











Representing is a process and a game which extends
into the exhibition and experience of the works, If
there are birds on show hanging by string from the ceil-
ing, it is so they can be physically disturbed and ‘set in
flight’; if there are crocodiles on the floor, it is so they
can be trodden upon and made to emit a sound resembl-
ing ‘ouch’ (the nature of the sound being itself a joke
upon mimetic representation). What matters is not so
much the identity of the objects semi-represented
(birds and crocodiles) but the fact that they partake in
this game of effects and affects . ..

“A horse is defined by a register of affects

as a function of the assemblage of which

it is a part, affects which represent nothing
other than themselves: being blinded, having
a harness or bit, being proud, having a big
widdler, having a fat rump to make droppings,
biting, pulling overburdened loads, being
whipped, falling, making a row with its

legs . . . The true problem, through which a
horse is ‘affective’ and not representative, is:
how do the affects circulate within the horse,
how do they pass, transform themselves into
one another?”’ (Deleuze and Guattari)

Exchanging

Everywhere, at every level, art is governed by the
rules of exchange, the law of the contract. This much
of this in return for this much of that: no situation is
more alien to the production of desire. The discourse
of art criticism, certainly, is implicated in the terms of
such a repressive exchange when it acts under the sign
of interpretation, inside the culture of the signified.
What does the following review have to do with Maria
Kozic?:

*. .. the constructions of Maria Kozic strike a
blow for zoology and the preservation of the
world’s wildlife . . . The whole exhibit evokes
the words of R.L. Stevenson, that we can’t
move a stone or a log of wood or even step on
the grass without disturbing the ecological order
of some other living creature. What M. Kozic

is gently saying is that it behoves late 20th
century man to step a little more lightly.”
(italics mine)

The explosions of desire in art such as Kozic’s pre-
cisely cannot find an equivalency of critical discourse,
they cannot be translated into or balanced by an act
of writing which names and closes them. Deleuze and
Guattari’s characterisation of the practicing psycho-
analyst has pertinence here:

“Inside the external contract between psycho-
analyst and patient, there secretly unfolds, in an

even greater silence, a contract of another

nature: the one which is going to exchange

the patient’s flow of libido, to coin it in

dreams, fantasms, words, etc. It is at the

intersection of a libidinal flow, non-decomposable
and changing, and of a flow capable of

being segmented which is exchanged in its place,

that the power of the psychoanalyst will

install itself; and like all power, it has the

object of rendering powerless the production

of desire and the formation of utterances,

in brief, of neutralising the libido,” 9

Kozi¢’s art is important as regards the ideology
of exchange because it gets inside and subverts it.
The works are indeed literally ‘gifts’ in some instances
(“Philip’s Birthday Present”, “Three Clints for Peter”),
but all could be called such, for as figurations of desire
they are not self-sufficient or self-enclosed, they are
for an other, for many others, they are designed to in-
clude others.

A series of paintings bears the title of the familial
demand which prompted them: “Maria, Why Don’t
You Paint Me Nice Landscape?” But this conventional
demand — this demand for convention — is answered by
an overrunning of the economy which governs both rep-
resentational art and the socially sanctioned gift. They
are three fairly plain, traditional landscape paintings —
not quite similar enough to be considered the one paint-
ing times three; not quite different enough to be con-
sidered three separate, discrete art objects. Exchange is
thrown into crisis because the gift received is poly-
morphous and perverse; it is too much and yet not

enough.

Kozic’s art wages war also against the related notion
of formal economy in art, the ‘appropriate’ distribution
of colour and line. “All so-called good form,” writes
Lyotard, “implies the return of sameness, the folding
back of diversity upon an identical unity. In painting
this may be a plastic rthyme or an equilibrium of col-
ours; in music, the resolution of dissonance by the
dominant chord; in architecture, a proportion.”
When Kozic multiplies her portraits of Clint Eastwood
and David Bowie, changing the particularly loud and un-
realistic combination of colors from one frame to the
next, there is no overall ‘plan’ to the differential play,
no rhyme: and hence not even conceptually or struc-
turally a single, homogenous object to name and con-
sume. The works are both infinitely extendable and
infinitely contractable; there is always more to explore,
there is always somewhere to stop, as one desires . . .

“She doesn’t ‘know’ what she’s giving, she

doesn’t measure it; she gives, though, neither

a counterfeit impression nor something she

hasn’t got. She gives more, with no assurance

that she’ll get back even some unexpected profit
from what she puts out. She gives that there may
be lifz, thought, tranformation. This is an
‘economy’ that can no longer be put in economic
terms. Wherever she loves all the old concepts of
management are left behind. At the end of a more
or less conscious computation, she finds not her sum

il

but her differences” (Cixous) *4
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What is represented is a lack — desire is necessarily a missing term whose very essence is to be
lacking. Oedipus is the displaced — represented. Castration is the representative, the displacing
agency, the signifier. Two operations of capture are — repressive social production replaced
by beliefs/ideology;
— repressed desiring production replaced
by representation.

