of, yet
am not essentially determined by, the language ¢émer signifying systems) that
structures me (Butler 2006a: xxvi). These normabée and produce me even as |
resist them; | am implicated in that which | mayliveppose (Butler 1993: 241). ‘I’
identify with the gender whose effects | cite ambtigh which my body is
materialised. Thus, as Foucault (1977: 153) saigf, body can never be stable
enough to serve as a point of identification, eifoe my own ‘unique’ self or as
Butler says, my “originary will”; ‘I am dispossesa of myself in that | am at least

partially aware of my own construction.

‘Performing’ the “Performativity” of Gender

The visual arts have been a rich arena for therogation of gender idealisation and
construction. Emmanuel, too, can be said to ‘parfehe “performativity” of gender.
His imprinting on his body iThe Lost Memmakes visible the regulated process of the
materialisation of the body as the site of an aadrand gendered identity. Similarly,
in the drawings imransitions the staged focus on particular moments, deemitss “r

of passage in male identit§® reveal, not the genesis of gender identity, bet th

process whereby a gendered identity is constructed.

The agency implicit in the assertion of ‘performiifygerformativity” should be

elaborated upon. Butler is concerned that “perédivity” not be conflated with, or

“*Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).
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reduced to, ‘performance’. A ‘performance’ is asoous act that, whether
critiquing or reauthorizing gendered norms, is sthfyjom within “performativity”; as
she makes clear, “performativity” is “a reiteratiof norms which precede, constrain,
and exceed the performer” (Butler 1993: 234). €hme, ‘performances’ of gender
rearticulate and re-signify gendered norms, argbidoing, may be employed either
(sometimes both) to uphold or subvert dominantrostxual imperatives. Butler
discusses the example of drag as ‘performancdseo$igns of gender. Butler sees
drag as undoing the fallacious unity of genderXposing its construction. It does
this by denaturalising the link society assumesxist between physiological sex and
gender identity, as well as the assumed, poladssohctness of two genders, two
assumptions which together dictate that ‘men’ Ismynd, dress and behave
differently from how ‘women’ look, sound, dress dmehave; as Butler (2006a: 187-
8) puts it: “In the place of the law of heteroseu@herence, we see sex and gender
denaturalized by means of a performance which avbeis distinctness and
dramatizes the cultural mechanism of their fabedatnity.” She views the
hyperbole of drag as exposing the unseen hypedidieterosexual performativity; in
her words: “drag brings into relief what is, aftédl; determined only in relation to the
hyperbolic: the under-stated, taken-for-grantedityjuaf heterosexual performativity”
(Butler 1993: 237). The ‘performing’, miming, qirag or citing of heterosexual
performativity is necessary for its subversiong‘tjuestion of subversion, wirking
the weakness in the norimrecomes a matter of inhabiting the practices$sof i
rearticulation” (Butler 1993: 237; italics in origil). The need to re-signify norms
allows for their subversion but also rearticulatesinefficacy of these norms (Butler

1993: 237).
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Steven Cohen, in his drag personas/ performangceaarte said to work the
weaknesses in these norms, to insist on himsekfeagbject that is rejected yet never
discarded. He views his “living art” (his term,\dan der Watt 2004: 5) as both a
confrontation of issues of homophobia and percaptaf masculinity, whiteness and
Jewishness in South Africa, and also as a celelprafi his position within these
categories, as, in his words, a “white, Jewish &&Cohen in Van der Watt 2004:
6). Liese van der Watt describes his performanicie aerms of Muioz’s “terrorist

"4 and Bergman'’s “Strategic Cam{y”.She characterises Cohen’s drag as

drag
confrontational, provocative, excessive and hyplerbdHis various costumes are, as
Van der Watt (2004: 7) says, an eclectic mix ofmaseam and sub-cultural signs,
including corsets, tutus, stilettos and platforrelbgleather fetish wear, gas masks,
military belts, animal horns and heads and a diiderted into his anus, frequently
with lit sparkler attached. His performances asous personas are frequently taken -
“forced” in Van der Watt's term - out of the proted space of the art gallery and into
the public sphere as interventions (Van der Wai42@®). In 1998, for example, in

the interventiorJgly Girl at the RugbyFig. 38), his persona Ugly Girl appeared at
the hyper hetero-normative and masculine Loftusiétd stadium dressed in ginger
wig, feathers, corset, leopard-skin stockings, lolaather gloves and jock strap and
red platform heels and was menaced by on-look@ahen pushes himself and his

own imperviousness by performing with persona®aations that he knows will not

necessarily be receptive to him.

*van der Watt (2004: 7) explains Moz's “terrorist drag” as a form of performativityat

emphasises its “queerness” by drag performers’ajaois or appropriations of symbols from both
dominant/ normative and marginalised/ sub-cultoral’lements.

5 Bergman'’s “Strategic Camp” refers, according tm\der Watt (2004: 7), to artists who “use drag in
its full power to offend audiences, a potentialbyyerful strategy to transgress and disturb therbete
normative categories of bourgeois society”.

101



In 2007, inCleaning Time (Vienna)...a shandeh un a charpethéane and a
disgrace)(Fig. 39), Cohen used the opportunity, having baeited to Vienna for the
first International Festival of Jewish Theaft?e¢p confirm his grandparents’ account
of Viennese Jews being forced to clean the streitstoothbrushes after the
annexation of Austria by the Nazis in 1938. In pesformances, Cohen danced and
cleaned the pavements and streets of the Albeléitiapnd then the Judenplatz and
Heldenplatz in Vienna, each for fifty minutes, wittgiant toothbrush, in a costume
that included a corset, military belt, gas maskmtind dildo, animal horn, authentic
yellow Jewish star from the Holocaust period aratfpfm heels. Claudia La Rocco
describes a video of the performance as: “Peopdien frown, take pictures.
Vehicles come perilously close. Finally a policenmatercedes, helping Mr. Cohen to
his feet in surprisingly gentle fashion. (*Unsdkd co-choreography,” Mr. Cohen
called it.)” (La Rocco 2009). For Cohen, the wizrka visual declaration” intended
to denounce Nazis initiatives that murdered homaalsxwhile it also ironically
“exploits the anti-Semitic myth that would havéhiat Jews are rich, have horns and
hoofs, are monstrous and perverted” (Coherénre Exquis®009)*’ Yet this
hyperbolic self-othering is also a form of selfticrue: noting that the Nazis took care
to strip Jews of and appropriate their possessidoken says, “For me, the diamond
above the anus represents the Jew who is fuckédshywn wealth. An accumulation
of material wealth and thus of power that rapiddgdmes a point of vulnerability”

(Cohen inHeure Exquis€009)*® The artist as self-proclaimed “white, Jewish

8 “|nvited, then uninvited once there” (Cohen 201@ohen went ahead with his performances
without official permission until the police intexded.

47 My translation: t.e coté esthétique de I'oeuvre est ironique etateple mythe antisémite qui
voudrait que les juifs soient riches, aient desesret des sabots, soient monstrueux et pervers [...]
C’est également une déclaration visuelle visanéaahcer les tentatives menées par les Nazis pour
éradiquer les homosexuel@Cohen inHeure Exquis€009).

8 My translation: Pour moi, le diamant au-dessus de I'anus représkenjigif qui se fait baiser par sa
propre richesse. Une accumulation de richessegnedles et donc de pouvoir qui deviennent
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faggot”, as othered and abjected twice over, irees in history as much as in
contemporary culture, particularly perhaps in lmgts packaged for the present. His
performance, according to La Rocco (2009), wasubkd, gruesome: a Holocaust
memorial not as easy to overlook as the tastefmestnonuments in the video’s
background”. With this performance, Cohen soughtiscover whether “self-critical
irony” can approach an engagement with the atraditgenocide and whether
“originality and humour and beauty have any platemone considers the horror of

death and annihilation” (Cohen kteure Exquis@009)*°

Cohen’s vulnerabilities may be those of his audéieneewers may be thoughtful
before his distorted and exaggerated mirror, thghtrbe prompted to question their
own reactions to his performance or he might prevagigression and confirm their
prejudices, they might find him amusing, disconogrtoffensive, irritating and hard
to ignore. As Van der Watt notes, he re-signifissstatus as an ‘invisible’ abjected
being by forcing his presence into and onto thensteeam public. His emphatic
visibility, characterised by defiance and resistatransgresseshe bourgeois, hetero-
normative system, while nonetheless existing iatreh to it and his status within it
as an abjected being (Van der Watt 2004: 6). disisirbanceof it is therefore,

arguably, ambivalent.

At the risk of seeming to generalise, one mightteay Cohen turns outwards while
Emmanuel turns inwards; Cohen works with his chgsasona’s presence - for a

discussion of his work given in Brooklyn, the pragrme described him literally as

rapidement un point de vulnérabilité. Les Natiesatialistes ont détruit les juifs mais ont bieispr
soin d’arianiser leurs richesses et leur patrimdif€ohen inHeure Exquis009).

9 My translation:*Je prends le risque de demander s'il est possitdle@egarder avec une ironie
autocritique I'atrocité du génocide, si I'originadi, I'hnumour et la beauté ont leur place lorsqu’on
reconsidére I'horreur de la mort et de I'anéantisent (Cohen inHeure Exquis€009).
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the “artist’'s presence (in unnecessarily high Hééls Rocco 2009) - and Emmanuel
works with the body’s absence and the traces tlnats left. With both Cohen and
Emmanuel, their hyperbole and ‘performance’ casdid to be irhowthey create

and present their work. Cohen’s hyperbole is sndurporeal presence. Emmanuel’s
hyperbole is in his technique, in its obsessivaeetconsuming, muscle-cramping,

minute, repetitive scratching into paper or plate.