The dream theatre is everyone’s in as much as everyone is within the closure/‘subject’, which is
to say — has been reduced to a unified stable, sexually indifferent subject, ““trapped in the old
dream of symmetry’”, Sexual indifference is not lack of sexuality but lack of any different
sexuality but woman as other — his appropriate opposite sex.

What is excluded from representation here but women’s desire. According to Freud, the sight
of women’s genitalia horrifies the young boy because he sees the lack. Freud’s theory must
oc/cult female sexuality in order to manifest symmetry. Blind — also like Oedipus is blinded.
There is an effervescence of object and sign — not of desire but of intolerable significance; they
tumble over into non-sense or the impossible real, but they appear even so inspite of ‘myself’
(which is not) as abjection. Luce Irragary 4 suggests that in Freud’s theory the materiality of
sex is obliterated by the idea of sex. In Luce lrragary’s reading of Freud she lays fiery seige
to the phallus/the father’s law, out of yearning to get beyond its prohibitions, and touch some
masculine body. To get beyond the phallic representations in which women do not appear.
Luce’s reading of Freud’s theory continually discovers an ignoring of pleasure, The theory of
sexuality is a theory of the sexual function (ultimately the reproductive function) and the
production of pleasure is displaced/re-territorialised in a capitalist economy. As long as woman
has no desires that don’t complement his, so she can mirror him, provide him with a represent-
ation of himself which calms his phobias about his castration anxiety (her otherness and differ-
ence) and support his narcissistic overinvestment in his penis.

Analytic work, writing/theory, is always political, always involved with power structures. To
shore up the master’s power, institutional power, and to ensure submission to the institution-
alised discourse of POPISM is not my desire. 1 am here to lay witness to the works power to
obliterate desire and specificity, specificity in an art historical Australian historical conjuncture,
the specificities of women’s desire — (not written in the work of Maria Kozic). An alternative
reading is indicated which suggests a more incisive polemic concerned to challenge dominant
conceptions of political and economic power, sexual relationships, social structure and central
to popism-language and forms of discursive order.

What we have to question is the system of representation the discursive system at work in this
socio-cultural functioning — a new Australianism. Instead of the visible/the specularisable being
the dominant criteria it is the touch which for the female sex seems to be primordial: these
“two lips” of mine are always joined in an embrace.

The fact that a good many of the psychic mechanisms discovered by Freud (such as repetition,
death wish, sublimation or displacement) operate in our culture does not imply that they will

always do so/nor that they should be *normalised’.

Marcuse has pointed out that Art has the potential for radical form. 5
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Deleuze and Guattari theorise molecular biology in their “desiring machines™ 6. Irragary says
western thought has been dominated by the physics and the mechanics of solid matter where-
as the feminine refers much more to the “mechanics of fluids” which has barely been elaborat-
ed 7. Heterosexuality once it is exposed as an exchange of women between men (Levi Strauss)
reveals itself as a mediated form of homosexuality — all penetration considered to be the sad-
istic penetration of the body’s unity, is thought according to the model of anal penetration 8.
But the vagina has a juicy receptivity which makes penetration not painful, but a free flowing
exchange leaving no solid borders to be violated. The vagina flows with desire. It also flows
with menstrual blood, which remains the last taboo because it is not a wound in the closure of
the body — it ignores the distinction virgin/deflowered.

Representations are of the effects on women of male desire — (sex images, fetishised images,
territorialised images). They are symptoms of the way in which women are subjected to this
desire’s economy. By producing children, by reproducing the labour force, they continue
to mediate the exchanges between men. Women’s bodies constitute the infrastructure of our
society: they reproduce the forces of production without being recognised as a force of pro-
duction.

Representation denies womens reality. Under the guise of the flesh/blood opposition the
bloodless flesh is destined for man and the blood for god. (The blood of animal sacrifice).
But blood as a vital element also refers to women, fertility and the assurance of fecundation.
If thus becomes a fascinating semantic cross-roads, “the propitious place of abjection’ where
death and femininity, murder and procreation, cessation of life and vitality all come together.

Women are totally ‘censored’ in their carnal relationship with their mothers and other women.
A woman if she cannot in one way or another recuperate her first object i.e. the possibility
of keeping her earliest libidinal attachments by displacing them, is always exiled from herself.

The depositories of the body are women i.e. men can find the body in women and also the
primal substance — but women cannot find this in men. The mystic’s familiarity with ab-
jections is a point of infinite pleasure, Francis of Assisi visited leproseries to give out alms and
left after having kissed each leper on the mouth. It would be necessary for women to be rec-
ognised as bodies with sexual attribute(s), desiring and uttering, and for men to rediscover the
materiality of their bodies. There should no longer be this separation: sex/language on the
one hand body/matter on the other. Then perhaps another history would be possible or an-
other art than that which we are presently asked to contemplate.
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