This becomes clear if one considers how Emmanwes thee body’s absence and
traces to ‘perform’ gender “performativity” in réian to his drawingfter-image. In
after-image(Fig. 40), an apparently discarded uniform liethie long grass of what
seems to be open veld. The landscape is thae@tirkfontein archaeological site,
the uniform that of a staff sergeant in the mediceps, bought by the artist from the
shop of the Museum of Military History in Johanneish The image is 200 x 480
cm, created by a technique of scratching into esgp@sgfa photographic paper with a
craft knife, building up the image by working dowanthe exposure of light. The
drawing is sourced from a photograph that was tékete artist after having

arranged and photographed the scene of the unifothe veld.

Although this work is deliberately staged, whatigplays can only be the absence of
the body which, one presumes, once filled out thitotm, which is now its trace.

For the artist, empty clothing speaks stronglyhef absence of the body.Here the
empty clothing’s arguably theatrical or staged ene® in the scene and the fact that it
is demonstrably a uniform (implied by the epauketiad insignia) lends itself to the

guestioning of gender codes, as its apparent abameltt suggests the adoption,

%0 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepe®10.
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discarding, acceptance and transgression of sudgscpossibly more so than in
Emmanuel’s more enigmatic works which include engbyhing in landscapes, such
asAir on the Skir(Figs. 16 a-b). For Butler, theatricality is metcessarily
synonymous with self-display or self-creation (Butl993: 232). She considers that
citation becomes theatrical “to the extent thatiines and renders hyperbolic the
discursive conventions that it also reverses” @utl993: 232). In his representation
of a military uniform, Emmanuel can be said to mitiote, cite - the associations
of, for example, aggression, patriarchy, confornaitgl bodily peril that cluster
around militarism as a signifier. Rather than ezimdy his representation hyperbolic,
however, Emmanuel estranges it from its ‘originasumed or conventional context
and thereby interrogates its symbolic function.e@mnders why it is lying crumpled
and empty in the veld. Emmanuel does not re-couddise it for the viewer. Its
ambiguity maintains the tension in the scene, kéepsiewer looking and the
citations whirling around. This empty uniform doest so much reverse a discursive,
hetero-normative convention as estrange the absgmnplicit wearer from the

conventions that accrue to the uniform as a signdf militarism.

The empty, de-contextualised uniform becomes a@kacostume and its absent
wearer an actor who has stepped out of his ‘roldiin (heterosexual)
“performativity”. This role is arguably ‘performethrough what Lacan calls the
“display” of masculinity. Margaret lversen obseswbat Lacan parallels a feminine
“masquerade” with a masculine “display” (IverserBchmahmann 2010: 66).
Observing the behaviour of male animals, especiatlys, Lacan finds the vulnerable
male body to be defended by display, which involveth camouflage and

intimidation (lversen in Schmahmann 2010: 66). Gafiage, as Iversen explains, is
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a “becoming invisible, like putting on a unifornwhich compensates the wearer for
his “sacrifice of visibility” by his receiving “atiority and rank within a total
hierarchy” (Iversen in Schmahmann 2010: 66). Thimouflage, the movement
between the ‘visibility’ and ‘invisibility’ of theuniform’s wearer and occupant,
enables intimidation through the throwing up - affd of the Lacanian “given-to-be-
seen”, an assumed mask (here, a uniform) thatiohit®s the other and protects the
self (Iversen in Schmahmann 2010: 66).after-image the uniform without the body
that wears it is not camouflage nor allows a “beicmninvisible”; rather, it reveals
the absent body, which becomes (contingently angiatently) ‘visible’. The

empty uniform’s de-contextualisation can be saidydrrow Butler's phrase, to work
weaknesses in norms, allowing for an interrogatibthe ‘roles’ for which it was
made, opening up other, more transgressive pdssiil As Yvette Greslé (2004b:
45) suggests, it could have been discarded duesgrtion or an illicit sexual
encounter; in other words, the empty clothing caidphify a flight from a conscripted
heterosexual role. It is a trace of the man whghiinave worn it and the undisclosed
circumstances under which he might have abanddndebr Greslé (2004b: 46), the
image can be seen as invoking a social, not nylitaattlefield and possibly a
breaking down or challenging of gender codes apeebations so carefully built up

over time.

Clothing, like skin, faces both towards and awayrfrthe body: it covers one’s body,
dresses and conditions one for a role and afffliatee with particular ideologies and
practices, but at the same time it is worn, persahase to, warm from and flavoured
with the skin. The representation, or dis-preg@nrtaof military uniforms, as seen in

the work of Hentie van der Merwe as well as Emmaéansi@vocative because of the
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rubbing together of the epic and the intimate, tdgually complicit positions.
Greslé (2004b: 46) compares the work of these tivstsias interrogating
“performances of masculinity” and the gender idégithat the original uniforms
were (and are) so visually complicit in creating amaintaining. Both the
photographs from Van der Merwe’s exhibitibrappingsand Emmanuel’after-
imagecan be seen as deliberately discarding the malg inoorder, through their
representation of its now empty clothing, to seatwh displayed when there is
nothing to camouflage, and to inhabit, literallye tpractices of its articulations of
gender roles, prompting one to consider “[tjo wématent [...] ‘sex’ [is] a constrained
production, a forcible effect, one which sets i@tk to what will qualify as a body

by regulating the terms by which bodies are andhatesustained” (Butler 1993: 23).

In Hentie van der Merwe’s second solo exhibitidrgppings in 2000, he
photographs uniforms and medals from the MuseuMiliary History in
Johannesburg. Deliberately blurred and croppemdtically lit and coloured, the
uniforms, photographed on headless mannequingnapéy although filled out. They
are deliberate disguises:skins’ which men assume; in these photograptes, th
ideological imperatives which they serve are fooegded by obfuscating them. In
an artist's statement, Van der Merwe says thaexmgbition explores notions of
white masculinity in a current and historical SoAfhican context, and how violence,
perpetuated by men, is justified through the visual representational manifestations
of manufactured ideologies (Van der Merwe in Sr2ill00). The nineteenth and
twentieth century uniforms that he photographedoarasily be visually identified;

it is to the precise labels that one turns in ordiially to contextualise them. In

®1 The phrase is T.S. Eliot's from ‘The Hollow Men’.



Cape Mounted Rifles (Dukes) Bandsmen (1913-1@:26) 41), the lighting and
blurred exposure deliberately re-stages or repteska uniform and thereby
emphasises it as a costume for the ‘performancaofasculine’ role. The
‘bleeding’ together of the colours of the image egms to mourn the violence and the
absurdity of the ‘performance’ that attends thie rthe ‘performance’ of the military
parades etc in which the bandsmen would have plagedhportant role as well as
their role in active combat. These uniforms andeied, “trappings”, in that they are
not ‘natural’ but the outward signs that work tastitute roles which ‘trap’ or
confine their players and those affected by th@&y pushing the uniform out of
focus, the ‘masculine’ role is likewise denaturadisand revealed to be performance.
The way in which Van der Merwe photographs theamifs also looks again and
differently at a public site (the Museum of MiliyaHistory and their policies of
display), as Smith (2000) points out. Similarlynanuel makes one look again at
an unidentifiable landscape that could have bdesttteground, that is literally (once
one knows the place to be Sterkfontein where anibgeal excavations have found
hominid fossils) a place that is layered with hurh&tory and the intimations of

early socialisation.

The ambiguity of the scene keeps one looking atatpreting. One is meant to ask
what happened here, and to surmise but not to kti@wyork’s title is, after all,
after-image An after-image, as a physiological effect ofais is, according to
Phelan (1993: 14) “a shadow of an image which raman the retina for a brief
second after the image has actually vanished fhenvisual field”. Vision, as Phelan
says, is never “complete” and thus no guaranté@moiviedge (Phelan 1993: 14).

Seeing is an infinite deferral, a trace of itskéttfalls forwards. Emmanuelster-
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imageis literally an image that has been drawn fromtlagoimage, a photograph of a
scene the artist set up. Emmanuel did not digihleyhotograph he took of the
uniform that he had arranged in the landscapenstead chose to spend months
drawing it by scratching into a nearly 2 x 5 mediece of photographic paper. The
hyperbole of the technique seems to invest the eéwéth a weighty, albeit
ambiguous, immanence. The drawing is as much dimwtt was made as about
what it depicts. The eye moves hypnotised overgatsl lost in the endless grass but
it also snags on each blade or incision. The eiéewot unlike the fields of obsessive
marks that form the impressions of the opening paj€athexis which could be
either galactic or microscopic in scale. The seale technique ddfter-imageboth
shrink and enlarge - destabilise - the viewer. Jike of the work and the
obsessiveness of the technique evoke the monuntgmi@hventionally considered
appropriate for depictions of wars and battlefiel&sit the work does not
contextualise this monumentalit@fter-image'performs’, first, ambivalence.
Discourses of power might produce the subjectsttieat name, but iafter-image in
this moment, one sees a subject who is absenthoihas absented himself. As the
after-effects and traces of undisclosed actioregted with a technique that draws out
a moment of loss or escape, rather than a singiside and disclosed everifter-
imagecan be said to mourn the on-going process, histbaind contemporary, of the

socialisation that produces constricted gendesrole

Both Emmanuel and Van der Merwe can be said tddpaf masculinities in their
representations of them, as Greslé (2004b: 46)esugy but it is not necessarily so

easy to ‘perform’ male. Van der Watt draws on tlutlialberstam’s discussion of

%2 Greslé also discusses Luan Nel in her articleftPerances of Masculinity’.



drag king contests to note, as Halberstam doets;ghegorming male” is difficult as
it involves “performing less” (Van der Watt 2004: 8/Nhite masculinity may
arguably be characterised by non-theatricality @edependent on “a relatively stable
notion of the realness and naturalness of botimide body and its signifying effects”
(Halberstam in Van der Watt 2004: 8). dfter-image Emmanuel may be seen as
“performing less” to such an extent that he “perffg] male”withoutits body. He
‘performs’ with its absences. Its visible abseasserts its presence, a presence
decontextualised and estranged from the gendemeasniato which it otherwise
might have fitted. However, it is not only withssmces that Emmanuel works. In
The Lost MerfFigs. 19a - 22d), the male body, his own and ieapbthers, is
represented as present only in so far as it isitheof citation and marking, whose
constitutive appropriation erases it. Phelan awige

Cultural reproduction takes she who is unmarkedrandarks her,

rhetorically and imagistically, while he who is rked with value is left

unremarked, in discursive paradigms and visuaddielHe is the norm

and therefore unremarkable; as the Other, it isrdfem he marks

(Phelan 1993: 5).
To ‘perform’ or to represent this value-laden yetamarkable male norm is to
“perform less”, to represent less, in order therebseveal its disconnections and

inadequacies.

As an example of performance art that “performs’légan der Watt discusses Peet
Pienaar’s ‘living sculptures’, which in executioredahe antithesis of Cohen'’s self-
titled “living art”. Responding to the nation-wideneration of the hyper-masculinist
ideals embodied in the 1996 Rugby World Cup, heslré up as a Springbok rugby

player and posed silently and still for hours iblispaces from the South African
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National Gallery to shopping malls (Fig. 42). hkerformed’ “performativity”,
played a part in order to reveal it as a perforreartde ‘performed’ himself, what he
appears ‘to be’ (what he looks like - a white Sotican man), what he ‘is’ (or was
- he was once a provincial rugby player), his ‘diaghe more quietly effective
because it is not assumed to be an assumed s&astume. He marks himself, he
reveals ‘himself’ as other to himself, or the ralleat society assumes he adopts, as
possibly other to himself. And appropriately, Béunremarkable” in the sense that
he was, literally, ignorable: people would pass tiithout realising that he was not,
in fact, a statue, or a performance artist. Thgehyole of Pienaar’s drag is a direct
reflection of the hyperbole of masculinist idedlis, performing less makes them
more. Cohen marks himself, or his personas, aglifexted element in his
performances where ‘himself’ is a confirmation aedebration of many prejudices
about homosexual and Jewish men; Pienaar propesesherness of masculinist,
heterosexual roles. Cohen makes visible whatdddr or unacknowledged by
heterosexual, bourgeois society and discourseaRranakes visible what is already
visible but, as an unremarked norm, is ‘invisibl&he quoting of gender norms,

either hyperbolic or realistic, intentional or noan undermine as well as uphold a

hetero-normative, patriarchal system.

How then does Emmanuel, by performing less, woekwkakness in an
unremarkable norm? By staging (representing) asen rites of passage, he reveals
them as already staged (theatrical, ‘performanceieir visibility is re-marked. In
rites of passage or transition, Emmanuel finds fgadh dissolution; the five drawings
from Transitions(Figs. 31-35) are his holding open of these mosehtiminal in-

betweenness. The situations the drawings repraseithe time-consuming
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technique he uses to create them are his attenapistwer his own question: “Why
was | so powerfully drawn to and transfixed by thdsamatic spectacles of subtle

change and moments of suspended possibility andssitpility?">®

According to Butler: “Gender is neither a purely@sic truth, conceived as ‘internal’
and ‘hidden’, nor is it reducible to a surface app@ce; on the contrary, its
undecidability is to be traced as the play betwesithe and appearance” (Butler
1993: 234). If the “performativity” of gender che said to be visible as the after-
effects of ‘performances’, as traces, in the pleween psyche and appearance,
inside and out, presence and absence, both aidnehen it exists in-between all
categories. Emmanuel finds and works weaknessgsrnder norms by identifying
and (contingently, partially, obsessively) openimgmoments of dissolution and
transition within them. The rites of passage améhial moments that Emmanuel
focuses on exist both within and outside of themsthat structure and determine
them, thereby revealing the constructedness oftitgiehere discussed specifically as

gender identity and the roles that men inhabit.

Liminal Rites of Passage

In his exhibitionTransitions Emmanuel focuses on rites of passage and liminal
moments in order to reveal “the under-stated, tdkeigranted quality of
heterosexual performativity” (Butler 1993: 237)iskdhosen rites of transition occur
within a hetero-normative culture and, while theguably affirm heterosexual

imperatives and encourage the production of hetered subjects, they can be said to

%3 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).
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speak of transitions in men'’s lives without speglspecifically to sexual

orientation>* Emmanuel, in his artist's statements, interviewd press releases
speaks consistently of “white male identity”. Hiemtifies rites of passage in a range
of events, choosing those that, to him, compelirzgid visually “explore how the
construction of male identity happens and how jtégpetuated by generations”.

For Emmanuel, all these rites of passage spedietpdssibilities and impossibilities
of his own life, marking life-changing events that himself has or could have

experienced, might or never will experierite.

Before considering how Emmanuel’s engagement wighritualistic behaviour that
forms male identities is expressed in the ritegasfsage on which he focuses, it is
worth reviewing in some detail the concept of liality in the context of rites of
passage by referring to the anthropological reseafr®/ictor Turner®’ In light of
this, | can then discuss the five drawings froransitionsand propose that in his
treatment of both subject matter and medium, Emmlasiconcerned with
articulating contemporary masculine identities &ynterpreting traditions,

stereotypes and assumptions about gender.

Based upon his observations of the Ndembu of Zanihiener examines society as a
model in which people co-exist in a “structure ogpions” (Turner 1967: 94). These
positions include “place, state, social positiod age” (Turner, 1967: 94); one calls

oneself a student, soldier, child, adult, singleymed and so on. But one periodically

* Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktwn.

%5 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).

%8 |nterview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktown.

*" It should be noted that | am referring to thisearsh selectively. While acknowledging that his us
of Arnold van Gennep’s ideas to theorise the lirhisaery important and has influenced my own
thinking, | would wish nevertheless to distance affygom the primitivising tendency that underpins
some of Turner's arguments and expressions.
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changes states, and Turner identifies the “riteavfsition” or “rite of passage” as
indicating and constituting these changes in siagtatus as well as the entry into a
“new, achieved state” (Turner, 1967: 88)The changes marked include culturally
defined life-crises such as birth, puberty, magiagd death, but may accompany any
change from one state to another (Turner 1967:)94FBe rite of transition gives
“outward and visible form to an inward and concapfurocess” (Turner 1967: 96).
The rite lays the emphasis on the transition itsather than on the states between
which it takes place and contains “few or nonehefattributes of the past or coming

state” (Turner 1967: 96).

Turner draws on Arnold van Gennep’s identificatadrihree phases in rites of
transition: separation (or detachment), margirlioen) and aggregation (or
consummation and reintegration). The separationeggregation phases are
concerned with subjects’ detachment from and rgnatéon into the social structure,
in other words, their relationship to the socialisture. In the liminal phase,
however, subjects are “unstructured”, where “[tjlegindition is one of ambiguity

and paradox, a confusion of all the customary categ’ (Turner 1967: 96). Subjects
are “no longer classified and not yet classifiedd dneither living nor dead [and also]
both living and dead” (Turner 1967: 96). Liminglis characterised by this “peculiar
unity”, being “that which is neither this nor thand yet is both” (Turner 1967: 99).

Turner finds initiation rites, whether into socméturity or cult membership, to be

%8 The words “ritual”, “ceremony” and “rite of tranisin/ passage” may in common parlance be used
interchangeably but for Turner, a “ritual” is trémsnative and refers to forms of religious behaviou
associated with social transitions (such as bptinerty and death), while a “ceremony” is
confirmatory, referring to religious behaviour asated with social states (such as those of palitic
and legal institutions). A “rite of passage” inalies and constitutes these transitions betweessstat
Butler uses the terms “ritual” and “ritualised”anrdemotic way to describe repeated or habituated
actions, in contexts not necessarily religiousifdsocial rituals”). | take my cue from Emmanugel’
own usage of “ritual” and “ritualised” which is der to Butler's usage than Turner’s. By “ritual”
Emmanuel means iterable actions, everyday or fased| invested, consciously or unconsciously,
with significance, which may include, but are rptited to, religious activity.
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exemplars of transitional rites due to their welirked and extended liminal phases
(Turner 1967: 95). The liminal period of a ritetdnsition is for neophytes a
culturally complex time, “a stage of reflection” dmeir society and that which creates
and sustains them (Turner 1967: 105). Duringithenhl phase, the metaphors of
dissolution, undoing and decomposition are appbedeophytes (Turner 1967: 96).
Subijects are physically or corporeally visible suticturally or socially invisible

(Turner 1967: 97).

It is these transitory ritualised spaces of noiitafion and liminality that fascinate
Emmanuel; he describes them as “spaces in whicareisrin the process of changing
his status, with one foot in one world and the othenother®® In order to consider
how Emmanuel expresses these liminal spaces armahé#nacteristics to which he is
drawn during these liminal phases, | shall begithhiis comment: “In all of the
drawings, the person undergoing the ritual is antnys, yet | show the intimate
spaces of their bodies, areas reserved for lovEns. drawings are a little voyeuristic;

intimate but not intimate” (Emmanuel in Bosman 2008

The anonymity of the subjects, or the lack of digtiishing facial features and

identity props, can be said to portray Turner’sestation (1967: 97) that in a liminal
rite of passage, the subject has physical butowakexistence and cannot, therefore,
be recognised by others. There is little or najhimcontextualise these subjects
before or after the moment in which they are regaméed; it is this suspended space of
transition on which Emmanuel focuses, as doesitthef passage described by
Turner (1967: 96). For example, (®) (Fig. 35), in this space where strangers

commute collectively, physical closeness frequentiyresponds with psychological

%9 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).
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distance between passengers. Other people ameisible as smoke and as little
acknowledged: they have physical but not sociadterice. The infant ¢i.) (Fig. 31)
is the exception, but as Emmanuel says, by the hienlgad completed the drawing,
months after the photographs were taken, the babglkeable face and self had

developed and transformed, the portrayed face alidmger in fact exist’

It is not only the subjects who are themselves wmaus in their transitions; it is the
moments of transition themselves. Emmanuel’s @ofaites of passage suggests
that he, as Turner (1967: 94-5) does as well, densithat these liminal moments are
not necessarily clearly socially sign-posted. Eitons can be hidden in plain sight,
so accepted that they are disregarded, such(d¥(iRig. 34),where a man, putting on
his jacket to address guests at a dinner partyn@ssa mantle of authority, donning
the vestments appropriate to the occasion andfiiig o It is not co-incidental that
casual viewers have interpreted this figure to peiest officiating at a ceremofiy.

In (5) the site of the turnstiles at Park Station in Jolesburg is liminal; when getting
permission to take photographs at the station, Emueldearnt that one platform is
administered by Metro Rail, the other by a privaiecompany. But neither
organisation claims responsibility for the areansen the two platform®. This
physical space has the “peculiar unity” of the halj being literally “that which is
neither this nor that” (Turner 1967: 99). It ifrainal space hidden in plain sight,
compelling in its banality, disconcerting in thalieation that one crosses thresholds,
literal or psychological, of which one is possildy.the time, imperfectly aware.

Emmanuel suggests that transitions in male liveg Ineaunseen and thus

% Interview with Paul Emmanuel. 19 July 2009, Grakiwn.
®1 Interview with Paul Emmanuel. 19 July 2009, Graktwn.
%2 Interview with Paul Emmanuel. 19 July 2009, Graktwn.
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unacknowledged. In these circumstances, such(@3amd(5), it is the artist who
‘performs’ more, revealing the transition withirgaotidian activity and its ritualised

quality that for him renders it a rite of passage.

Some rites of passage, however, are more formaliged Turner, the function of a
rite of passage is to draw a line in the sand,aoknor alter the body and to prise open
a space for the enactment and acknowledgemené afulhject’'s change in social
status by the subject and his audience and socidtg.rite of passage confirms as
well as facilitates the transition. Such a ritgpagsage might be seen(®) (Fig. 32),
the recruit’'s head shaving af®) (Fig. 33), the ‘crowning’ of the bridegroom during
the wedding ceremony. [2)( the visual and emotional expression of the itams
from civilian to soldier, named person to forcev8ss number, is expressed for the
young recruit as his head is shaved. His formemtity is shed as his hair falls away.
For the artist, the head-shaving of military retsan masseavas the first rite of
passage he chose and for him the most powerfutoneeptually. If the
“performativity” of gender proposes an identity stituted by the accrued and
reiterated enactment of normative behaviours, gwemy ‘stage of identity’ or ‘status’
can be said to be contained within, or arise frothers. Turner describes rites of
passage as marking “the reformulation of old elemannew patterns” (Turner,
1967: 99). Taryn Cohn (2008: 85) notes that tha terowning’ would apply to the
priest’s ‘crowning’ of the bridegroom in the Lebaeevedding ceremony ¢(38), as

well as to the confirming of a monarch’s authorég,well as to the moment an
infant’s head appears during labour. This focusitels of passage is not therefore to
imply that ‘identity’ is to be reduced to a serggliscrete and unitary ‘states’ of

being flipped through in the progression of a Igkjed together by a rite of passage.



Emmanuel chooses to represent men at times améaes where, for him, their
liminality is characterised by vulnerability, anangy and their physical and
psychological interaction with other men. For Bu{{2006b: 26), one’s body is and
is not one’s own in the struggle to reconcile tegrée of autonomy that one might
have over one’s body, where vulnerability and ageappear to be conflicting
elements, and the body appears to be “a site abbcjty at once assertive and
exposed” (Butler 2006b: 20). Butler finds thajdfls and vulnerability seem to
follow from our being socially constituted bodiestached to others, at risk of losing
those attachments, exposed to others, at riskoténie by virtue of that exposure”
(Butler 2006b: 20). These socially constitutedibsgwhich, as Foucault claims, are
marked and inscribed by the events that have madi@lao broken them, which are
produced and maintained by regulated norms thrgegider “performativity”, are
also, for Butler, the starting points for “re-imamig the possibility of community on

the basis of vulnerability and loss” (Butler 20080).

As Emmanuel observed, the anonymity of the subjmetises them vulnerable: the
nape of the neck, the side of the face, the psregposed. The inverse is also true:
the vulnerability of the subjects makes them anamysnin that all bodies and selves
are equally able to be hurt. In these momentsatio&ymity and liminality of the
subjects allows them to exceed the frames whickagothem, the ‘ritual’ which they
are undergoing. The transitional rite might faatk and confirm the change in status
but it is the outward form to an internal, conceprocess, as Turner (1967: 96)
specifies. If one accepts that in these momenisrar change takes place, or is

confirmed to have taken place, for the subjecis, bt readily seen on and from the
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outside. In these moments, they are “neither tiasthat, and yet both” (Turner
1967: 99). This is one of the reasons why theseemts for the viewer are, as
Emmanuel says, “intimate and not intimate”. Thergmity and liminality of the
subjects is reflected in the settings; the briefisik of context suggests the rite of
passage depicted but the ambiguous obscurity fetimg reflects the indeterminacy
of the subject’s liminality. The settings may beerpreted as inner, psychological

landscapes.

The five drawings fronTransitionsmight be compared to Vilhelm Hammershgi’'s
many paintings of women alone and without obvicaisative. Both artists,
arguably, use settings external to the sittersiggast the inner landscapes of their
anonymous subjects. In Hammershditerior, Strandgade 3(Fig. 43), the slight
curve to the left of the subject’s position is rafael in that of the passage through the
open door to the rooms beyond and the chink of figim the window as if the
viewer were venturing into the subject’s inner gsacHowever, the viewer is
destabilised, caught in-between positions, becslierealises that there are two
different perspectives viewing the scene: the woarahthe table are seen from
above and the door and passage from floor-levke iflhage becomes opaque, the
viewer unsure of how or from where to read it. ilifar opaque undecidability is
evident in Emmanuel’s drawings. In the head shgwii(2), there is no depth of field
to describe space and the barber’s blurred moverdeawn from slow exposure
photographs, cannot describe time. The subjantisdlity is reflected in the setting;
one cannot ‘see’ or contextualise the subject amgrtitan one can see his
surroundings. What Emmanuel gives the viewere¢e’ss the in-between process
when a subject is neither and both, the momentswsition from one role or state to

another.



In the work of both Emmanuel and Hammershgi, tleever appears to be
simultaneously invited yet rebuffed. Hammershf#isale figures are unsettling
because theglo nothing, maybe thegppearto be doing nothing. When the artist’s
wife Ida models, she stands or sits at the pianalbes not play, she stands in a
doorway or by a window, she sits in a chair, alnadsiays seen from behind. One
explanation for this story-less stillness wouldt&t she is only ever a formal element
within works whose primary concerns are pictor@inposition and a study of light.
Yet one might also say that her lack of ‘female dstitity’ is reflected in the rooms’
own cool minimalism, that because she so demongtdales nothing within domestic
spaces, she ‘performs’ not a contemporary ‘femiyifiut its absence. Her imperfect
miming of a role jars or de-temporalises the s@ropens an opportunity for its
subversion. Virginia Woolf (1929: 111) quipped Wrthat a book is deemed
important by critics if it deals with war and insi§cant if it deals with the feelings of
women in drawing-rooms. Hammershgi represents womedrawing-rooms, but
without ‘visible’ feelings beyond an apparentlydnstable self-containment. In what
can be seen as a related inversion, Emmanuel eptsescenes that could be
associated with war and a confident and aggressageulinity, such as an epic
battlefield inafter-imageor a military recruit in(2), but he does so with an intimate
and nuanced focus that shrinks a battlefield testhe and immediacy of a drawing-
room, and pushes the interaction between a barka aecruit into a liminal no-
place. In so doing, Emmanuel, to rework Phelahispe, re-marks, not the female,

but the unremarked norms which come to signify ngatity.
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Unlike Hammershgi's subjects however, Emmanueksrat alone in their
anonymity and liminality. In the first four rited passage, hands administer; men
touch other men. One feels the intimacy of reagbt to another living body that
has warmth and weight; the swirls of movement ftbenslow exposure photographs
may also be read as heat signatures from the iparis’ bodies. One feels the
mutual co-operation in their performance of a tagikere the subject submits,
apparently willingly, to the administration. Artémse yet temporary (or because

temporary) intimacy or community is establishedhiese moments.

The administration of the other, arguably, is netsgnted as hostile; pain and
coertion are not evident in the images. Neverfiglthe subjects, shown from
behind, are vulnerable to attack. As Emmanuelmiesk it is the voyeur’s prurience
that intrudes; the watcher - the witness - is isgdynimplicated in a scene that is
“intimate but not intimate”. Emmanuel titles thexdings simply(1), (2), (3), (4),

(5); as he says, like the rhythm of a dance step gadewo and...§*> This analogy
evokes the rhythm and negotiated movement arouddberween the artist and the
subjects, both at the events and in their recneatttmmanuel describes how, at each
event, he felt himself to be a participant as \&elh witness, yet also knew himself to
be an outsider with a camera. Paradox is theiposif both subject and witness: the
subject because he is in a liminal state; the wirmcause s/he ‘sees’ the physical
body and yet cannot ‘see’ the subject’s inner iteoms Nonetheless, change is
negotiated in the witness as well as in the subjEctmanuel’s preconceptions about
particular rites of passage underwent transformai®he witnessed the circumcision

depicted in(1) and the recruit’'s head shaving(@j; expecting trauma, violence and

%3 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 24 Oct2bes.
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resentment, in the events that he attended, helfoane. Emmanuel’s drawings do

not portray resistance; his subjects appear pdgsivaccept these transitions.

Emmanuel arranged to photograph and film the hbadiisg of new recruits to the
South African National Defence Force at the thiodit® African Infantry battalion
(3SAl) in Kimberley, one of the only two militaryabes in South Africa that still
perform this rite of passage on the premises (rdktaa giving each recruit a chit to
go to a barber). This head shavergmassecombined with landscape imagery and
intense observation of small moments of the prodessis the content of
Emmanuel’s fourteen minute artistic documen@®Al: A Rite of PassageAs noted
in Chapter Two, Emmanuel himself did not have tdgren compulsory military
service because he was born in Zambia, unlike otbst white men during the years
of apartheid in South Africa. His experience ofitaiy service was through the
stories of his older brother and friends, who désct their head shavings in the
1980s as “feeling dehumanised, lots of shoutingjffierence, bigotry and feaf*
Today, recruits are still ‘state property’ with assigned force number; Emmanuel
needed to acquire permission from the base commamdién and photograph, not
from the recruits whom he features themselves. theeatmosphere, as he
experienced it, was not what he had been expecfifigere were] quiet lawns with
well tended flower beds full of roses; lines ofméts waiting patiently. No shouting.
No authoritarianism. No evidence of the violergdking down of the human
spirit.”®® The reason for the difference might appear sétfemt: post-apartheid
South Africa no longer requires military servicerfr its citizens and therefore any

recruits (of any ‘race’), while still possibly selgjt to economic or familial coercion,

%4 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).
5 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).
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are volunteers. Emmanuel finds that rites of pgessaay change over time to reflect

altered roles and requirements of men within sgciet

The baby boy’s circumcision ¢1) was another rite of passage where Emmanuel’s
expectations were confounded, not least becawgasinot invested with any
ritualised or other significance. Circumcisiongirees in South Africa are
controversial, frequently associated with the atitin rites of young black men and,
as publicity material for the exhibition ‘Circumeis, Circumscribed’ (Axis Gallery
2003) summarises the situation, “provok|[e] battlesr traditionalism and modernity,
and about race and representation”. In termseofépresentation of circumcision in
South Africa, white documentary photographers (;axBteve Hilton-Barber) have
been accused of exploiting the black communitiesselsecret rituals they publicly
displayed, artists have staged circumcisions (Tlekolsi Goniwe has filmed a
graphic performance that appears to enact an ansaXiccumcision ritual, displayed
with large digital stills of the apparent circumois) and artists have performed
circumcisions on themselves (Peet Pienaar had Hiomiseumcised in an art gallery
in 2000 and exhibited his severed foreskin). ®prasentation of circumcision is
fraught, synonymous perhaps, with controversy amdrontational imagery. In the
circumcision of(1), however, there is little trauma or confrontatithrere is no blood,
it is a baby that has been sedated and thus &trtedeels no pain. The hand in its
surgical glove and its precise movements and imstnis suggest that this
circumcision takes place in a hospital, which @.dOnly the surgeon and Emmanuel
were in the operating theatre for the proceduree drtist says that there were no
avowed religious or specifically cultural reasoasthe circumcision nor were there

any ritualised proceedings to denote it as a fifgagsage; the baby, whose parents

12¢



are friends of Emmanuel, was circumcised “to be ad"®® It is Emmanuel who

has retrospectively invested it with the signifioatwhich, in the time it was
happening, it did not appear to have. The netyrafith which Emmanuel presents a
procedure surrounded by accrued traditions and@eersy has its own precise and
graphic immediacy that is infused with a subtle tonig of tenderness and violation as

the surgeon touches the baby’s hand before hdlwifsreskin.

Dissolution and Loss

Emmanuel’s selection of the photographs which bectra panels of each drawing
and his incising technique in the representationi®fites of transition is a process of
trying to decide what he has seen and what it me&he ambivalence and ambiguity
that may be interpreted in the subjects’ anonyiauity the situations’ deliberately
limited contextualising information is a reflectiohtheir liminality but also of the
artist’s relationship to the subjects, as “intimatg not intimate”, both during the rites
of passage and in his laborigusst-factunrecreations of them. Emmanuel’s interest
in these transitional spaces thus focuses on \Wbgtdre, how they work, and his own

position in relation to them. As he says:

What was | actually witnessing? What is a “RitdPassage” and how
have similar ‘rituals’ helped to form and perpetuatentities and belief
systems throughout history? Why was | so poweyfdithwn to and
transfixed by these dramatic spectacles of subt&ge and moments of
suspended possibility and impossibilft{?

Forming and undoing are closely related in thesmerds of vulnerability and

dissolution for which Emmanuel looks, moments whesgposed, the self comes

% Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktwn.
7 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008).
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undone and the body, anonymous, is known and clathgeugh its ritualistic
interaction with others. Dissolution as a metaphdrequently applied to subjects
during the liminal phase of a rite of passage (€uyrtt967: 96). This dissolution is
accompanied by growth and transformation (Turn®8,7199). Such dissolution may
be interpreted i5) (Fig. 35), where individuals are not only anonysibut
genderless and bodiless. If the five drawings@ae as representing consecutive
liminal stages of a man’s identity, then the finak,(5), can be seen metaphorically
as representing death, limbo, even the contempeigrivalent of crossing (and re-
crossing) the River Styx. Emmanuel, however, bebg¢5) depicts “dissolution
rather than death” (Emmanuel in Croucamp 2008)i@pfately enough, considering
that in a rite of passage a subject is conceivédeither living nor dead [and also]
both living and dead” (Turner 1967: 96). Arguabtythis drawing, dissolutiois
transformation; in all the drawings, the ‘achievethef a liminal state is both the
process and the intended result, as it is on thpeswded transition that the artist

invites the viewer to concentrate.

A different perspective on the liminality of comrmg might be Santu Mofokeng’s
Train Churchseries, such &upplication(Fig. 44). These photographs document
South African workers, during the States of Emecgean the 1980s, whose daily
commutes between Johannesburg and Soweto ensatddrt hours of each day
were spent in this liminal no-place. As Bronwynil-®iljoen observes, resistance to
such enforced liminality can be seen in the creadio'church trains’ during long

train journeys where communities were formed aritedrin religious observance
such as services, singing, praying and the layingfdiands (Law-Viljoen 2008). As
she notes: “The spiritual atmosphere of the trainmath a release from and a reminder

of oppression” (Law-Viljoen 2008). Worshippersgignify spaces and periods of
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time that has been appropriated from them; as Lédjweén (2008) phrases it, “the
commuting believers try to undo this loss.” Simitathe representation of these
communities, for Mofokeng, is to be seen in paditi,erms (Law-Viljoen 2008).
Something similar might be said of the events Bratmanuel depicts and of how he
does so. Because he chooses to represent mansitinal rites, between socially
acknowledged stages of identity, he allows the eiet® become aware of these
events as constructions that work to build collegti-informed notions of
masculinity. The images are not prescriptive havegne may decide for oneself
what is happening in each drawing and one’s owati@as to it. In the work of both
Emmanuel and Mofokeng, the relationship betweerphiatographer and his subjects
is ambivalent. In Mofokeng's photographs, as Lailye¢n (2008) comments, there
IS “no registering of the viewer as either intrudeparticipant”. The photographer -
and the viewer - is unacknowledged or “barely appneled” (Law-Viljoen 2008).
This “omniscience” of the artist can be said toyd#re viewer a place before the
image as much as it allows for protected and undedesiewing, contributing to an
atmosphere of “tense ambivalence”, as Law-Viljo2®0@) puts it, or “seeing and not
seeing” as Emmanuel has described his work, whiahacterises the documentation

of the rituals.

The idea of starting from a point of loss, failared inadequacy is repeatedly
emphasised by the artist. Emmanuel desciibbassitions for example, as “an
attempt to hold onto a moment that has alreadyeshiiito something else”
(Emmanuel in Croucamp 2008) and has indicatedhisantention, in the drawings
and the film3SAIl: A Rite of Passagbat together form the exhibitioFransitions is
“to capture that liminal moment when somethingharging from one thing to

another... a man changing from one thing to anotheomething impossible to
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capture” (Emmanuel in Croucamp 2008)This intention is enacted in the process of
scratching in the drawings. The five drawings &ppe be photographs but in reality
have been scratched, laboriously and obsessively,ghotographic paper with (a
succession of) razor blades. In their executiogy express the paradox and
impossibility of capturing such fleeting and indeténate moments. People
frequently, possibly dismissively, assume thatdievings are photographs and/ or
that the images were somehow projected onto therfag*hotography as a medium
emphasises the relationship between absence asehpeein that every photograph
documents a lost present or moment in time, bEnmanuel’s work, if the drawings
are assumed to be photographs, what is ‘lost’ mseen’ in the initial or a superficial
looking at the images is the hand-incising procddse images thus hide in plain
sight. Norman Bryson (1983: 131) asserted thatstioelld concentrate on the
process of painting, on the individual brushstrokdsich would break down the
illusion of mimetic wholeness by revealing the Hinb up or creation of the work.
Similarly, literally, with Emmanuel’s work, focusinon the incising process reveals

the images both technically and conceptually.

Scratching into exposed photographic paper, Emmawris backwards. He creates
tones by scratching away the black emulsion andhfiratesimally thin rust-coloured
middle layer to the ‘base colour’ bare white pdpemeath. Literally, he works down
to light, learning, as he says, “to control thegass of drawing with light”

(Emmanuel in Croucamp 2008). This scratching/ digwechnique was also used to

makeafter-image(Fig. 40). Of that work, Emmanuel likewise debes “drawing

%8 ‘Conversations on the Transience of Light Betwéedré Croucamp and Paul Emmanuel’ in
Emmanuel’'s unpaginatéfansitionscatalogue is formatted without capital letters aiitth ellipses
between phrases. In my quotations, | have addetbtmer for ‘I’ and retained the latter.

%9 Email correspondence with Paul Emmanuel, 8 Sepe2®10.



with light” in the incising into the photographiegper and “the idea of light [...]
capturing that moment” (Emmanuel in Gurney 2008)e technical process becomes
conceptual, a working backwards in time; as Emmbsans: “[I]t is as if you are
reversing the photographic process ... projectindigie from your own memory

onto the paper” (Emmanuel in Croucamp 2008). ‘Emealising and melancholic
fallibility of memory and its representation anddiaion of moments of experience

motivates Emmanuel’s process; in his words:

[Clapturing the light on light-sensitive paper ..ptaring the light that

has bounced off a scenario that one has experiencétht one believes

to have existed ... but the impossibility of clingittgsomething [...]

trying to reveal the image that might have beerethe copying my own

photographic recordings of transient moments ...\mia attempt to

uncover what really happened (Emmanuel in Crouc2048).
When describing his technique, Emmanuel says ‘sloireg” far more frequently than
“incising”.”® An ‘incision’ suggests a deep, decisive, singular while ‘scratch’,
‘scratches’ and ‘scratching’ suggests repeatedjraatative markings, the desire to
be let in or let out, the marking of the surfacslape it, but not to destroy it, to draw
attention to it as a surface, as Butler (2006a) ©i&@3cribes the body, which is a
variable boundary whose permeability is politicatldgulated. The drawings exist
very much on and through their surfaces; as Emmaays, “I am trying to seduce
the viewer into my experience of the surface” (Emuae in Croucamp 2008). His
technique creates a forgiving surface that, likenmwey and unlike experience, may be
fashioned and refashioned; as Emmanuel explaitimugh the technique might not

allow for mistakes in that an area or detail deetoduk too dark or light cannot be

undone or erased, he can shade around and sayraietéhe errof: Photography

0 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktwn.
" Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktown.
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uses light to capture a moment; its apparent pragen of the vanished moment
renders it uncanny, both precious and obscenedr®ying into photographic paper
that has been already exposed, Emmanuel holdsamtament of loss and holds
open a moment of fracture, obsessively recreatiogdr and over again. As he
reflects: “A photograph is such an instant thinggj &liked the idea of obsessing over
something for so long that can take so quick tdwap (Emmanuel in Bosman
2009). The hyperbole and obsessiveness of thicharg technique that constitutes
the drawings ofrransitions,combined with their impression of photo-realisiveg

them a subversive, mimetic mimicry.

Emmanuel focuses on the liminality of rites of @agswhere gender roles, states and
statuses are demonstrably ‘performed’ and changeether they are legally
formalised (such as marriages) or ritualised byucal or religious implications (such
as circumcisions or head-shavings) or largely uscimus because they are so
everyday (such as the putting on of a jacket). ditegion of regulated and regulating
norms makes contingently visible the ongoing préducand maintenance of a
gendered identity that in these events fails taceahits own genesis. Emmanuel’s
focus on rites of passage, like Butler's conceptibgender, exposes “the illusion of
an abiding gendered self”, proposing instead tifeasé'a constitutedocial
temporality (Butler 2006a: 191; italics in original) oa“process of materialization
(Butler 1993: 9; italics in original). In rites phssage, the citations, quotations and
traces that form a subject’s socially constitutedypare undone and rearranged; as
Turner (1967: 99) notes: “Undoing, dissolution, a®position are accompanied by
processes of growth, transformation, and the raftation of old elements in new

patterns.” Liminal rites of passage confirm, affiand produce an individual’s



change in state, status or role. They are potBntisruptive to the social order
because they acknowledge that the constructioientity’ is an ongoing and ever-
tended process, one of materialisation. Ritesaefage cannot but petentially
disruptive because thelesignatedsocial function is to incorporate, even obscure,
these transitions, to make them seem ‘naturalnevevitable. Rites of passage are
intended to uphold the social order, although mterently’ subversive or

affirmative. Emmanuel engages with this poterftaldisruption through his
obsessive focus on his chosen rites of passagalelerately drawing out the
process of creation far longer than the rites sbpges ‘documented’ by the drawings
lasted, out of the contexts in which they were @tde holds open a moment of loss
and fracture, he pauses a moment by pausing itement, and attempts from this

point of failure and recreation to see somethirag th not visibly there.

Michael O’Sullivan (2010) says of the drawings frodnansitions “By freezing

actions that are fleeting and painstakingly teatliegn apart, Emmanuel invites us to
share his obsessiveness, looking for somethingghatreally there. Not what's
happening, in other words, but what it means.” Meg is not “really there” because
it cannot be seen to be self-present. Similanlyeference to a conception of identity,
André Croucamp reflects that “trying to find théf $& like trying to capture the
essence of these images” (Croucamp 2008). By mtiegesach rite of passage over
five panels, each drawing gives the appearanceqfentiality, even narrative,
although each reflects Emmanuel’s selection andlargement, or citing, of images
from the photographs he took at each event. Taekbframes’ of the drawings have
not been added on afterwards to aid the presentatithe images; the black areas

cannot be separated from the images since thephamxposed photographic paper
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that is the initial surface. Each drawing mighggest a film strip, but there are
demonstrable gaps: movement is visible but hasuttedited, recreated and
rearranged. These ‘sequences’ of paused, impresstomoments reflect the
liminality of the subjects, being “that which isither this nor that, and yet is both”
(Turner 1967: 99), and in so doing, make the subjeesent in a contingent and

partial visibility while still disallowing their grsence.

Conclusion

The ambiguities and paradoxes that Turner (196)ydéscribes as characterising
individuals in liminal states can be said to béextd in the ambiguities and
paradoxes of Emmanuel’s incised drawings, whiclugaan the liminality apparent in
rites of passage, in an attempt to representsimbrds,’dramaticspectacles of
subtlechange™? Ambiguity. Dramatic spectacle and subtle charigémacy and
distance. Transition. That these are the elentemimanuel elects to work with
when representing male identity suggest that theygantral to his understanding of
masculinity. That he represents these rites agggs with a neutrality and limited
contextualising of information forestalls any pmgstive reading of the situations.
That he represents his anonymous subjects in thesgents as close to yet exposed
to other men suggests the ambivalence of Butl@rgicgent community based on
vulnerability and loss. Like the liminal phaseribés of passage for subjects is, as
Turner explains, to a greater or lesser extenite to reflect on their society and

what creates and sustains them, so too do Emmameglesentations of men in

transition invite the viewer to consider the posisies and the limitations of gender

"2 Emmanuel in Art Source South Africa (2008); myidts:
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roles. Emmanuel finds and works the moments whereels men'’s identities to be
under negotiation, thereby revealing the weaknessi regulated and habitually
unremarked norms that Butler and Phelan consideortestitute gendered identity.
With his obsessive and detailed technique, Emmacarebe said to ‘perform’ more
in order to reveal as constituting ‘performancés’ tperformativity” of masculine

roles that, Halberstam argues, are habitually lbeaditerised as “performing less”.

In the conclusion, | consider briefly Emmanuel'sdhart film, 3SAl: A Rite of
Passagewhich, together with the incised drawingg - (5),forms the museum
exhibitionPaul Emmanuel: Transitionslt is an appropriate work with which to
conclude an overview of Emmanuel’s oeuvre becausay be seen as a culmination
of Emmanuel’s work until now. While it is motivatéy Emmanuel’s observation of
liminal moments in male identity (as discussechis thapter), it also draws on
thematic, stylistic and conceptual concerns (charatic of the artist’s previous

work) in order to stage a contingently visible msidjectivity.
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CONCLUSION

The back of the head and thighs, the side of tbe, fihe ear, the penis, the throat,
hands touching, hair falling away, skin facing btWvards and out: Emmanuel
circles the male subject, venturing in and outiof And implicating the viewer in this
movement. He breaks the body apart and builds, istudies its surfaces, holds onto
and holds open moments in time. He is drawn to/tiieerable and the liminal, when
subjectivity as process is revealed and wheredli€esmes undone. He can be said
to portray male identity, and its representatiaaia evolving and complex
interaction between artist, witness, viewer, subjearticipant and performer. In
concluding this examination of Emmanuel’s represgom of male subjectivity, | find
it worthwhile to look briefly at his art filn3SAI: A Rite of Passagas it may be seen
to bring together the thematic developments andfsnas$ well as the conceptual

concerns which | have traced in his work in the¢hchapters of the thesis.

Emmanuel’s fascination with ritualised behaviourishmarks out changes in male
identity, and the liminal states in which men fthemselves during such changes, led
him to document the annual head shaving of newitscat the Third South African
Infantry Battalion (3SAl) in Kimberley, South Afi@c The result of his impressions
of this event has been a fourteen minute artidttg 8SAI: A Rite of Passadeee

Figs. 45 a-d and Fig. 46, enclosed dvd), whichetiogr with the five incised

drawings (which were the focus of Chapter Thfeehn the exhibitioriTransitions

For Emmanuel, the process of making and produtiadiim, which has no plot or

script, became about “documenting an event” thaetiteless was “a change you
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can't see”?® His attempt to make visible this “unseen” changmbines
documentary footage of new recruits moving arolnedarmy base and a series of
closely observed head shavings with poetic seqeengelving landscape imagery
and slow motion and time lapse cinematographytoseh evocative soundtrack of
ambient and designed souffdThe Lightweight§Fig. 46d) was created to form part
of the landscape imagery 88Al It was a temporary installation of 1 000 white
cotton tee-shirts, of the kind that recruits sleggung on regimented ‘washing lines’

in the Free State landscape, and filmed from varangles.

The intimations of voyeurism or the implicationtbé viewer and the artist within the
work, which Emmanuel finds in the drawings fr@mansitionsand which | have
interpreted as on-going in his oeuvre, is alsogmesand represented, in this film.
The frontal close-ups of the shots of each recnaike it appear as if they were filmed
in a mirror, even two-way glass. This was notdhse; the cameraman was

positioned directly across from them, as was Emraanho was photographing each

3 Interview with Paul Emmanuel, 19 July 2009, Graktwn.

"4 3SAl: A Rite of Passagg a single channel video projection, filmed onoewl35 and 16 mm film
with High Definition digital formats, with variouscenes shot at up to 200 frames per second. In
length, it is 13 min 58 seconds including creditshas a stereo soundtrack that combines ambient
sounds with additional sound design and compositiaternationally, it has received two awards and
been officially selected for several film festivédee Appendix). Below is the synopsis give@8Al:

A Rite of Passagky Art Source South Africa, the visual arts cotemuty that manages Emmanuel’s
projects:

We open on the emptiness of the Gariep Dam onl#iespof the Karoo, South Africa.
The image is ambiguous. The ripples on the mudakgmliook like ripples in desert
sand. The image is broken violently by the cragisiound of a railway train coupling.
We cut to a line-up of young recruits waiting fbeir obligatory hair shaving at 3SAL.
We join the queue. We witness a monotonous seguafnadifferent head shavings.

The industrial buzz of an electric razor. The hmytof a production line which increases
in pace and intensity. Suddenly at the peak sfshincopated spectacle we are cast into
a twilight realm of slow-time. We break througle thilitary machine and witness a new
head shaving - in slow motion and in close det@itere is now an intimacy and
vulnerability that was not seen before - an altestate, abstracted, decontextualised and
open to interpretation. This then fades back ihtocontemplative spaces of the Gariep
(Art Source South Africa 2010: 16).

The final sequence of the film returns to real-tiasethe recruit, whose head shaving has been
witnessed in slow motion, has the cape removedé&yparber, gets up and leaves.
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recruit. Emmanuel included in the film the shdtsh@ men glancing at the camera -
at times awkward, furtive, defiant, shy, smilingypassive - because he felt these
glances to speak to “our relationship with these.mélose but removed ... intimate

but alien” (Emmanuel in Kaganof 2008). As he says:

The camera [...] can depict the subject as somedfirather’ [...] |
wanted to ask: What and who exactly is “the otlerthis situation? We
are very much the ‘outsider’ here, we are the ofesererging on voyeur.
We are outside the “system”. | know a little abbeaing outside the
system (Emmanuel in Kaganof 2008).
In 3SAI the position of the viewer is interrogated. Dtsjis elegiac imagery
and evocative soundtrack, the viewer is not skedter shrouded behind some
visual or discursive proscenium arch. The positigrof the viewer as “outside

the ‘system’ nonetheless situates the viewer withie ‘field’ of the work or
the field of vision and thereby resists a passiaglgropriating gaze. The
viewer must see in glances and fragments. Likeeyte2 | that prowls around
and persistently re-approaches the telephofhane Sensf@-ig. 3), the time
and process of making, and the presence of theeviesthin this process, is
thematised in the filming and viewing experienc@8Al Emmanuel draws a

parallel between his liminal, even abjected, statia gay man and an

awareness of this inside/ outside, self/ other #tesad movement.

The film does not onlyepresentiminal or transitional moments in male lives. €Th
men’s glances at the camera make the film itseltfeitween categories. The viewer
becomes more aware of the interplay between theshide, impressionistic, dream-
scapes and landscape imagery with the documerdatgde of new recruits at an

army base. The liminality or in-betweenness offilne's concept extended,
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ironically but problematically, to the practicadisi of the project itself: the National
Arts Commission turned down Emmanuel’s funding egapion on the grounds that
the proposed project was a film, not art, and th&dwal Film and Video Foundation
turned it down because it was deemed art, notra firhe liminality that Turner
characterises as being “neither this nor that atdgth” is Emmanuel’s precise
assessment &SA} he describes it as: “that strange ambiguity, looth thing and

also another” (Emmanuel in Kaganof 2008). In ilm,fEmmanuel explores the
liminality that, under his direction, becomes visiin landscapes as well as in the rite
of passage. As he points out, the time lapse lamdraotion cinematography enables
one to see an entire day in seconds, the moverhém sun, wind and water over the
Gariep dam means that one “suddenly see[s] the mentand change in things
which previously seemed still and unchangings pessible to see most things as
being in a constant state of transition” (Emmanué{aganof 2008). Presence and

self-presence in all actions and objects of seairglestabilised.

It is not only the cinematic effects that revedaitisubjects in a new light, as in the
way that Emmanuel’s scratching technique revealarftextent) the experiences
represented in the drawings framansitions. The landscapes themselves are already
ambiguous: the water of the Gariep dam, as Emmaaysl|, is a brown ochre colour
and can seem like moving sand dunes (Emmanuelgaat 2008). The “peculiar
unity” of the liminal is thematised within the filand signals itself retrospectively
through Emmanuel’'s oeuvre. The recruits’ headk lid@ fields of grass; their hair
being buzzed off is the harvesting of a field aligr As inSleep Series Il{Fig. 4) or
The Lost Men (Fig. 1), one sees how Emmanuel’'s close and ndamiogervation of

the human body exposes it as a vast and detaileddape. IIBSA| the hair falling
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away, seen in both the negative and the positigek(dgainst light and light against
dark) moves between the visible and the unsedmeihé¢ld-open and liminal process

of changing into ‘someone else’.

This close observation and interaction takes piatiee small spaces and the touch
across anonymous skin that is portrayed irSleep Seriesuch as inV, Fig. 6, or

IX, Fig. 18). IN3SAI the barber’s hands smooth the shaved head imaen#hat,
first, is briskly utilitarian and then, in slow mot, becomes a slight, caressing touch.
These moments of contingent intimacy during thedrsdsavings are juxtaposed with
landscape imagery of the Free State and the GBaem Thus the claustrophobic
spaces of th&leep Serieare brought together with the vast outdoor spaces
represented iAir on the Skir(Figs. 16 a-b) andfter-image(Fig. 40) and
incorporated intd'he Lost Men (Grahamstow(higs. 19 a-o0) an¢Mozambique)

(Fig. 20). This was a conscious choice on Emmaspelt; as he says: “l wanted to
link these tiny transient moments happening inaed, claustrophobic environment
with something larger than us, to link this limitexperience with something eternal”
(Emmanuel in Kaganof 2008). What also links thexgeeriences of the epic and the
intimate is a feeling of vulnerability and exposusdether in a vast landscape, or in
an intimate space, touching another man. The ek of the shaved, white,
anonymous head froifhe Lost MeriGrahamstowhappears again iBSAL InThe
Lost Men (Grahamstownthe artist’'s head is imprinted with text on tiepe of his
neck (Fig. 190) and was used as the poster fadGthbamstown installation; BSA|
the camera circles 180° around the back of a dilyitaude head, testifying to the
subject’s temporary “neither/ nor” state but alsdéhte imprint, the touch, of the

barber’'s administration.



Turner (1967: 96) describes unclassified (and wsdiable) subjects during
transitional rites as being expressed in “symbadsi@tied on processes of gestation
and parturition”, where neophytes are “likeneditéreated as embryos, newborn
infants, or sucklings”. Emmanuel makes use of soaygery to characterise male
identity as vulnerable and as under negotiatioh wihers. This negotiation is
represented as ambivalent and open to interpreta®in, for example, the surgeon’s
circumcision of the infant ifil) from Transitions(Fig. 31), and in the adult hand’s
application of a band-aid to the infantSifeep Series lVImagery suggestive of
gestation and parturition is also apparent in thbrgonic ear irSleep Series lliin

the arm pushing through the membrane and the pigtane irSleep Series | Amnion
(Fig. 7), and, irBSAI in the enfolding mist of the water sprayed over $horn head

and in the brief moment, held open, when the baststles the nude head.

The linking of the intimate and the epic, whiclBi8Alis suggestive of the
transitional state and subjective experience dfi eacruit, is also not unlike the
emotive journeys taken ifwelve Phases of OrangEigs. 12 a-b) andirstrip (Fig.
14). InTwelve Phases of Oranghe images of landscapes are like postcards from
the self, a disjointed visual rhythm drawn out fromeide the body. IB8SAI,the time
lapse that flickers through a day in a few secandkes the external landscape
representative of the inner, subjective experiarieach recruit. ITwelve Phases of
Orange,because of the cut-out time that refuses a linkéen the various landscape
images, the viewer relies on the unseen presenihwbnsumes the orange to link
the images, by providing a ‘narrative’ through ttmplied process of consumption (of

eye, hand, mouth, gut). BSAI the recruits are only contingently ‘seen’ durthgir
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transitions; the focus on their falling hair is tinest visible (and visually powerful)

indicator of their transitions or emotive journeys.

In Airstrip andAir on the Skinthe empty clothing in the landscape is enigmetid
disconcerting, even absurd. dfier-image the identifiable military provenance of the
empty clothing draws one into a consideration dfigechal values of militarism and
the losses that they entail. The Lightweight¢Fig. 45d), the installation set up in the
Free State landscape and filmed3&A| the 1 000 white tee-shirts (stained in tea to
intimate worn clothing) are positioned in regimehli@es, covering over ten acres, so
that they are reminiscent of tombstones and thasfief crosses that mark the
battlefields of World War I. But these tee-shitilse the recruits who wear and sleep
in them, are fragile and insubstantial, light inigie and undulate in the wind (of the
wind machine). These ‘exposed skins’ can be samddurn the anxiety and avarice
that Bal (1999: 233) finds to be expressed in trafulsion to map and colonise
space. Like the clothing in the landscapeAiddtrip andAir on the Skinthe tee-

shirts of The Lightweight$stain” in the presence of the (viewing) subjeBut most
emphatically in this installation, as &fter-image the absences made visible by the
empty clothing lead one to question the mascultvstes and ideals inscribed by the

military forces that these recruits are to becowth Instruments of and implicated in.

The tee-shirts iThe Lightweightslisintegrated in the weather over the six days that
they were installed in the Free State landscapéidathe silk sheets iihe Lost Men
The conceptual significance of their disintegrai®akin to that ofhe Lost Men

they are an impermanent memorial to losses in Waey evoke historical losses in

their recalling of tombstones or crosses in baélé$, just aghe Lost Men



(Grahamstown)presents’ the dead from nineteenth century ‘Femiars’ in the
Eastern Cape. Butin the contexfldfe Lightweightsfeaturing in3SA| the
installation appears oredictmourning and the dangers of the lives on whickehe

new soldiers, who are not impregnable but vulneradnle embarking.

Loss, change and controversy are subtly treatésnimanuel’s work. Emmanuel’s
empathy in his delicate representation of the walbidity and exposure that the
fragmentation of the self engenders is what enahkeseaching out to the other and
the process of building the self; or, as Butlersptit“You are what | gain through this
disorientation and loss. This is how the humane®imto being, again and again, as
that which we have yet to know” (Butler 2006b: 485 Alcan be said to represent
this ‘becoming’ subjectivity, an ongoing processabh in its normativity, is not

easily ‘'seen’. Emmanuel fixed on the idea of mrjthead shavings because they
appeared to be visual and visible markers of changeen’s states and statuses. Like
Emmanuel’s early work3SAlappears to turn its subjects inside out in the
representation of an external and ‘visible’ conglleo an internal, subjective change.
At the end of the film, after the pace and intgneftthe subjective, landscape images
ends and the camera drifts out over the vast lapdsspace, the scene cuts back to
real-time, real-place and the recruit whose headloav been shaved. He gets up and
moves out of the frame, saying “Thanks, man” tolthgber. Although, in one sense,
merely an expression, the new soldier is nonethelaming the barber just as he
would himself expect to be named. The barber shakiethe cape which each man
assumed to catch the hair that fell, in a visuabeaf the final shot ofhe

Lightweights where a close-up shot of a tee-shirt fills oud andulates in the wind,

before the camera drifts out over the empty vdlde apparent inner, psychological
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transition and the external, physical transfornmatbthe recruit’s experience are
layered together. This has been a transition Bpégj and specifically between,

male subjects.

Emmanuel holds open moments of “suspended posgiaid impossibility” in the
usually ‘silent’ process of socialised and sociafisacts that conceal their own
geneses and constitute normative identity. Wheddes this in his incised drawings,
his obsessive technique contingently reveals tithser the immanence and
weightedness of such ambivalently recreated momeits scratching is a
meditative, repetitive, accretive scoring and mgdhat, in its process, builds
something which is both violent and subtle. Byiing the fractures and working the
weaknesses in these ‘unremarkable’ norms, whethecising, imprinting, print-
making, photography or digital media, Emmanuel rmar&-marks and remarks on

their visibility.

But he also “un-marks” them, allowing the represdrtody or subjectivity to escape
or hide. In an on-going movement between presandeabsence and between inside
and outside, Emmanuel’s bodies actively performamishing or “non-self-presence”
by leaving as well as anticipating their own “trelteThey express a subjectivity
known through intimacy, exposure and vulnerabifitsgt cannot be easily fixed or
categorised. As in Phelan’s conception of an “uead’ subjectivity, these bodies
express themselves through the unconscious, asgéirough the liminal and the
unremarked. The body is marked, but also eraseits land others’ experiences.
This is especially evident on the body’s skin, tuatn Emmanuel repeatedly returns.

Through the medium of skin, the body is ‘seen’ ¢onhat Butler describes as a
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porous boundary whose subjectivity is always ip@tess of materialisation”.
Emmanuel brings the expression of this subjectitdtye-interpret and destabilise the

naturalisation of value-laden norms and conventamaasculine identities.

As Emmanuel receives more critical attention, regean his oeuvre increases.
While | have drawn primarily on theoretical coneephd insights to discuss
Emmanuel’s representation of male subjectivityrehie also opportunity for a more
factually based contextualisation of the developnoém representational aesthetic of
South African men, by themselves and others. nktthhat Emmanuel’s work might
also be elucidatory in considering the relationdigépween the liminal and the abject.
It may also be viewed in greater detail as pathefnational and international
tradition of counter-monuments. His work also \wats examination in the context
of a study of how male artists use their bodiethéxmaking of their art and of the
conventions accruing to the representation of takemude. New work by

Emmanuel will also open up new directions.

14z



APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON PAUL EMMANUEL 7

Solo Exhibitions & Public Installations

2011. Transitions Kunst:Raum Slyt Quelle Foundation, Rantum, SBdrmany.

2010. Transitions National Museum of African Arts, Smithsonian itsgion,
Washington D.C., USA.

2009-10.Transitions Spier Old Wine Cellar, Stellenbosch, South Afi(§a).

2009. Transitions,Albany Museum, National Arts Festival, Grahamstp®A.

2009. The Lost MenKunst Raum Slyt-Quelle, Rantum, Slyt, Germany.

2009. Transitions KwaZulu-Natal Society of Arts, Durban, SA.

2009. Transitions William Humphreys Art Gallery, Kimberley, SA.

2009. Transitions Oliewenhuis Art Museum, Bloemfontein, SA.

2008. Transitions Apartheid Museum, Johannesburg, SA.

2007. The Lost Men (Mozambique}atembe Ferry Jetty, Maputo, Mozambique.

2006. After-lmage Villa Arcadia, Johannesburg, SA.

2005. After-Image Oliewenhuis Art Museum, Bloemfontein, SA.

2004. After-Image University of Stellenbosch Art Gallery, Stellesioh, SA.

2004. The Lost Men Grahamstowklonument Hill, Grahamstown, SA.

2003. Air on the SkinStandard Bank Gallery, Johannesburg, SA.

2000. Pages from Cathexi©pen Window Contemporary Gallery, Pretoria, SA.

Selected Group Exhibitions, Film Screenings & Evemst(c) = catalogue

2010. Black Box Smart Museum of Art, The University of Chicagiinbis, USA.

2010. Videogud/VideokonsGavleborg, Uppsala & Dalarna, Sweden.

2010. 5th Sardinia Film Festival, Sassari, Italy.

2010. 19" Séquence Court-Métrage International Film FestiVallouse, France.

2009. 4" Africa-in-Motion International Film Festival, Edinrgh International Film
Festival, Filmhouse Cinema, EdinburgK, (0).

2009. On Making: Integrating Approaches to Practice-legsBarch in Art &
DesignUniversity of Johannesburg, South Africa (SA) (c)

2009. 12" Antimatter International Film Festival, Open Spégts Centre,
Victoria, Canada (c).

2009. Adding Subtractiong~ordsburg Artists’ Studios, Johannesburg, SA.

2009. Design Indaba Expo National Film Festiy&lape Town International
Convention Centre, SA (c).

2006. Navigating the Bookscape, Artists’ Books and thgitBii Interface(touring)
Aardklop National Arts Festival, Potcstebom; FADA Gallery, University of
Johannesburg, SA (c).

’® The information in the Appendix is quoted verbafiom Paul Emmanuel'surriculum vitae
(Emmanuel 2011), also available online at www.peungnuel.net
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2004-7 Waldsee 1944touring) Collegium Hungaricum, Berlin, Germa2g
Galleria, Budapest, Hungary; HebrewddrCollege Museum, New York,
USA,; Florida Holocuse Museum, USA,; &liMuseum, FAU-Jupiter,
Florida, USA; Ben Uri Gallery, LondddK; Alper JCC, Miami, Florida,
USA (c).

2003. The Ampersand FoundatipWarren Seibrits Modern and Contemporary,
Johannesburg, SA (c).

2002. Schumann-SASOL Wax Art CompetitiBasolburg, SA.

2001. Bag Factory ShowGoodman Gallery, Johannesburg, SA.

2000. After New YorkCivic Gallery, Johannesburg, SA.

1999. Postcards from South Afric&xis Gallery, New York, USA.

1998. South African PrintmakingStockholm, Sweden

1997. Bag Factory Group ExhibitignMexican Embassy, Pretoria, SA.

1996. Artists’ Books in the Ginsberg Collectiolohannesburg Art Gallery, SA.

1995. The First Four YearsCivic Gallery, Johannesburg, SA

1994. Open Bite - A New Look at Intaglio Printmakirigjvic Gallery,
Johannesburg, SA

Awards, Fellowships & Residencies

2010 Best Experimental Film:"5Sardinia Film Festival, Sassari, Italy.
2009 Best Short Film: % Africa-in-Motion Short Film Competition, Africa-in
Motion International Film Festival, EBurgh International Film Festival, UK.
2002 Kunst:Raum Slyt Quelle Foundation, Residendgattum, Slyt, Germany.
2002 First Prize: SASOL Wax In Art Competition, Johasburg, South Africa.
1997 Ampersand Fellowship: Ampersand Foundation, Nenk, USA.
Visiting artist & internship the Center for Book Arts, New York, USA.
Internship at Alma on DoblNew York, USA.

Public & Corporate Collections

National Museum of African Art, Smithsonian Instian (USA)
Kunst:Raum Slyt Quelle Foundation (Germany)

William Humphreys Art Gallery (South Africa)

First National Bank (South Africa)

Spier Contemporary Collection (South Africa)

Hollard Insurance Company Limited (South Africa)
Johannesburg Securities Exchange (South Africa)
Johannesburg Art Gallery (South Africa)

Gauteng Provincial Legislature (South Africa)

Vodacom Limited (South Africa)

MTN Limited (South Africa)

Oliewenhuis Art Museum (South Africa)

Sasol University of Stellenbosch Museum (South cfyi
Pretoria Art Museum (South Africa)

University of South Africa permanent collection (o Africa)
Standard Bank (South Africa)

SASOL Petroleum Company Limited (South Africa)
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South African Broadcasting Corporation (South Adjic
Museum of Contemporary Art, Chamalieres (France)

Solo Catalogues & Monographs

2008. Transitions Texts by André Croucamp and Robyn Sassen. Artcg&dSouth
Africa. Johannesburg SA. (ISBN 978-@-6A945-1).

2004. After-Image Text by Julia Charlton. Paul Emmanuel. Johannest8A
(ISBN 0-620-32295-0).
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